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themselyes to procure in that great commercial State a free 
regulator of transportation rates, 

The gentleman says there are ten lines of railway running 
through the country this cana] will trayerse, if I remember his 
language correctly. Ah, the ten put together are rich enough 
either to lease or to buy this canal after you have dealt out 
its privileges and toll power as a charter right freely and with- 
out pay to certain men whose very names none of us were ever 
acquainted with until this bill presented itself in this House. 
They are rich enough to buy it. It can be turned over to the 
Pennsylvania Railroad to-morrow under this charter, because 
the parties who receive the charter can sell it or lease it to- 
morrow. And, although T can not prove it, and I do not like 
to make assertions that I can not prove, and therefore will not 
positively assert it, I suspect in my heart that it is already 
turned over to the Pennsylvania Railroad or some other great 
railroad interest. 

What are you going to do by this bill? You are going to or- 
ganize a private company. To do what? To do what the Gov- 
ernment of the United States ought to do. To do it why? Be- 
cause you say the Government of the United States will not 
do it. Why will not the Government of the United States do it? 
Because you are spending your money around upon the surface 
of the earth, sea-girdling the globe with islands that you want 
to possess yourselves of and neglecting the domestic develop- 
ment of your own people; neglecting to put your dollar where 
your dollar will grow, and grow into what? Into fruit of luxu- 
riant benefit to your own children. You are choosing rather to 
put it elsewhere—among aliens, half devil and half child.“ 

I welcomed the speech made by the gentleman from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. RaNspELL] this morning upon the subject of the duty 
of the United States to engage, in the heyday of its prosperity 
and its wealth (because the heyday can not last always), in the 
development of the industry and the commerce and the naviga- 
tion of the United States and in building up great competitive 
lines of free waterways against exploitive railroad influences. 
But does the gentleman from Louisiana think he is going to 
arrive at his end by this sort of legislation? No. This is the 
first step in this line. It will not be long before We will have 
all sorts of private corporations coming here to get charters to 
do all sorts of river and harbor and canal work wherever, in 
the opinion of the incorporators, the work can be done profit- 
ably for the incorporators. There is no sense in deepening 
harbors and in building canals except to furnish a bridle upon 
railway rate regulation. And you can not furnish a bridle if 
you give substantially unrestricted power to a private corpora- 
tion, whose interest it is to charge the utmost possible under 
the law for the transportation of freight along its line. Six 
hundred thousand dollars a mile, I believe, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Davipson] said this work would cost. Some- 
where within the free limit of between thirty-four and forty 
million in toto he said the work would cost. Count the interest 
to be earned upon that; a dividend to be earned upon that; a 
fairly remunerative rate to be earned upon it. Why, if this is 
true, you might better appropriate out of the Treasury to-day 
the sum of $30,000 a mile, or even $60,000, to build a single- 
track road (and $60,000 a mile would build a double track 
along that line), and then give it to somebody free upon the 
condition that they would not charge anything upon the original 
cost. 

My friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZzELL] says that he has 
not heard anybody but Democrats and a few railroads opposing 
this legislation. Ah, my friend Mr. DALZELL and I have served 
in the United States Congress too long for him, of all men, to 
accuse me of being tied up to the railroad interests of this coun- 
try. The Pennsylvania Railroad is not close to me. Let him 
say how close it is to him. I have no interest in this bill except 
the interest that every citizen of the United States has in it, 
and one further interest, and that is the interest, as an inhabit- 
ant of the lower Mississippi Valley, of seeing to it that the 
railroad interests of this country and private corporation inter- 
ests of this country do not forestall the great enterprise of a free 
canal from the Great Lakes to the lower Mississippi, leading 
out by New Orleans to the Panama Canal. Gentlemen say that 
“they are going to do this for nothing —that is to say, it is not 
going to cost the Government, as a government, anything. But 
it will cost the people something; and I want to warn you now, 
every man of you, that votes for this bill will return to curse 
you when your people find out what this canal company charges. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the 
gentleman—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. One moment. Later on, when you find 
that the commerce along that canal must pay tolls in order that 
this corporation may be satisfied, then you will find out that you 
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have made a mistake, and I do not doubt that while making it 
you have made it honestly. You are just as honest as I am, 
nine-tenths of you, and I have no doubt you will have made the 
mistake honestly, believing that you were not making it, but you 
do now make it all the same. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have promised to yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee, 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. You said a few moments ago that 
the Federal Government should build this canal. There is not 
even a bill, I take it, introduced for the Government of the 
United States to build this canal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know whether there is or not. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. And we would not do it if such a 
bill was introduced. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will vote for it any time it is introduced. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, if the Federal Government 
is not ready to build it, I am told by the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. DALZELL] that these parties have $35,000 to go 
forward and build it with private capital, and the rates are to 
be controlled by the Interstate Commerce Commission, almost 
like this miserable bill provides we passed the other day, that we 
were not allowed to amend and make better. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is my friend asking a question? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will you give me the reason why 
you object to private individuals taking private money and build- 
ing this canal, that the Government can and will control, that 
the Government is not ready to build and does not want to build? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will answer that question. The differ- 
ence between giving the right to a private corporation to build 
a canal and charge any toll it deems necessary, and the Govern- 
ment building it and charging no toll except such a toll as is 
necessary for actual maintenance; the difference between giv- 
ing a private corporation, without compensation, the power to 
charge such toll as would give a dividend upon the original 
expenditure of $600,000 a mile and keep up the maintenance 
and equipment, and the power that would rest in the Federal 
Government if it built the works to charge just such tolls as 
are necessary for maintenance alone is so immense, in dollars 
and cents, that it is not worth my while to dwell upon it. Then 
I will ask this question in return: How would the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. RANspeLt] regard a proposition that 
every steamboat traveling down the Mississippi River should 
pay a toll that would furnish a “fairly remunerative rate” 
of interest upon all that Louisiana and Mississippi and the 
Federal Government have spent upon the Mississippi River? 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Do you wish an answer? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. 
at all comparable. 
parable to this? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is exactly comparable; I beg the gentle- 
man’s pardon. To charge up the commerce of the Mississippi 
River with the cost of deepening the Mississippi River chan- 
nel, charging all the commerce that is carried on its bosom with 
all the cost of deepening the channel of the Mississippi and 
charging up to the commerce passing out of the southwest pass 
the cost of that improyement; charge to Alabama commerce 
the cost of deepening Mobile Bay and the improvement of 
Alabama River, is exactly the same in kind as is the proposi- 
tion that we charge up to the commerce of this country from 
the Lakes down the Mississippi a dividend on the cost of dig- 
ging this canal. There is only a difference of degree and not 
of kind between deepening and digging. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Will the gentleman allow 
me to answer the question he has asked me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thought the gentleman had answered it. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. No; not at all. I said I 
would not favor a proposition of that sort. Why? The Mis- 
sissippi River is a great natural waterway. The Government 
should improve its natural waterways just as much as possible, 
and I am strongly in favor of that; but I am not in favor of its 
digging artificial waterways between two States when it has not 
the money to improve the natural waterways it already has, 
and can not do it for seventy-five or a hundred years. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. Speaker, my time is limited. 
The difference between a natural waterway 3 feet deep that 
needs to be 12 feet deep and a natural waterway no feet deep 
that needs to be 9 feet deep is, so far as I can learn, nothing. 
[Applause.] Your “natural” waterway from St. Louis down 
to New Orleans is no waterway at all, because it is not 2 water- 
way sufficient to float the commerce that must pass over it, and 
the gentleman from Louisiana and I haye been here working 
for years and years in order to enable this so-called “ natural 
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waterway” to float the commerce that would pass over it if it 
were deep enough. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Was not that a fine water- 
way at one time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not in my time. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. It has been in my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why, when I was a mere boy as a cadet 
at the Kentucky Military Institute I went aground for three 
days at Presidents Island, a few miles from Memphis, Tenn. 
It may have been a great waterway in flood times at some pe- 
riod in the past, but it has never been a waterway sufficient for 
the commerce of the valley in my lifetime. I apprehend the 
gentleman and I would not have been urging appropriations 
from the Federal Treasury for its improvement if it had been 
a fine waterway without further improvements. 

Mr. SIBLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; I will have to give up this speech 
now and answer all questions from every quarter. 

Mr. SIBLEY. I should like to ask the gentleman what he 
understood by the reference made by the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee to the “ miserable bill we passed here the other day?” 
Did he not refer to the bill that is now pending in the Senate, 
which, it is reported, will have the unanimous support of the 
gentleman’s party in that body? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe I will decline to answer that ques- 
tion. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I will answer it, if you will give 
me a chance. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no; I fear it would take too much of 
my valuable time. If I had the time to yield, the gentleman 
from Tennessee could answer the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
to his own satisfaction and to the satisfaction of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, and there would not be left a greasy spot of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. [Laughter.] But I have not 
the time. That is the only reason I do not yield. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the fundamental objection to this bill is 
that the Government of the United States, if it goes into the 
business of farming out river and harbor works to private cor- 
porations, will lose the only real advantage that there is in 
river and harbor work. Outside of the Great Lakes very little 
freight goes upon the rivers and canals of the United States, 
except when you get to international commerce. Even the great 
Mississippi River does not bear as much tonnage as the rail- 
roads along its banks. But still the great Mississippi River 
does an exceedingly. valuable work, because it makes the rail- 
roads along its banks charge reasonable freight rates. Now, 
the minute you fix the waterways of the country, so that in- 
stead of being free, they are paying private institutions—run 
for a profit—instead of belonging to the Government belong to 
private parties whose interest it is to collect the utmost money 
possible, that moment you haye done away with the only ad- 
vantage in having deep rivers and canals and good harbors, and 
that is the advantage of reducing freight rates throughout the 
country upon the railroads. Of course I do not mean to in- 
elude within that the foreign commerce of the United States, 
because in that there is no railway competition and the water- 
ways actually do carry the freight. But my friend from 
Louisiana and I both know that the Mississippi River does not 
carry the freight of the valley to-day, and that although we 
have appropriated a good deal of money to it, the utmost the 
Mississippi River does is to carry slow-going freight, about the 
time of delivery of which people are not particularly anxious, 
and they must charge even then somewhat less than the rail- 
roads or else the business will go to the railroads. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. You say the Mississippi 
River does not carry the freight, and that is true, to some ex- 
tent, but I believe it carries about 5,000,000 tons of freight per 
annum, does it not? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; with all its tributaries. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. No; with all its tributaries 
it carries 29,000,000 tons. But does it not regulate rates? Is it 
not a powerful regulator of rates? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Absolutely. And the only reason why it is 
a regulator of rates is because the steamboat travels over it 
without paying toll. No canal that was dug, upon which the 
boats had to pay a toll, would be as good a regulator. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Would not this canal be a 
good regulator of freight rates? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; it would not. 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Did not the Erie Canal regu- 
late freights in New York prior to 1882, up to which time it did 
charge tolls? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; and I have already explained why it 
regulated freight rates then. But these canal incorporators 
under this bill are expressly authorized to charge railway rates. 
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What are they? How determined? After challenge and litiga- 
tion before the Interstate Commerce Commission. What im- 
mense satisfaction in that prospect. It was different with the 
Erie Canal system. The Erie Canal regulated rates because 
the State of New York based its toll charges solely upon the 
annual maintenance and equipment, and never undertook to get 
any interest out of the original investment. Now, then, you 
give to this private corporation the power. to charge tolls, and 
you subject that power to charge tolls to only one restriction. 
What is that restriction? In the curious language of this bill 
it is that it is to be ruled by the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion “as a railroad is.” Isn't that curious language? Canal 
carers can, by Congressional permission, be equal to railroad 
rates. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gentleman from Mississippi 
has expired. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has twelve minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. I yield the remaining time to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAEŁZELL]. 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, so much time has been occu- 
pied in the discussion of this bill that I am compelled at this 
stage to confine myself to a few salient points. The provisions 
of the bill have been clearly and exhaustively stated by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, the chairman of the Committee on 
Railways and Canals, who reported the bill. I believe that the 
provisions of the bill effectually protect the interests of the 
stockholders on the one hand and the interests of the public 
upon the other, and I shall therefore spend no time in the fur- 
ther discussion of that proposition. 

If this canal be constructed, it will furnish the missing link 
in a continuous waterway from the Atlantic Ocean, the port of 
New York, by way of the Erie Canal and the Great Lakes and 
the Ohio and Mississippi rivers, to New Orleans, the Gulf of 
Mexico, and eventually, by the way of the Panama Canal, to 
the Pacific Ocean. It is apparent, therefore, that the bill pro- 
poses a great national enterprise, not in the interest of any 
locality or of any section, but in the interest of the people of 
the whole country—an interest which to them is of tremendous 
importance. 

Now, in the first place, this is not a new project. In 1824, 
more than seventy years ago, the United States Government 
made surveys and examinations along several lines for a canal 
between the Ohio River and Lake Erie, It is true it came to 
nothing practically at that time, but it established the fact, 
nevertheless that the enterprise in its original conception was 
characterized as of national importance and national juris- 
diction. 

In the same year the State of Pennsylvania indorsed the 
work and appointed a canal commission to examine into the 
subject, and as a result of much legislation a canal was subse- 
quently constructed by the State of Pennsylvania, as a State 
work, connecting the Ohio River with Lake Erie by the way of 
the Beaver. This canal was operated by the State until 1843. 
In 1843 it was sold to a private corporation, and by that cor- 
poration operated until 1869. It was then by that corporation 
sold, and by its purchasers abandoned as a canal; and on the 
bed of that old canal are now built two or three lines of rail- 
way at different points. It is therefore not a new project. 

It is a feasible project. In 1889, as I have said, the State of 
Pennsylvania appointed a canal commission, and as a result a 
board of engineers made a survey of a route and reported that 
a canal could be built thereon. The legislature at that time 
appropriated $10,000 for the use of this commission, which was 
spent in engineering the project. In 1893 a provisional commit- 
tee was organized at Pittsburg, composed of some of the most 
prominent and enterprising citizens, to inquire into this matter. 
This committee raised a fund of about $40,000 and put three 
corps of engineers into the field, with Thomas C. Roberts, a 
noted engineer, at its head. These engineers made a most ex- 
haustive survey and examination of the subject, and after three 
years of investigation reported in favor of the feasibility and 
the 8 of a canal upon the lines laid down in the pend- 
ing bill. 

Their report was revised and approved by some of the most 
distinguished of our engineers. Gen. H. L. Abbot, of the United 
States Army, lately serving as a consulting engineer on the 
Panama Canal, selected by the French engineers interested in 
that canal; Prof. L. M. Haupt, selected by President McKinley 
to examine into the Nicaragua Canal, and Maj. N. H. Hutton, 
chairman of the board of engineers at Baltimore. 

It is an old project, it is a feasible project; and now, after 
all these years of study and the expenditure of all this money, 
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private parties come to Congress to ask permission to build 
this great national highway without the cost of a single dollar 
to the Federal Treasury. 

It is said on the other side of this House that we have no 
power to create such a corporation. I will not stop to examine 
the cases. Every lawyer who is familiar with the case of 
McCulloch against Maryland knows that the principle was there 
settled that Congress has the right to exercise all the implied 
powers necessary to carry into execution the powers expressly 
granted in the Constitution. 

One of the powers expressly granted in the Constitution is 
the power to regulate interstate commerce. A railroad, a turn- 
pike road, a bridge, a canal, a telegraph line—all of these are 
instrumentalities of interstate commerce, and each and all of 
them may be provided for by a Congressional charter. The 
power has been many times exercised. By the exercise of it 
we built our great transcontinental railways and saved the 
Pacific slope to the Union of States. By its exercise we have 
built bridges over navigable rivers without regard to State 
lines, and by its exercise we are now in this very Congress 
taking control of the railways that are instruments of inter- 
state commerce, and gentlemen know as well as I that there 
are many who now strenuously claim that the power of Con- 
gress under the interstate- commerce clause of the Constitution 
relates to corporations engaged in businesses that have not 
heretofore been connected in any manner with interstate com- 
merce. 

It is an old plan, a feasible plan, and a legal plan. Now, 
what is the necessity for it? The necessity for it is that we 
shall bring together two regions of this country of magnificent 
natural wealth, one the complement of the other, but separated 
by a brief space, a space however great enough to rob either 
region of the value for which it is dependent upon the other. 
Upon the shores of Lake Superior, on the one hand, are to be 
found the richest and greatest iron deposits in the world. 
They are of a capacity incapable of measurement, of a quality 
of the first order. On the other hand, adjoining the Ohio River 
at its headwaters are coal fields of inexhaustible resource. 

There is more coal in the Pittsburg seam than underlies all of 
England. Not far off are the neighboring equally inexhaustible 
coal fields of West Virginia and Ohio. This is a region filled 
with blast furnaces and rolling mills and steel works and every 
conceivable variety of industrial enterprise. Is it not apparent 
that if you lay the Lake Superior ore region alongside of the 
Pittsburg coal region you will have the factors of an industrial 
sovereignty which will challenge the world to produce its equal? 
[Applause.] It is for the purpose of bringing these two fields 
together and attaining to commercial and industrial supremacy 
that the people interested in this project are desirous of building 
this canal. I will not dwell upon the figures that go to show 
how much there would be saved to the public in general by the 
lower freight rates upon a cheap and economical waterway. Time 
will not permit, but I want to impress upon this House that 
what the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS] sought to 
suggest—that this is a local enterprise—is the furthest possible 
from the truth. A local enterprise! Is that local which will 
wed the Atlantic to the Pacific? Is that local which will make 
the great ports of New York and New Orleans neighbors? Is 
that local which will make possible a highway that shall in- 
clude in its maginficent sweep the broad expanse of the empire 
State with the flourishing cities and towns along the Erie Canal; 
that shall include cur great unsalted seas, with their growing 
municipalities from Buffalo to Duluth, that, reaching the Ohio 
and the Mississippi on their journey to the Gulf, shall wash the 
shores of fifteen great Commonwealths, taking tribute from the 
cities that skirt its triumphal way? Navy, verily, it is but part 
and parcel of that great well-recognized national scheme which 
contemplates such improvement of our natural waterways and 
such provision for the construction of others as shall ultimately 
make the bonds of our commercial union as indestructible as 
the bonds of our political union. [Prolonged applause. | 

Mr. Speaker, I now ask for the previous question on the bill 
to its final passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Bovurert). The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania asks the previous question on the bill to its 
final passage. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A parliamentary inquiry for the informa- 
tion of the House, and it is whether or not there will be any 
opportunity offered for amendment of this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That will depend on whether 
the House orders the previous question or not. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the House orders the previous question 
there will be no opportunity for amendment? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman states the situa- 
tion correctly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 
down, then. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
the previous question. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
WILLIAMS) there were—ayes 138, noes 63. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. ; 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DALZELL. I would like the gentleman from Mississippi 
to listen to me. The gentleman from Iowa is very anxious to 
introduce a resolution with which, I think, the gentleman from 
Mississippi is familiar. Will not the gentleman consent now 
that we adjourn and take the yeas and nays in the morning? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I believe I am acquainted 
with the character of the resolution which is desired to be 
offered, and although I do not think the question ought to have 
been put up to me in just this way, just at this time, I can not 
find it in my heart to make any objection. [Applause.] 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Reconp. > 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. WILLIAMS rose. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair understands 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I was about to object, but I will let it go. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair wishes to be sure 
he understands the proposition and will state it to the House. 
As the Chair understands it, unless there is objection the com- 
pletion of the vote upon this proposition will go over until to- 
morrow, when it will be taken up as unfinished business after 
the reading of the Journal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I did not understand there 
was any request for unanimous consent about the course of 
business. I thought I was merely acceding to the regular 
order, and I supposed the bill would go over, the yeas and nays 
having been recognized as having been called for, but I am not 
willing to surrender any advantages of position in regard to 
the matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair wishes to be sure 
he understands the proposition to which assent was given. If 
the point made by the gentleman from Mississippi is correct, 
the matter would go over as unfinished business until the next 
call of committees, and without further objection it will be so 
ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right. 


1 CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


By unanimous consent, the Committee on Military Affairs 
was discharged from the further consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 6052) granting pensions to honorably discharged soldiers 
who served in the Fifty-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Militia Volunteer Infantry, and to their widows and minor 
children, and the same was referred to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 


I hope the previous question will be voted 


The question is on ordering 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, Mr. Smrra of Illinois was granted 
leave of absence for two weeks, on account of important busi- 
ness, 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


By unanimous consent, Mr. KAHN was granted leave to with- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of Mary E. McKinnon, Fifty-seventh.Con- 
gress, no adverse report having been made thereon. 

By unanimous consent, Mr. ApaMs of Pennsylvania was 
granted leave to withdraw from the files of the House, without 
leaving copies, the papers in the case of George Fusselman, no 
adverse report having been made thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following pills: 

H. R. 12864. An act to provide for the purchase of certain 
es claims in the island of Batan, in the Philippine Islands; 
an 

H. R. 13104. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to revise 
and amend the tariff laws of the Philippine Islands, and for 
other purposes,” approved March 3, 1905. 


DEATH OF EX-SPEAKER DAVID B. HENDERSON. 


Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, I have been directed by my 
colleagues from the State of Iowa to announce the death of 
David B. Henderson, late a Member and late a Speaker of this 
House. He died yesterday at his residence in the city of 
Dubuque, and I offer the following resolutions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Iowa 
offers the following resolution, which the ‘Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That this House has learned with the dee 
death of Hon. David B. Henderson, Speaker of the Fifty-sixth and Fifty- 
seventh Congresses, and for twenty years a useful, faithful, and dis- 
tinguished Member from Iowa; and t this House herewith’ expresses 
its appreciation of the services of the deceased as a patriot and states- 


man. 
Ordored, That this resolution be entered m the Journal of the 
House and that a copy be transmitted to the relatives of the deceased. 


Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of David B. 3 I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is first on agree- 
ing to the resolution offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was unanimously 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now recurs to 
the motion of the gentleman from Iowa that as a further mark 
of respect to the memory of former Speaker David B. Hender- 
son the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
18 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, at 12 
o’clock noon. 


sorrow of the 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Acting Postmaster-General, ‘transmitting a 
recommendation relating to clerk hire for the post-offices at 
Goldfield and Tonopah, Ney.—to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmitting a 
recommendation as to the compensation of the superintendent 
of the national cemetery at Arlington, Va.—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
submitting an estimate of appropriation for allowances for sal- 
aries and expenses—to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the vice-president of the Chesapeake and Poto- 
mac Telephone Company, transmitting a report of the opera- 
tions of the company during the year 1905—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the chairman (on part of the House) of the 
Merchant Marine Commission, transmitting a supplemental 
report—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the 
following titles were severally reported from committees, de- 
livered to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars 
‘therein named, as follows: 

Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9165) author- 
izing the Secretary of the Interior to issue patent to the Scandi- 
navian Evangelical Lutheran Little Missouri River Congregation 
to certain lands for cemetery purposes, reported the same with- 
out amendment, aceompanied by a report (No. 1787); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, from the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15098) 
to authorize the President of the United States, in conjunction 
with.the State of Texas, to determine and establish the bound- 
ary lines beween the Indian Territory, the Territories of New 
Mexico and Oklahoma, and the State.of Texas, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1788) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BONYNGE, from the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization, to which was referred the bill of the House 
(H. R. 15442) to establish a Bureau of Immigration and Nat- 
uralization, and to provide for a uniform rule for the naturali- 
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which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of 


the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


Mr. SMITH -of Texas, from the Committee on Eriga of 


Arid Lands, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 


14184) to extend the irrigation act to the State of Texas, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1790); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of California, from the Committee on the Pub- 
lic Lands, to which was referred the bill -of the House (H. R. 
11490) granting the Edison Electric Company a permit to oc- 
cupy certain lands for electric power plants in the San Bernar- 
dino, Sierra, and San Gabriel forest reserves, in the State of 
California, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 1791) ; which said bill and report were referred to 


the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 


the following titles were severally reported from committees, 


delivered to the Clerk, and referred te the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15059) 
granting an increase of pension to Alfred W. Morley, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1715) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14855) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry C. Carr, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1716); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14874) granting 
an increase of pension to William C. Hearne, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1717); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6110) granting 
an increase of pension to Abram W. Davenport, reported the 


same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1718); 


which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14131) 
granting an increase of pension to Francis M. Simpson, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1719); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7951) granting 
an increase of pension to William H. Pitchford, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1720); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill ef the House (H. R. 9126) granting an increase of pension 
to Nathan Parish, reported the same with amendment, accoin- 
panied by a report (No. 1721); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8137) 
granting an increase of pension to Nina Holvenstot, reported the 
same with amendment, acconipanied by a report (No. 1722); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9924) granting 
a pension to Carrie A. Conley, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1723); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8062) granting 
an increase of pension to John K. Miller, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1724); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14840) 
granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel H. Rone, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1725) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13803), 
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granting a pension to Henry H. Foreman, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1726); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4209) granting 
an inerease of pension to Martin Callahan, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1727); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2341) granting 
a pension to Helen H. Hulbert, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1728); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2780) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary E. Fifield, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1729); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6946) granting 
an increase of pension to Elias Claunch, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1730); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sion, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9053) 
granting an increase of pension to John M. Jones, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1731) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8328) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Ira Grabill, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1732); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7515) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Firman F. Kirk, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1733); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8316) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William Smith, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1734); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8665) 
granting an increase of pension to Hiram Long, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1735); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10326) granting 
an increase of pension to Edmund Chapman, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1736); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12187) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary L. Davenport, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1787); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6128) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Thomas Patterson, reported the 
sume with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1738); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6407) granting 
an increase of pension to William Blair, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied .by a report (No. 1739); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 8206) granting an increase of pension 
to Carner ©. Welch, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1740) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensisas, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13866) granting 
an increase of pension to Isaac Place, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1741); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15029) granting 
an increase of pension to Sabine Van Curen, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1742); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 


Mr. CALDERHBEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15028) 
granting an increase of pension to Anthony Emes, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1743); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 


Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14834) granting 
an increase of pension to Ruth J. McCann, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1744); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15249) granting 
an increase of pension to Isaac N. Seal, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1745); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14369) granting 
an increase of pension to Sumner P. Wyman, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1746); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14337) granting 
an increase of pension to Gabriel Y. Palmer, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1747); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14143) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Zacur P. Pott, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1748); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12884) grant- 
ing a pension to Lucinda Gain, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1749) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13198) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Josiah F. Allen, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1750); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13597); 
granting an increase of pension to Abram J. Bozarth, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1751) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12099) grant- 
ing a pension to Charlotte A. McCormick, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1752); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11563) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John Henderson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1753) ; 
wich said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13822) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Augustus D. King, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1754); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13170) 
granting an increase of pension to John R. Mabee, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1755) ; 
pak said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10622) granting 
an increase of pension to J. H. Ward, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1756); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 12509) granting an increase of pension 
to Benjamin Botner, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1757) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHBAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11484) 
granting an increase of pension to Thomas H. Wilson, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1758) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 
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Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12182) grant- 
ing a pension to Sallie W. Mason, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1759); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11168) granting 
an increase of pension to Robert R. Mathews, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1760) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10923) granting 
an increase of pension to Matilda Rockwell, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1761); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bl of the House (H. R. 11509) granting 
an increase of pension to Josephine Hoornbeck, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1762); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H, R. 10293) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah F. Galbraith, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1763); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10490) granting 
an increase of pension to Lucius A. West, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1764); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHBAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11409) 
granting an increase of pension to Josiah H. Seabold, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1765) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11690) granting 
an increase of pension to Lewis Lowry, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1766); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12194) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Minnie Irwin, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1767); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6058) 
granting an increase of pension to Emilie Scheldt, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1768) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6888) granting 
an increase of pension to John W. Hannah, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1769); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 552) granting 
an increase of pension to William H. Nortrip, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1770); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3456) granting 
an increase of pension to David B. Ott, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1771); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2267) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Joseph Rupert, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1772); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11716) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Warren B. Tompkins, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1773); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1027) granting 
an inerease of pension to Charles H. Friend, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1774); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1468) granting 


an increase of pension to Morris B. Drake, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1775); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2396) granting 
an inerease of pension to Charles Hull, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1776); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12578) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Jolin B. Craig, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1777) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12498) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles F. Runnels, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1778); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5917) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry G. Bollinger, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1779); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3281) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas F. Underwood, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1780); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14761) granting 
an increase of pension to John L. Decker, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1781); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6142) granting 
an increase of pension to David Davis, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1782); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12541) granting 
an increase of pension to Edward V. Miles, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1783); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 4691) granting an increase of pension 
to George L. Janney, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1784); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3197) granting 
an increase of pension to Milo G. Gibson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1785); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2984) granting 
an increase of pension to William H. Gildersleeve, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1786); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. LILLEY of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15642) to 
provide a site and erect a public building at Towanda, Pa.—to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 15643) to authorize the 
board of visitors of the Government Hospital for the Insane to 
summon and examine witnesses under oath, and making it a 
misdemeanor for any such witness to refuse to attend or testify 
or produce books and papers when summoned—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. = 

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 15644) to provide a site for 
an armory in the District of Columbia and a commission to 
report plans and estimates to the Congress—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 15645) to provide 
for the purchase of a site and the erection of a public building 
thereon at Greenwich, in the State of Connecticut—to the Com- 
mittee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SHERLEY: A bill (H. R. 15646) to postpone until 
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1937 the maturity of $250,000 of 4 per cent United States bonds 
held in trust for the benefit of the American Printing House for 
the Blind—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 15647) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act making an apportionment of Representatives in 
Congress among the several States under the Twelfth Census "— 
to the Committee on the Census. 

By Mr. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 15648) to allow leaves of ab- 
sence in all cases where homestead filings have been made under 
act of Congress of June 17, 1902—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. BUCKMAN: A bill (H. R. 15649) extending the time 
for the construction of the dam across the Mississippi River 
authorized by the act of Congress approved March 12, 1904—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 15650) to amend section 1 
of an act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved Feb- 
ruary 4, 1887, and all acts amendatory thereof—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SLEMP: A bill (H. R. 15719) to authorize the hold- 
ing of a regular term of the district and circuit courts of the 
United States for the western district of Virginia in the city of 
Big Stone Gap, Va.—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 15720) to limit the juris- 
diction of the district and circuit courts of the United States— 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15721) to amend the jurisdiction act of 1887 
so as to abrogate Federal jurisdiction over State corporations 
when the jurisdiction is founded only on the fact that the ac- 
tion or suit brought is between citizens of different States—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Arizona: A bill (H. R. 15722) for resurvey 
of township 22 south, range 16 east, Gila and Salt River merid- 
ian, Arizona—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 15723) for the 
erection of a public building at Ashland, Ky.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15724) for the erection of a public building 
at Catlettsburg, Ky.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15651) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Joseph Umsted—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ANDRUS: A bill (H. R. 15652) to correct the mili- 
tary record of Charles W. Johnson—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 15653) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Eliza J. Hudson—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 15654) for the relief 
of Cicero H. Taylor—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BONYNGH: A bill (H. R. 15655) granting an increase 
of pension to F. O. Canby—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. BUCKMAN: A bill (H. R. 15656) for the relief of 
Edwin S. Hall—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15657) for the relief of Charles H. Arm- 
strong—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. BURGESS: A bill (H. R. 15658) for the relief of the 
estate of A. Underwood, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. BRICK: A bill (H. R. 15659) to remove the charge 
of desertion from the military record of Charles E. Camp- 
bell and to grant him an honorable discharge—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOCKS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 15660) granting an 
increase of pension to John B. Hall—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. CHANEY: A bill (H. R. 15661) for the relief of 
Elijah Edington, late captain Company C, Forty-third Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15662) granting an increase of pension to 
Phillip Hart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri (by request): A bill (H. R. 
15663) for the relief of Clay Taylor—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 15664) for the relief of 
C. B. Kinnett—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15665) for the relief of the estate of M. G. 
Horton, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 


Also, a bill (H. R. 15666) for the relief of the estate of Solo- 
mon Jones, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15667) for the relief of George W. Ver- 
million—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15668) for the relief of W. F. Tomlinson, 
administrator of Samuel Tomlinson, deceased—to the Commit- 
tee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 15669) granting an increase 
of pension to Currency A. Gummere—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 15670) 
granting an increase of pension to Daniel E. Durgin—to the 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 15671) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jonathan M. Toms—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: A bill (H. R. 15672) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Elizabeth Eberhart—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: A bill (H. R. 15678) for the re- 
lief of Harry A. Young—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15674) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan Campbell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15675) granting an increase of pension to 
Harley Mowrey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: A bill (H. R. 15676) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Samuel B. Smith—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15677) granting an increase of pension to 
George M. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr, HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 15678) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sarah Burgess—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. HUNT: A bill (H. R. 15679) to correct the military 
record of George F. Bang—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. : 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 15680) granting a pension to 
Richard M. Penn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15681) granting an increase of pension to 
Uri McKee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LE FEVRE: A bill (H. R. 15682) granting a pen- 
sion to Hannah M. Hayes—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A bill (H. R. 15688) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas Brown—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions.” 

By Mr. McLAIN: A bill (H. R. 15684) for the relief of James 
W. Watson, captain, Tenth Cavalry, United States Army—to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 15685) granting a pension to 
James P. Dooley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. MICHALEK: A bill (H. R. 15686) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Clarence J. Lawless—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. x 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 15687) granting 
an increase of pension to William F. M. Reil—to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15688) granting an increase of pension to 
Esther C. Kelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 15689) granting an increase 
of pension to Francis Magill—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15690) granting an increase of pension to 
George Schuster—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 15691) granting an increase 
of pension to Jerry W. Tallman—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. R. 15692) granting a pension 
to Frank M. Dooley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 15693) for the relief of 
L. M. Northcutt—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15694) for the relief of the estate of Julia 
E. Rightor—to the Committee on War Claims. f 

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 15695) granting a pension to 
John T. Wagoner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RODENBERG: A bill (H. R. 15696) granting a pen- 
sion to Mary Adam—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SHERLEY: A bill (H. R. 15697) for the relief of the 
estate of Samuel W. Venable—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15698) for the relief of the estate of John 
Yancy, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15699) for the relief of the estate of John 
R. Paplin, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 15700) for the relief of the heirs of Henry 
Dieh!—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15701) granting an increase of pension to 
William Brown—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 15702) granting a 
pension to Benjamin F. Clayton—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15703) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel L. White—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15704) granting an increase of pension to 
Barnabas A. Bonham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TRIMBLE: A bill (H. R. 15705) for the relief of the 
eerte of M. B. Frazier, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. VoLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 15706) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William Stansberry—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VREELAND: A bill (H. R. 15707) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jerome B. Bigelow—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBBER: A bill (H. R. 15708) granting an increase 
of pension to James Y. Whitney—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WELBORN: A bill (H. R. 15709) granting a pension 
to Thomas B. Maberry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15710) granting a pension to George T. 
Beal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15711) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel W. Sheridan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BROOCKS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 15712) granting 
a pension to Amanda Ricks—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: A bill (H. R. 15713) granting 
an increase of pension to William McCrea—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 15714) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jonathan Graves—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15715) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew W. Tracy—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 15716) to grant an 
honorable discharge to Nathan L. Cottle—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 15717) 
granting an increase of pension to Ebenezer A. Rice—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OLMSTED: A bill (H. R. 15718) granting an increase 
of pension to Theodore K. Scheffer—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 1778) granting a pension to J. L. Jennings 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. > 

A bill (H. R. 7588) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Dowling—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15024) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
C. Keyser—Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of Crystal Council, 
No. 300, Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring re- 
striction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

Also, petitions of Joseph Hays and the Typothetæ of Philadel- 
phia, against anti-injunction bills—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Delaware Valley Naturalists’ Union, for 
preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, petitions of Troy Hill Council, No. 319, and Rescue Coun- 
cil, No. 15, Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring 
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Junior Order United American Mechanics, 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Imm!- 
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Petition of E. C. Cramer et al., of 


Buffalo, N. Y., relative to the Kongo Free State—to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Tonawanda Branch of the Lake Seamen’s 
Union, against discontinuance of marine hospitals—to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of Tonawanda Branch of the Lake Seamen's 
Union, for bill H. R. 12474—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of W. T. Hancock Post, No. 259, Grand Army 
of the Republic, for bill H. R. 13090—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Also, petition of Lafayette Post, No. 140, Grand Army of the 
re Aa for bill H. R. 18090—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of Rev. H. H. Russell, for bill H. R. 18655—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AIKEN: Petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive En- 
gineers, in favor of the Bates-Pensose bill; also, petition of the 
bar of Winnesboro, S. C., urging the selection of Chester, S. C., 
as a site for holding terms of the Federal court—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: Petition of W. J. Kincaid, the Griffin 
Manufacturing Company, the Kincaid Manufacturing Company, 
the Spalding Cotton Mills, the Boyd-Mangham Manufacturing 
Company, the City National Bank, Douglas Glessner, the Rush- 
ton Cotton Mills, Robert T. Daniel, W. E. H. Searcy, jr., N. B. 
Drewry, mayor, and B. R. Bleksley and 250 other citizens of 
Griffin, Spalding County, Ga., requesting the erection of a post- 
office building at that place—to the Committee on Publie Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: Petition of the Woman’s Mis- 
sionary Society, to maintain the anticanteen law—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
John Green—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Humphrey Packett—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr, CAMPBELL of Ohio: Petition of Ohio Division, Sons 
of Veterans, of Columbus Grove, against bill H. R. 813—to the 
Comunittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Ohio Live Stock Association, for re- 
ciprocity treaties with foreign countries—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, relative to lo- 
cation of the capital for the State—to the Committee on the 
Territories. 

By Mr. CAPRON: Additional evidence to accompany Dill 
(H. R. 4663) granting an increase of pension to Horace B. 
Tanner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Resolutions from the 
Woman's Club of Madison, Wis., urging passage of the pure- 
food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, 
for the McCumber-Sperry bill—to the Committee on Alcoholic 
Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, for the anticanteen 
law—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of a committee of skilled mechanics in the 
Washington Navy-Yard, for bills S. 2633 and H. R. 10069—-to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of the Commercial Club of Wil- 
liamsburg, Iowa, for a local parcels-post bill—to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the State University of Iowa, for the metric 
system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. DOVENER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Lydia A. Daugherty—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: Petition of the Syracuse Chamber of 
Commerce, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Commit- 
tee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of the New York Produce Ex- 
change, for a modification of the Chinese-exclusion law—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. ; 

Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
against modification of the present Chinese-exclusion law—to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the New York Produce Exchange, relative 
to railway rates—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Central Federated Union, for improve- 
ment in the merchant marine—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. FLOYD: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of John 
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M. Harris (previously referred to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions )—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William R. Fludd 
(previously referred to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions)— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petition of Bennington (It.) 
Grange, for a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. = 

Also, petition of Bennington (Vt.) Grange, for repeal of rev- 
enue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of citizens of Forest, Idaho, 
against bill H. R. TO67—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Trade League of Phila- 
delphia, for modification of the Chinese-exclusion law—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of William R. White, for repeal of the bank- 
ruptcy law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, for location of 
the capital for the State—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of 54 merchants of Streator, III., for repeal of 
the duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petition of the State board of charities, 
New York City, for the Crane bill—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of the United States Brewers’ Association, New 
York City, for a Federal judicial court in the Orient—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial 
Association, Chicago, Ill, against bill H. R. 5281—to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the New York State Grange, Patrons of Hus- 
bandry, against bill H. R. 4488—to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
for retention of the present Chinese law—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Council No. 261, Painters, Decorators, and 
Paper Hangers of America, of New York City, for repeal of 
reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Petition of Mattawamet Tribe, Inde- 
pendent Order of Red Men, No. 194, favoring restriction of immi- 
gration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of C. L. Braynard et al., of San 
Francisco, against bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of Union No. 10, Painters, Deco- 
rators, and Paper Hangers of America, against bill S. 27—to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Elizabeth Eberhart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Charles M. Rigg and William H. Edgar 
et al., for an appropriation for a public building in Beatrice, 
Nebr.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of A. Hays et al., for a parcels- 
post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of P. Ling et al., for retention of the 10 cents 
per pound revenue tax upon imitation butter—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of D. H. Benkman et al., for the Granger good- 
roads bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of M. D. Finch et al., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of David H. Rankin, for a pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Prohibition party of Erie County, Pa., 
and a letter from Thomas & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of 67 citizens of San Francisco, and 
California Lodge, No. 1, Independent Order of Odd Fellows, 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of 150 residents of San Francisco, against bill 
H. R. 12973, to prevent the coming of Chinese laborers—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KELIHER: Petition of New England Shoe and 
Leather Association, for reorganization of the consular service— 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: Petition of the board of directors of 
the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, for an appropriation 
for reclamation of arid lands—to the Committee on Irrigation 
of Arid Lands. 

Also, petition of the board of directors of the Chamber of 
Commerce of San Francisco, for bill H. R. 7079, for repeal of 


revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


Also, petition of the board of directors of the Chamber of. 
Commerce of San Francisco, for bill S. 7345—to the Committee 


on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: Petition of Pittsfield Union, No. 444, 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. LILLEY of Pennsylvania: Paper to accompany bill 
for relief of Mrs, S. A. Scott—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of J. H. Taylor—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Henry A. Samp- 
son—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Frank S. Morley et al., for the Granger good- 
roads bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of John Campbell et al., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alecohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

Also, petition of Mrs. J. G. Keeler and others, against repeal 
of the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of Miles Wall—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Robert H. Hall— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of A. G. Bailey—to 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of E. G. Van Dyke— 
to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mrs. Emma E. 
Waldron—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of L. F. Russell—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of R. S. Waddell, relative to the 
Du Pont powder trust—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of New York Clearing House, for bill H. R. 
8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of H. P. Berwald, relative to railway rates—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Travelers“ Protective Association, rela- 
tive to the bankruptcy act—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, relative to lo- 
cation of the capital for the State of Oklahoma—to the Com- 
mittee on the Territories. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: Petition of Admiral Farragut 
Camp, Sons of Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McNARY. Petition of the City Front Federation, 
against bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
for the present Chinese law—to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

Also, petition of the Massachusetts Association of Sealers of 
Weights and Measures, for the metric system—to the Com- 
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. MANN: Petition of the Hyde Park Baptist Church, 
of Chicago, and many citizens of Chicago, relative to the Kongo 
Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MICHALEK: Petition of citizens of Illinois, for re- 
moval of the duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for re- 
lief of Esther C. Kelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill for improvement of the pub- 
lic building in Chattanooga, Tenn.—to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 342) for enlargement 
of the public building in Chattanooga, Tenn.—to the Committee 
on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 837) for a public build- 
ing at Cleveland, Tenn.—to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William F. Me- 
Rice—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Sparta, Tenn., for $50,000 for a 
public building—to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 7 

By Mr. OLCOTT : Petition of Percy Owen et al., for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. OLMSTED: Petition of the Authors Club of Harris- 
burg, praying for the preservation of Niagara Falls—to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Travelers’ Club of Carlisle, Pa., asking 
for the establishment of forest reserves—to the Committee on 
Agriculture, ; 
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By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of the Indiana Academy of 
Science, relative to a biological survey of the Panama Canal 
Zone—to the Committee on Railways and Canals. 


By Mr. PADGETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Frank M. Dooley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PAGE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Eliza- 
beth H. Martin—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of C. B. La Barr and others, and 
the National Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RIXEY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
T. Wagoner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of the Associated Charities of 
Lynn, for correction of the immigration laws—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union of North 
Tonawanda, N. Y., for bill H. R. 12472—to the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union of North Tona- 
wanda, N. Y., against abolition of certain marine hospitals—to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SMITH of Arizona: Petition of the Chamber of Com- 
merce and citizens of Arizona, for reclamation of arid lands— 
to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Petition of citizens of Iowa, against 
the Sunday banking law—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of citizens of Middletown, asking 
for a public building in that city, te accompany bill H. R. 
15510—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. STANLEY: Petition of Local Union No. 430, Painters, 
Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America, for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of New York: Petition of citizens of Ok- 
lahoma City, Okla., relative to location of the capital for the 
State—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
for continuance of the present Chinese law—to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, for 
a subsidy for shipping—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, 

Also, petition of H. P. Berwald, relative to railway rates—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Postum Cereal Company, for the pure- 
food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 


merce. 

Also, petition of Mortimer Levering, relative to the r- 
tation of cattle—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of W. E. Chandler, relative to the railway rate 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Independent Refiners’ Association, rela- 
tive to railway rates—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Hard & Rand, for bill H. R. 1345—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Chatham National Bank, for bill H. R. | 
8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of Jobn P. Haines, relative to railway trans- 
portation of cattle—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of the American Humane Society, relative to 
live stock in transit—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Charles Francis, against bill S. 4094—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Travelers’ Protective Association, for an 
amendment to the bankruptcy bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Travelers’ Protective Association, rela- 
tive to bill H. R. 5298—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Lozier Motor Company, against bill S. 4094— 
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of Ocean Side Grange, of 
Hampton, N. H., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TAWNEY: Petition of citizens of Owatonna, Minn., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. TIRRELL: Petition of William G. Davis et al., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 


By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VREELAND: Petition of the National Grange, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: Petition of North Tonawanda 
(N. X.) Branch of the Lake Seamen’s Union, for bill H. R. 
ARE the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

Also, petition of Dansville Grange, No. 178, for repeal of rev- 
enue tax on đenaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union, against abolition 
of United States marine hospitals at Portland, Me., and other 

pag the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
es. 

By Mr. WEBBER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
James B. Whitney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEISSE: Petition of citizens of Fond du Lac, Wis., 
or a treaty of arbitration—to the Committee on Foreign Af- 

airs, 

Also, petition of the Wisconsin Dairymen’s Association, for a 
Dairy Bureau in the Department of Agriculture—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, 

Also, petition of the Wisconsin Dairymen’s Association, 
against reduction of the tax on oleomargarine—to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Wisconsin Dairymen’s Association, for 
extended powers to the Interstate Commerce Commission—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Wisconsin Dairymen’s Association, for 
bill H. R. 345—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
2 me Hanley, heir of Martha Bolls—to the Committee on War 

aims. 

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petition of citizens of Patten- 
burg, N. J., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE. 
Turspay, February 27, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's 
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Scorr, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 


CREDENTIALS. 


Mr. DANIEL presented the credentials of THOMAS STAPLES 
MARTIN, chosen by the legislature of the State of Virginia a 
Senator from that State for the term beginning March 4, 1907; 
which were read, and ordered to be filed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownina, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the following bills; in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 

H. R. 13842. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to in- 
corporate the Eastern Star Home for the District of Columbia,” 
ay ete March 10, 1902; 

R. 14515. An act making it a misdemeanor in the District 
of N esr to abandon or willfully neglect to provide for the 
support and maintenance by any person of his wife or of his 
or her minor children in destitute or necessitous circumstances ; 

H. R. 14813. An act to amend an act approved March 1, 
1905, entitled “An act to amend section 4 of an act entitled ‘An 
act relating to the Metropolitan police of the District of Colum- 
} bian, approved February 28, 1901 ;” and 

IL R. 15332. An act to incorporate the National Society of the 
Sons of the American Revolution. 

The message also announced that the House had passed a 
concurrent resolution authorizing the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to submit to Congress a report upon the 
improvement of the so-called “flats of the Anacostia River” 
from its mouth to the District line, with recommendations and 
estimates of cost; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the San 
Antonio Fruit Exchange, of Pomona, Cal., praying for the pas- 
sage of the so-called “ Dolliver bill” relative to railroad rates 
and private car lines; which was ordered to lie on the table. 
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Mr. PLATT presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Syracuse, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
restrict immigration; which was referred to the Committee on 
Immigration. 

He also presented a memorial of Local Union No. 218, Cigar 
Makers’ International Union of America, of Binghamton, N. Y., 
remonstrating against any reduction of the duty on cigars and 
tobaceo imported from the Philippine Islands; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Philippines. 

He also presented a petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union of 
North Tonawanda, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion relating to the complement of crews of vessels; which was 
referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 639, Brother- 
bocd of Railroad Trainmen, of Niagara Falls, N. Y., praying for 
the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill” and also 
the “anti-injunction bill;” which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a memorial of Local Camp No. 10, Sons of 
Veterans, United States Army, of Riverhead, N. Y., remonstrat- 
ing against the enactment of legislation to prohibit the wearing 
of the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue 
Service; which was referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, 

He also presented the petition of Eliza J. Bowes, of Roches- 
ter, N. Y., praying for an investigation of the existing condi- 
tions in the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 

He also presented à memorial of the Lake Seamen’s Union of 
North Tonawanda, N. Y., remonstrating against the enactment 
of legislation to abolish United States marine hospitals located 
at certain points in the United States; which was referred to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. BURKETT presented a petition of sundry grain growers 
of Lancaster County, Nebr., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation fixing a uniform standard of classification and grading of 
cereals, ete.; which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Brotherhood of Locomo- 
tive Engineers of Alliance, Nebr., praying for the passage of 
the so-called “ employers’ liability bill” and also the anti- 
injunction bill;“ which was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Farmers’ 
Institute of Palmyra, Nebr., indorsing the recommendation of 
President Roosevelt in regard to the regulation and control of 
railroad rates; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of the Commercial Club of 
Duluth, Minn., praying for the enactment of legislation to pre- 
vent the destruction of Niagara Falls on the American side by 
the diversion of the waters for manufacturing purposes; which 
was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the 
Protection of Game. 

Ile also presented a petition of Shoreham Lodge, No. 510, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, of Minneapolis, Minn., 
praying for the passage of the so-called“ employers’ liability 
bill” and also the“ anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred 


` to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Albert Lea, 
Minn., praying for the remoyal of the internal-reyenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Lake Seamen's Union, 
praying for the enactment of legislation relating to the com- 
plement of crews of vessels; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

Mr. FLINT presented a memorial of the Board of Trade of 
San Francisco, Cal., remonstrating against the repeal of the 
present bankruptcy law; which was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Los Angeles County 
Medical Association, of Los Angeles, Cal., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to increase the efficiency of the Medical De- 
partment of the United States Army; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

He also presented sundry petitions of citizens of Santa Bar- 
bara, Cal., praying for the enactment of legislation to prevent 
the destruction of Niagara Falls on the American side by the 
diversion of the waters for manufacturing purposes; which 
were referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the 
Protection of Game. 

Mr. FRYE presented a petition of the Associated Charities 
of Bangor, Me., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
restrict immigration; which was referred to the Committee on 
Immigration. 


Mr. TELLER presented a petition of the Colorado Equal Suf- 
frage Association, of Denver, Colo., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to establish the Mesa Verde National Park, in that 
State; which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 

He also presented a petition of John A. Rawlins Post, No. 1, 
Department of the Potomac, Grand Army of the Republic, of 
Washington, D. ©., praying for the enactment of legislation 
making Lincoln’s birthday a legal holiday; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Christian Citizenship 
Union, of Denver, Colo., praying for an investigation of the ex- 
isting conditions in the Kongo Free State; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Federation of Women's 
Clubs, of Denver, Colo., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion proyiding compulsory education in the District of Colum- 
bia; which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

He also presented a memorial of the Colorado Brewers’ Asso- 
ciation, of Denver, Colo., and a memorial of the Neef Broth- 
ers Brewing Company, of Denver, Colo., remonstrating against 
the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating 
liquors in the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico when 
admitted to statehood; which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented petitions of Cristo Lodge, No. 31, Brother- 
hood of Railroad Trainmen, of Colorado; of Golden Circle Di- 
vision, No. 546, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Canon 
City; of Grand Canon Division, No. 29, Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Engineers, of Pueblo, and of Fishers Peak Division, 
No. 247, Order of Railway Conductors, of Trinidad, all in the 
State of Colorado, praying for the passage of the so-called 
“ employers’ liability bill;’ which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented petitions of Victor Council, No. 21, Junior 
Order of United American Mechanics, of Victor; of Local Union 
No. 489, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, of Canyon, and of Benjamin Franklin Council, No. 
18, Junior Order of United American Mechanics, of Denver, all 
in the State of Colorado, praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to restrict immigration; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration. 

He also presented a memorial of the Commercial Association 
of Boulder, Colo., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called“ parcels-post bill;“ which was referred to the Committee 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the District Mine Owners 
and Operators’ Association, of Cripple Creek, Colo., praying 
for the enactment of legislation to establish a Department of 
Mines and Mining; which was referred to the Committee on 
Mines and Mining. 

He also presented -a petition of the Colorado Cattle and Horse 
Growers’ Association, praying that continued appropriations be 
made for the support of the Bureau of Animal Industry in the 
Agricultural Department for experiments in animal breeding and 
feeding in cooperation with State agricultural stations; which 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. WETMORE presented a petition of Local Grange No. 4, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Burrillville, R. I., praying that in- 
creased appropriations be made for the support of agricultural 
experiment stations; which was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. GAMBLE presented sundry papers to accompany the bill 
(S. 4511) granting an increase of pension to Thomas Hoaglin; 
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. RAYNER (for Mr. Gorman) presented sundry papers to 
accompany the bill (S. 4377) for the relief of the Davison Chem- 
ical Company, of Baltimore, Md.; which were referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. SPOONER presented a petition of the congregation of 
the Methodist Episcopal Chureh of Clintonville, Wis., pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of 
intoxicating liquors in Indian Territory and Oklahoma when 
admitted to statehood ; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented sundry memorials of citizens of the State 
of Wisconsin, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called 
“Philippine tariff bill;” which were referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Philippines. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. ALLEE, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 503) to reimburse James M. McGee, M. D., 
for expenses incurred in the burial of Mary J. De Lange, a 
deceased pensioner, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. GEARIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
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referred the bill (H. R. 10925) granting an increase of pension 
to Isaac C. Dennis, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also (for Mr. Carmack), from the Committee on Pensions, 
to whom were referred the following bills, reported them sever- 
ally without amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 10883) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Lee; 

A bill (H. R. 11061) granting an increase of pension to 
Reanna Pile; 

A bill (H. R. 11724) granting an increase of pension to John 
‘A. Conley ; 

A bill (H. R. 12285) granting a pension to Mary C. Kirkland; 

A bill (H. R. 12583) granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth L. H. Labatt; 

A bill (H. R. 13050) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam G. Crockett; 

A bill (H. R. 18129) granting an increase of pension to Pink- 
ney W. H. Lee; 

A bill (H. R. 10969) granting an increase of pension to Cala- 
way G. Tucker; 

A bill (H. R. 11777) granting an increase of pension to Man- 
son B. Scott; 

A bill (H. R. 11808) granting an increase of pension to Web- 
sier Thomas; and . 

A bill (H. R. 12388) granting an increase of pension to Har- 
yey T. Dunn. 

Mr. BURKETT, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1448) for the relief of the estate of James 
W. Mardis, submitted an adverse report thereon; which was 

to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 12713) granting an increase of pension to Au- 
gustus F. Bradbury; 

A bill (H. R. 12088) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Burleigh; 

A bill (H. R. 8302) granting an increase of pension to Maurice 
Hayes; 

A bill (H. R. 11916) granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
ward L. Kimball; 

A bill (H. R. 8556) granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett; and 

A bill (H. R. 9279) granting an increase of pension to Pat- 
rick Curley. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Claims, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 8283) for the relief of John H. Hamiter ; and 

A bill (S. 1221) for the relief of J. De L. Lafitte. 

Mr. CLAPP, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3842) for the relief of Mary C. Mayers, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. ALGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 12754) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam B. Eversole; 

A bill (H. R. 12510) granting an increase of pension to John 
McWhorter; 

A bill (H. R. 5957) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Steck; 

A bill (H. R. 12506) granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
T. Howell; 

A bil (H. R. 12507) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Collier; 

A bill (H. R. 11343) granting an increase of pension to Enoch 
Bolen ; 

A bill (H. R. 11205) granting an iacrease of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice; 

A bill (H. R. 7649) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Leipnitz; 

A bill (H. R. 7711) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Dunnan ; 

A bill (H. R. 11132) granting an increase of pension to 
Horace E. Lydy: : 

A bill (H. R. 10807) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
J. Long; 

A bill (H. R. 10741) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Clark; 

A bill (H. R, 10637) granting an increase of pension to Levi 
I. Shipman; 

A bill (H. R. 10564) granting an increase of pension to Leyi 
N. Bodley ; 


A bill (H. R. 8520) granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
F. White; and 

A bill (H. R. 8406) granting an increase of pension to Susan 
W. Selfridge. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4636) granting an increase of pension 
to Henry R. Pease, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 1023) granting an increase of pension to Peter Shipp- 
man, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon, 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally with amendments, and 
submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4362) granting an increase of pension to William 
Fleugel ; 

A bill (S. 4319) granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
C. Sturm; and 

A bill (S. 772) granting an increase of pension to Jerusha 
Hayward Brown. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4637) granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Zimmerman ; 


> 

A bill (S. 492) granting an increase of pension to Barney 
Whitney ; 

A bill (H. R. 11658) granting an increase of pension to Gould 
E. Utter; 

A bill (H. R. 12839) granting an increase of pension to 
Kathryn G. Hayt; 

A bill (H. R. 12384) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Dunning; 

š PENR (H. R. 11145) granting an increase of pension to Melvin 

A bill (H. R. 11105) granting an increase of pension to. 
Michael Comer ; 

A bill (H. R. 7525) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam K. Spencer ; 

A bill (H. R. 11101) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Baker ; 

A bill (H. R. 7955) granting an increase of pension to New- 
ton E. Terrill; 

A bill (H. R. 7241) granting an increase of pension to Mary, 
J. Allhands ; 

A bill (H. R. 7238) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Campbell ; 

A bill (H. R. 6565) granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Hatter; 

A bill (H. R. 10216) granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
Longstaff ; and 

A bill (H. R. 9567) granting an increase of pension to Hender- 
son Rose. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH (for Mr. ANKENY), from the Committee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation of Arid Lands, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 91) granting leaves of absence to home- 
steaders on lands to be irrigated under the provisions of the act 
of June 17, 1902, submitted an adverse report thereon, which 
was agreed to; and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTER, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 13579) granting an increase of pension to Amon 
Miller ; 

A bill (H. R. 13141) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam A. Southworth ; 

A bill (H. R. 12102) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
helmina Healey ; 

A bill (H. R. 11846) granting a pension to Clara M. Thomp- 


son; 

A bill (H. R. 11672) granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
lin J. Fellows; 

A bill (H. R. 7750) granting an increase of pension to Anton 
Riedmuller ; ; 

A bill (H. R. 10967) granting a pension to George Larson; 

A bill (H. R. 12008) granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Blanding; 

A bill (H. R. 11908) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen A. Sturtevant; 

A bill (H. R. 6873) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Phillips; 

A bill (H. R. 6489) granting a pension to Mary E. Scott; 

A bill (H. R. 6913) granting an increase of pension to John 
Gibbons; and 
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A bill (H. R. 8541) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
H. Pinney. 

Mr. ALDRICH, from the Committee on Finance, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
at amendment: 

A bill (H. R. 4) to amend section 3646, Revised Statutes of the 
‘United States, as amended by act of February 16, 1885; and 

A bill (S. 3401) for the relief of the executors of the estate 
of Harold Brown, deceased. 

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Finance, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1668) for the relief of the administrator of 
the estate of Gotlob Groezinger, reported it with an amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. BURROWS, from the Committee on Finance, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2742) for the relief of G. F. Tarbell, 
reported it without amendment. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH, from the Committee on Public Lands, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 4483) to amend an act ap- 
proved August 3, 1894, entitled “An act concerning leases in the 
Yellowstone National Park,” reported it without amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. KITTREDGE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 3433) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to divide the judicial district of North Dakota,” ap- 
proved April 26, 1890, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 2449) to create the western division of the judicial dis- 
trict of North Dakota for judicial purposes and to fix the time 
and place for holding court therein, submitted an adverse report 
thereon, which was agreed to; and the bill was postponed in- 
definitely. 

Mr. FRYE, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 4513) to authorize the Mobile Railway and 
Dock Company to construct and maintain bridges across Dog 
River and Fowl River in Mobile County, State of Alabama, re- 
ported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 


— 
CALUMET RIVER BRIDGE. 


Mr. FRYE. I am directed by the Committee on Commerce, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 13365) to amend an act 
entitled “An act authorizing the Kensington and Eastern Rail- 
road Company to construct a bridge across the Calumet River,” 
approved February 7, 1905, to report it favorably without amend- 
ment. As the time for the construction of the bridge has nearly 
expired, it is very important that the bill shall be acted on now. 
It will take only a second to pass it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. It proposes to amend section 5 of the act so as to read 
as follows: 

Sec. 5. That the right to alter, amend, or re 

reserved; and this act shall be null and void if actual construction of 


the bri idge herein authorized be not commenced within one year and 
comple within three years from the Ist day of February, 1 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. FRYE. I move that the bill (S. 3983) to amend an act 
entitled “An act authorizing the Kensington and Eastern Rail- 
road Company to construct a bridge across the Calumet River,” 
approved February 7, 1905, being Order of Business 806 on the 
Calendar, be indefinitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. SMOOT introduced a bill (S. 4741) granting an increase 
of pension to Andrew J, Workman; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming introduced a bill (S. 4742) granting 
a pension to Mary E. Allen; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4743) to provide for 
the further purification of the water supply of the District of 
Columbia; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FLINT introduced a bill (S. 4744) for the relief of Jere- 
miah C. Conkling; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM introduced a bill (S. 4745) granting an 
increase of pension to Susan J. F. Joslyn; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 4746) for the relief of 
George W. Cooper; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


this act is expressly 


He also introduced a bill (S. 4747) to authorize John A. 
Ockerson to accept decorations tendered to him by the Gov- 
ernment of the French Republic, the King of Italy, the King of 
Sweden, the Emperor of Germany, and the Emperor of China; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4748) for the relief of Richard 
A. Hodges ; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4749) granting a pension to Elhanau C. Devore; 

A bill (S. 4750) granting a pension to George Patterson; 

A bill (S. 4751) granting an increase of pension to George P. 
Gammon; 

A bill (S. 4752) granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Tidswell ; 

A bill (S. 4753) granting a pension to Joel Harriford ; 

A bill (S. 4754) granting a pension to John F. Mitchell; 

A bill (S. 4755) granting a pension to Bernhard Springer; 
A = (S. 4756) granting an increase of pension to John 

rch; 

A bill (S. 4757) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Williford ; 

s 8 (S. 4758) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
eltier ; ’ 

£ A bill (S. 4759) granting an increase of pension to Oliver M. 
tone ; 

= bill (S. 4760) granting an increase of pension to John B. 


a A Dal (S. 4761) granting an increase of pension to Jerome N. 
esnier ; 

A bill (S. 4762) granting a pension to Mary A. Brady; and 

A bill (S. 4763) granting an increase of pension to Harrison 
Randolph. 

Mr. MALLORY introduced a bill (S. 4764) to grant lands to 
the State of Florida to assist said State in the education of its 
children; which was read twice by its title, and, with the ac- 
companying paper, referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 

Mr. HEYBURN introduced a bill (S. 4765) providing for the 
sale of coal in AlasBa under certain conditions; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

Mr. DEPEW introduced a bill (S. 4766) granting an increase 
of pension to Rese Vincent Mullin; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. SPOONER introduced a bill (S. 4767) authorizing the 
President to appoint E. Russell Mears captain and paymaster, 
United States Army; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4768) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy through- 
out the United States,” approved July 1, 1898, as amended by 
an act approved February 5, 1903; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4769) granting an increase of 
pension to Rosa Olds Jenkins; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4770) granting an increase of 
pension to Edward Hart; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. BURROWS introduced a bill (S. 4771) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George R. Turner; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4772) granting an increase of 
pension to Gertrude McNeil; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. WARREN introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 36) to 
provide for the printing of a digest of the decisions of the 
Court of Claims, together with the rules of practice of and the 
statutes relating to that court; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Printing. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 
1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission; which was 
ordered to lie on the table, and be printed. 
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Mr. LODGE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 
1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission; which was 
ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

Mr. GAMBLE submitted an amendment authorizing the is- 
suance of a patenttin fee to Collin La Mont, a Yankton Sioux 
Indian, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Indian ap- 
propriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. CLAY. I present two amendments to House bill 12987. 
I ask that the amendments be read, and that they lie on the 
table. 

The amendments were read and ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed, as follows: 


To amend H. R. 12987 by adding a new section, to be known as 
section 25, as follows: 

“Sec. 25. It shall be unlawful for any common carrier subject to 
the interstate-commerce act to engage, directly or indirectly, in the 
business of buying and selling coal or coke, oil, or oil properties, or 
to promise, pledge, or lend its credit, money, or other property or 
thing of value to another, either natural or corporate, enga in such 
business. It shall be unlawful for such common carrier or carriers 
engaged in interstate and foreign commerce to in any manner own, 
control, or have any interest in coal lands or properties, or oil lands 
or properties. It shall be unlawful for the officers of the carrier 
companies aforesaid, or any of them, or foe porate or persons charged 
with the duty of distributing cars or furnishing facilities to shippers 
either directly or indirectly to engage in the business of buying and 
selling the properties described in this section. It shall be unlawful 
for any common carrier herein defined, either directly or indirectly, 
to monopolize or attempt to 3 any part of the trade or com- 
merce in coal or oll, or traffic therein ny ey the several States, or 
with foreign nations, or to limit or attempt to limit, control, or attempt 
to control, aonr or indirectly, the output of coal mines or the 
price of coal and oil fields or the price of oil. 

“ Said carriers herein descri shall not discriminate against ship- 
pers or parties wishing to become shippers over their several lines, 
either in the matter of the distribution of cars or in furnishing fa- 
cilities or instrumentalities connected with receiving, forwarding, or 
carrying coal or oil as aforesaid: Provided, That nothing herein shall 
preveni such carriers from purchasing such articles for their own con- 
sumption. 

“Any railroad corporation, or any officer or agent thereof, who know- 
ingly and willfully violates mg Sa the provisions of this act, shall for 
each and eve such offense guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon 
conviction shall be imprisoned in the penitentiary for a term not less 
than one year or more than three years. Every violation of this 
section shall be prosecuted in any court of the United States having 
jurisdiction of crimes within the district in which such violation was 
committed or through which the transportation may have been con- 
ducted; and whenever the offense is m in one jurisdiction and 
completed in another, it may be dealt w th, ar eae: of, tried, deter- 
mined. and punished in either jurisdiction in the same manner as if 
the offense had been actually and wholly committed therein.” 

To amend H. R. 12987: That a new section be added to said act, at 
the end thereof, to be numbered as section 26, as follows: 

“Sec. 26. That the defense in all proceedings under the provisions 
of this act, either in behalf of the Commission or the shipper, shall be 
undertaken by the United States district attorney for the district 
wherein the action is brought, under the direction of the Attorney- 
General of the United States, and the cost and expenses of such de- 
fense shall be paid out of the appropriation for the expenses of the 
courts of the United States.” 


ELECTION OF SENATORS. 
On motion of Mr. GALLINGER, it was 


Ordered, That 2,000 additional copies of Senate Document No. 406, 
Fifty-seventh Congress, first session, the same to include an article by 
Ex-Senator George F. Edmunds in the Forum for November, 1894, en- 
titled “ Should Senators be elected by the people?” be printed for the 
use of the Senate document room. 


AMENDMENT OF PENSION LAWS. 


Mr. McCUMBER. I ask unanimous consent that the bill (S. 
1604) to amend the act of March 2, 1903, increasing the pensions 
of those who have lost limbs or been totally disabled in them, in 
the military or naval service of the United States, be rereferred 
to the Committee on Pensions for further consideration. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I desire to ask unanimous con- 
sent of the Senate, and I will state the facts before I state it, 
in order that Senators may know the object of the request. 

The statehood bill comes up at 2 o’clock as the unfinished bus- 
iness. The junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Hopxrns] is about 
to leave the city, and he is very anxious to make some remarks 
upon the statehood bill. It would suit his convenience if the 
bill could be taken up immediately, to the end that he could 
finish his remarks. 

My colleague [Mr. Crapp], the chairman of the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, is anxious to call up the bill to provide for the 
final disposition of the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the 
Indian Territory. It is a bill recommended by the Department 
and reported here. 

Mr. HALE. That is the bill which was up yesterday? 


Mr. NELSON. Yes, sir. If that bill is called up in the morn- 
ing hour we could not finish it before 2 o’clock. What I should 
like would be to have the statehood bill called up immediately, 
to the end that the Senator from Illinois may submit his re- 
inarks, and then that it be temporarily laid aside without being 
displaced and the rest of the day be given to the other bill I, 
have referred to, relating to the Five Civilized Tribes. 

Mr. HALE. I have no objection to the arrangement, so far 
as the convenience of the Senator from Illinois is concerned 
in proceeding now to address the Senate, but I think it would be 
better to let the other matter stand until we reach it, and to 
see what ment can be made afterwards, because the In- 
dian tribal bill is a bill of very great importance, involving very 
many important considerations. It ought to be examined, and 
it will be pretty thoroughly discussed. I should not want to 
agree now to any arrangement that would give that bill any 
further right of way. 

Mr. NELSON. Very well; I will limit my request. I ask 
unanimous consent that the statehood bill may now be taken up 
to the end that the Senator from Illinois may maké his speech 
on the subject. Then at the close of his speech, if no one else 
wishes to speak on that bill, I shall ask that it be temporarily 
laid aside as the unfinished business. 

Mr. HALE. We will arrange that when we reach it. Let 
the Senator confine his request to the convenience of the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. NELSON. Very well. 

Mr HALE. I have no objection. 

Mr. CLAPP. Before the request for unanimous consent is 
put, I wish simply to call attention to what I called attention to 
yesterday—the situation in reference to the condition in the 
Indian Territory and the importance of the Senate taking 
some action between now and next Saturday. I do not care 
what the form of the action is, but it seems to me it is impor- 
tant that the bill should be disposed of between now and Satur- 
day. Before the request is granted I simply wanted to remind 
the Senate again of that condition. 

Mr. HALE. I think the Senator is right about that. I ex- 
pect to vote for the bill. I see the importance of it. But I 
think the Senator sees already that it will be the subject of 
amendment and discussion. 

Mr. CLAPP. I know; but the bill which was under consid- 
eration yesterday probably and naturally would have had the 
balance of the morning hour. What I want is an understand- 
ing, if it can be had, that at the conclusion of the speech of the 
Senator from Illinois we shall take up the bill. Of course we 
expect that it will be the subject of discussion, and very ani- 
mated discussion. 

Mr. HALE. Let the Senator propose that when the Senator 
from Illinois completes his remarks. 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly; I merely wished to state the condi- 
tion now. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED, 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia: 

H. R. 13842. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to incor- 
porate the Eastern Star Home for the District of Columbia,” 
approved March 10, 1902; 

H. R. 14515. An act making it a misdemeanor in the District 
of Columbia to abandon or willfully neglect to provide for the 
support and maintenance by any person of his wife or of his or 
her minor children in destitute or necessitous circumstances; nnd 

H. R. 14813. An act to amend an act approved March 1, 1905, 
entitled “An act to amend section 4 of an aci entitled ‘An act 
relating to the Metropolitan police of the District of Columbia,’ 
approved February 28, 1901.” 

H. R. 15332. An act to incorporate the National Society of the 
Sons of the American Reyolution was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


IMPROVEMENT OF ANACOSTIA FLATS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
concurrent resolution from the House of Representatives; 
which was read: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and.they are 
hereby, authorized and directed to submit to Congress a report upon 
the improvement of the so-called “flats” of the Anacostia River from 
its mouth to the District line, with recomendations and estimates of 
cost. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, the Senate passed a bill 
in identical terms with the concurrent resolution. The House 
has changed it to a concurrent resolution, which I think was 
entirely proper. I ask unanimous consent for the consideration 
of the concurrent resolution as it comes from the House, 

The concurrent resolution was considered by unanimous 
consent and agreed to. 
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THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
NELSON] asks unanimous consent that the statehood bill may now 
be laid before the Senate, in order that the junior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Horxrns] may speak upon it. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to 
enable the people of Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to 
form a constitution and State government and be admitted 
into the Union on an equal footing with the original States; 
and to enable the people of New Mexico and of Arizona to form 
a constitution and State government and be admitted into the 
Union on an equal footing with the original States. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Illinois will 
proceed. 

Mr. FRYE. Just one moment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. FRYE. I suppose, notwithstanding the fact that the 
statehood bill has been taken up in the morning hour, it is un- 
derstood that it is to retain its character as unfinished business. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. The Chair did not understand the 
consent agreement to affect its status as the unfinished business. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, the admission of a new State 
into the Federal Union is a matter of grave moment not only to 
the people who reside within the limits of the new State, but to 
the nearly 80,000,000 of people who live within the limits of the 
forty-five States that now form the Federal Union. No more 
important question, therefore, can be called to the attention 
of Senators than that of determining whether the bill which 
is now under consideration shall be enacted into law and the 
Territories of Oklahoma and Indian Territory be admitted as 
a new State into the Union under the statehood title of Okla- 
homa, and the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona be ad- 
mitted as an additional new State under the statehood title of 
Arizona. 

No form of procedure for the organization of a new State is 
prescribed by the Constitution of the United States, and Congress 
has not by statutory enactment prescribed a mode of procedure 
by which new territory shall become a part of the Federal Union. 
It is therefore left to the discretion of Congress in each case to 
determine the terms and conditions upon which the new Terri- 
tory shall become a component part of the Federal Republic. 
Considerations which would control the action of Congress at one 
period in her national history in the admission of a Territory as 
a new State in the Union are inapplicable at another period. 
The growth and development of the United States has been such 
since the time of the adoption of our Federal Constitution to the 
present that no rule can be evolved and no precedent cited that 
can be of very much weight with Senators in determining their 
action with reference to the admission of these four Territories 
as two new States in the Union. 

Why this is so I shall discuss more at length later in my 
remarks. It is enough for us to know, however, that, so far 
as Oklahoma and Indian Territory are concerned, they rep- 
resent all of the element that entitle them to be admitted as 
a State. The two Territories have a population at the present 
time of nearly a million and a half. Their combined area 
aggregates 70,000 square miles, a State in area somewhat 
larger than many of the older States in the Union, but much 
smaller than States like Nevada, Montana, Idaho, California, 
and Texas. In area the State will compare more favorably 
with the States that lie immediately north of this proposed 
new State, like Kansas, Nebraska, and the Dakotas. The 
wealth of the two Territories is sufficient to guarantee a re- 
publican form of government and revenues ample under well- 
regulated laws to guarantee a good form of State and munici- 
pal government within the limits of this proposed new State. 

The combining of the Territories into this one State is only 
reuniting a Territory that for many years was under one Ter- 
ritorial form of government. The one Territory is the comple- 
ment of the other, and the two will form a State that is not 
only great in its varied resources at the present time, but is 
destined to rank as one of the great and splendid States in 
the Union in the future. I take it, Mr. President, that if the 
only question to be determined under the bill that is now under 
consideration were as to the admission of Oklahoma and In- 
dian Territory as one State that there would be no debate in 
this body respecting that subject and no dissenting voice as to 
the admission of the new State. The consensus of opinion of 
both parties in the Senate and in the country at large favors 
the admission of the new State of Oklahoma as provided for in 
this bill. And the new sister will be welcomed with pleasure 


and delight by her older sisters in the Republic, and a warm 
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and helping hand will be extended to her as she takes her place 
in the sisterhood of States that forms the greatest Republic of 
ancient or modern times. 

The real controversy over the pending bill, as I understand 
it, Mr. President, is as to whether the Territories of New Mex- 
ico and Arizona shall be united into one State under the name 
of Arizona. There is a very sharp difference of opinion that 
exists among Senators on this subject as there was a very 
marked difference of opinion among the Members of the House 
of Representatives when this bill was under consideration in 
that body. New Mexico has a unique and very interesting 
history connected with the efforts of her people to be admitted 
as a State into the Union. The question of admitting a State 
into the Union has been considered more frequently as respects _ 
the Territory of New Mexico than any other portion of the 
United States which has from time to time been admitted into 
the Union of States since the formation of our Federal Govern- 
ment. It represents a civilization which antedates the landing 
of the Pilgrim fathers at Plymouth. 

Before the Massachusetts colony existed as a political entity 
and before the Hartford settlement was made, there was a sub- 
stantial settlement of immigrants within the present Territory 
of New Mexico who had gone there for the purpose of estab- 
lishing a colony and founding a State. For more than three hun- 
dred years that settlement has been maintained in one form or 
another, and from the small beginnings of a few hundred Span- 
iards who went there more than three centuries ago, it has 
passed through various stages of development until it has 
arrived at its present status of population and civilization. 

The people of this country have ever felt since the first time 
that New Mexico knocked at the doors of the Union for admis- 
sion that New Mexico was not prepared for statehood, and that 
it would be an injustice to the other States which form the 
Federal Republic to clothe that Territory and its people with 
all of the privileges of an American State in the Federal Union. 

The result has been that the efforts of the people of the Terri- 
tory have not been successful. When the first claim was made 
for statehood the Territory combined within its limits the 
present Territory of Arizona. It was claimed that that Terri- 
tory at that time was one harmonious whole, and that in area 
and population and wealth and all the other elements that go 
to make up a State it was entitled to recognition by the Federal 
Government and should be permitted to take its place as a State 
in the Union. 

This demand has increased year by year, and some of the 
representatives from that Territory now insist that it should be 
admitted as a State independent of Arizona, and point to the 
population and wealth and area of the Territory as proofs of 
the reasonableness of their claims. 

Mr. President, area alone can not make a State. Wealth 
alone should not make a State; and, indeed, Mr. President, area 
and wealth combined should not be considered factors that de- 
termine whether a Territory should be admitted as a State. 
The character and number of the people who inhabit this Ter- 
ritory is of controlling importance on the question of the admis- 
sion of a new State into the Union. In determining a question 
of this kind we are not to look alone to the interests of the 
people who live within the limits of the proposed new State. 
We are to consider as well the interests of the people of each 
one of the forty-five States that form this Republic. 

The legislation that is determined by the bill now under 
consideration is not of a temporary character. If it becomes 
a law by a majority vote of this Senate, it fixes the status of 
these Territories for all time in the American Republic. It 
clothes each one of these proposed new States with all of the 
rights and privileges, authority, and immunity that is now 
held by each one of the forty-five States of the Union. No 
one of the original thirteen States can exercise any different 
or greater influence in this body than either one of these Ter- 
ritories the moment that Territory is admitted as a State into 
the Union. Hence, as I have said, it is of paramount impor- 
tance that every Senator not only gives great consideration to 
the interests of the people who are knocking at the doors of 
Congress for admission as a State into the Union, but that he 
should consider how such favorable action will affect the peo- 
ple of the several States that now form our National Govern- 
ment. 

For many years the population of New Mexico was largely 
Spanish and Mexican and a mixed breed, where the Spanish 
language was the prevailing language, not only among the 
people generally, but in her schools and in her courts. I remem- 
ber some years ago, when a bill for the admission of New 
Mexico as a State into the Union was under consideration in 
the House of Representatives, when I was a Member of that 
body, that the statement was made by one of the leading Mem- J 
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bers of the House, who had given careful investigation to the 
subject, that 70 per cent of the people could not read or write 
in any language other than the Spanish language, and that the 
percentage of illiteracy was ten times greater than the illiteracy 
of a State like Michigan or Iowa. I am glad to state, however, 
that there has been a decided improvement in the condition 
of the people of that Territory within the last ten or fifteen 
years, and that they have developed a school system that is 
giving ample facilities to the children of school age to acquire 
a good common school education, and that while interpreters are 
used in the courts and many of the transactions in business life 
are conducted in Spanish, year by year substantial gains are 
made, not only in education, but in the use of the English lan- 
guage in all the vocations of life. 

It is my opinion, however, Mr. President, that New Mexico 
is not now entitled to admission as a separate State, and never 
will be, and in justice not only to the people living within the 
limits of the several States that now form the Federal Republic, 
but in the interests of the people of the two Territories as weli, 
that if the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona are admitted 
into the Union at all, they should be admitted as one State, 
under the name of Arizona. 

The investigation that I have given this subject satisfies me 
that the two Territories combined into one State will never 
make a State in point of population that will compare favorably 
with any of the larger States that are now a part of the Federal 
Union. In justice to them, I feel that if these Territories are 
to be admitted into the Union at all at the present time they 
should be admitted as one State. 

The area of the Territories aggregates 235,380 square miles. 
This is a little over 77,000 square miles greater than the pres- 
ent State of California, but it is nearly 30,000 square miles less 
in area than the State of Texas. The number of square miles 
within the limits of the proposed new State does not fairly pre- 
sent to the Senate and the country the amount of the available 
and productive area of the proposed new State. It is located 
in what is known as the arid region, and thousands upon thou- 
sands of square miles of this proposed new State are barren 
rock and absolutely unproductive of anything that will sustain 
animal life. 

Agriculture is the basic element of all wealth in any country. 
No State can be great and prosperous that has not agricultural 
resources of a rich and varied character. No State can be great 
unless it has agricultural and grazing lands in sufficient quantity 
to warrant a large and ever-increasing population. This the 
proposed new State of Arizona has not. She has mining inter- 
ests that are supposed to be very wealthy and she has some 
territory that, by irrigation, can be further developed in the way 
of agriculture and for grazing purposes, but this is of a limited 
character. 

I have called the attention of the Senators to the fact that this 
section of our country is the oldest-settled portion of the United 
States, that before the people of New England had started on 
the marvelous career that has made that section of our common 
country the most important and influential in the American 
Republic these Territories that are now proposed to be made 
a State had their settlements and the first elements of statehood 
planted within their limits. Had they possessed agricultural 
resources even as great as the New England States, they would 
have long since reached the condition where the Federal Union 
would haye been glad to have welcomed them into the Union. 
The new State, if it is admitted into the Union, will have 
146,432,000 acres. These figures standing alone would indicate 
tremendous agricultural and grazing resources within the limits 
of the proposed new State. The records show, however, Mr. 
President, that less than four-tenths of 1 per cent of this great 
area is now under cultivation in any form whatever, either for 
agricultural or grazing purposes. In other words, out of an 
area of 146,432,000 acres there are only 585,728 acres that, after 
a lapse of three hundred years, are under cultivation in any form 
whatever. 

Think of it for a moment, Mr. President. Here is a Terri- 
tory which, as I have said, has been under the hand of civilized 
man for a period of more than three hundred years, and yet we 
find that of that yast area only 585,728 acres are under cultiva- 
tion. Since the Government of the United States has em- 
barked on the plan of national irrigation and has authorized the 
appropriation of hundreds of millions of dollars of money from 
the Treasury of the United States to reclaim lands for grazing 
and agricultural purposes the friends of separate statehood for 
these Territories claim that a large part of this now barren 
waste in New Mexico and Arizona can be reclaimed and made 
as rich for agricultural and grazing purposes as the valley of 
the Nile. Such claims, Mr. President, are easily made, but can 
they be substantiated by any facts of a substantial character 
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to authorize us to adopt them in the consideration of the ques- 
tion as to whether the two Territories shall be combined into one 
State or not. 5 

I am not willing, Mr. President, to take the statement of some 
person who lives in the Territory and has a monetary or other 
interest to secure separate statehood. I am not willing to take 
the statement of men who have only casually examined that 
Territory and whose ideas are not predicated upon a systematic 
and scientific investigation of this subject. Men can speculate 
as to the future development of these two Territories, and on 
these speculations can draw beautiful pictures of the teeming 
millions that in the distant future will be residents in these two 
States. But the cold facts destroy such figures and bring us 
to a realization of the conditions that actually exist in both of 
these Territories. 

Fortunately for the interests not only of the people of the 
Territories themselves, but of the eighty millions who liye 
within the limits of the various States of the Union, we have 
an abundant evidence upon this subject. Scientific men sent 
out by the Goyernment to determine these various questions 
have made careful surveys and estimates in both Arizona and 
New Mexico. They have been men who have been seekers 
for truth, not to reject or admit either of these Territories 
into the Union as a State or States. They are men who have 
gone through and made these investigations from a purely 
scientific and statistical standpoint. What do they say re- 
garding the future development of Arizona and New Mexico? 
The highest estimate that I have seen placed upon lands that 
can be reclaimed in Arizona by the most skillful development 
of the agricultural and grazing resources of the Territory, aided 
by the Treasury of the United States, adds to the lands al- 
ready cultivated only an additional 877,250 acres within the 
limits of the Territory of Arizona; and in New Mexico, only 
574.945 acres, an aggregate within the two Territories of 
5 5 acres, or nine-tenths of 1 per cent of the area of the 

tate. 

These figures show, Mr. President, that of the 146,432,000 
acres in the proposed new State of Arizona there will be under 
the highest kind of scientific development, after the expendi- 
ture of millions upon millions of dollars from the Treasury of 
the United States, only 1.8 per cent of this vast area that 
can be used for agriculture and grazing purposes. These 
facts demonstrate beyond question that if the Territories of 
New Mexico and Arizona are admitted as one State they 
never can have a population that will compare with the pres- 
ent population of such States as Ohio, Illinois, New York, Penn- 
Sylvania, or Iowa. 

These States have reached their present respective popula- 
tions on account of the agricultural resources of the States. 
As I have already said, the controlling factor in the greatness 
of a State consists in its agricultural resources. This pro- 
posed new State is limited, and so limited in its acreage that 
is fit for agriculture and grazing purposes that it can never 
support a great population. Illinois has only 35,040,000 acres 
of land within the limits of the State. It seems insignificant 
in number of acres, Mr. President, as compared with the 146,- 
432,000 acres in the proposed new State. 

But the statistics show that of this number of millions of 
acres in Illinois nearly 92 per cent are under cultivation. Nearly 
33,000,000 acres of the 35,000,000 in Illinois are under cultiva- 
tion. On the basis of land that is productive for agricultural 
and grazing purposes Illinois is greater than sixteen States of 
the area and character of the proposed new State of Arizona if 
we unite the two Territories and make them one State. The 
State of Iowa has an acreage of 35,856,000. Of that, 34,574,337 
acres are under cultivation. In other words, Mr. President, 
97.4 per cent of the entire State of Iowa is under cultivation, as 
compared with 1.3 per cent of the proposed State of Arizona, the 
greatest amount that under the highest scientific development 
can ever be put under cultivation. Is it just to such States as 
lowa, Michigan, Wisconsin, and Illinois that this territory that 
never can have a productive area to exceed one-sixteenth of any 
one of the States that I have named should have its territory 
divided and admitted as two States with the same right to legis- 
late in the Senate of the United States that any one of the States 
that I have named has? 

I have not taken into consideration the mineral resources of 
the Territories and the population that mining will attract to 
the Territories. This kind of a population is more or less of a 
floating character. A mining camp of a few hundred men will 
develop into many thousands in a few months, and then a year 
or two thereafter may drop back to the original number of a 
few hundred, owing to the fact that the mines have been workéd 
out. Nobody can estimate, of course, with any degree of accu- 
racy just what the mining resources of those Territories are. 
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But assuming, Mr. President, that they are as great as is con- 
tended for by the friends of separate statehood, even then the 
population can never reach the population of any of the States 
of the Middle West at the present time. If these two Territo- 
ries are admitted as a State, I doubt whether they will ever 
haye a population as great as the proposed State of Oklahoma 
has at the present time. And certainly no man will contend that 
they eyer will have a population as great as Ohio at the present 
time, or as Illinois, to say nothing of Pennsylvania and New 
York. All of the States that are in the Union now are advanc- 
ing rapidly in wealth and population. No man can with any 
degree of accuracy determine the population fifty or one hun- 
dred or two hundred years from now that any one of these 
States will have within its State limits. 

We do know, however, that the agricultural resources of each 
State are such that it can multiply many fold its present popu- 
lation. And on the same reasoning we do know that the popu- 
lation of the proposed new State of Arizona will be limited in 
number. If we are to maintain our popular form of Govern- 
ment and have laws and regulations that will enable citizens in 
all sections of our common country to exercise practically the 
same influence upon the destinies of the Republic, we should 
hesitate to give such a preponderating infiuence in the Senate 
of the United States to a class of citizens who propose to make 
their future home within the limits of these Territories that 
to-day are being considered for admission into the Union as 
one State. 

Thousands of miles of railroad have been built within the 
Umits of the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico and the 
mining interests have been developed in a remarkable degree, 
and yet, Mr. President, under the last census the population of 
Arizona aggregated only 122,000, and New Mexico only 195,000. 
I cite these figures to evidence the fact that mining alone can 
not develop any great population. 

Some Senators may say, however, Mr. President, that the 
growth of these Territories has been retarded because of the 
fact that they have been kept under their Territorial form of 
government, and that if when New Mexico applied for admis- 
sion as a State fifty years ago she had been admitted she would 
have long since multiplied by many times the population that 
we now find there, and that it would have been one of the rich 
and prosperous States in the Union. Statehood alone can not 
develop a population and can not develop the resources of any 
particular Territory. 

We have a decisive example of this in the State of Nevada. 
That State has an area of 109,901 square miles and 70,336,640 
acres—nearly half.the acreage of the proposed new State of 
Arizona and twice the acreage of Iowa or Lllinois. Nevada 
has been a State in the Union for about forty-two years. Of 
this vast acreage 2,000,000 acres are under cultivation or are 
susceptible of cultivation. She is more favorably located from 
an agricultural standpoint than the proposed new State of 
Arizona. Her mineral resources are as great as those of the 
proposed new State, or at least supposed to be; and yet what 
has been her development in population? 

I find, Mr. President, that in the census of 1860 Nevada’s 
population aggregated 6,857. She was admitted as a State into 
the Union in 1864. The census of population taken in 1870 
showed that her population aggregated 42,491. In 1880 it had 
increased to 62,266. In 1890 it had fallen back to 42,761, and in 
1900 it had still further decreased in population to 42,335. In 
other words, Mr. President, during the thirty years that inter- 
yened from 1870 to the taking of the census in 1900, the popula- 
tion had not only not increased, but had actually decreased in 
numbers. These figures ought to satisfy any person that a 
country that is dependent largely upon its mining resources for 
a population never can be accounted in population at least as 
one of the great States of the Republic. 

The lesson that Nevada has taught us in this respect should 
not be lost upon Senators in considering the question of admit- 
ting New Mexico and Arizona as separate States. Unless they 
want to count mountains against men and give barren rocks 
the same consideration in the Senate of the United States as 
intelligent and high-minded men who are citizens of other 
States, they should hesitate long before they determine to admit 
these Territories as separate States into the Union. 

As representing in part the 5,000,000 of people who form 
the great State of Illinois, I feel it my duty to protest against 
the admission of New Mexico and Arizona as separate States 
into the Union. The aggregate population of New Mexico and 
Arizona amounts to only 317,000. The same census shows that 
the population of Illinois was 4,821,000. It is claimed by the 
friends of these Territories that their population has vastly in- 
ereased since the census of 1900. So has that of Illinois, Mr. 
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President. To-day she has a population of more than 5,000,000, 
Her population has increased more rapidly than both of these 
Territories that now we propose to admit as a new State. If 
New Mexico and Arizona are admitted as one State under the 
statehood title of Arizona, they will have a representation in 
the Senate of the United States that will make one citizen in 
the new State the equivalent of fifteen in Illinois, nineteen in 
Pennsylvania, and twenty-two in New York. If they are ad- 
mitted as separate States, as some Senators contend they should 
be, one man in Arizona would be the equivalent of thirty-nine 
in Illinois, fifty-one in Pennsylvania, and fifty-nine in New 
York. In New Mexico one man would be the equivalent of 
twenty-four in Illinois, thirty-two in Pennsylvania, and thirty- 
seven in New York. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I dislike to interrupt the 
Senator, but I know the Senator does not want to misrepresent 
anybody’s position. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. I know the Senator does not want to mis- 
represent anybody on this or any other proposition. As I 
understand, there is only one proposition presented here by the 
bill as it was reported by the committee with respect to those 
two Territories, and that is not that they shall come into the- 
Union as two States, but that they shall come into the Union as 
one State whether they are willing or not. The only modifica- 
tion of that proposition that anybody has proposed is that we 
shall not force statehood upon those two Territories unless there 
be a majority—a vote being taken to determine that question— 
in favor of joint statehood in each of those Territories. That 
is the only question. Nobody here is wanting to bring those 
Territories in as two States; nobody is wanting to do anything, 
in opposition to the wish of the people except only to let those 
people vote whether or not they will come in at all at this time. 
The proposition of those who favor the amendment here is that 
they shall stay out until they are satisfied that they should be 
admitted as separate States or as one State, if they be willing 
to be joined in that manner. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, we can not be misled by 
forms. I understand very well the position of the Senator from 
Ohio, and I have examined the amendment he has offered—an 
insidious and dangerous proposition, as I shall show further on 
in this debate—but everybody knows that the Senator and other 
Senators who favor that amendment have been in favor of the 
admission of Arizona and New Mexico as separate States. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator’s remarks about the character 
of the amendment I shall not undertake to answer, except only 
to say that I have not seen anything insidious in the amendment. 
I did not prepare the amendment, but I looked it over after a 
brother Senator had prepared it, and I introduced it. I thought 
it a perfectly frank, straightforward, honorable proposition, and 
if the Senator will point out that the amendment is in any 
respect whatever anything less than that, I shall be greatly 
obliged to him. If it should turn out that it is, in that event I 
would feel myself imposed upon; but I am sure that was not the 
ease. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, I do not mean any reflection 
upon the Senator from Ohio, because there is no member of this 
body whom I respect more highly. Perhaps the word “ insidi- 
ous” was not a very happy word to be used in that connection. 
What I desire to say on that point is that, in my judgment— 
and I will elaborate that a little later—this amendment is 
something that will not only defeat the bill itself, but will bring 
about what some of the residents of Arizona ultimately wish— 
the admission of that Territory as a separate State. It is one 
step, I think, leading to that result. 

Mr. FORAKER. I sincerely hope that ultimately those two 
Territories will be admitted into the Union as two States. I 
think they should be whenever they are admitted. Im one of 
the former Congresses, three or four years ago, I supported a 
bill which provided for their admission into the Union as two 
separate States. That bill passed the other House a dozen or 
more times—thirty times, I think; at any rate, a great many 
times—and it passed the House at that time. I supported that 
bill here, and I undertook to show then that, according to prece- 
dents, those Territories, notwithstanding the disadyantages of 
populations, to which the Senator from Illinois has called atten- 
tion, were entitled to such admission. But that has gone by. I 
am not considering that bill, and no one else is. A new bill has 


been presented, which has passed the other House and has come 
to us, and we are dealing with that. The question is whether 
we shall now take them into the Union. The Senator and all 
who support the bill have the opinion that we should, other- 
wise they would not support it—that they are well qualified, 
being joined together, for statehood—and I being of the opinion 
that unless they are willing to come in and make one State—to 
be joined together—they should be allowed to stay out and re- 
main Territories. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, it is very apparent from the 
concluding statement of the Senator from Ohio that he is not in 
favor of uniting these two Territories into one State, and that 
his position now is the same as it was two years ago, that when 
New Mexico and Arizona are admitted they should be admitted 
as separate States, and not as a joint State, as is proposed by 
this bill. To my mind, Mr. President, that carries out the 
statement I made, that this amendment, which proposes to sub- 
mit this question to a vote of the Territories in the manner indi- 
cated by the Senator, is to defeat this bill and to hold this ques- 
tion off until such time as the friends of separate statehood are 
in the majority in this body, and then to admit New Mexico and 
Arizona.as separate States. State lines should not be so de- 
fined that a man in one section of our common country counts 
for So much more in the Senate of the United States than a man 
does in another section. I am well aware, Mr. President, that 
when these considerations are presented to Senators and to those 
outside of the Senate Chamber who favor the admission of Ari- 
zona and New Mexico as separate States, they point to New 
Hampshire and Vermont and Delaware as being smaller States 
in area and in population. 

Two wrongs can never make a right. If it was an error to 
admit these States into the Union and give them the same rep- 
resentation in the Senate of the United States that States like 
Virginia and New York had at the time of the formation of tlie 
Federal Government, as I am free to confess, Mr. President, in 
my mind it was an error, that error can not be used as a prec- 
edent to still further add to the wrongs upon the great States 
in the Union by increasing the number of States that must 
necessarily haye a sparse population as to its territory and a 
small population as to number. The reference to these New 
England and Eastern States, Mr. President, is neither just nor 
fair. Every student of American history knows that tke prep- 
aration and adoption of our constitutional form of government 
depended upon giving the then separate existing States equal 
representation in the Senate of the United States. The 
framers of the wonderful instrument, which has now stood the 
test of one hundred and twenty years, debated this question 
long and well and finally came to the conclusion that it would 
be better to give Delaware and New Hampshire and Rhode 
Island an equal representation in the Senate of the United 
States with the other States that were to be formed into the 
Federal Union than to have the then existing conditions con- 
tinue. 

The historian, Fiske, has called the period that intervened 
from the time when England recognized the independence of 
the colonies up to the adoption of the Constitution of the United 
States, which now binds the forty-five States in the Federal 
Union, as the “ critical period of American history,” and shows 
by facts and figures the demoralized condition that existed in 
the then separate States and the inability to meet the require- 
ments of a united nation. The different States were rapidly, 
so far as the central government was concerned, drifting into 
anarchy, and had it not been for concessions of this kind we 
should never have had this glorious Republic. 

Vermont, during the Revolutionary war, claimed and main- 
tained a separate existence from that of New York, which 
claimed her territory. She furnished her quota of soldiers to 
fight the battles of the Revolution and did her full part in 
achieving the great victories over the greatest naval and mili- 
tary power of Europe, and it was meet and proper that she 
should be given, when she applied for admission into the Union 
in 1791 as a separate State, her position with that of the other 
colonies who fought the battles for independence. She was 
entitled on every principle of justice and equity to the same 
consideration that was accorded Rhode Island and the State 
adjoining her to the east—New Hampshire. 

No such condition exists as to any of the territory that has 
since been carved into States, and no small areas of territory 
have ever been considered by any Congress since the adoption 
of the Constitution of the United States to the present time. 
When Kentucky and Tennessee were admitted into the Union 
as States they were potentially great States. They had the 
population and the territory, and the climate, and the soil, and 
everything that looks to great Commonwealths, and the legis- 
lators who admitted them seyerally into the Union were justi- 
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fied then, as events have subsequently justified their acts, in 
admitting them into all the rights and authority of independent 
States in the Federal Republic. 

You must remember, Mr. President, that when these States 
were admitted into the Union the population of the United 
States was only about 4,000,000, and the disproportion between 
the population of the States that then formed the Federal Union 
and the new States that knocked at the doors of Congress for 
admission into the Union was nothing like what it is to-day, 
even by uniting the two Territories of Arizona and New Mexico 
into one State. In other words, Mr. President, with the popula- 
tion that is found in these two Territories, we are dealing more 
generously in admitting them into the Union as one State than 
we did with Kentucky and the State of Tennessee or any of the 
subsequent States that have been admitted into the Union, sav- 
ing and excepting alone Nevada. 

When the great northwestern territory was ceded to the 
General Government under the ordinance of 1787, Congress 
declared, so far as such a declaration can have any influence 
upon subsequent Congresses, that no small States territorially 
should be admitted into the Union. Of that great domain, an 
empire within itself, it was decreed in this ordinance that it 
should be subsequently subdivided into not less than three nor 
more than five States, and it was provided when any portion of 
the territory had reached a population of 60,000 that it should 
be admitted as a State into the Union. This rule that was 
adopted as respects the northwestern territory was a safe 
one in every respect. It was known when the ordinance was 
adopted that the territory comprised within its limits land of 
great richness of soil and wonderful mineral resources, with a 
climate unexcelled. 

It was apparent when that great domain was ceded to the 
General Government that it was destined to be the richest and 
most populous portion of the American Republic. There were 
reasons existing then that do not exist now why the several 
States that were to be carved from this territory should be 
early admitted into the Union. People from all over New England 
and the Bast and, indeed, parts of Europe had already begun 
to migrate toward this favored land. It was to the interests of 
the Central Government that these people who extended from 
the settlements over the broad and fertile prairies of this vast 
territory should be early and securely attached to the Union. 
It was the hope and expectation of the great leaders of political 
thought in the young Republic that the Allegheny Mountains 
should not form the western limit of the new Republic. 

They realized then, as we know now, that by furnishing 
every facility for the people within the limits of this Territory. 
to form States in the Federal Union that they would secure all 
of this vast domain extending as far west as the Mississippi 
River as integral parts of the Federal Union. The stability, 
of the Republic, its power and influence with foreign nations 
were augmented by the addition of each new State during this 
early period in its history. 

Up to the close of the civil war our republican form of gov- 
ernment was largely experimental. The addition of each new, 
State was an additional guaranty of the perpetuity of the Fed- 
eral Union afd an additional argument for the consideration 
which it demanded at the hands of foreign governments. These 
considerations, Mr. President, were equally true when under 
the Administration of Thomas Jefferson we acquired from the 
first Bonaparte that magnificent territory known as the Lou- 
isiana purchase. Even as early as Mr. Jefferson’s Administra- 
tion there was talk of a Northwestern Republic that would ab- 
sorb not only the States of Kentucky and Tennessee, but what 
are now known as the States of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, and 
those north and west, as well as south. The mouth of the 
Mississippi River was controlled by Spain. 

The commerce that was carried upon the waters of that great 
river that originated in Kentucky and Tennessee and the terri- 
tory north and west could not go unfretted to the sea under an 
American flag. These unfavorable conditions that balked the 
further development of our Republic to the west and the south- 
west challenged the adventurous spirit of Burr, and led to that 
conspiracy which subsequently resulted in his arrest and trial 
for treason at Richmond. Any person who will take the time 
and trouble to examine the States that have been carved out of 
the Louisiana purchase will note the fact that no State of small 
area has been formed out of that territory. They do not any of 
them possess the number of square miles that the new State of 
Arizona will possess if this bill is enacted into law. But they, 
do possess a greater number of square miles of land that is fit 
for agricultural and grazing purposes. And they do possess pop- 
ulations in their respective States greater than that which Ari- 
zona will possess in all the future years. 

In considering the admission of States that were formed from 
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the territory included in the Louisiana purchase the 60,000 
population that was considered by Congress in admitting the 
States formed from the Northwest Territory into the Union was 
abandoned, and the unit of representation in the House of Rep- 
resentatives was considered by some Members and Senators as 
the proper guide to determine as to whether the Territory that 
was secking admission as a State into the Union had the neces- 
sary qualifications so far as population was concerned. The 
point that I desire to make, Mr. President, on this is that as 
new territory was acquired and the limits of our Goyernment 
were extended to the west and the southwest that a larger popu- 
lation was exacted of the Territory that proposed to be admit- 
ted as a new State. No definite and fixed rule, however, has 
ever guided and controlled the action of Congress on the admis- 
sion of any series of States. 

In the absence of any provision in the Constitution of the 
United States looking to the territorial dimensions and the 
population of the proposed new State, it has been left to the 
sound judgment and discretion of each Congress that has been 
called upon to determine this question, and to either admit or 
reject the new State that was knocking at the doors of Congress 
for admission. We haye now, however, reached the point 
where the admission of new States will not strengthen the 
Federal Government as in the earlier history of our consti- 
tutional government. Arizona and New Mexico are not part 
of the Northwest Territory and are not part of the Louisi- 
ana purchase. Hence, whatever rule may have been adopted 
in the admission of States from either of those territorial 
acquisitions can have no application to these Territories. They 
are a part of that great strip of country that was ceded to this 
Government by Mexico under the treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo. 
While we stipulated in the treaty that the people who lived 
within the limits of this Territory should in good time become 
citizens of the United States and the Territory should be ad- 
mitted as States, there was no time fixed when these Territories 
should be merged into States. 

It is contended by those who are opposed to this bill that if 
Arizona and New Mexico are united into one State that it will 
be too large territorially to properly govern the people living 
within the limits of the newly organized State. I take it, Mr. 
President, that no person seriously considers an argument of 
this character. I have already shown what all Senators know— 
that the two Territories combined as one State comprise terri- 
tory less by 30,000 square miles than does Texas. It is a little 
larger in square miles than the State of California, but it is 
more compact in form. And if Santa Fe is made the capital of 
the State, the people from any section of the Territory can reach 
the capital as easily as the people from southern California can 
reach the capital of that State, or the people living in the pan- 
handle of Idaho can reach the capital of that State from that 
portion of Idaho. ; 

Why, Mr. President, when Illinois was admitted as a State 
into the Union, the capital was fixed in southern Illinois. It 
was more difficult to reach the capital of Illinois from Galena 
and other northern portions of the State than it is now for any 
citizen living within the limits of the Territory-of Arizona to 
reach the capital at Santa Fe or at any other point at which 
the capital may subsequently be fixed. There are now four 
great railroads that traverse this Territory. Others are pro- 
jected, and if the Territories are admitted as one State, enter- 
prising citizens will see that cross railroads are built that will 
connect the leading places throughout the length and breadth 
of this imperial State. To my mind the fact that the people 
live a long distance from the capital is no detriment. Very few 
people living in any of the outlying sections of either of these 
Territories at the present time have any business at the Terri- 
torial capitals. 

Under a proper judicial code that will undoubtedly be es- 
tablished, State courts will be arranged for in all sections of 
the new State, so that justice can be administered in the lo- 
eality of the various citizens in all sections of the State. The 
members of the legislature who annually or biennially are 
required to go to the capital are few in number and will have 
no trouble in reaching the capital of the State where they are 
to prepare and pass legislation in the interests of the people. 

When once these Territories are admitted into the Union as 
one State, there will soon be developed a State pride that is so 
noticeable in Texas and California, where the people of those 
States under no circumstances or conditions would permit a 
division of either of those States into separate and independent 
States. The advocates of separate statehood for Arizona have 
made much of the act providing for a temporary government 
in that Territory, and have gone so far as to claim that if there 
is no legal obligation there is certainly a moral obligation on 
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Congress to admit Arizona as a State under her present Terri- 
torial boundaries. 

I am unable, Mr. President, to agree with this contention, 
either from a legal or moral standpoint. The Constitution of 
the United States provides, in Article IV, section 3, that“ Con- 
gress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules 
and regulations respecting the territory or other property be- 
longing to the United States.” It provides also that new States 
may be admitted by Congress into the Union, but if the new 
States are formed from territory belonging to the United States, 
it does not indicate in what manner that shall be done, but 
leaves it discretionary with Congress to determine. 

It is clear, Mr. President, that one Congress ean not bind 
future Congresses on a question of this kind. And no statu- 
tory regulations enacted by Congress can override the consti- 
tutional authority to which I have here referred. 

It is apparent then to every intelligent immigrant who set- 
tled in Arizona that the Congress that created the Territory 
of Arizona could make no binding stipulation on future Con- 
gresses respecting the manner in which that Territory shouid 
ultimately be admitted as a State into the Union. It is ap- 
parent also, Mr. President, that the intelligent immigrants 
there, if they knew anything about the Constitution of their 
country, knew that the constitutional requirements to which I 
have here adverted could not be modified or changed or over- 
ridden by any statutory law that might be enacted by any Con- 
gress. The language to which the advocates of separate state- 
hood for Arizona refer and upon which they base their claim 
for admitting Arizona into the Union as a separate State is as 
follows: 

Provided, That said government shall be maintained and continued 
until such time as the people residing in said Territory shall, with the 
consent of Congress, form a State government, republican in form, as 
prescribed in the Constitution of the United States, and apply for and 
obtain admission into the Union as a State on an equal footing with 
the original States. 

This proviso taken by itself might give some color to the con- 
tention for separate statehood for Arizona, but that, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is only a part of the first section of the act creating a tem- 
porary government for the Territory of Arizona. 

The first proviso reads as follows: 

Provided, That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall 
be construed to prohibit the Congress of the United States from dividin 
said Territory, cr changing its boundaries, in such manner and at suc! 
time as it may deem proper. 

This proviso makes it clear that no assurance was given to 
the people of that Territory who were then living within the 
limits of the newly organized Territory or to those who might 
come after them that when the time came when that Territory 
should be admitted as a State into the Federal Union that it 
should be admitted as a State under its Territorial boundaries. 

The language, you will note, Mr. President, is clear: 

That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall be con- 


strued to prohibit the Congress of the United States from dividing said 
Territory or changing its boundaries. 


At the time when this act providing for a Territorial govern- 
ment for the Territory of Arizona was passed by Congress the 
legislators did net know as much about the country within the 
limits of the Territory as they do at the present time. So a 
specific statement was made that the Territory could be divided. 

It is admitted, I think, by those who contend that Arizona 
should be admitted into the Union as a separate State, that under 
this act to which I have referred the Territory could be divided 
and that bad faith could not be charged if Congress should so 
decide. Now, I contend that it is equally clear that from the 
proviso in the first section of the act creating this Territorial 
government for the Territory of Arizona, in which the proviso 
was made that the boundaries might be changed in any manner 
which Congress might see fit, the boundaries of this proposed 
new State may be enlarged in any way which the wisdom of 
Congress may decide. The language is: 

Or changing its boundaries, in such manner and at such time as it 
may deem proper. 

This clearly indicates that the Congress that made this a part 
of the act providing for a Territorial government for Arizona, 
intended that whenever the people of that section of our common 
country should apply for statehood then the necessary qualifica- 
tions of population, wealth, and area should be considered as an 
original proposition, unembarrassed by any legislation which had 
been previously enacted by Congress. So that, from the clear 
wording of the law itself, relating to the Territorial government 
of the Territory of Arizona, Congress is to haye a free hand in 
fixing the boundaries of the State whenever the people are ready 
for statehood. 

Now, it has been demonstrated by the action of the House of 
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Representatives that that boundary should be extended to and 
take in New Mexico, and by the fact that the Committee on 
‘Territories of the Senate have concurred in that interpreta- 
tion of the act. If Arizona is to be admitted at all, she should 
be admitted by extending the limits of her Territorial bound- 
aries so as to take in the Territory of New Mexico, in the judg- 
ment of the House and of the Committee on Territories of the 
Senate. To my mind, Mr. President, it is entirely clear that 
bad faith can not be justly charged upon this Congress if the 
bill as it is presented by the Committee on Territories is 
adopted by the Senate without any amendment or modification. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Scorr in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Illinois yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. If it does not disturb the Senator, I should 
like to have him tell us what is the relative indebtedness of the 
two Territories. I understand that New Mexico has a very large 
indebtedness, while Arizona, on the contrary, has practically 
no public debt. This bill, as I read it, requires that the new 
State shall assume the whole indebtedness if we join together 
the two Territories. Hence, if the condition is as I understand 
it to be, that New Mexico is largely indebted and Arizona is 
slightly so, if at all, would it not be imposing a very grievous 
burden on the people of Arizona? I should like to be informed 
as to that. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, if the contention of the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. Futon] were a fact, it might cause the 
Senate to pause and regulate that so as to give an equitable 
adjustment of the indebtedness of the two Territories when 
they come as a State into the Union. But my understanding 
is that the indebtedness of both Territories is very small. I am 
not, however, as familiar with that subject as are others, but 
I have talked with Delegate Rodey, of New Mexico, and my 
remembrance is that the indebtedness of the two Territories 
does not differ very much; but neither has an indebtedness 
that would make any material difference if they should be 
admitted as one State. f 

I have given already many reasons why, to my mind, the two 
Territories should be united as one State if they are to be ad- 
mitted at all as a State in the Union. The reasons that 
prompted Congress to create a temporary government for the 
Territory of Arizona were many and varied. The dominating 
idea that called forth this legislation was not, as is contended 
by some, because the Territory of New Mexico was too large in 

area to properly protect the interests of the people living within 
this section of the territory now known as “Arizona.” Bancroft, 
in his history of New Mexico and Arizona, had made it entirely 
clear that there was one set of men at least who were active 
and vigorous in demanding a separate Territorial government 
for Arizona who were not actuated by patriotic motives and 
were not actuated by the needs of the people living within the 
then limits of New Mexico. They were lobbyists for office and 
were creating this Territory to make a governor and judges and 
other Territorial officers. 

I shall not stop to take the time here to read what the his- 
torian has said upon this subject, because this matter has upon 
a previous occasion been fully discussed and these facts tersely 
and forcefully brought to the attention of Congress. It is 
enough, however, for me to show that at the time that this 
Territory was created there was much opposition to it. 

Senator Trumbull, of Illinois, a man who for eighteen years 
represented my State in the United States Senate, was one of 
the most vigorous and able opponents of the creation of the 
Territory of Arizona—a man, Mr. President, of whom Illinois is 
justly prond. 

Senator Trumbull, Mr. President, in the course of the debate 
on the question of whether a temporary government for the 
Territory of Arizona should be created, said: 

I can not see the necessity for creating this Territorial government, 
unless it is to find places for officers who are to be paid, according to 


the provisions of this bill, three months before they enter upon the dis- 
charge of their duties, 


And on another occasion Senator Trumbull said: 


I desire to say a word in reference to this bill upon general principles, 
if I can get the attention of the Senate. I can not conceive the neces- 
sity for creating a new Territorial government in Arizona at this 
time. Who is demanding it? We have not control of that Territory. 
So far as it is under the control of anybody, it is under the control of 
the rebels; it is a part of New Mexico; and why should we create a 
new Territorial government for Arizona and a new batch of officers in 
a portion of the country where they can not Aye Who is demanding it? 
I know that some of my friends have this feeling—there is some of this 
feeling, perhaps, in the Senate—that now we can create a Territorial 
government here and exclude slavery from it, and have the pror 
ment all ready in a way tbat will satisfy us when there shall be a 
necessity for a Territorial government there. But I am not governed 
by such considerations. I want all the Territories to be free; and if 

Territorial bill passes, I know it has a clause in it excluding 


slavery; but I am not to yote to create a Territorial government sim ly 
for the purpose of declaring that principle unless there is a necessity 
for the creation of the Territorial government. 

Senator McDougall, of California, advocated the creation of 
the Territory upon the ground that there were large mining 
interests being developed there and they had no adequate pro- 
tection. He claimed to be entirely familiar with that section 
of the country, having gone over it many times, and said that 
it was rich in mining resources. In other words, Mr. President, 
It was the mine owner who influenced the Senator from Cali- 
fornia to adyocate a separate Territorial government, as it is 
the mine owner to-day on both sides of this Chamber that 
stand for and advocate separate statehood for Arizona. 

It is reported that these interests are not only powerful in 
Arizona, but are of a controlling character. It was stated in 
the hearings before the House Committee on Territories and is 
claimed by residents of the Territory who are anxious for joint 
statehood that the mining interests combined with the railroad 
interests would control the vote of Arizona on the question of 
admission. 

If this contention be true, and my investigation of the subject, 
Mr. President, leads me to believe that these two interests will 
exert a powerful influence in Arizona, we can see the signifi- 
cance of the amendment to the bill offered by the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Foraker], which proposes that before any vote is 
taken on the constitution for the State or the election of State 
officers, that a ballot shall be submitted separately to the people 
of Arizona and to the people of New Mexico, and if either Ter- 
ritory rejects by a majority vote the uniting of the two Terri- 
tories as one State, that that vote defeats joint statehood. 

The friends of joint statehood are small farmers and the resi- 
dents of the two Territories who represent small interests and 
are unorganized. The railroad interests and the mining in- 
terests are compact and organized bodies and can with ease 
concentrate their influence in either one of these Territories. 
Now, the records shows that the vote that is cast in Arizona at 
the times when the citizens are called out generally to vote 
aggregate something between eighteen and nineteen thousand 
votes. One mining interest alone, I am informed, Mr. Presi- 
dent, has 10,000 employees and the owners of that mine are 
hostile to the uniting of the two Territories as one State. Any- 
body familiar with political elections knows what an influence 
the operators of that mine would exert on the miners to keep 
Arizona and New Mexico from coming in as one State. 

In other words, if this amendment offered by the Senator from 
Ohio were adopted it would permit the railroad and mining 
interests to absolutely determine this question that affects the 
80,000,000 people in this country. Now, I contend that this is 
not only unjust to the people of the proposed new State, but it is 
unjust to the people of the forty-five States of he Union, 
whose interests will be affected by the admission of one or both 
of these Territories as a State either jointly or separately. The 
amendment itself is wrong in this, that it neglects to consider 
the interests of the people outside of New Mexico and Arizona. 
They should have a volce in determining whether Arizona should 
be joined with New Mexico or not. If the Senator from Ohio 
desires to submit this question to a popular vote, why does he 
not provide that it shall be submitted to the people of all the 
States that will be affected by the admission, as well as to the 
people in the Territories. In all the history of our Government 
a proposition so antagonistic to the best interests of the Amer- 
ican people has never been presented on the question of the ad- 
mission of a new State. 

I have already shown in my remarks, Mr. President, how 
Territories have been divided and subdivided and enlarged in 
their boundaries when they were admitted as States. When the 
most populous portion of Illinois to-day was taken from Wis- 
consin by an amendment which enlarged the boundaries of the 
State over that of the Territory of Illinois there was no sub- 
mission of this question to the people of the newly acquired 
territory that became a part of the State of Illinois, or to those 
already living within the territorial limits of Illinois. It was 
never dreamed when States were being admitted in those days 
that such a queston as this, affecting the interests of the whole 
country, should be submitted to the vote of the Territory, where 
large mining and other interests could absolutely control and 
dominate the election upon a question of this kind. 

To my mind it is a monstrous doctrine that a majority of 
eighteen or nineteen thousand voters in Arizona can absolutely, 
determine a question that is to affect the weal or woe of this 
Republic. The people of Arizona have no more right to deter- 
mine that question by a vote than would the people of Illinois, 
by a majority vote have the right to determine whether Arizona 
should remain as a Territory or should be admitted as a State. 

There is nothing in this position that has been assumed by, 
some that there is a moral obligation resting upon Congress to 
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admit the Territories as States under their Territorial limits. 
That has rarely been done, Mr. President, in all the experience 
that Senators and Representatives have had in admitting the 
thirty-two or three States that have become a part of the 
Federal Union since the adoption of the Constitution of the 
United States by tlie original thirteen colonies. In almost every 
instance the Territorial limits have either been enlarged or re- 
stricted to suit convenience and to suit the judgment and will of 
Congress. I know that that was true in Ohio; it was true of 
Iowa; it was true of Wisconsin; it was true of Minnesota; it 
was true of the Dakotas; it was true of Illinois. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. This is the second time that I have heard 
about the Territory of Ohio. My recollection is that Ohio never 
had a Territorial government except only as a part of the terri- 
tory northwest of the river Ohio. 

Mr. HOPKINS. That does not interfere with the statement 
I make, that when Ohio became a State she was caryed out and 
taken from another portion of territory, that from which we 
have Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Michigan. 

Mr. FORAKER. That statement of the Senator may be cor- 
rect, but I understood the Senator to state just the reverse of 
it—that when Ohio was made a State it was by adding other 
territory to the Territory of Ohio. 

Mr. HOPKINS. If I made that statement, Mr. President, I 
was not correct in it, because everybody familiar with American 
history knows that Ohio was a part of that great northwestern 
ee ceded to the United States under the ordinance of 

787. 

Had Illinois been admitted as a State under her Territorial 
limits, her northern boundary line would have been south of 
Lake Michigan, and the fourteen northern counties now, in- 
cluding the city of Chicago, would have been part of the State 
of Wisconsin. This changing of the Territorial limits of 
Illinois, when she was admitted as a State into the Union, forms 
a very interesting chapter in her history. The Delegate who 
represented the good people in Congress was Nathaniel Pope, 
the father of Gen. Jobn A. Pope of civil-war fame. When 
the Committee on Territories proposed the admission of Illinois, 
he recognized that Illinois, if she came in as a State under her 
Territorial limits, would haye no commercial connection with 
the East and New England. Her great highways of commerce 
at that time were the Illinois River, the Wabash, the Ohio, 
and the Mississippi, and her great commercial emporium was 
New Orleans. There were no railroads then in the country and 
the commerce of the State was carried upon these rivers. The 
northern boundary line was south of the southern point of 
Lake Michigan, so that no commercial connection could be made 
through the Great Lakes to New York and New England. 

This distinguished man saw in those early days the inevita- 
ble conflict between slavery and freedom, and he recognized 
the fact that if Illinois became a State in the Union under 
her Territorial limitations, that her commercial as well as her 
political influence would be with the South and slavery as 
against the North and freedom. And when the bill was sub- 
mitted to Congress for the admission of the Territory as a 
State, he moved an amendment extending the northern bound- 
ary of the State 50 miles north to the center of Lake Michi- 
gan; thence west to the Mississippi River, including, as I haye 
said, the fourteen northern counties, containing the richest por- 
tion of our State and the most densely populated portion of 
Illinois. He explained to Congress the reason why he made 
this amendment, and demonstrated to them that unless this 
territory that was mentioned in his amendment were added 
and a connection made through Lake Michigan and the chain 
of lakes with New York and New England, the new State 
would have no interest in the East, and that all of her com- 
mercial and political interests would center in the South and 
in New Orleans. The amendment was adopted. And it was 
through the members of the legislature of our State from this 
section that was taken from the Territory of Wisconsin and 
added to Illinois that carried a majority of the vote in the 
legislature and gave Mr. Lincoln his support during the crisis 
of the civil war. 

It is said, Mr. President, that the people of Arizona ought 
not to be united with the people of New Mexico in one State; 
that they differ in their civilization, in their habits of living, in 
their business methods, and in fact that there is a hostility be- 


tween the people of the two Territories that makes it unfor-- 


tunate, to say the least, to unite them in one State. I disagree 
in toto, Mr. President, with this sentiment. And I claim that in- 
stead of this being an argument for these two Territories being 


admitted as two States that it is a most powerful argument in 
favor of uniting these two Territories in one State. What is 
the difference in population in these two Territories, and why 
should they be admitted as separate States? Why, it is claimed 
that New Mexico has a large population that is derived from the 
early Spanish and Mexican settlers, that they read and speak 
the Spanish language to the exclusion of English, and that if 
they are united with Arizona they will control the situation and 
retard the progress of the new State. 

The census returns show, Mr. President, that there are more 
Americans in the two Territories than there are Mexicans or 
their descendants, and while if New Mexico is admitted as a 
separate State it might be a little questionable as to whether or 
not the American element would control, if they are united the 
American population in Arizona, combined with that in New 
Mexico, give the Americans a clear majority in the population 
in the new State and will enable them to control in all matters 
that affect the well-being of the new State. 

To my mind, there is nothing that will influence for good so 
much these elements in New Mexico that is regarded as not a 
desirable element in her population as being united in a State 
where they must take on the habits and methods of the Amer- 
ican citizen or be everlastingly relegated to the rear. They must 
wake up from the lethargy that has dominated and controlled 
them for years, that their ancestors have lived under for years, 
or they must gradually sink into oblivion in influence and num- 
bers precisely as the American Indian has disappeared before 
the oncoming wave of the white man’s civilization. 

The experience in Illinois is a practical refutation of the 
argument that is made that the Spanish-American elements 
can not exist in the new State successfully. The southern por- 
tion of Illinois was settled by immigrants from Kentucky and 
Tennessee, from Virginia and North Carolina. They came 
there with all of the traditions of slave-holding States. Many 
of them brought their slayes with them, although the Terri- 
tory, under the ordinance of 1787, was dedicated to freedom. 
The northern portion of the State, especially the fourteen 
counties that were taken from Wisconsin and added to Illinois, 
was settled by people from New England and the East—people 
who had been brought up to abhor slavery in all of its forms, 
and who looked upon the Southerners with great suspicion. 
These two elements met and commingled on the soil of Illinois. 
No greater hatred can exist between the people of Arizona and 
any portion of the population of New Mexico than that which ex- 
isted between the immigrants from the South that settled 
southern Illinois and the immigrants who populated the north- 
ern portion of the State. 

The strife was fierce and deadly in its character, and yet, 
Mr. President, that feeling never retarded the growth of the 
State for a moment. It really added to its marvelous increase 
in population, in wealth, in industries, and commerce. And so 
it will be in the new State of Arizona if these two Territories 
are united. This feeling of hostility that they now claim exists 
will stimulate each portion of the population to outrival in 
energy, in progress, in the development of all the resources of 
the State the other portion of the population in the State that 
they now call their deadly enemies; and we shall see in a few 
years a State where all classes will look back upon the uniting 
of these Territories as a blessing. 

No Territory should be admitted as a State into the Union 
from this on, Mr. President, unless it can be satisfactorily 
shown that her population, if not now ranging 2,000,000, will 
soon reach that figure. We have practically 80,000,000 of 
population in the United States to-day. The Director of the 
Census estimates that by the time we take the next census, which 
will now be in a few years, the population of the United States 
will be 100,000,000 of people. The average population of a 
State, if this bill becomes a law, will aggregate, under that esti- 
mate of a hundred millions population, about 2,130,000 people. 
No friend of Arizona or New Mexico believes or will assert 
that either of these Territories separately will ever reach that 
population. Illinois to-day has a population of 5,000,000. She 
has a territorial area, soil, and climate that will sustain a 
population of ten or fifteen million of people, and she is destined 
in the future to reach this estimate, Mr, President, so that it 
is highly important to States like the one which I in part rep- 
resent that these new States which are admitted should have 
elements that will enable them in the future to reach at least an 
average population of the States. 

To show you, Mr. President, how this disproportion works in 
the States that are already admitted, I submit here the popula- 
tion of eleyen States and Territories under the census of 1900 
as compared with the population of Illinois, and the increase of 
population of these States and Territories in the aggregate and 
the increase of population of Illinois during the same period, 
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The population of eleven States and Territories in 1900. 


The population of Illinois in 1900 was 4,821,000. 

The excess in favor of Illinois is 735,000. 

The increase in the population of Illinois from 1890 to 1900 
was 995,000. 

The increase in the population of the eleven States and 
Territories just named from 1890 to 1900 was 989,000. 

The excess in favor of Illinois in increase of population from 
1890 to 1900 is 6,000. 

If Arizona and New Mexico are admitted as separate States, 
these eleven States will haye twenty-two votes in this body, 
while Illinois, with a greater population and showing greater gain 
in population, will have but two votes. 

Illinois is increasing in population to-day more rapidly than 
ever before in her history. The same number of people in Tli- 
nois that are found in these States and Territories that I have 
named have only one-tenth of the representation in the Senate 
of the United States. 

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. FLINT. I should like to ask the Senator if the increase 
in population has not been greatly in the cities and not in the 
country? 

Mr. HOPKINS. In both. Illinois had increased in the man- 
ner I have said. But what I was about to say when interrupted 
by the Senator from California was this—— 

Mr. DUBOIS. I ask the Senator from Illinois if he has ex- 
tended his comparison to Vermont, New Hampshire, Rhode Is- 
land, and Delaware? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I have spoken of those States and shown 
how they became States in the Federal Union. The point I am 
making is that in the Rocky Mountain region, where such States 
as Montana, Idaho, and Nevada have two or three times the area 
that Illinois has, it is impossible for such States ever to have a 
population at all commensurate with that of the State of Illinois. 

In this connection, Mr. President, I haye been much interested 
in the protest against the union of New Mexico and Arizona pre- 
pared by a number of the leading citizens of the Territory of 
Arizona and printed as Senate Document 216 through the inter- 
vention of the junior Senator from Colorado. It states the 
reasons why these gentlemen sending the protest object to being 
united with New Mexico as a single State and then goes on to 
speak of the character of the population of the Territory of 
Arizona, its mining and agricultural interests, and its develop- 
ment of agriculture under irrigation. Then it speaks of the 
commercial and banking interests, the live-stock interests, and 
yarious other resources. 

I suppose the object of having that protest and statement of 
the wealth and resources of Arizona published as a Senate doc- 
ument was to convince the Senate that Arizona possesses within 
her territorial limits all the elements of a great State. I have 
already shown in my remarks that only four-tenths of 1 per 
cent of the area of that Territory is now under cultivation, 
either for agricultural or grazing purposes, or, in round num- 
bers, about 300,000 acres of land. The statement was care- 
fully prepared by the protestants. It gives in detail the char- 
acter of the work that is being done in the way of reclaiming 
some portions of the Territory by irrigation. The statement is 
made on page 6 of the pamphlet that— 


A quarter of a million acres are now cultivated within the Territory, 
xerved by many canals, whose combined length is 1,776 miles, 


They show what streams of water are used in procuring this 
irrigation, making the aggregate area under cultivation by 
means of irrigation 247,250 acres. 

Then, with an oriental imagination they speak of the future 
of the Territory and the land that can be reclaimed by means of 
irrigation in the future. One would suppose by a cursory 
glance over their statement that when irrigation has reached 
perfection in that Territory they will have a State there that 
will blossom like the rose, and the fabled richness of the valley 
of the Nile would be a matter of insignificance as compared with 
the richness of the agricultural development of this Territory 
under the irrigation system that is being now inaugurated and 


that will be carried on from year to year until the resources of 
the Territory are fully developed in an agricultural way. They 
have made an estimate, Mr. President, of the lands that they 
can reclaim by means of irrigation, and I think it will be of 
benefit to the Senators to read what they say upon that subject. 
They say, on page 7: 

It will be observed from the foregoing that nearly a million acres 
will be highly cultivated in Arizona, with the known water supply, by 


irrigation alone; nearly as much land as lies within the entire State of 
Delaware. 


Here are men who have appeared before the two committees 
of Congress, pressing the claims of Arizona to be admitted as 
a separate State, and haye made the strongest case possible 
to be made for the Territory, and yet we have the confession 
from them that under the highest character of development from 
irrigation there will be less than 1,000,000 acres of land re- 
claimed out of this vast Territory. This, together with the 
land that can be cultivated without irrigation, makes less than 
1,300,000 acres of land. Think of that, Mr. President, in com- 
parison with your own State of Indiana, or with such States 
as Ohio, Iowa, or Illinois, and then say, if you can, that a State 
that can not develop its agricultural resources beyond 1,300,000 
acres should be entitled to take her place among her sister 
States and take the same power and authority in the Senate 
of the United States as is exercised by New York, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, or Iowa. 

Suppose the State of Delaware, to which Arizona has been 
compared, were a Territory, is there a man west of the Alle- 
ghany Mountains who represents a State in this Senate that 
for a moment would consent to permit this small area to become 
a sovereign State in the Union? We all know that had she not 
been one of the original thirteen States, and had it not been 
necessary in order to secure our Federal Union to give her the 
rights and privileges in the Senate that New York and Virginia 
were to have, she never would have been granted that privilege. 

Here, after more than one hundred years of our constitutional 
Government, when our population has reached more than 
80,000,000, and when States that helped to form the Federal 
Union which had only a few thousand population then have 
increased to millions, it is proposed to permit a section of our 
country from the arid region, with thousands upon thousands 
of acres of barren rocks and of land absolutely unproductive of 
anything that will sustain animal life, all the rights and priv- 
ileges of one of the original thirteen States. 

They speak of the various resources of the Territory. I have 
taken occasion to call upon the Census Bureau to get something 
as to the agricultural and manufacturing resources of Arizona 
as compared with Illinois. I find that by the census of 1900 
the gross agricultural products of Illinois for that year aggre- 
gated in value $345,649,000, while in Arizona they aggregated 
$6,997,000. The gross value of manufactured products in Illi- 
nois in the year 1900 was $1.259,730,000, as against $21,315,000 
in Arizona. 

So that in population, in wealth, in agriculture, in manu- 
factured products, and in everything that goes to make up a 
Commonwealth, Arizona standing alone can not without great 
injustice to the other States in the Union be admitted as a sepa- 
rate State. We are, Mr. President, dealing most generously 
with the people of those Territories by admitting them into the 
Union as one State. 

The following ten States have an aggregated population of 
2,719,000 : 


Ac TTCTCT0TCTdTTTTT—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T————————— 428, 000 
rtr 411, 000 
Vermont 343, 000 
Delaware 184, 000 
Montana 243, 000 
Idaho 161. 000 
Wyoming 92, 000 
eS 276, 000 
Colorado 539, 000 
Nevada 42, 000 
PROT U e ere os ĩ⅛— mt . eee eh A oe 2, 719, 000 


The following ten Middle States have a population that ag- 
gregates 36,641,000: 


Be ig TEE TEER Ee EE a et 
Pennsylvania 
IIIInols 
OTE SS EPA ENE es RO EE BE Deis at ea Ra Naat a aE CASON 
Missouri 


ee 2, 231, 

Wisconsin 2, 069, 000 
1, 751, 000 
sye i Ox ies Se a ie ee oe Ee Ae ee 86, 641, 000 


And yet the ten States first named have the same power and 
authority over legislation that affects the interests of the 
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80,000,000 of people that form the Republic that the ten States 
that represent 36,641,000 have. The development of these 
States in the future will make this disproportion in population 
still greater. I submit, Mr. President, that in view of this 
enormous disproportion in population no States should be ad- 
mitted in the future that do not give an earnest of becoming 
populous States. The population of the ten States that now ag- 
gregate 36,641,000 in the next twenty years will undoubtedly 
double, whereas the population of the ten States that represent 
2,719,000 will not in all human probability in the same time 
exceed five or six millions. 

In the name of those States I protest against the amendments 
that have been offered by the Senator from Ohio, which look 
to admitting Arizona as a separate State, if she is admitted at 
all, and insist that this contention for the admission of these 
Territories should be ended by uniting them in one State. 

I am told by people who live there that the mining and the 
railroad interests are opposed to this legislation. They want 
‘to keep Arizona separate from New Mexico for reasons that 
they best understand. There is one mining interest alone that 
employs 10,000 people. That mining interest can almost dom- 
inate and control the vote, and if they unite with the railroad 
interests that are opposed to the union of the two Territories, 
they can defeat this proposed legislation against the will of the 
80,000,000 people of the United States. 

To my mind, Mr. President, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Ohio is, wrong in principle. It is un-American. 
It has never been resorted to in the whole history of our coun- 
try. No Territory that has ever been admitted into the Union 
has had one portion of the people living within the limits of the 
proposed State determine whether that State should be admitted 
as a State into the Union or not. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? - 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. If the Senator does not complain of my in- 
terruption—— 

Mr. HOPKINS. Not at all. 

Mr. FORAKER. I will state, if he will allow me, that we 
have never admitted a Territory to statehood in the Union 
without giving the people of the Territory a right to vote as to 
whether or not they will accept the constitution that was 
framed and come into statehood upon the terms and conditions 
prescribed. This is the first time in the history of the nation 
that the Congress has eyer undertaken to do what it is doing 
here—to try to force two Territories long established, as these 
two Territories haye been, two separate political entities, into 
joint statehood. It is the first time in the history of the nation 
that such a thing has ever been pro 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, it is the first time it has ever 
been proposed to permit one section of a proposed new State to 
determine whether that State shall be admitted into the Union 
or not. It is the first time this proposition has ever been sub- 
mitted to the Congress of the United States in any form. 

I have just stated that the friends of the bill are not opposed 
to permitting a vote of the people of the entire new State. But 
the viclousness of this amendment is that if either the majority 
yote in New Mexico or Arizona is against the proposition, that 
defeats it. But that is not all. 

Mr. FORAKER rose. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Before the Senator interrupts me, I wish to 
suggest another thought that he may want to reply to. Under 
the amendment he proposes here this question of voting is to 
be considered within a limited number of days after the bill be- 
comes a law. It is not to be taken at a time when the people 
are to vote upon a constitution and upon the selection of their 
various State officers, which would call out the farming popula- 
tion of the two Territories, but it is to be a separate and dis- 
tinct vote in itself, that being the only question which is to be 
submitted. You can readily see, if the railroad and mining in- 
terests of Arizona are, as I am informed, opposed to joint state- 
hood, how they can concentrate their votes and beat this, eyen 
against the will of the majority of the people. 

Eyeryone who has had any experience in political affairs 
knows that an organized and compact body of a few hundred 
ean beat thousands of voters who are unorganized. Take any 
of the outlying counties in these two Territories, and the voters 
would hardly wake up to the fact that they are entitled to vote 
on the proposition, but in the centers of mining interests and 
railroad interests they will have their votes as compact and 
regulated as under the discipline of a regular army. ‘They will 
bring them there and vote against the admission of the two Ter- 
ritories as one State. 

If the Senator from Ohio will amend the proposition he has 
Suggested and permit a popular vote of the two Territories and 


let a majority determine whether they shall come in as one 
State or not, I for one will have no objection, and I think I 
speak the sentiment of the committee as well. 

Mr. DUBOIS. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. DUBOIS. Was it determined in the hearings before the 
committee that the railroad and mining interests are opposed 
to joint statehood? Why should they be opposed to it? 

Mr. HOPKINS. One reason, I am told on credible author- 
ity, is that the railroads pay about 9 per cent taxation on the 
value of their property at the present time and the mining 
interests about 5 per cent taxation, and the conditions in the 
Territory are such now that they have an advantage in that 
respect which they would not have if the two Territories were 
nig as one State. That is the information which is given 

o me. 

Mr. DUBOIS. How does this come about? Why? 

Mr. NELSON. If the Senator from Illinois will allow me, 
it comes about in this way—— 

Mr. HOPKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. NELSON. The railroad interests and mining interests 
at present are able to dominate the Territorial legislature of 
Arizona, and if the two Territories are united into one State 
the power of the railroads and of the mining industries will be 
minimized, and they will not have the control or the power to 
control legislation that they have in this instance. 

Mr. DUBOIS. Does the Senator think it would be any more 
difficult for them to control the legislature of this joint State, 
taking into consideration the population of the joint State, than 
to control the legislature of Arizona, admitting that to be a 
statement of fact? 

Mr. NELSON. Yes, sir; I do; and I wish to state to the 
Senator from Idaho the reason why I think so. No protests in 
any shape that I know of have come either from the mining 
companies or from the railroads in New Mexico, while all the 
protests and objections and all the hostility outside—I speak 
of outside of this Chamber—come to us from people who are 
interested in railroads in Arizona and from people who are in- 
terested in the copper mines of Arizona. As the Senator from 
Illinois has well said, at the present time in comparison with 
other property these great industries pay the least possible of 
all taxes, and I know of my own knowledge that has come to 
me that their chief objection is the fear that if Arizona and 
New Mexico are united as one State they will have to pay more 
taxes than they pay now. 

Mr. DUBOIS. If the Senator will excuse me a moment, do 
the railroads of the District of Columbia, for instance, pay a 
proportion of taxes equal to that the citizens pay? 

Mr. HOPKINS. When the District of Columbia knocks here 
at the door to be admitted as a State, we will consider that 
subject. 

Mr. DUBOIS. Do the railroads of Illinois bear a just pro- 
portion to the tax paid by the farmers of Illinois? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes; they do. The Senator can make no 
point on that. The laws of Illinois are such that all corporate 
interests are required to pay their full shares of the taxes; and 
that is what we propose shall be done in New Mexico and 
Arizona if we can get these two Territories admitted as one 
State. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, this phase of the subject has 
attracted my attention, and for information I desire to put a 
question. I understand that one of the moving motives for a 
union of these two Territories as one State rests upon the ap- 
parent inability of the people, in their present condition, to levy 
just and equitable taxes upon all property in the respective 
jurisdictions. It is stated that in Arizona, owing to some ques- 
tion arising concerning the rights of taxation or the rights of 
railways, the taxation on them is very light. I am told that 
that light taxation was the result of a compromise. The rail- 
roads insisted that under their charters they were not obli- 
gated to pay any taxes at all. For the purpose of avoiding liti- 
gation and controversy I am told—and I will not vouch for the 
authority, because it comes in the shape of rumor and untraced 
sources—a compromise was reached, and under the compromise 
a tax inadequate in consideration of the value of the property is 
being paid voluntarily by the roads. The assessment in the 
Territory of New Mexico is alleged to be wholly inadequate as 
far as railroad property is concerned. 

I wish to ask how it is expected, if these Territories or the 
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people composing them are unable to justly assess property in 
a Territorial form, where they have legislatures elected by the 
people and governors appointed by the President, that their 
condition will be better by admission to statehood, where they 
will have a legislature elected by the people and a governor 
elected by the people? 

If it is true that the Territorial government of Arizona has 
utterly failed in its duty to its people, then Congress may step 
in, as it could not in the event of statehood, and pass a law, 
without regard to the Territorial legislature, imposing just and 
fair and reasonable taxation upon the railroads. I believe if 
the suggestions thrown out in the course of the argument are 
true, that the people have so far fallen under the influence of 
corporate power in those Territories as to be unable to levy 
just taxation, it is the clear and unquestionable duty of Con- 
gress to exercise its constitutional right in the interest of fair 
play amongst the citizens of the Territory. Is not the condi- 
tion, I ask, better for the people of the Territories to-day with 
the power in Congress than it would be by a complete surrender 
of Congressional control through the establishment of a State 
government? 

Mr. NELSON rose. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. NELSON. The Senator from Montana entirely begs the 
question. The fact that these great corporate bodies—the min- 
ing companies and the railroads—pay an insufficient amount of 
tax is not the moving reason for advocating the proposition to 
unite the two Territories into one State. The true reason why 
we want this action is this. We know from past experience in 
this Hall that three years ago they came in here knocking for 
separate statehood. Arizona and New Mexico together with 
Oklahoma and the Indian Territory came, and we know now 
that gentlemen who at that time assumed that those Territories 
were each-of them competent and qualified for distinct state- 
hood come now and say we do not want statehood at all. Their 
argument at this session, if there be anything in it, is that they 
are not asking for admission now; that they are not qualified 
for it;“ leave us out a little longer, and by and by, in the near 
future, we may be ready for it.” 

Whenever Senators deem it necessary to disorganize these 
Territories or pass any legislation, as the Senator suggested, 
we will be ready to meet that question. But the question to-day 
is whether these two Territories should not be united into one 
State. In their make-up and their characteristics, in their 
natural resources and their population, ought they not to be 
one State instead of two weak, sickly States, with a scattering 
and feeble population? 

New Mexico has to-day, if you eliminate the Indian popula- 
tion, hardly 200,000 white people; and if you eliminate the 
Mexicans from that number there are, perhaps, about 100,000 
Americans there. Arizona to-day has a population, after all 
these years of Territorial existence, if you eliminate the Indians 
out of it, of only about 100,000 white people, or about enough 
for half of the ratio of a Representative in Congress. 

Taking the two Territories—the one, New Mexico, nearly 60 
years of age, and Arizona—the two together have a white popu- 
lation in round numbers of only about 300,000 people. 

After all these years, if all that country, with all that im- 
mense domain, can only make such a showing, why in the world 
should we segregate them and make them into separate Com- 
monwealths simply because of the vast territorial area? The 
statistics show that in Arizona there are only about a million 
and a half acres of land that are irrigated or possible of irriga- 
tion, for the reason so well and so fully explained by the junior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Dick] in his remarks yesterday, that 
the amount of land in forest reserves is somewhere in round 
numbers, if I recall the figures, about 10,000,000 acres. Take 
the two combined. Take the lands that are irrigated and capa- 
ble of irrigation and take the forest reserves, the two combined 
amount only to about 12,000,000 acres, or less than 12,000,000 
acres. 

Now, for the purposes of statehood it is not the outer bound- 
aries of the Territory or the towns, but only that portion of the 
Territory that is capable to maintain a permanent population of 
agriculturists by grazing and farming that we ought to take into 
consideration. As the Senator from Illinois said a moment ago, 
mining camps are fluctuating and floating. We have instances 
of that in Alaska. We have instances of that in the early his- 
tory of Arizona. Town mining camps and town mines in Ari- 
zona existed over fifty years ago, and they are now a thing of 
the past; you can hardly find a stone or a monument where 
those mining towns existed. 

You can never build up a permanent State with mining in- 
dustries or mining camps alone. There must be some agricul- 


tural resources back of it. Take the great State of Montana, 
which my friend the Senator to my right represents so ably on 
this floor. In spite of its magnificent mining development and 
industry Montana will be a great State, because in the future it 
will be a great agricultural and grazing State. 

Mr. HALE rose. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. NELSON. Certainly. 

Mr. HALE. Only for a question. Has it occurred to the Sen- 
ator in what he is saying, and what I think impresses other Sen- 
ators, as has the speech of the Senator from Illinois, and the 
very lucid and admirable speech of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Dick] yesterday, that the logical conclusion is that we ought 
not to admit these two Territories at all? We are going very 
far, and I am afraid too far, considering all the conditions, in 
admitting these two Territories as one State. I think the wiser 
thing would be to let them remain where they are. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, there is some force in the 
position suggested by the Senator from Maine, but we do know 
that one political party in this country stands now for the ad- 
mission of those two Territories as separate States. 

Mr. HALE. I do not mean to say that I will not vote for this 
proposition at all, because it may be the best in the emergency, 
but the logic, the figures, the conditions are all against admit- 
ting these two sparse, stray Territories as States. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Yet, Mr. President, for fifty years these 
Territories haye been seeking admission as a State; and I think 
it is the consensus of opinion that it would be wiser to end that 
by admitting them as one State than to defer action. 

Mr. HALE. Quite likely. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, in response to the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Carter], and in addition to what has already been 
said by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], I desire to 
say that another argument in favor of admitting these Terri- 
tories as one State is because the mining and the railroad inter- 
ests are against the proposition. The Senator from Montana 
intimated in his question to me that if they could not be con- 
trolled in a Territorial way they could not be controlled as a 
separate State. Evidently those who control the mines and the 
railroads think differently from the Senator from Montana, be- 
cause, as I understand it, they are united in their opposition. 

But, Mr. President, my opposition to these Territories as 
separate States comes from the fact that a gross injustice would 
be done to the other States in the Union. 

Mr. CARTER. Before the Senator—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois yield 
to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. CARTER. Before the Senator addresses himself to the 
phase of the question to which he is about to advert, I desire 
to say one word in reference to the reply of the Senator from 
Minnesota. I am happy to hear from him that this oft-repeated 
argument with reference to the inequalities of taxation in the 
Territories and, therefore, the failure of the people, partially 
at least, to administer government when given the opportunity 
is not to be considered in the argument of the case as a moving 
motive for this proposed union. The Senator, on the con- 
trary—— 

Mr. NELSON. Nor is it to be considered as an argument 
against it. 

Mr. CARTER. Not at all. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I propose to conclude in a few minutes. 
Will the Senator allow me to conclude my remarks? 

Mr. CARTER. I will detain the Senator but one moment. 
I- will join in righting the wrong, if wrong exists, through the 
oversight or inability of the legislatures of those Territories 
to do full justice in the matter of taxation. The matter of 
pepulation and agricultural area, says the Senator, constitute 
the real points to be considered. I observe that the population 
of Illinois, when it was admitted, was only 34,000 people. I do 
not know what proportion 34,000 bore to the population of the 
State of New York at that time. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, that has no bearing on this 
question whatever. When Illinois was admitted as a State 
into the Union everybody knew that from her soil and climate 
and her location she was eyen then potentially a great State, 
and that in a few years she would haye what she has to-day, 
5,000,000 people. But if I have said anything in effect at all 
to-day it is to show that this new State will never have a popu- 
lation commensurate with that of Illinois at the present time. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 


yield further to the Senator from Montana? 
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Mr. CARTER. In yiew of the desire of the Senator to con- 
elude his remarks I shall not further interrupt him or insist 
on answering further his questions. 

Mr. ALDRICH, Will the Senator allow me? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I expect to vote on the same side of this 
question with the Senator from Illinois, but I do not think 
that I sympathize with the idea which he seems to have that 
the admission of this State would be an injustice to the large 
States. If that injustice consists in the fact that these States 
would be small States and there ought to be no States in the 
Union except large and important States, I think I am not in 
entire sympathy with him. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, I can appreciate what the 
Senator says, and I can say to the Senator that if Rhode Island 
had not been one of the original thirteen States that formed 
the Republic and had not taken so conspicuous a part in gain- 
ing independence and came to-day knocking at the doors of 
Congress for separate statehood, I would oppose it. But in my 
remarks earlier in the day I pointed out the difference that 
Ichode Island, New Hampshire, and such States hold to the 
Union from the States proposed to be admitted into the Union 
at the present time. The fathers of the Republic never con- 
templated that there should be such a disproportion in the popu- 
lation of the States as the years have developed. The experi- 
ence we have gained from these years should teach us that we 
should haye no more Rhode Islands in population or in terri- 
torial area. but that we should compel those States—— 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. ALDRICH. It is undoubtedly very fortunate for Rhode 
Island that the Senator from Illinois was not one of the fathers 
of the Republic. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. PERKINS. I have not interrupted my friend during his 
very able discussion of this question, and I do not expect to 
vote on his side unless convinced by his argument. The whole 
trend of it is that if Arizona has great agricultural resources 
that may be developed, then she is entitled to Statehood. I 
want to say to my friend from Illinois that when California 
was admitted as a State into the Union, and for many years 
thereafter, she was obliged to import her flour from Chile and 
bring it from Oregon to support the people who lived in that 
State. She was obliged to import her dairy products and, 
Indeed, almost every article of food except that which came 
from cattle and sheep which roamed over the plains and hills 
of that State. To-day, we are exporting 1,000,000 tons per 
annum of wheat, feeding the crowned prince and the pauper 
alike in European countries. We are sending to Illinois, Rhode 
Island, and other States 30,000 carloads per annum of citrus 
fruit, a luxury which they would not indulge in were it not for 
California. We are producing olive oil in large quantities, and 
since the pure-food bill has passed cotton-seed oil will not be 
sold in the future for olive oil. We are sending raisins and 
currants, California being the only State in the Union that pro- 
duces them. So I might go on and enumerate the products of 
California. I believe that Arizona is as capable to-day of devel- 
oping those great agricultural and horticultural and viticultural 
resources as was the State of California. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, the Senator from California 
is a more credulous individual than I had taken him to be. 
When California was admitted as a State into the Union it 
was recognized by those who were familiar with her soil and 
her climate that she was destined to be one of the great States 
of the Republic; and while they were in the early days deyel- 
oping their mineral resources to the disadvantage of the agri- 
cultural resources of the State the far-sighted men who were 
willing to take her by the hand and recognize her as a sister 
State in the Republic knew full well that by the time the years 
had developed my friend here to represent that State in the 
Senate of the United States she would be just such a prosperous 
and glorious State as he has described. 

But, Mr. President, that can not be true of Arizona. We have 
‘had the scientific investigations there that show that Arizona 
never can be the State that California is. California to-day 
has a population of, more than 1,500,000 people. The popula- 
tion of Arizona, according to the last census, was 122,000. She 
never will haye a population of a million. It is an arid region. 
She can not produce the fruits and she can not produce the 
agricultural products that California produces, 


But, Mr. President, when I was interrupted by my genial 
friend from that great State I was about to call to the at- 
tention of Senators the fact that since the early days this dis- 
proportion among the States has been growing, as compared 
with the New England States. That has been sought to be 
met by Congress from time to time by enlarging the terri- 
torial limits of the State. You will find that from the time 
that the Northwestern Territory was divided into States each 
one of the States farther west than those carved out of that 
great domain has been larger in area, with the hope that they 
would develop as California has developed, and that they would 
have a population of a character and number that would be so 
that no injustice would be worked upon States like New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Illinois. 

I regret to say, Mr. President, that during the debates which 
have been had upon the question of the admission of New 
Mexico and Arizona as a single State in this Chamber, I have 
observed a feeling of sectionalism that I deplore. Senators 
from some of the sparsely settled States of the West seem to 
think that it is necessary to admit Arizona and New Mexico 
as separate States in order to checkmate or balance the influ- 
ence of the small New England States. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I do. 

Mr. CARTER. I think at that point it is but just to inter- 
pose the obseryation that the vote of western Senators upon 
this floor is divided and will be divided when the votes are 
counted, and that there is no unanimity of sentiment on this 
question. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I realize that. 

Mr. CARTER. Nor is there any suggestion or thought of 
evading it. $ 

Mr. HOPKINS. I was not applying that to the entire West. 
I said some Senators. 

Such a feeling I think, Mr. President, is unfortunate to be in 
existence in the country and unfortunate to receive any recog- 
nition in this Chamber. We are one country working for one 
great end, the glory and perpetuity of the Republic itself, 
There may be interests in New England that call for action 
upon the part of the Senators from that section that are un- 
known in the far West, and we know that there are interests 
in the West that are not fully appreciated, at least as we think, 
by the New England Senators : 

But, Mr. President, the great States of the Middle West that 
have contributed their populations and wealth to the develop- 
ment of this country ought not to be ground to pieces between 
the upper and the nether millstones of the West and the East, 
the Western States and the New England States. 

I haye shown that since the Government embarked upon the 
plan of admitting new States in the Union that Congress has re- 
quired larger areas than we find in any of the New England 
States that helped to form the Federal Union, and they are 
States that have through their soil and climate and mineral 
resources giyen earnest of populous and great States in the near 
future when they were respectively admitted into the Union. 
In eyery instance this expectation has been realized excepting 
in the admission of the State of Nevada, and all people know that 
that State was admitted through a seeming political exigency. 
I think it was understood when Nevada became a State that 
the purposes for her admission as a State in the Union were 
political rather than an expectation that she would become one 
of the populous and wealthy States in the Union. 

The reason, Mr. President, that the New England States have 
always exerted a powerful influence upon the legislation of the 
country is not because of the number of her Senators so much 
as the faet that the people of that section of our common 
country have realized from the first that to exert an influence 
in this body a man must be kept here term after term. In no 
place in this country does length of seryice and experience 
count for so much as it does in the Senate of the United States. 
I care not how brilliant a man may be or what section of the 
country he represents, if he comes here as a new man he goes 
to the foot of the committees and the legislation is shaped by 
men of longer experience, even if of less ability. A nota- 
ble example of this, Mr. President, occurred during my service 
in the House. William M. Evarts, in his day and generation, 
I think, was the leader of the American bar, a man of great 
learning, of great eloquence, and of great ability. Before he 
came to the Senate he had been the Attorney-General of the 
United States and had held the exalted position of Secretary of 
State under the Hayes Administration for four years. 

With all this learning and this varied experience, when he 
came from the Empire State as a Member of this body he was 
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put at the foot of the Republican membership on the Committee 
on the Judiciary, while the little State of Vermont, with a pop- 
ulation probably not as great in numbers as one ward in the 
city of New York, held the chairmanship of that committee 
and dominated the legislation that emanated from that com- 
mittee. Had Mr. Evarts entered this Chamber from the State 
of New York in his earlier manhood had been kept here, as the 
New England Senators are, as a rule, he would haye undoubt- 
edly been a dominating and controlling personage in this body. 

To show that the West is not discriminated against in the 
way of positions on committees in this body, when the service 
of the Senators warrant it, I have only to call your attention to 
the State of Wyoming. 

The census of 1900 gives that State a population of 92,000, 
and yet her people have had the good sense and good fortune 
to keep her Senators here from term to term, until to-day the 
senior Senator is chairman of the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs and the junior Senator is chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. And I submit, Mr. President, that these 
Senators from the West who are restive because the larger 
and more important committees of this body are controlled 
by the East and New England, ought to appeal to their people 
to keep them here as the people of Wyoming have kept their 
Senators, until through length of service they can acquire an 
influence in this body that will protect the Rocky Mountain 
region without perpetrating such an injustice against the 
great Middle West, as the admission of Arizona and New 
Mexico would be if admitted as separate States. 

Mr. CARTER. I venture to say that upon the matter of the 
advisability of continuity of service in this body there will no 
be found a dissenting opinion. [Laughter.] 


DAMS AND POWER STATIONS ON THE TENNESSEE RIVER. 


During the delivery of Mr. HOPKINS’S speech, 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I believe that 2 o’clock has 
arrived. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. HOPKINS. Certainly. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama is rec- 


ognized. 

Mr. MORGAN. I merely called attention to the fact that the 
hour of 2 o'clock had arrived, and I believe the morning hour 
has expired. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair would state that under 
the unanimous-consent agreement this morning, made at the 
request of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], the state- 
hood bill, which is the unfinished business, was laid before the 
Senate before the close of the routine business. That is now the 
unfinished business. 

Mr. MORGAN. Having been necessarily absent from the 
Senate on committee duty, I was not aware of that arrange- 
ment. I will now ask the courtesy of the Senate that the Presi- 
dent of the Senate may lay before the body a concurrent resolu- 
tion of the House that I may have it acted on, as I have only a 
very few moments in which I can address myself to that subject. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
a message from the House of Representatives, which will be 
read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


t In THE HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
February 23, 1906. 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring) 
That the action of the 8 er of the House of Representatives an 
of the Vice-President of United States and the President of the 
Senate in signing the enrolled bill H. R. 297—“‘An act to authorize the 
construction of dams and power stations on the Tennessee River at 
Muscle Shoals, Alabama rescinded, and that in the reenrollment 
of the bill the following amendments made: 

Amend section 1 of the enrolled striking out, after the word 
“ elect,” at the end of line 1, the following: “ between 


section 1, page 1, 
the mouth of Malletts Creek on the east, and,” in line 6 of said sec- 
f“ and the of 


rove, 


the head or o of the 
the north side of the river, on the east, 
“river,” in line 10 of said section 1, page 
the ce patate above mentioned.” 

by adding, the word “ war,” in line 13, of said section 
1, page 1, of said enrolled 


and.” 


sert after th 
1, the following: “ between 


bill, the 5 “for the protection of 
navigation and the prope other in of the U: States; 
80 t said section 1 of the enrolled bill when amended will read as 


follows : 
“Be it enacted, etc., That an 


person, company, or corporation hav- 
ing authority therefor under the y Sta 
hereafter tain. 


laws of the te of 


of exec 
tain tice and 


southern bank of the Tennessee River, between the two points above 
mentioned, as may be nec for the development of water power 
and the transmission of the same, subject always to the provisions and 
requirements of this act and to such conditions and stipulations as may 
be imposed by the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War for 
the protection jot navigation and the property and other interests of the 


United States. 

Amend section 2, page 1, of said enrolled bill by striking out, after 
the word “canal,” in Ine 25, page 1, of sald section, all down to and 
including the word “ river,” in line 25 of said section 2. 

Ame said section 2, page b of the enrolled bill, by 5 gut, 
after the word “canal,” in e 28, page 1, all down to and including 
the word “river,” in line 29 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“or the Tennessee River; so that said section 2 of the enrolled biit 
as amended will read as follows: 

“ Sec. 2. That detailed plans for the construction and operation of a 
dam or dams and other appurtenant and 5 works shall be sub- 
mitted by the n, co y, or corporation desiring to construct the 
same to the ief of Engiaeers and the Secretary of War, with a map 
showing the location of such dam or other structures with such topo- 
— . —. and hydrogra data as may be necessary for a satisfactory 

of the same, which must be approved by the Chief of 
eon jg and the Secretary of War before work can be commenced on 
said dam or dams or other structures; and after such approves of said 
plans, no deviation whatsoever therefrom shall be made without first 
obtaining the approval of the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of 
War: Provided, That the constructions hereby authorized do not inter- 
fere with the navigation of Muscle Shoals Canal or the navigation of the 
Tennessee River: And provided further, That said dam or dams and 
works shall be limited only to the use of the surplus water of the river 
not required for the navigation of the Muscle Shoals Canal or the Ten- 
nessee River, that no structures shall be built and no operations 
conducted by those availing themselyes of the provisions of this act 
which shall Tnjure or interfere with the navigation of the Muscle Shoals 
Canai or im the ess of any improvement made by the Gov- 
ernment in the interest of navigation.” 
striking out all after 


Amend section 3, page 2, of said enrolled bill, b 
the word “ otherwise,” in line 17 of said section page 2, down to and 
18 of said section and 
and thereof the following: “in a court of com 


including the word “ dam: at the end of line 

page, in lieu 

tent jurisdletion; so that said section 3 of said enrolled bill af 
being so amended will read: 

“Sec. 3. That the Government of the United States reserves the 
right, at any time that the improvement of the navigation of the Ten- 
nessee River demands it, to construct, maintain, and operate, in connec- 
tion with any dam or other works built under the provisions‘of this act, 
suitable lock or locks or any other structures for navigation purposes. 
and at all times to control such dam or dams or other structures, an 
the level of the pool caused by such dam or dams, to such an extent as 
may be necessary to provide facilities for navigation; and whenever 
Congress shall author the construction of such lock or other struc- 
tures, the person, company, or corporation owning ana controlling such 
dam or dams or other res shall conve on United States, 


under such terms as Congress shall prescribe, ti such land as 

req for the use of such lock and approaches, and in addition 
thereto shall t to the United States, free of cost, the free use o 
water power for building and operating such constructions: Provided 
also, at the person, company, or corporation building, maintaining, 
or rating dam or dams or other structures under the provisions 
of this act s be liable for any damage that may be inflicted thereby 


thereon and such 
Commerce and Labor shall prescribe.” 


Mr. HALE. Mr. President, it is impossible for any Senator 
to gather from the reading of this paper what is sought to be 
effectuated. I have very great doubt whether this is the proper 
way of curing what the Senator believes is a defect in the 
statute as passed, and I must ask, in order to give Senators an 
opportunity of examining it, that the matter go over until to- 
morrow. 

Mr. MORGAN. If the request of the Senator shall be acceded 
to—to which I have no objection—I want the Senate to under- 
stand this whole matter fully, so I will ask that the concurrent 
resolution be printed in the Recorp, so that all Senators may 
have an opportunity of seeing it. 

Mr. HALE. Yes; I think that ought to be done. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The concurrent resolution has been 
read, and therefore will be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. HALE. Now the concurrent resolution will go over, as 
I understand. 

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 
Alabama where the measure originated? 

Mr. MORGAN. It originated in the House of Representa- 
tives. It passed the Senate, was carried to the President, and 
was investigated by him very carefully indeed, and by the 
Secretary of War. The Secretary of War made some objections 
to some provisions of the bill, one of which had been purely 
accidental in the description of the location, of the locus in quo. 
The Secretary of War came to see me in this Chamber, and sug- 
gested that I should offer a concurrent resolution that the bill 
be recalled for amendment, and thereupon—— 

Mr. SPOONER. Was it recalled from the President? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes. Thereupon it was recalled, both Houses 
haying passed the resolution, and the amendment was proposed 
and was passed by the House by the requisite two-thirds ma- 
jority. There is positively no objection to the bill now, which 
conforms in every respect to the wishes and the purposes of the 
Secretary of War; but I do not care about having any matter 
go through the Senate of the United States when any Senator 
feels that he does not understand it. 
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Mr. HALE. I do not expect whenever it is reached in the 
proper way to vote against action. We have been subsidizing 
Muscle Shoals for many years, and I have no doubt that we 
shall continue te do so. It is within the proper domain of the 
Government, and it will go on; but I have very grave doubts 
whether this is the proper method of reaching it. However, 
the matter goes over until to-morrow, and we shall then have 
another opportunity of considering it. 

Mr. MORGAN. I will say to the Senator from Maine that 
this method is the.one that has been uniformly pursued in 
measures in like position. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will lie over. 


STATEHOOD BILL. 


After the conclusion of Mr. Horxrns’s speech, 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the consid- 
eration of the bill (11. R. 12707) to enable the people of Oklahoma 
and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States; and to enable the people of New Mex- 
ico and of Arizona to form a constitution and State government 
and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the 
original States. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I desire to ask unanimous consent that 
on Thursday, March 8, immediately after the routine morning 
business, the Senate shall proceed to the discussion of the state- 
hood bill and amendments, under the ten-minute rule until 4 
o'clock ; that at 4 o'clock the Senate shall proceed to vote upon 
said bill and amendments without debate, and that said voting 
shall continue until said amendments and bill are disposed of; 
that on Wednesday, March 7, at 2 o'clock, the general debate 
shall be closed by some Senator speaking in behalf of said bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The request of the Senator from 
Indiana will be stated at the desk. 

The SECRETARY. The request of Mr. BEVERIDGE is as folllows: 


I ask unanimous consent that on Thursday, March 8, immediately 
after the routine morning business, the Senate shall proceed to the 
discussion of the statehood bill and amendments, under the ten-minute 
rule, until 4 o'clock; that at 4 o'clock the Senate shall proceed to 
vote upon said bill and amendments without debate, and that sald vot- 
ing shall continue until said amendments and bill are disposed of; that 
on Wednesday, March 7, at 2 o'clock general debate shali be closed by 
some Senator speaking in behalf of said bill. 


Mr. BURROWS. I notice that the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Foraker] is absent. He is interested in this matter especially, 
and therefore I suggest to the Senator 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I understand that the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. Parrerson], who is the senior Senator on the other 
side of the Chamber on the Committee on Territories, has com- 
municated with the Senator from Ohio, and I do not understand 
that he objects, or I certainly should not have offered my re- 
quest for unanimous consent in his absence. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, the matter of an early 
vote on the statehood bill has been discused more or less by 
Senators representing both sides of the question, and I think 
the date that is suggested by the Senator from Indiana is quite 
acceptable to all with whom I have conversed—and I have 
sought to converse with nearly all the Senators on this side. I 
conversed with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. ForaKer] within 
the last hour, and he said that a week from the coming Thurs- 
day would be satisfactory to him. 

Mr. BURROWS. It is entirely agreeable to me if the Senator 
from Ohio does not object. 

Mr. BACON. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 
Indiana—I did not catch it from the reading—whether the rule 
provides for a vote upon the amendments then pending or upon 
amendments pending and to be offered? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. All amendments. 

Mr. BACON. Pending and to be offered? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; all amendments. 

Mr. SPOONER. I ask that the request be reported. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will again read the 
request. 

The Secretary again read the request of Mr. BEVERIDGE. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry as to 
the status of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. PATTERSON. The bill is now the regular order, as I 
understand. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes. 

Mr. PATTERSON. And will be up for debate every day at 
the close of morning business. I want to suggest also, Mr. 
President, that I think it would be better to make the request 
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more specific as to amendments, so that it will include all 
amendments pending and to be offered. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well; I accept that suggestion. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I want to suggest to the Senator 
from Indiana—perhaps I may not have heard accurately—if I 
am not mistaken, the agreement provides that the last few 
hours of debate shall be controlled entirely by a friend of the 
present bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, no. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I should like to have that part of 
the unanimous-consent agreement reported again. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I should like to ask that it 
all be read again. 

. — BEVERIDGE. Very well; let the whole request be re- 
ated. 

The Slob aaa The Secretary will again read the 
request. 

The Secretary read the proposed agreement, as follows: 


I ask unanimous consent that on Thursday, March 8, immediately 
after routine morning business, the Senate shall proceed to the dis- 
cussion of the statehood bill and amendments under the ten-minute 
rule until 4 o'clock; that at 4 o'clock the Senate shall proceed to 
vote upon said bill and amendments pending and to be offered, without 
debate, and that said voting shall continue until said amendments 
and bill are dis of; that on Wednesday, March 7, at 2 o'clock, 
ho general debate shall be closed by some Senator speaking in behalf 
of sa s 


Mr. McCUMBER. The meaning of the agreement is that the 
last half day shall be given practically for the benefit of those 
speaking in favor of the bill. It means that from 2 o'clock on, 
the balance of the day, if they have a mind to take it, will be 
consumed by the friends of the bill. That seems to me to be 
absolutely unjust. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield to the Senator, but the mean- 
ing of the request certainly is clear that we are to close the 
debate on the 7th, and that immediately after the morning 
business upon the 8th we are to proceed to vote. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not at all. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Then, we proceed to vote in the afternoon 
at 4 o'clock. 

Mr. HALE. Let me say here—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. HALE. Let me say here that from a somewhat long 
observation, there has never been in any of these cases any 
reservation or any specification as to the control of the time 
during the limited debate, either as in this case on Wednesday or 
as on Thursday. We have left all that to the discretion of the 
Chair. It is an impossibility in the United States Senate, after 
a unanimous-consent agreement of this kind has been made, 
that either one side or the other would undertake to control or 
farm out the time. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. That was my purpose in calling 
attention to it. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest to the Senator from Maine that we 
have no such thing in the Senate as general debate and no such 
thing as closing general debate. There has never been such a 
thing in my experience. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair would request Senators 
not entitled to the floor to resume their seats. The Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. MeCu nnn] has the floor. 

Mr. McCUMBER. This is what cccurs to me: We have now 
before us, and will discuss for probably a day or so, the Indian 
bill. That will take considerable time. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That will be to-day. 

Mr. McCUMBER. That will be perhaps to-day, to-morrow, 
and the next day. I do not know how long it is going to last. 
It may last three or four days. We can not say how long it 
will last. The time is rather short 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. McCUMBER. In one moment. The time that has been 
fixed is rather short. In other words, all general, lengthy de-- 
bate will haye to be finished before 2 o’clock on the 7th day of 
March. That gives us but a few days in whieh this matter 
can be discussed with any lengthy speeches. The point that I 
desire to make is that that is hardly long enough if we are to 
be shut out absolutely on the 7th day of March at 2 o'clock. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator will permit me, I think 
I can make entirely clear at least what the intention was, 
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whether the wording conveys the intention or not. It was, as 
was the case last year and as is always the case, that the close, 
no matter whether it occurs at 2 o'clock or 3 or 4 o’clock—I do 
not care when it occurs—that at the close of what we term 
“ general debate,” the long speeches, the concluding speech shall 
be made by some person in favor of the bill. Then the next 
day we proceed, as we usually do, under the ten-minute rule 
until a certain hour, when we yote upon the amendments and 
the bill. Now, if the last sentence after the semicolon does not 
clearly convey that idea, I am perfectly willing that it should 
be modified or even stricken out. It does not make any dif- 
ference. 

Mr. FORAKER. I was about to suggest that those words be 
stricken out. They are unusual, anyway. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

eave FORAKER. We never have any trouble with such agree- 
ments. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am perfectly willing that that portion 
shall be stricken out. I do not suppose there will be a question 
on the part of any Senator that some person who favors the 
bill shall be, of course, entitled to close the general debate with- 
out any agreement. 

Mr. McCUMBER. There would be no question upon that. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then upon that understanding, let the 
words after the semicolon as to closing debate on Wednesday be 
stricken from the request. 

Mr. McOCUMBER. But the point was this: There may be 
those who are opposed to the bill who will not get an opportunity 
to make an extended speech upon this subject before the 7th of 
March, and I would not wish to cut them out. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is all right. 

Mr. McCUMBER. After 2 o’clock some Senator in favor of 
the bill will take the balance of that day. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am perfectly willing, Mr. President, if 
it will clarify matters, that the words after the semicolon—con- 
cerning the closing of the general debate on the Tth—shall be 
stricken out if the Senator so desires, upon the understanding 
that the closing speech is to be made by a friend of the bill. Of 
course, I take it for granted that every Senator will concede to 
those who are in favor of the bill the right to close the debate. 

Mr. McCUMBER. But probably not a half day’s debate. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That, perhaps, but as much as is neces- 
sary—the closing speech. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think that will cure all the trouble. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. McCUMBHER. I yield. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I supposed when this unanimous consent 
was asked that this bill would have the right of way 8 now 
until the time set for voting. 

Mr. HALE. At 2 o'clock each day. 

Mr. PATTERSON. At 2 o’clock each day. I was just going 
to suggest that to-day we have pending here an important In- 
dian bill. We ought to have a clear understanding that no 
measure shall interpose to prevent a Senator from speaking be- 
tween now and the time agreed upon after 2 o'clock each day. 

Mr. HALE. That is what I was going to suggest to the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota—after 2 o’clock—that any Senator de- 
siring to speak between now and the 7th or 8th of March should 
haye that right and that nothing can take that right from him. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. At 2 o'clock? 

Mr. HALE. At 2 o'clock. 

Mr. FORAKER. Before that is agreed to, I wish to state 
that I gave notice that to-morrow I would, at the conclusion of 
the routine morning business, address the Senate on the rate 
question. I do not know whether I can get through by 2 o’clock 
or not. I doubt if I can. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to say now to the Senator and to 
the Senate that, so far as the Senator who is in charge of this 
bill is concerned, when the hour of 2 o’clock arrives to-morrow, 
if the Senator from Ohio shall not have concluded his argument 
on the rate bill, I shall ask that the statehood bill be temporarily 
laid aside until the Senator shall conclude the argument. 

Mr. FORAKER. I only wanted to call attention to the fact 
that there might be such a conflict between what is proposed and 

` what is the usual custom. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraxer] will 
take all the morning hour to-morrow and the junior Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. Dorttver] will take it all on Thursday, and 
probably both of them will go beyond the morning hour. That 
practically uses up this week. I do not wish to object; but, 
at the same time, it seems to me that the time for debate is 
being narrowed down very closely. 


Mr. HALE. Put it off another day. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will ask the "aenator if he can not post- 
pone the time for a yote for a couple of days? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then put it off until Saturday the 10th. 

Mr. TELLER. That would be better. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Or the following Monday, the 12th. I 
change my request to the 12th, Mr. President. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The request will be so modified. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. TELLER. I do not object, Mr. President. 

Mr. HALE. I suggest to the Senator to make it the 9th. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. One day more or less will not make 
much difference; but I prefer the 8th. 

The VICE- PRESIDENT, The Chair requests Senators who 
are not entitled to the floor to resume their seats. The Senator 
from Indiana modifies his request, and it will be stated as 
modified. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I hear so many sugges- 
tions from Senators around me, about equally divided as to 
Thursday, Friday, and Monday, that I think I will let the 
request stand at Thursday, unless objected to, and if it is ob 
jected to I will make it for Monday. 

Mr. TELLER. I shall not object. 

Mr. SPOONER. I think the Senator ought to postpone that 
date—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very good. 

Mr. SPOONER. At least until the following Monday 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I accept that. 

Mr. SPOONER. For this reason: The Senator from Obio 
LMr. Fonakrnl gave notice that he would speak to-morrow on 
another subject; the Senator from Iowa [Mr. DOLLIVER] gave 
notice that he would speak the next day. The bill in relation 
to the Five Civilized Tribes is pending here. It involves some 
questions of the gravest possible moment, of the utmost possible 
perplexity from the legal standpoint. If this bill is not passed 
by the 4th day of March, or some legislation upon the subject 
is not passed, those nations will have dissolved; and it is not 
at all impossible—I will change that, and say not improbable— 
that by the failure of the Senate to give seasonable attention 
to it land now vested in a qualified way in the Indian nations 
there will have devolved upon a railway company under an 
old grant, carrying values which I think the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. TELLER] says amount to $30,000,000, which ought 
to be safeguarded for all time to the Indians and their de- 
scendants for educational and other kindred purposes. It is 
vastly more important that the statehood bill should wait a 
little longer, in addition to the forty or fifty years it has already 
waited, than that this bill should be in the slightest degree 
jeoparded. 

Mr. BEVERI DGE. Then I will make it Monday. 

Mr. SPOONER. I think, if I may be permitted to finish the 
sentence, after the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] shall 
have made his speech and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. DOLLIVER] 
shall have filled the engagement of which he has given notice on 
the rate bill, that the Senate ought not to permit other business, 
except the routine business, to intervene until the pending Indian 
bill has been disposed of. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I accept the suggestion of 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner], and modify my 
request from Thursday, the 8th,” to“ Monday, the 12th.” 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not in- 
sist on that, because there will be 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Unless there is objection—— 

Mr. BAILEY. There will be a conflict between the statehood 
bill and the rate bill if any attempt is made to postpone the con- 
sideration of the rate bill that long. The Senate is ready to 
proceed with the rate bill, and two Senators have even now given 
notice of their purpose to address the Senate upon that subject, 
although it was only reported yesterday. 

I concur in what the Senator from Wisconsin has said. I 
think it of great moment that this Indian bill shall be disposed 
of, but unless the committee having charge of that bill are in- 
sistent upon some provisions that can well be left to wait, all 
that is necessary in the bill can be disposed of during a single 
session of the Senate. 

Mr. BEVERI DGB. How would Saturday, the 10th, suit the 
Senator? 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I, of course, am not alone to 
be consulted. The members of the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce on both sides of the Chamber—the two divisions on 
the other side and the gentlemen on this side—all are anxious, 
as I understand, to proceed to the consideration of that bill I 
am sure the entire Senate is anxious to proceed with it. Two or 
three days dg not make very much difference; but I complain 
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that for three weeks the statehood bill has been the unfinished 
business of the Senate and there has been but one speech deliv- 
ered on it and now—— 

Mr. DUBOIS. Two speeches. One to-day and one before. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator is mistaken. 

Mr. BAILEY. I should have said there was but one speech, 
delivered in two parts, or on two oceasions, and then another 
speech. The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Horxrns], of course, 
will pardon me for overlooking his performance this afternoon. 
But now that the Senate is pressed with one matter of very 
great general importance and with another matter of very great 
local importance, it seems to me that all at once there is a dis- 
position to discuss the statehood bill. Now, my opinion is that 
the Senator from Indiana and the Senator from Colorado, repre- 
senting the two views of that question, are about the only Sen- 
ators who desire to speak, unless 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; there are others. 

Mr. BAILEY. Unless the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
McCumeer], whom we heard before with great pleasure 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Lone]. There are several Senators who wish to be heard. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I am not going to be ungracious 
and interpose an objection, but it does seem to me a rather bad 
way for the Senate to discuss everything else except the bill 
which is before it, and then, when it has other bills before it, 
to proceed to the discussion of the neglected question. But if 
it suits the Senate to postpone the consideration of the rate bill 
until Monday, the 12th, I shall myself offer no objection. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator will allow me to interrupt 
him, I think that, on the whole, in view of all that has been said 
here, we had better adhere to Thursday, the Sth of March. 
There are two days which will be partially taken up with the 
consideration of the rate bill. I do not know how much time will 
be taken up with the consideration of the matter about which 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SPoonER] spoke, but certainly 
not longer than a day. That will leave four days. 

Mr. CLAPP. At the present rate of progress a vote will not 
be reached for several days, I suggest. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I understand, Mr. President, that the 
Senate is going to take up that matter immediately. 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes; if I ever get a chance. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Just as soon as we agree upon a unani- 
mous consent the Senator shall have a chance. I have assured 
the Senator that I shall ask that the unfinished business be laid 
aside for the express purpose that the Senator shall have his 
bill considered as soon as we reach an agreement upon a day to 
vote on the statehood bill. On the whole, I think I had per- 
haps better adhere to Thursday, the 8th, or else Friday, the 9th. 

Mr. SPOONER. I suggest to the Senator to let his request 
lie over until to-morrow. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; let us settle it now, unless the Sena- 
tor wants to object; and I hope he will not. 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not want to object, but Senators do not 
appreciate the situation, I think. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think I shall be compelled to object to 
the vote being taken on the 8th. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. What time would the Senator suggest? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I would say the succeeding Saturday or 
Monday. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Let us say Saturday. 

Mr. McCUMBHR. I fear Saturday may not give sufficient 


time. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think that the statement of the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Barry] is very wise. I also see the force in 
what the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumBER] says, 
and, therefore, as a compromise between the two, I modify my 
request and make it Saturday, the 10th of March. 

Mr. CARTER. I realize it is ungracious to object, and yet on 
that date I fear I may be obliged to be absent, and I desire to 
be here to vote on this question. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then I will make it Friday, the 9th. 
How does that suit the Senator? 

Mr. CARTER. All right. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I modify my request to Friday, the 9th, 
and if that does not suit I will put it later in the week. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I think that will answer. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The request as modified by the Sen- 
ator from Indiana will be reported. ; 

The Secretary read the request as modified, as follows: 


It is by unanimous consent that on Friday, March 9, Imme- 
3 after the routine morning business, the Senate shall proceed to 
the discussion of the bill H. R. 12707, the statehood bill, and amend- 
ments, under the ten-minute rule, until 4 o’clock p. m.; that at 4 
o'clock the Senate shall proceed to vote upon said bill and amendments 
pending and to be offered, without debate, and that said voting shall 
continue until said amendments and bill are disposed of. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Indiana? The Chair hears none, and that 
order is made. 

FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES OF INDIANS. 


Mr. CLAPP. I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be now laid aside temporarily, and that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of House bill 5976. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the unfinished 
business will be temporarily laid aside. The Senator from 
Minnesota asks unanimous consent for the present considera- 
— =o the bill named by him, the title of which will be 

The SECRETARY. A bill (H. R. 5976) to provide for the final 
disposition of the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the 
Indian Territory, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will resume the 
reading of the bill. 

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill at section 3, 
line 1, page 4 

The next amendment of the Committee on Indian Affairs 
was, in section 3, page 4, line 1, after “ Sec. 8,” to strike out— 

That the 3 roll of the Creek freedmen shall include only 
those persons whose names appear on the roll prepared by J. W. Dunn, 
under authority of the United States prior to March 14, 1867, and their 
descendants, and those lawfully admitted to citizenship in the C 
Nation er cape to the date of the promulgation of the treaty of 
June 14, 1866, and their descendants, except such, if anys Se ve 


heretofore been enrolled and their enrollment approved by 
tary of the Interior. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 

That the approved roll of Creek shall include only those 
persons whose names appesr on the roll prepared by J. W. Dunn, under 
authority of the United States, prior to March 14, 1867, and their de- 
scendants born since said roll was made, and those lawfully admitted to 
citizenship in the Creek Nation subsequent to the date of the prepara- 
tion of said roll, and their descendants born since such admission, except 
such, if any, as have heretofore been enrolled and thelr enrollment ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 8, page 5, line 7, after 
the word “ Interior“ to insert: . 

Lands allotted to freedmen of the Choctaw and Chickasaw tribes 
shall be considered “ homesteads,” and shall be subject to all the pro- 
visions of this or any other act of Congress applicable to homesteads of 
citizens of the Choctaw and Chickasaw tribes. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, as I understand the state- 
ments made by the chairman of the committee and by other 
Senators here, it is important that some action should be taken 
upon this matter between now and the 4th of March, in order 
to preserve the rights of the Indians to this property. Indeed, 
the most casual examination of this bill shows that it involves 
many important and serious questions, which are without the 
possibility of understanding on the part of Senators who are 
not entirely familiar with the subject. They involve the rights 
of these people who have been for years the wards of the nation; 
they involve important property rights; and this bill should not 
be considered in this way in this body. 

I will suggest to the chairman of the committee that it seems 
to me manifestly proper that some legislation, some simple bill, 
should be passed extending for a greater or less time the tribal 
relations, in order that no rights may lapse or no rights may 
be transferred to railroad companies or to anybody else, and 
that the Senate then take up these questions seriously and con- 
sider them with the knowledge, or with some knowledge, at 
least, on the part of the great mass of Senators on this floor as 
to what they are doing. 

We are passing legislation here about the sale of lands and 
about the disposition of vast amounts of property with no 
knowledge, so far as I know, upon the part of a large majority 
of the Senate as to what the effect of the legislation will be, 
and it seems to me that we ought, in justice to ourselves as 
well as in justice to the Indians, to take this question up, con- 
tinue the tribal relations, and proceed with deliberation and 
with care upon legislation for these great interests. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, it strikes me the objection to 
that would be that this bill has already passed the other House. 
It would probably be impossible now to get any legislation ex- 
cept in the form of amendments returned to the House. Upon 
the return of amendments striking out that portion of this bill 
which has been carefully considered by the House I doubt very 
much whether the House would submit to that or whether the 
conferees would stand for it in conference. If they did not, 
then it would leave the House bill with nothing of proposed 
amendments for which the Senate conferees could stand, ex- 
cept the one proposed—an amendment which would be the 
repeal of this law, save the provision continuing the tribal rela- 
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tions of these tribes. It is the sense of the committee, and I 
think there are also a great many Senators outside of the com- 
mittee who feel that, if the House bill stands, it ought in some 


respects to be amended. If my view of the situation is correct, 
we would simply be in conference without anything to amend, 
and the result would be of necessity the acceptance of the House 
bill on a vote of the House conferees. 

There are provisions in this bill for the disposition of the min- 
eral lands in the Indian Territory. Under the provisions of the 
bill those lands are subject to the joint control of the President 
and the Secretary of the Interior, under provisions most care- 
fully drawn, and possibly yet to encounter the opposition of the 
Senate, which may result in striking them all out and leaving 
the House bill stand as it came from the House in that particu- 
lar. I have stated to the Senate two or three times the situa- 
tion here. It is a matter, of course, to me of no personal inter- 
est, but it strikes me that to send this bill back with only one 
amendment upon which we could go into conference would be to 
leave the House bill the law in the end. Is not that correct as 
a matter of parliamentary usage? 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I made the suggestion which 
I did upon the assumption that the Senate in a serious matter of 
this kind should do the right thing, and let each House take the 
responsibility of doing wrong if it saw fit. 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes; but 

Mr. ALDRICH. I think we are to assume here that the 
House of Representatives in its treatment of a matter of this 
kind will do the reasonable and proper thing, and that if any 
rights are to suffer they will realize it as strongly as we do. 
Of course, if we adopt these amendments, they go back to the 
House, and the House would have to take the responsibility. 
If the bill does not become effective, the law remains as it is; 
but I assume that the House of Representatives will look upon 
this matter as we do, and that something ought to be done to 
preserve the property and other rights of the Indians, and that 
we ought not to be foreed—and I am not using that word in any 
sort of an offensive sense to the committee—we ought not to 
be forced three or four days before this act expires to take up 
a proposition of this character and act upon it, when the action 
must be without a full knowledge on the part of a large majority 
of the Senate. 

Mr. CLAPP. I fully concede that it is the duty of the Senate, 
without regard to any body anywhere, to do what it thinks 
is right in the premises. We must concede that the House will 
attempt to do what it thinks is right; but the House might 
differ from the Senate as to what it thought was the best 
course to pursue. I am, however, still inclined to the opinion, 
because it does not seem to have been controverted, that if we 
could only send one amendment back to the House then, unless 
the House in the first instance, or the conferees in the second 
instance, submit to that amendment, there is nothing left for the 
conference, and it being an amendment of a bill of the House 
their bill would be the legally passed enactment of Congress. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. CLAPP. I certainly do, with pleasure. 

Mr. CULBERSON. It occurs to me, Mr. President, that the 
statements of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH] 
possibly may not be fully understood. I understood him to say 
that it was absolutely essential to do something with reference 
to the tribal relations of these Indians by the 4th of March in 
consequence of the expiration of certain rights existing by vir- 
tue of treaties. What I understood the Senator from Rhode 
Island to suggest was that some action might be taken by Con- 
gress continuing those relations, so that in the meantime the Sen- 
ate would have ample time to consider the merits of this bill. It 
will not be a question as to whether or not we amend the House 
bill as it is here now, but the question will simply be between 
the Senate and the House, or with the President, if that is pos- 
sible; and if these rights exist by virtue of treaties, of course 
it could not take away the rights of the Indians, or it ought not 
to be done, at least, without the renewal of the treaty itself. 

But there ought to be, it seems to me, some legal way by 
which we may continue the present relations of the Government 
with those Indians, so that if the case is as stated, and we have 
not time now to consider the bill on its merits, that might be 
done. 

I simply rose to make that suggestion to the chairman of the 
committee, as we seemed to understand the proposition of the 
Senator from Rhode Island differently. 

Mr. CLAPP. The difficulty, as it seems to my mind, is that if 
we postpone action on this bill and send a measure there, in the 
brief time there is to consider it, it may be lost. Now, we have 
their view of the situation; we have before the Senate the view 


of the committee; and it does seem to me if we could proceed 
with this bill as some of the more acute differences arise, I have 
no doubt they can be rectified, and we could perfect a bill which 
would continue the relation and at the same time make provi- 
sion for conditions there which certainly require some kind of 
provision at the hands of Congress. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly. 

Mr. ALDRICH. My object I can perhaps state more clearly 
by making the suggestion that the Senate pass a joint resolution 
independent of this bill entirely, continuing for a definite time— 
sixty days, or ninety days, or whatever time is necessary—the 
tribal relations, and send it to the House. I think we are not 
bound to assume that the House will treat it contemptuously 
or that it will do anything with it that is not reasonable and 
proper. If we find that the House does not consider it, then we 
can take up this bill later on, if necessary, but we certainly ought 
to have a right to discuss and debate this question understand- 
ingly. That is the case so far as I am concerned, and I know 
there are very many Senators in the Chamber who can not do 
that at the present time. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure. 

Mr. LONG. I will ask the Senator from Minnesota whether 
the important part of this proposed legislation which should 
be acted upon soon is not section 10, in relation to the tribal 
schools. As far as the tribal governments are concerned, they 
expire on the 4th of March next, under legislation passed eight 
years ago to carry out a definfte policy of Congress which has 
not been changed since that time. But with the dissolution of 
the tribal governments on the 4th of March of this year there 
will also terminate the tribal schools, and some arrangement 
should be made for placing those schools under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of the Interior or some_other official. I will 
ask the Senator whether that is not the most important part of 
the bill which requires early attention? 

Mr. CLAPP. I do not know that I would say that it is the 
most important part, but it certainly is a very important feature 
of the bill. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I will ask the Senator from Kan- 
sas if, in his opinion, the operation of section 28 as reported by 
the committee, to which I understand the Senator from Kansas 
is decidedly opposed, would not continue the schools of the 
Indian Territory upon their present basis as well as all other 
matters connected with their tribal governments. 

Mr. LONG. It would; and if section 28 of the bill is adopted 
all other portions of the bill should be stricken out, as that 
section is in conflict with all other portions of the bill. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Then I understand the Senator 
from Kansas to believe that the mere taking of a vacation by 
the schools in the Indian Territory, as we take vacations in our 
schools in the States for three months in summer, is of such 
prime importance that all legislation of property and personal 
rights should be made subservient thereto. 

Mr. LONG. Notatall. But the policy of this legislation was 
begun in 1893 when the Dawes Commission was created, and 
the policy of allotting the lands to the individual members of 
the tribes and ending the tribal governments was continued 
until 1898, when the Curtis Act was passed. That ended not 
the tribal relations but the tribal governments on the 4th of 
March of this year, and Congress has followed that policy ever 
since that time. 

In my opinion there is nothing that arises now which justifies 
a departure from that policy. The first twenty-seven sections of 
this bill are along the line of carrying out that policy of Congress, 
It may be a new policy to some Senators who are not upon the 
Committee on Indian Affairs and who have not giyen considera- 
tion to the question, but it was adopted with the approval of 
other Senators who gave the subject careful attention and con- 
sideration. 

A Senator who is now gone, Senator Platt, from Connecticut, 
gave careful supervision to the legislation now upon the stat- 
ute books, so far as the Senate was concerned, and fully ap- 
proved what was done on these matters by Congress. 

In carrying out that policy the tribal governments end on the 
4th of March of this year. If Senators think that because they 


have only had their attention called within the past few days to 
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the land grant to which reference has been made that other 
Senators have not considered that question, they are very much 
mistaken. I could call attention to the various acts showing 
that the land grant was taken into consideration by Congress in 
all the legislation that has been enacted for the ending of the 
tribal governments on the 4th of March next. 

I do not believe that sections 27 and 28 are at all necessary 
in order to defeat that land grant. It would be most unfortu- 
nate if that grant should attach to lands in the Indian Terri- 
tory. I do not think it will. I wish to call attention later, 
when this section is reached, to the treaties with the different 
tribes. I believe that under the various treaties that under no 
circumstances will there be any reversion of any of this land to 
the United States on the 4th of March next, because the condi- 
tions for the reversion are not present. This will not end the 
tribal relations, The tribes will not end on the 4th of next 
March. The tribal relations will not end when the tribal gov- 
ernments end. Their courts ended eight years ago, and the 
legislative part of the government ended to a large extent at the 
same time. 

The remaining legislative powers and the executive part of 
those tribal goyernments will terminate on the 4th of March 
next. They have now but little authority. The authority which 
they have has in recent years been misused and not directed 
in the interest of all the members of the tribes. The governors 
under this bill are continued in office for certain purposes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator contend that when we 
use the words “the tribal governments shall cease” that phrase 
will not be construed to mean the tribal relations, but that it 
simply means the legislative or judicial functions? I think we 
have all given it the construction and have all understood the 
construction to be that the ceasing of the tribal government 
meant the breaking up of the tribe as a tribe. In other words, 
it no longer exists as an entity, but exists simply and solely 
and can be considered only in its individual parts, and we must 
deal hereafter, not with the tribe, but with the individual 
Indians. 

If it is true that the declaration that the dissolution of the 
government means the dissolution of the tribe as a tribe and act- 
ing in its capacity as to tribal relations, then the other must 
follow, that it becomes Government land, because it was land 
that was granted to the tribe only so long as it occupied it as a 
tribe. The tribe there means government in my opinion. 

Mr. LONG. I wish to call the attention of the Senator from 
North Dakota to the provisions of the treaty and the conditions 
under which the lands would reyert to the United States. For 
instance, the treaty with the Cherokees in 1846 has this pro- 
vision: 

Provided always, That such lands shall revert to the United States if 
the Indians become extinct or abandon the same. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will ask as to the Choctaws and Chicka- 
saws. 

Mr. LONG. I will call attention later on to the Choctaws 
and Chickasaws. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Nr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Senator will permit me, that condi- 
tion, as I understand it, the Senator imputes to a treaty. Is 
that a treaty antecedent to the patent from the United States? 

Mr. LONG. It was a treaty with the Cherokee tribe. 

Mr. SPOONER. The patent was granted, it recites, pursuant 
to an act of Congress. If the Senator will permit me, a part of 
it reads this way 

Mr. LONG, Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER (reading)— 

Therefore, in execution of the a ments 
in the said several treaties, the United C 
and by these presents do give and grant, unto fhe said Cherokee 
Nation, the two tracts of land, so surveyed and hereinbefore de- 
scribed, containing in the whole fourteen millions three hundred and 
seventy-four thousand one hundred and thirty-five acres and fourteen 


hundredths of an acre, to have and to hold the same, together with all 
and Bak ah agg eens thereto belonging to the said 


1835, which salt plain has been ascerta 
be within the limits prescribed a 


gh reserved; and sub- 
ject also to the condition provided by the act of Congress of the 28th 
of May, 1830, referred to in the aboye-recited third article, and which 


condition is that the lands hereby granted shall revert to the United 
States if the said Cherokee Nation— 


Nation— 
becomes extinct, or abandons the same. 


Mr. LONG. That was in what year? 

Mr. SPOONER. That was in the year 1838. 

* CLARK of Wyoming. That, I understand, was the pat- 
‘en 

Mr. SPOONER. That was the patent. So it will be dis- 
covered that the patent itself recites that it was executed pur- 
suant, so far as this condition was concerned, to an act of Con- 
grons. This extinction of the Cherokee Nation may be a very, 
v 5 
Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President 

Mr. CLAY. Let me ask the Senator a question to see if I 
understand it thoroughly. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Kansas, who has given great attention to the subject, of course, 
both from his locality and from being a member of the commit- 
tee, whether, in his judgment, if we pass section 28, modified as 
to time, and pass nothing else, the tribal relations and the gov- 
ernment of the various tribes would be continued under it with- 
out any loss to the Indians, the tribes, or anybody else, say, for 
sixty days? 

Mr. LONG. When the date was fixed eight years ago for the 
4th of March of this year, why the necessity for an extension 
of sixty days? T 

Mr. ALDRICH. To enable Congress to act understandingly 
upon this question. 

Mr. LONG. Congress has had eight years to consider the 
question, and it has been considering it for eight years. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The committee of the Senate have had 
from the 18th day of January up to now to consider it, and they 
are asked under duress to imperil the rights of these Indians or 
pass a bill which we do not understand. That is the proposi- 
tion which is presented to us. 

Mr. McCUMBER and Mr. CLAPP addressed the Chair. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish merely to answer the Senator 
from Rhode Island upon the matter of imperiling interest, 
The Senator made the statement a short time ago that we were 
about to sell this land. I call attention to the fact that if the 
Senator will read the bill he will see that every one of these 
interests is carefully guarded. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I made no suggestion myself as to the effect 
of any of these amendments. I only took the statements of Sen- 
ators who are around me, the conflicting statements of Senators 
who are upon the committee, if you please, and who have given 
this subject long consideration, the more conflicting statements 
of Senators who are not on the committee, as to the effect of 
the various provisions of the bill. I am only suggesting, in the 
interest of good government, in the interest of an honest admin- 
istration of the affairs of these Indians, that there shall be no 
such haste as is imposed upon us by the suggestion that we must 
act upon the bill at once in order that the rights of Indians 
may be preserved. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, conflicting statements must 
always be judged by the statement itself. The statements in 
the instrument itself are not in any wise conflicting. If Sen- 
ators will take their time, and, within the next few days in 
which we have got to get this bill through, if it goes through 
at all, read those statements, they will find that there is nothing 
which imperils the rights of the Indians, but, on the contrary, 
we have guarded in the bill against the very haste the Senator 
is afraid of, because we provide that under no circumstances 
shall any sale be made for a year. That gives us time enough 
to pass a dozen laws between this and the 4th day of March, 
1907. 

We provide, further, that the tribal relations shall continue 
another year at least, so that no losses will result from the dis- 
solution of the tribes and no new interest will attach, while at 
the same time we are carrying out the provisions the Senator 
from Kansas has spoken of, which we have been carrying out 
gradually for the last eight years looking to the dissolution of 
these tribes. So everything will be protected that the Senator 
has spoken of—namely, the sale of the lands and the continua- 
tion of those tribal relations. 

Now, the other matters are things we have considered day, 
in and day out and haye had before the Senate time and again. 
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It is not necessary for us to feel that we are going to be dragged 
into anything and forced to vote on property rights, when the 
bill itself provides that the sales can not take place for at least 
one year. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, of course it is admitted that the 
grant of these lands was to the Indian Nation, and that the 
lands were held as the lands of the nation. That has been de- 
cided several times by the Supreme Court of the United States. 
In the case of the Cherokee Trust Funds, in 117 U. S., it is 
stated: 

The lands from the sales of which the proceeds were derived belonged 
to the Cherokee Nation as a political body, and not to its individual 
members, They were held, it is true, for the common benefit of all the 
Cherokees, but that does not mean that each member had such an in- 
terest, as a tenant in common, that he could claim a pro rata propor- 
tion of the proceeds of sales made of any part of them. 

The policy of Congress since 1893, when the Dawes Commis- 

sion was organized, has been first, to allot these lands in sever- 
alty and then to give to each individual Indian his proportionate 
share of the tribal funds. These allotments did not result in 
the dissolution of the tribal relation or the extinction of the 
tribe, for laws have been passed providing for an official roll 
of the members of the different tribes and their continued 
existence. 
The bill that we have under consideration provides that the 
Secretary of the Interior may bring suit either before or after 
the dissolution of the tribal governments in behalf af the Choc- 
taw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, or Seminole tribes, respec- 
tively, for the benefit of the members of those tribes. 

These tribal governments have been in process of dissolution 
for eight years. Their courts were dissolved eight years ago by 
the legislation known as the Curtis Act. It was provided that 
their legislature could not pass any law that would be effective 
without the approval of the President of the United States. It 
was also provided that what was left of the tribal governments 
should be terminated on March 4, 1906. In the very act which 
provided for the dissolution of these tribal governments this 
provision is contained: 

But this provision shall not be construed to be in any respect an ab- 
dication by Congress of power at any time to make needful rules and 
regulations respecting such tribes. 

Congress does not lose its power over this subject by the dis- 
solution of the tribal governments. It does not have that ef- 
fect. 

Now I wish to call attention (the Senator from North Dakota 
asked me in regard to it) to the provision in the treaty of 1855 
with the Choctaws and Chickasaws. It is as follows: 

Provided, however, No part thereof shall ever be sold without the 
consent of both tribes, and that said land shall revert to the United 
States if said Indians and their heirs become extinct or abandon the 
same. 

Not only the Indians, but their heirs, must become extinct 
or abandon the lands before they revert to the United States. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him if he 
has the patent? 

Mr. LONG. That was the treaty of 1855. 
ent. I will get it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Has the Senator ever seen the patent? 

Mr. LONG. I have seen the patent. I do not remember the 
exact provision in the patent. I will get the patent. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I call for the continued reading 
of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment last reported on page 5. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill at page 5, sec- 
tion 4. 

Mr. CLAPP. In line 17, section 4, the word “as” should be 
“by;” so as to read: 

Show that application for enrollment by a citizen by blood was 
made, etc. 

I move that amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 4, page 5, line 20, after 
the word “ application,” to insert: 

Unless it be shown by documentary evidence that the Commission to 


the Five Civilized Tribes actually received such application within the 
time prescribed by law. 


So as to make the section read: 


Suc. 4. That no name shall be transferred from the approved freed- 
men, or any other approved rolls of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, 
Creek, or Seminole tribes, respectively, to the roll of citizens 8 blood, 
unless the records in charge of the Commissioner to the Five Civilized 
Tribes show that application for enrollment by a citizen by blood was 
made within the time prescribed by law by or for the party seeking the 
transfer, and said records shall be conclusive evidence as to the fact 
of such application, unless it be shown by documentary evidence that 


I have not the pat- 


the Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes actually receiv u 
plication within the time prescribed by law. j S puei ap 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, at the end of section 5, 
to insert the following proviso : 

Provided, The provisions of this tion - 
volved in contiate at the date of the eputovad or thie, 3 8 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I wish to call the attention of the 
chairman of the committee to the amendment which he pro- 
posed a moment ago in line 11, page 5, striking out the word 
“as” and inserting the word “by.” I think a careful reading 
of the section will show that as originally. drawn the word“ as” 
should remain. It is for the enrollment as a citizen by or for 
the party seeking the transfer. It does not refer to the enroll- 
ment by the citizen. I think the word “as” should be re- 
tained, as the reading of the section shows. 

Mr. CLAPP. No; I think not. The Senator will see that it 
is in the alternative. It must show that the application for 
enrollment was made by a citizen of blood within the time 
prescribed by law by or for the party seeking the transfer, I 
went over that with a representative of the Department last 
evening, and my attention was called to it. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I simply wanted to call the at- 
tention of the chairman to it. It seemed to me that the gram- 
matical construction is the other way. 

Mr. ALDRICH. In pursuance of the suggestion I made 
some time ago, I ask unanimous consent that the joint resolu- 
tion which I send to the desk may be now considered. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Rhode Island in- 
troduces a joint resolution, which will be read. 

The joint resolution (S. R. 87) extending the tribal relations 
and government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the 
Indian Territory was read the first time by its title, and the 
second time at length, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate, etc., That the tribal relations and govern- 
ment of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes 
or nations are 3 continued in full force and effect for all pur- 


poses until the 4th day of June, A. D. 1906; and all acts and parts 
of acts, so far as they conflict herewith, are hereby repealed. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Rhode Island 
asks unanimous consent for present consideration. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. CLAPP. Under the circumstances I shall feel con- 
strained to object. If the Senator will have the House pass the 
joint resolution first so that we will know there is no question 
but that it will meet the approval of both Houses, personally I 
shall have no objection to the resolution. 

Mr. CLAY. Let me suggest to the Senator that the joint reso- 
lution can pass the Senate and go to the House and we can go 
on with the consideration of the bill. It would not interfere 
with the bill in the least. 

Mr. CLAPP. If it is the purpose of the Senate to go on with 
the consideration of the bill as though the joint resolution had 
not passed, then of course there would be no objection on my 
part. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Certainly; I do not expect to dispose of this 
measure by the passage of the joint resolution. It must be- 
come a law. If the joint resolution passes the other House, 
then of course we will have more time. My purpose in offering 
the joint resolution is that the Senate shall have time enough to 
consider deliberately and carefully the legislation which is pro- 
posed. It is not to cut off the Senator from Minnesota at all, 
but simply to see if we can not get time to consider it carefully. 

Mr. CLAPP. You do not cut off the Senator from Minnesota. 
I have no more responsibility for the bill than the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I do not mean that. 

Mr. CLAPP. What I object to is the delaying of the pending 
bill with the uncertainty of getting the joint resolution through. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I am not suggesting any delay as to the 
bill at all. 

Mr. CLAPP. Then go ahead. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. SPOONER. I think it may be very wise to pass the joint 
resolution, but I think the Senator had better let it go over 
until to-morrow morning so as to see whether it is adapted to 
the patent and title of the Chickasaws and other Indians. 

Mr. ALDRICH. T have no objection to its going over. 

Mr. SPOONER. It may be necessary to change it a little in 
phraseology. 

Mr. TELLER. Let it go over until to-morrow morning and 
then let us pass it. 


Mr. ALDRICH. Very well. 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will lie on the 
table. The Secretary will proceed with the reading of the bill. 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Indian Affairs was, 
In section 6, page 7, line 5, after the words “ by the,” to strike 
out “Secretary of the Interior“ and insert“ President of the 
United States;" and in line 7, after the words “by the,“ to 
strike out “ Secretary of the Interior” and insert “ President of 
the United States; so as to make the clause read: 


If any such executive shall refuse or neglect to perform the duties 
devolving upon him, he may be removed from office by the President of 
the United States, or if any such executive become permanently dis- 
abled the office may be declared vacant by the President of the United 
States, who may fill any vacancy arising from removal, disability, or 
death of the incumbent by appointment of a citizen by blood o 
tribe. 

The amendment was agreed to. : 

The next amendment was, in section 6, page 7, line 12, after 
the word “after,” to insert “ written;“ in the same line, after 
the word “ notice,” to insert “ given under rules to be prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Interior;” in line 16, after the words 
“may be,” to strike out“ approved” and insert “ executed ;” in 
line 17, after the word “ Interior,” to strike out “ without such 
exception; “ in the same line, after the word “so,” to strike out 
“approved” and insert “executed;” and in line 18, after the 
word “ title,” to insert: 


and such execution shall be conclusive evidence that such executive or 
chief refused or neglected after such notice to execute such instrument. 


So as to make the clause rend: 

If any such executive shall fail, refuse, or neglect, for thirty days 
after written notice given under rules to be prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Interior that any instrument is ready for his signature, to appear 
at a place to be designated by the Secretary of the Interior and exe- 
cute the same, such instrument may be executed by the Secretary of the 
Interior, and when so executed and recorded shall convey legal title, 
and such execution shall be conclusive evidence that such executive or 
chief refused or neglected after such notice to execute such instrument. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 8, to strike out section 7 
in the following words: 


Sec. 7. That the Secretary of the Interior shall cause to be estimated 
and appraised the standing pine timber on sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, the east half of section 16, and the northeast quarter 
of section 6, in township 9 south, range 26 east, and sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 
17, 18, and the west half of section 16, in township 9 south, range 27 
east, Choctaw Nation, Indian Territory, and in the allotment thereof 
the appraised value of the land in said sections shall be increased by 
the appraised value of the estimated pine timber thereon. 


And to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


That the Secretary of the Interior shall, by written order, within 
ninety days from the passage of this act, segregate and reserve from 
allotment sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, the east half 
of section 16, and the northeast 8 of section 6, in township 9 
south, range 20 east, and sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 17, 18, and the west half 
of section 16, in . 9 south, range 27 east, Choctaw Nation, 
Ind. T., except such rtions of said lands upon which substantial, 

rmanent, and valuable improvements were erected and placed prior 
o the passage of this act and not for s lation, but by members and 
freedmen of the tribes actually themselves and for themselves for al- 
lotment purposes, and where such identical members or freedmen of 
said tribes now desire to select same as portions of their allotments, 
and the action of the Secretary of the Interior in making such segrega- 
tion shall be conclusive. The Secretary of the Interior shall also cause 
to be estimated and appraised the standing pine timber on all of said 
land, and the land segregated shall not be allotted, except as hereinbe- 
fore provided, to any member or freedman of the Choctaw and Chicka- 
saw tribes. ~ Said gated land and the pine timber thereon shall be 
sold and disposed of at public auction for cash, under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 8, page 9, line 18, after 
words “Sec. 8,” to strike out the words “That the” and 
rt: 

That the records of each of the land offices in the Indian Territory, 
should such office be hereafter discontinued, shall be transferred to and 
2 75 in the office of the clerk of the United States court in whose dis- 
trict said records are now located. The. 


And on page 10, line 10, after the word “ and,” to insert: 


The same or so much thereof as may be necessary may be expended 
under the direction of the ee . the Interior for the purposes 
of this section, and any unexpended balance— 


so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 8.That the records of each of the land offices in the Indian Ter- 
ritory, should such office be hereafter discontinued, shall be transferred 
to and kept in the office of the clerk of the United States court in whose 
district said records are now located. The officer having custody of 
any of the records pertaining to the enrollment of the members of the 
Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, or Seminole tribes, and the dis- 
position of the land and other property of said tribes, upon proper ap- 
plication and payment of such fees as the Secretary of the Interior 
may prescribe, may make certified copies of such records, which shal! be 
evidence ually with the originals thereof; but fees shall not be 
demanded for such authenticated copies as may be required by officers 
of any branch of the Government nor for such unverifed copies as 
such officer, in his discretion, may deem proper to furnish. Such fees 
shall be paid to bonded officers or employees of the Government, desig- 
nated by the Secretary of the Interior, and the same or so muc 
thereof as may be necessary may be expended under the direction of 
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urposes of this section, and an 
in the Treasury of the Unit 


the Secretary of the Interior for the 
unexpended lance shall be deposit 
States, as are other public moneys. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 9, page 11, line 9, after 
the word “ court,” to insert the following: 

The disbursements, in the sum of $186,000, to and on account of 
the loyal Seminole Indians, by James E. Jenkins, special agent ap- 
int by the Secretary of the Interior, and by A. J. Brown as admin- 
trator de bonis non, under an act of Congress approved May 31, 1900, 
appropriating said sum, be, and the same are hereby, ratified and con- 
firmed: Provided, That this shall not prevent any individual from 
bringing suit in his own behalf to recover any sum really due him, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 10, page 11, line 25, after 
the word “ retaining,” to insert “ tribal educational officers, sub- 
ject to dismissal by the Secretary of the Interior, and;” so as 
to read: ; 

That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed 
to assume control and direction of the schools in the Choctaw, Chicka- 
saw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes, with the lands and all 
school property pertaining thereto, March 5, 1906, and to conduct such 
schcols under rules and regulations to be prescribed by him, retaining 
tribal educational officers, subject to dismissal by the Secretary of the 
Interior, and the present system so far as practicable. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 11, page 14, line 15, be- 
fore the word “ fail,” to insert“ willfully and fraudulently ;” so 
as to read: 

Upon dissolution of the tribal governments every officer, member, or 
representative of said tribes, respectively, having in his possession, cus- 
tody, or control any money or other property of any tribe shall make 
full and true account and report thereof to the Secretary of the In- 
terior, and shall pay all money of the tribe in his possession, custody, 
or control, and shall deliver all other tribal property so held by him, to 
the Secretary of the Interlor, and if any person shall willfully and 
fraudulently fail to account for all such money and property so held 
by him, or to pay and deliver the same as herein provided for sixty days 
from dissolution of the tribal government, etc. 

Mr. BAILEY. It seems to me that if any man haying the 
money of these people refuses to pay it over it would not be a 
question as to whether there was any fraud or willfulness in it 
or not; it is a breach of his plain duty. It is my recollection 
that most of the States in the Union with reference to their 
treasurers have precisely that kind of a provision; that is, a 
provision to punish as a crime simply for failing to pay over 
the money. It seems to me those words are not necessary there 
unless it is intended to permit a man who has wasted or misspent 
the money of the Indians to escape conviction, 

Mr. CLAPP. I will say to the Senator from Texas that this 
section is very sweeping. However, the committee has no par- 
ticular pride of opinion and will agree to strike out the clause if 
objection is made to it. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment was, in section 11, page 14, line 19, after 
the word “ punished,” to insert: 

By a fine of not exceeding $5,000 or by imprisonment not exceeding 
five years, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

In line 22, after the words “ relating to,” to strike out “such 
offense,” and insert “embezzlement;” and in line 1, page 15, 
after the word “ property,” to strike out“ so;“ so as to read: 

He shall be deemed a rene of embezzlement and upon conviction 
thereof shall be punished by a fine of not exceeding $5,000 or by im- 
prisonment not exceeding five bee 55 or by both such fine and imprison- 
ment, according to the laws of the United States relating to em le- 
ment, and shall be liable in civil proceedings to be prosecuted in behalf 
of and in the name of the tribe for the amount or value of the money 
or property withheld. 

The amendment was agreed to. f 

The next amendment was, on page 15, section 12, line 15, be- 
fore the word “days,” to strike out “sixty,” and insert 
“ninety; “ in line 17, before the word “ days,” to strike out 
„thirty,“ and insert sixty; in line 24, after the word “ Ter- 
ritory,” to strike out “be, and;” and on page 16, line 2, before 
the word “property,” to strike out “adjacent,” and insert 
“abutting; ” so as to make the clause read: 


If the purchaser of any town lot sold under the provisions of law 
regarding the sale of town sites in the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, 
Creek, or Seminole nations fail for ninety days after approval hereof to 

ay the purchase price or any installment thereof then due, or shall 
ail for sixty days to pay the porcus price or any installment thereof 
falling due hereafter, he shall forfeit all rights under his purchase, 
together with all mmay paid thereunder, and the Secretary of the 
Interior may cause the lots upon which such forfeiture is made to be 
resold at public auction for cash, under such rules and regulations as 
he may prescribe. All municipal corporations in the Indian Territory 
are hereby authorized to vacate streets and alleys, or parts thereof, 
and said streets and alleys, when vacated, shall revert to and become 
the property of the abutting property owners. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 16, line 3, after the words 
Sec. 13,” to strike out: 


That all coal and asphalt lands, whether leased or unleased, 
shall be reserved from e under this act until the existing leases 
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for coal and asphalt lands shall have expired. And the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to lease the residue of the unleased 
coal and asphalt lands for mining purposes under rules and regulations 
to be prescribed by him, such additional leases to be limited in time so 
as to expire not later than the now existing leases, and the royalties 
to be collected and applied by the Secretary of the Interior in the same 
manner as the royalties under existing leases, 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


That the value of the segregated coal and asphalt lands of the Choc- 
taw and Chickasaw nations, whether leased or unleased, shall be ascer- 
tained under such rules and regulations us py. be prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Interior and 4 by the President by a board of 
three appraisers to be appoint by the Secreta of the Interior, sub- 
ject to the approval of the President of the United States. Said ap- 

raisers shall return to the Secretary of the Interior a report, sworn to 
by them, showing the value of the lands embraced within said segrega- 
tions. nd in making said appraisal the surface and mineral rights 
thereon shall be 3 ascertained and returned. And all such 
e shall be subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior. 

The Secretary of the Interior, under rules and regulations to be 
approved by the President of the United States, may sell the surface 
of said segregated lands after six months’ notice of said sale, in tracts 
of not more than 160 acres to each purchaser, but at not less than the 
appraised value. Such land shall sold on such terms as may be 
fixed by regulations as above provided for, but all such lands as are 
unleased at the date of the approval of this act shall be sold subject 
to the right of any purchasers of the mineral right to mine thereunder, 
together with the right of Ingress and and with immunity from 
damages occasioned by subsidence, and to the right of said mineral 
owner to acquire a sufficient amount of the surface, not exceeding 20 
per centum of the said surface area, for the necessary surface works 
and operations of said mine, the value of said surface area for said 
mining purposes to be fixed by agreement between the parties in inter- 
est, or ease of disagreement said price to be fixed three persons, 
one of whom shall be chosen by the owner of the surface, one by the 
owner of the mineral right, and the third by the two so chosen, and 
if they do not agree as to a third, then such third appraiser to be 
appointed by the judge of the United States court for the district in 
which such land is situated, and a decision of a majority of said three 
shall be conclusive as to the value thereof. An conveyances of 
the surface of said lands shall contain said reservation of said mineral 
rights as above set forth. 

And as to the sale of the surface of leased lands, the same shall be 
sold subject to the rights of such lessees to mine thereunder, together 
with the right of in; and egress and with immunity from damages 
occasioned by subsidence, and to the right of said mineral owner to 
acquire sufficient amount of the surface, not exceeding 20 per cent 
of the said surface area thereof, for the necessary surface work and 
operation of said mine, the value of said surface area for said mining 
N to be fixed by agreement between the parties in interest, or 

case of disagreement said price to be fixed by three persons, one of 
whom shall be chosen by the owner of the surface, one by the owner 
of the mineral rie and the third by the two so chosen, and if ney 
do not agree as to a third, then such third appraiser to be Sppoin 
by the judge of the United States court for the district in which such 
land is situated, and the decision of a majority of said three shall be 
conclusive as to the value thereof; and also subject to any rights cov- 
ered by such leases, and such rights as are granted to lessees under 
the provisions of an act of Congress entitled “An act making appro- 
priations for the current and contingent expenses of the Indian Depart- 
ment and for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1905, and for other 1 
approved April 21, 1904. All conveyances of the surface of said land 

1 contain said reservations of said mineral rights as above set forth. 

After said appraisals as aforesaid, but not prior to March 4, 1907, 
the Secretary of the Interior, subject to the approval of the President, 
may sell the whole or any part of the coal and asphalt in and under 
said segregated lands, for e best price obtainable, by public sale, 
sealed bids, or otherwise, at not less than the appraised value, together 
with the right to mine the same. The title to all buildings and im- 
denan ts placed on the leased premises by the lessees shall pass to 
he purchaser of the mineral rights, subject to the terms of the lease. 
All expenses, inclusive of necessary clerical assistance in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, connected with and incident to such sales, shall be 

d from the funds of the Choctaw and Chickasaw tribes on deposit 

the Treasury of the United States. All conveyances made under 
the provisions of this section shall be executed, recorded, and delivered 
in like manner and with like effect as herein provided for other con- 


veyances, y 
urchaser of any mineral right shall not, without the con- 


ut the 
sent of the lessee, change the royalty under said leases, or any of them, 
seon 3 at the date of sale as then fixed by the Secretary of 

e Interior. 

Subject to the foregoing provisions of this section, the Secretary of 
the Interior, upon the recommendation of the Commissioner to the Five 
Civilized Tribes, is authorized to set apart for town-site pur such 
tracts of lands within said segregation as may in dis judgment be 
necessary to protect communities of persons residing upon said segre- 
gated lands, and to cause the same to be surveyed, platted, appraised, 
and sold, under such rules and regulations as he may prescribe, but the 
setting aside of any such town site and the sale of lots therein shall not 
convey nor in any manner affect the title to the coal and halt de- 
posits in or under the lands included therein: Provided, That the 
exemption from dama for subsidence hereinbefore provided shall not 
apply to tracts of land within town sites created or located on mineral 
lands prior to the lease of such mineral lands, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, before that amendment is 
agreed to I wish to say a few words. 

I am not sure what is the best disposition to be made of those 
lands, but I am sure that no disposition ought to be made of them 
until Congress knows what is best to do with them. Those lands 
are immensely valuable. Their value is estimated all the way 
from twenty to fifty million dollars, and judged by the royalties 
which the Indians would receive before the coal was exhausted 
they are worth even more than that. I have been inclined to be- 
lieve that the best disposition that could be made of them would 
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be to leave them as a school fund for the children of the Chicka- 
saw and Choctaw Indian tribes. It is probably true that they 
would provide a fund much larger than any reasonable require- 
ment for educational purposes of those tribes. Indeed, sir, if 
their value is not overestimated they would provide a school 
fund sufficient in time to maintain a common school system for 
the entire Indian Territory, including children of our own race 
as well as children who are descendants of the Indian race. 
They would be sufficient to maintain in common schools, and in 
the university of the new State which is soon to be organized 
out of that and the adjoining Territory of Oklahoma, a fund 
sufficient to defray the entire personal expenses of every Indian 
child of suitable educational age in the Territory. It seems to 
me that we could not make a better disposition of them than to 
reserve them for that purpose. 

As the Indian disappears—and he will disappear; there is 
nothing more certain in the future than the extinction of the 
Indian race, whether the extinction shall come by his persevering 
effort to maintain the purity of his own blood, and thus he falls 
before the advancing column of civilization, or whether he disap- 
pears by mingling his blood with that of another race—the end 
is that the Indian disappears from that country. When he is gone, 
these lands and the income which they will afford will provide a 
munificent school fund for his successors, To dispose of them 
now gives to individual or corporate greed, as some of us may 
think*—while others may think it gives to individual or corporate 
enterprise—the immense profits which the increasing population 
and the commerce of the country are certain to bring in the value 
of those coal lands. 

Nor will the sale of these lands after the manner provided 
for in this bill contribute anything to the development of the 
manufacturing enterprises and the commercial industries of 
this new country. My own opinion is that to maintain the 
present system of leases under royalties, that shall be fixed 
from time to time in proportion to the value of what the mines 
yield from year to year, will be of a vast benefit to all the in- 
dustries which almost depend for their success upon the supply 
of fuel in those mines; but if the Congress in its wisdom shall 
decide that these lands ought to be disposed of now we ought 
to write in the deed conveying them to the purchasers, their 
new owners, that they shall never pass into the ownership or 
under the control of any common carrier. 

One of the grossest abuses of this time is that railroads per- 
sist in owning coal mines, and then not only compete as dealers 
in coal against those who employ their services as common car- 
riers, but, as was made manifest by a litigation decided only a 
few days ago in the Supreme Court, they carry their own coal 
to their own customers at a much less rate than that which they 
charge to their competing coal producers or coal dealers. If 
a railroad desires to own a coal mine merely for the purpose of 
supplying itself with its own fuel, there would be some justice 
in the contention in favor of its right to do that; but a common 
carrier who abandons the business of carrying for everybody 
and enters upon the business of carrying for itself the product 
of an important industry goes beyond its charter purpose, gives 
a just cause for complaint against it in the minds of all reason- 
able men, and exerts an influence over the prosperity and the 
success of enterprises that it was never within the contempla- 
tion of any State to grant to a common carrier. 

Therefore I indulge the hope that if the committee insist 
upon this amendment, or if the Senate shall adopt this amend- 
ment, they will include in it a provision that will render it 
forever impossible for these coal lands to pass under the 0 
trol of the common carrier in that section. 

I notice also, Mr. President, that there is a provision here on 
page 19: 

The title to all uang and 9 placed on the leased 

all 


premises by the lessees pass to the purchaser of the mineral 
rights, subject to the terms of the lease. 


I am not sure that I precisely understand either the purpose 
or the effect of that provision. Assuming that a present lessee 
has opened and developed a mine, has improved it in any suit- 
able way, I desire to inquire of the chairman of the committee 
if it is the purpose of this amendment to include the improve- 
ments which a lessee has made, according to the terms of the 
lease, in the land when it is sold to the purchaser under this 
act? 

Mr. CLAPP. Under the leases which have been executed by 
the Department at the end of the lease the improvements go to 
the lessor. 

Mr. BAILEY. That would be true in any real estate trans- 
action where the improvements were fixtures. 

Mr. CLAPP. Speaking as to the surface separate from the 
mining rights, it seemed to the committee that it would be well 
for Congress to designate in the bill which title the improve- 
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ments should follow—the surface or the mines below. I will say 
to the Senator that it is a matter of indifference to the commit- 
tee, and they really rather thought it would be well in the bill 
itself to make that designation in order to avoid dispute. 

Since I am on my feet, I want to say that it was a question 
of great concern with the committee whether these lands should 
be sold or not. Under existing law there is no provision for 
continuing the leasing of them. Finally, the committee, by a 
majority, decided to make provision for the sale. But unless 
members of the committee object, the chairman would have no 
objection to eliminating all of the provision for the sale and 
restoring the provision of the House bill that the lands should 
be reserved from sale. 

Mr. BAILEY. Where is that? 

Mr. CLAPP. On page 16. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I should myself be gratified to 
see that done, because if we lease the lands we still have it 
within our power, if we finally determine that not to be the 
wisest course, to provide for the sale; but if we sell them, then 
the subject passes beyond our control and jurisdiction, and we 
can not repair that mistake. 

Mr. CLAPP. If the Senator will make a motion to strike 
out the amendment from line 13, on page 16 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. If the Senator from Minnesota will 
permit me, I have prepared an amendment that I think will 
cover that. I ask to have it read. 

Mr. CLAPP. Then I withdraw the suggestion I made. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
CLARK] offers a proposed amendment, which will be stated. 

The Secrerary. It is proposed to amend section 13 by strik- 
ing out all of the amendment reported by the Committee on 
` Indian Affairs, beginning in line 13, on page 16, and to restore 
the House provision. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. That can be reached by disagreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee; and the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. BAILEY. My attention was diverted for a moment. 

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Secretary again read the proposed 
amendment? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Batey] has the floor. Does he yield to the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] ? 

Mr. BAILEY. I do. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In that connection I ask leave to offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There is now a pending amend- 
ment, the Chair will state to the Senator. 

Mr. CLAPP. I ask that the Secretary may again read the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Montana [Mr. CLARKE]. 

The Secretary. The proposed amendment is to disagree to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. CLAPP. And to restore the House provision. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That will be the effect of it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I propose to follow that with another 
amendment. If necessary, I will propose a substitute. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment intended to be 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] 
will be stated for the information of the Senate. 

The Secretary. In section 13, on page 19, line 15, after the 
word “same,” it is proposed to insert the following: 

Provided, That no railroad company shall tit hen any right, title, 
or interest in said coal and asphalt lands by purchase at said sale; and 

Provided further, That the deeds of conveyance executed pursuant 
to such sale shall contain the specific provision that no railroad cor- 
poration or other common carrier, and no officer or stockholder in any 
railroad corporation or other common carrier, engaged in transport- 
ing coal from said lands shall eyer acquire any interest by purchase 
or lease in any of said coal and asphalt lands whatsoever ; and 

Provided further, That said deeds of conveyance executed pursuant 
to said sale shall contain a specific provision that no person, firm, or 
corporation, and no association or combination of persons, firms, or 
corporations, shall ever acquire any interest by purchase, lease, trust, 
agreement, or otherwise in and to any portion of said coal and asphalt 
lands whatsoever in excess of 3,000 acres; and 

Provided further, That upon violation ‘of any of said conditions all 
right, title, and interest in and to said lands shall revert to and vest 
in the United States in trust for the tribes of Indians now owning 
the same; and the tribal organization is hereby continued in so far as 
may be necessary to execute the condition hereby created. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President 

Mr. BAILEY. I had not yielded the floor, Mr. President. I 
simply yielded to the Senator from Minnesota to answer an in- 
quiry which I made about the provision in reference to improye- 
ments on the leased premises. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Just one moment. 

Mr. BAILMY. Certainly I yield. 


Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire to ask, in view of the 
importance of the amendment submitted by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre], that it may be printed, so that 
we may have it for reference. I do not understand that the 
Senator from Wisconsin offers the amendment for present 
adoption. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Unless it be necessary at this time, I 
do not. I should be glad to have the amendment printed and 
submitted to Senators and to the Senate as a body for their 
consideration. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment intended to be 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin will be printed. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, if this provision is to remain 
in the bill, I sincerely hope that the amendment of the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forterre], or some one like it, will be 
incorporated in the bill, because, as I stated a few moments 
ago, I am sincerely anxious to see that country protected against 
a condition which it is alleged exists in the great coal regions 
of Pennsylvania and West Virginia. If, however, the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Montana [Mr. CLARK] shall prevail, 
and this provision goes out of the bill, then, of course, there is 
no subject-matter to which the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin can attach itself. 

Recurring for a moment only to the inquiry I propounded a 
moment ago to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Crarrl, who 
is in charge of this bill, it seems to me that if this leasehold, or 
if this mineral right is sold, the lessee not buying it, the lease- 
hold passes to the new purchaser, and with it all of the im- 
provements. Of course where there are two separate interests 
in the land—the surface and the mineral rights—all fixtures 
which belong to the surface pass with that, and all fixtures 
that belong to the mineral rights would pass with them. I 
think that would be clear without the necessity of any express 
provision in the bill. 

But what concerns me is that I am not willing, having leased 
this land, as the Government has in some cases, for a period of 
twenty-five years yet to run, and men having entered upon it 
and having improved it under a lease executed by the Interior 
Department in some cases, and approyed by Congress, I hardly 
think it is due respect to the rights of the people to sell that 
lease, and not only sell it from under them, but to take their 
improvements and sell them, too. 

Now, Mr. President, I am not sure that I am correctly in- 
formed. I ought to apologize to the Senate for talking so much 
about this Indian question and knowing so little about it. The 
truth of it is that they are my neighbors, and I feel always 
anxious to protect their interests so far as I can consistently 
with my sense of what is right. It is a matter of not only daily 
occurrence, but it occurs several times every day that citizens of 
that country appeal to me for protection of one kind or another. 

I have never had the honor of serving on the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and, therefore, Senators understand that it is a 
matter of course that I do not possess the detailed and accurate 
knowledge of these questions which Senators on the committee 
always possess; but I think I myself remember once, when I had 
the honor to serve in the other House of Congress, where some 
of these leases were approved, having once been approved before 
that, and that they were granted for a term, we will say, of 
thirty years, or maybe longer, and we will say that ten years of 
that term have now expired and they still have some twenty 
years to run. I inquire if under the provisions of this bill their 
lease would be terminated? 

Mr. CLAPP. No, sir; it would not. 

Mr. BAILEY. Then, of course, Mr. President, the question of 
their improvements could not become important, because they 
might just as well lose them to the purchaser at the expiration 
of their lease as to lose them to the Government, assuming that 
the Government was still the owner. 

Mr. CLAPP. In regard to the question of the Senator from 
Texas, the matter was not one between the Government and the 
lessees. The bill preserves the rights of the lessees. 

Mr. BAILEY. Then the provision, Mr. President, is free 
from objection, if the bill preserves the present rights of the 
lessees. 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly. 

Mr. BAILEY. It has been represented to me by some gentle- 
men who say they are interested in that country, that this propo- 
sition is to put the land up and sell it, and, if the lessee desires 
to buy it, he shall haye the preference to buy at the same price, 
and if somebody else buys it, his lease is terminated. Another 
gentleman said to me that the present royalty was not fixed, but 
that the Secretary of the Interior should fix the royalty from 
time to time, according to what he might determine to be fair 
and just. 

Mr. CLAPP. While the Secretary of the Interior may do 
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that to-day, yet upon the sale of the mineral rights the royalty 
must be paid to the court. 

Mr. BAILEY. And the royalty is fixed before the sale is 
complete? 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes. 

Mr. BAILEY. Well, Mr. President, that seems to have re- 
gard to the rights of everybody. 

Mr. CLAPP. Unless objection is made by the committee, I 

am disposed to accept the amendment of the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. CLARK]. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Montana may not prevail. I labor 
under the embarrassment of addressing the Senate without a 
knowledge of the rules which is acquired by Senators of longer 
service. I believe that the conditions which obtain in that sec- 
tion of the country at the present time are intolerable, and at an 
opportune moment I desire to offer the reasons which convince 
me that that is so. I am not advised and am not aware as to 
whether amendments which are offered at this time are to be 
now voted on or not. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Yes, sir; the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Wisconsin will be printed at the request of 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. CLARK]. It will be voted on 
later, although it is in order, if the Senate desires, to vote on 
it now. The Senator will be in order now if he desires to ad- 
dress the Senate with respect to it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will I have an opportunity, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to address the Senate with respect to that amendment and 
such amendments as I have already offered, at another time? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Yes, sir; you will. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then, sir, I will defer what I have to 
say until another time. s 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. As the chairman of the committee 
has indicated his willingness to accept the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana, unless objection be made by some other 
member of the committee, I desire to make that objection upon 
my own behalf, whatever the other members of the committee 
may do. Of all that we seek to do in this bill, I think perhaps 
the elimination of this section in regard to the coal lands would 
be the worst, and therefore I object to the amendment. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. If it should be insisted that this 
amendment offered by the Senate committee should preyail, I 
am in full sympathy with the policy outlined by the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Banery] with regard to the disposition of 
whatever proceeds may arise from the sale of those coal lands, 
and likewise I am in accord with the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. La FOLLETTE] so far as the right of any corporations or 
carriers to obtain title to those coal lands is concerned. But I 
think that it is not opportune to consider the sale of those lands 
at this time. 

When this matter was first brought to the consideration of 
the committee it was the consensus of opinion of most members 
of the committee that the lands might or should be sold. It 
was stated that it was the desire of the Indians that the lands 
should be sold. I believe they are always willing to sell anything 
they have in order to realize some ready money; but we must 
consider, Mr. President, that there are valuable interests there 
that we can not dispose of without due and full consideration. 
There is involved in this proposed transaction some 400,000 
acres of valuable coal lands. The value of those lands has not 
yet been determined, although there is some leasing going on 
there. They have, however, so far as I can learn, confined 
their operations to the surface veins, and, haying some knowl- 
edge of coal mines and mining operations, I know that there 
are in almost all the coal fields that exist in this country under- 
lying veins oftentimes of considerable depth and of greater 
value than those that appear near the surface, which probably 
are the only ones that have been worked in this case. 

It is a fact that there are few railway facilities in that 
country for the transportation of coal. There is one line of 
railway extending from the north to the south, and, I believe, 
one other leading out from Fort Smith into that country, 
which, I believe, is controlled by the same company. It is im- 
possible to market coal without any railway facilities. We all 
know that; and unless the products of those mines can be 
brought to the markets, it can not be expected that the lands 
apparently sold, as they would be under this bill, would bring 
anything like an adequate price, and ample scope would be 
given for all sorts of combinations to gobble up those lands. 
They would sell at a nominal price in all probability. I am 
informed that the coal is of excellent quality, selling at 
about double the price that obtains for the lignites lying out in 
the Rocky Mountain regions. Therefore I am opposed to the 
proposition of selling or attempting to sell these lands. They 
would not bring anything like their proper value, and the pro- 


ceeds, unless they should be disposed of as is suggested by the 
Senator from Texas, would be distributed to these Indians. 
We know how improyident the Indians are. In a very few 
years they would spend the money, and, in all probability, be 
paupers, and would have to be taken care of by the Government, 

We wrestled with this proposition four and five and even 
six hours a day while it was before the committee, during sev- 
eral days’ sessions, and the more we wrestled with it the more 
we got entangled. We voted in and we yoted out propositions, 
and I believe there is not a single member of that committee 
who has a clear conception of the proposition. 

Therefore, I ask that the amendment which I have offered 
shall be supported by the Senate. We shall have ample time 
in the future when that country shall have been developed, and 
from time to time, as the conditions may seem to warrant, to 
take up the question of these coal lands and dispose of it. In 
the meantime they may be leased, if it is thought best to do so, 
under similar conditions to the lands that are now being leased 
in that country, and as a result of those leases the Indians 
would get money from time to time that would subserve their 
purposes. In the end they would be better off, and at the same 
time they would be the owners of these vast coal deposits of 
immense and untold value. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There is one thing that I think 
every member of the committee was convinced of, and that was 
that we haye not time to legislate on Indian matters as we 
should like to legislate. The members of the committee found 
themselyes confronted with a mass of legislation, the like of 
which, I think, was never passed by any Congress of this 
country in regard to any subject. One reason why I am op- 
posed to striking out this amendment of the committee is that 
it was the very best expression of their views of the question 
after, as has been said by the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
CLARK], many days of honest, earnest work. 

We must do one of two things. We must either provide in 
a way for the sale of these lands at some time or we must pro- 
vide for the continuation of the leasing. The House, in its 
wisdom, thought it better to continue the leasing provision, 
and that new leases should be made from time to time by the 
Secretary of the Interior, to terminate at the expiration of the 
present leases. 

For those who are not informed, I might say that the pres- 
ent leases of the one hundred and seven or one hundred and 
ten thousand acres of coal lands in the Indian Territory ex- 
pire in twenty-four or twenty-five or twenty-six years from 
this date. I am opposed to entering upon the proposition of 
leasing the remainder of these lands and tying them up for 
that length of time. I am more opposed to selling the lands 
at this moment. The Senator from Montana, I think, forgets 
that this section of the bill does not provide for the immediate 
sale of these lands. It provides for the sale of these lands, 
but not until one year shall have elapsed from the 4th of 
March next. 

In other words, no sale of this land can be made until the 
4th of March, 1907, according to this amendment. That will 
give the opportunity, if Congress shall address itself to the 
subject, for Congress to inform itself fully as to what should 
be done. In the meantime, the condition will remain exactly 
as it is at the present moment. 

Unless some provision is made for the remaining land not 
under lease and the present leases are allowed to go, we shall 
have this situation confronting us—the absolute control and 
monopoly of the coal product of the Indian Territory within 
the hands of the few lessees, some twenty of them, upon the 
107,000 acres now under lease. 

So the committee after long conferences and with an earnest 
desire to do the best thing possible for the Indians, concluded 
to provide a way for the sale of this coal land, but determined 
that the sale should not begin until the 4th day of March, 1907, 
leaying a year in the meantime for Congress to further inform 
itself as to what after all might be the best solution of the 
whole question. 

So I am not in favor of striking out the amendment, because, 
as I said, we would leave to the control of twenty or thirty 
men in the Indian Territory the entire monopoly of the coal 
product of that great country. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. Mr. President, I can not understand 
from the remarks of the Senator from Wyoming how the lessees 
at the present time in the Indian Territory would have a mo- 
nepoly. The leases that have already been executed by the 
Secretary of the Interior run, I think, about twenty-five ycars. 
You can by no legislation disturb those leases as they now ex- 
ist. No further land can be leased under this clause, except by 
the Secretary of the Interior, who is authorized to make similar 
leases. 
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Mr. CLAPP. No; but here is the trouble: Under the House 
provision the new leases must terminate at the same time the 
old ones do. The suggestion is that people will not take short 
leases, and that would leave the old lessees as the only lessees, 
and create a monopoly. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. Those leases run for from twenty- 
five to thirty years, and twenty or twenty-five years is certainly 
a very long time to lease any property. In mining operations 
we consider that three years is a good long lease. I can not see 
that the objection to leases which may run twenty or twenty- 
five years is valid or tenable. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator, I think, misunder- 
stood me. The objection was not to these leases as they now 
are, but the objection was that if we leave those leases and 
enact no further legislation, those leases only will produce all 
the coal which can be produced, because there is no provision for 
the sale of the land, there is no provision for the further leas- 
ing of the Jand. If there should be made a provision for the 
further leasing of the land, as the House proposed, the leases 
must gradually grow shorter and shorter. Notwithstanding 
the vast experience of the Senator from Montana, I hazard the 
assertion that no person and no lessee will go upon and open a 
coal mine at an expense of hundreds and thousands of dollars 
unless he shall have a fitting term during which the lease shall 
run, especially when all his improvements must follow the owner 
upon the termination of the lease. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I wish to make a suggestion to 
the Senator from Wyoming. I fully agree with him as to the 
difficulty that has surrounded the committee in the considera- 
tion of this question and the doubt which the committee had 
as to which of the two plans ought to be adopted. But if the 
bill becomes a law at all there certainly will be somewhere in 
it a provision which will continue the control of these lands, 
so that at a time of more leisure we may perhaps take up and 
dispose of the question of leasing within the near future, 
thus avoiding the objection to the monopoly which is of striking 
force, as suggested by the Senator. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I suggest to the Senator, if the 
—necessity is so immediate that we must strike out every portion 
of the completed committee bill, the situation could be met very 
easily by the joint resolution the Senator from Rhode Island 
to-day introduced, only extending the time to one year instead 
of to June 4. I think we should go to work on this bill along 
the line laid down by the committee as far as we can. I think 
the committee fully considered this matter, and it arrived at a 
conclusion as to what is best to be done. I believe the sub- 
stance of what the committee has done has been well done. I 
do not believe that because of a few hours’ delay we ought to 
cut off the work of many weeks. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I believe the committee was 
largely infiuenced in the determination to sell this property be- 
cause of the immediate dissolution of the tribal government and 
the difficulties which the committee saw must arise on that 
condition taking effect. I do not myself think it is a good time 
to sell the property. I was very much in favor of providing 
that no portion of it should be sold for the next five years. At 
one time it looked as if the committee would agree to that, but 
some members changed their view of the matter, and we finally 
settled on one year, for we believed it would take that time to 
get ready to sell. 

I suppose it is not necessary to tell the Senate that a large 
tract of land, so valuable as that, can not be put on the market 
and sold instantly. It must take time. There must be an ag- 
gregation of capital, and people must be satisfied that it will 
be a profitable investment if they buy it. 

If the tribal government is extended, the proposition of the 
House is all right. If it is not, I think it is exceedingly defect- 
ive. If the tribal relation ceases, the question comes as to the 
title of the lands which are being claimed by the railroad com- 
pany, whether they will take them or not, but on that I do not 
intend to spend any time. 

We have taken charge of the Indians’ property for very many 
years, and I suppose most people imagine that we have done 
pretty well with them, because there is a good deal of it left. 
But, in my judgment, if we had allowed the Indian there to 
take care of himself, to manage his own affairs, he would be 
worth a good deal more money, and I believe he would be quite 
as far on the road to civilization as he is to-day. We assumed 
that these Indians could not take care of themselves. So we 
haye been interfering with them and telling them what they 
could do and what they could not do. 

I think a very fair illustration may be mentioned. The Chero- 
kees, Choctaws, and some other Indians there were allowed to 
put on the rolls those people whom they thought entitled to 
participate in the tribal funds. After some efforts in that be- 
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half, the Interior Department concluded that they were not 
doing it as well as the Interior Department could do it. So the 
Interior Department took charge of it. They put on a vast 
army of claimants. The number amounted to somewhere in 
the neighborhood of 4,000 of those whom the Indians insisted 
were not entitled to be on the rolls. 

Congress finally authorized a suit to be tried to see whether 
those people were entitled to enrollment, and nearly 4,000 of 
them were taken from the rolls by the court. They had gotten 
there by methods that I need not describe, but I think all can 
understand. The court said they were not entitled to be there. 

Now, that is not all, Mr. President. There is a property 
interest, according to one estimate, of $20,000,000 and accord- 
ing to another of $40,000,000. One of the commissioners re- 
cently stated, I understand—I did not hear the statement— 
that an interest in the tribal property there was worth $10,000. 
If so, there was about $40,000,000 involved in those fraudulent 
claims. If it were $5,000 then there was half that amount. It 
is morally certain that there was a claim set up that on a trial 
before the courts was found to be false to that extent, while on 
the other hand scarcely any number of men haye been stricken 
from the rolis either by the courts or by any other method 
ee the Indians themselves undertook to manage their own 

rs. 

I say, Mr. President, that in my judgment they are eminently 
capable of managing their own affairs in that particular, quite 
as much so as any Department of this Government. 

Mr. President, I should like to see this land retained, because 
I know very well that a large income can be derived and ulti- 
mately a large sum of money can be realized from it, but I did 
not myself see, and that is the feeling of the committee, that we 
should go to work and lease these lands for the next twenty-five 
years. Some of the leases run for twenty-seven years, and until 
the leases expire no lands can be sold. You might lease some 
more of it, you might lease less of it. If we could lease all the 
land at the rate the present is being leased, the Indians would 
get a million dollars a year royalty. It is my idea that it is not 
an excessive royalty. It is a fair royalty, considering that it is 
the royalty on the run of the mine. In many sections of the 
country a larger royalty is paid. I think it may be safely as- 
serted that the balance of the property may be leased some time 
when there is a sufficient demand for coal in that section at a 
royalty quite as high as the present royalty, and perhaps higher. 

The only trouble I have had in my mind was as to how you 
are going to manage this thing and the danger that will come 
because of the claim set up by the railroad. If the chairman of 
the committee consents that this provision shall go out, I am 
not going to make any objection, although I want to call his at- 
tention to the fact that we then take the House provision with- 
out any opportunity in conference to perfect it. 

I suggest that if we are going to strike out the proposed 
amendment we strike out the House provision also, and then it 
will be within the control of the conference committee. The 
conference committee could put back the House provision if 
2 fit or restore it with any amendment they might choose 
toa 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes; or we could strike out the limitation on 
the expiration of the new leases. 

Mr. TELLER. Yes; something of that kind could be done. 
I think the wise thing to do is to strike out the House pro- 
vision. 

Now, Mr. President, this all depends upon whether we are 
going to extend the tribal relations either indefinitely or for 
some particular time. Of course, the wisest thing for us to do 
would be to extend it indefinitely. It will be absolutely under 
the control of the Government some day to dissolve it or to 
maintain it. If we say two months, we may wish we had said 
ayear. If we say a year, we may find embarrassment and may 
have wanted it two years. I think we ought to extend it really 
indefinitely. 

I know there is in the Interior Department a very determined 
objection to that. After all, Mr. President, this is the body that 
should determine that question, with the assistance of the other 
legislative body, and not an executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. It is true the Interior Department is charged with In- 
dian affairs. But, as the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. CLARK] 
has said, there has been a good deal of legislation here, and 
perhaps the executive department might retort that we had not 
shown ourselves any mere capable of managing this affair than 
the Interior Department. But I admit when I look over the 


legislation of the last twenty years I am absolutely amazed. 

I thought I had a pretty fair knowledge of the business as it 
went through here, but there are so many of those things that 
no man can know them unless he is on the committee, and I 
do not believe he can then. One day we provide one thing; in 
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the next Congress we provide another. So we have gone on. It 
would take a Philadelphia lawyer, with all the acumen they are 
supposed to possess, to determine what the present status is. 
Now we are pressed when we have a few days only 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. TELLER. In just a moment. We are pressed now to 
determine these questions involying, as I said the other day, 
more than $50,000,000. It does seem to me that we ought to 
take a little more time. At least the committee of conference 
ought to have more time than they can have if we do not ex- 
tend this tribal relation. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President 

Mr. TELLER. I was going to yield to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. On just one point. The Senator 
mentions $50,000,000. I think, if I know what he has in mind, 
that applies to only one item. 

Mr. TELLER. It applies to the lease of coal lands. I do not 
mean to say that it can be sold for $50,000,000 to-day, but I 
believe that in ten years it will be worth in the market $50,- 


000,000. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. TELLER. I do. 

Mr. SPOONER. I simply desire to ask a question of the 
Senator from Colorado for information. He had large experi- 
ence in the Interior Department in dealing with these questions, 
and on this floor he has kept up better than most of us who 
have given no attention to the subject, except now and then. I 
ask him what is the latest decision of the Supreme Court as to 
the effect upon making United States citizens of the Indians 
and upon the question of tribal relations? 

Mr. TELLER. There was a decision of the Supreme Court 
last summer that I think virtually declares that when they be- 
come citizens of the United States the control of the Government 
ceases. For myself, Mr. President, without any reference to 
what the court may decide, I can not conceive the possibility 
when a man becomes a citizen of the United States that the 
Government of the United States can take charge of his interest 
in a State. To some extent you may do that in a Territory. A 
State may take charge of the interest of a citizen, if he is inca- 
pacitated, if he is a minor or insane; but a citizen of the United 
States, in full possession of his faculties, although he may be 
ignorant, has a right to handle his own property. No power exists 
in any government respectably administered to hold otherwise. 

The Supreme Court of the United States in this case held 
that the citizen of Kansas who wanted to sell whisky to an 
Indian could sell it to him the minute he became a citizen of 
the United States; that the laws against selling to Indians 
meant Indians under the law, not racial; that it did not mean 
because a man was an Indian by birth, but because he was an 
Indian by law; that what was meant by the law to be an 
Indian was a man who owes allegiance to his tribe and not to 
the Government of the United States. 

Mr. SPOONER. Would it not be inconsistent with citizen- 
ship that an Indian should continue to be an annuity Indian, 
and draw annuities from the Government“ 

Mr. TELLER. It seems to me that is a question we have to 
meet. The tribal relation does not cease with very many of 
the Indians, and they are still Indians under the law; but 
wherever an Indian having tribal relations becomes a citizen 
of the United States, and dissevers himself from his tribe, I 
do not believe the Government would be under any legal obli- 
gations to pay annuities to him. It may be that the Govern- 
ment would have to pay to the tribe, because the agreement or 
contract which the Government has made is with the tribe. 
But I do not suppose under any contract which provides that 
Indians shall become citizens we are going to pay annuities to 
them. 

Mr. President, I want to say just another word. The Supreme 
Court has often held that the Indian took no interest whatever 
in the tribal property—that is, in the real estate, for instance. 
It was asserted the other day, I know, that when the tribal rela- 
tions cease they become tenants in common. The Supreme Court 
has repeatedly declared that the title was in the tribe and that 
the citizens were in no way connected with the tribe. 

Mr. SPOONER. Then, when an allotment is made to the 
members of a tribe an Indian owns it in severaltx. 

Mr. TELLER. He owns it in severalty when the tribe makes 
a deed to him. 

Mr. SPOONER. When he takes his allotment? 

Mr. TELLER. When he takes his allotment. 

Mr. SPOONER. He owns it in severalty, and still has his 
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share as a member of the tribe in the communal property, the 
unallotted property. 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly; there is no question about that. 

Mr. SPOONER. How far does the Senator think that the 
fact of citizenship diminishes at all the power of the Federal 
Government to administer the communal property, to dispose 
of it and distribute it? 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, if it were not for this so-called 
grant,“ I should not hesitate to say that the right of the Gov- 
ernment to control the property would continue, without any im- 
pairment in any shape because of their becoming citizens, but the 
Government would have a right then to dispose of the property. 
I should think likely the Government would be wise enough 
and honest enough to say, we are the trustees of it, and we 
will pass it over to this man, who was formerly an Indian and 
is now an American citizen, because there would be no other 
just and proper disposition that we could make of it. It is 
absolutely in our power to take this land and make of it a 
school fund if we saw fit, as suggested by the Senator from 
Texas, and I am rather inclined to believe that we could not 
benefit the Indians more than by doing that. But the diffi- 
culty is, when you come to do that, in a community half In- 
dian, or quarter Indian, or perhaps three-quarters white, as 
is now the case in the Indian Territory, other people who are 
not entitled to the benefit of the property would get their due 
proportion. 

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to ask the Senator one more 
question, if he will permit me. What is the distinction in the 
Senator’s mind between a tribe and a nation as applied to the 
Territory? 

Mr. TELLER. I do not make any. 

Mr. SPOONER. The patent, I notice, is to the Cherokee Na- 
tion. It speaks in the condition of the dissolution of the Chero- 
kee Nation. 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator will look through the reports 
of the court, he will find that the court will speak sometimes 
of them as tribes and sometimes as nations. The terms are 
synonymous. They mean the same thing. We speak about the 
Cherokee Nation in one breath and the Cherokee tribe in the next. 

Mr. SPOONER. There is a Cherokee Nation of established 
government, the maintenance of which can hardly be conceived 
of within the territorial jurisdiction of a State. That is not 
necessarily so as to ordinary tribal governments. What I 
wanted to clear up in my own mind in studying the bill itself, 
from the Senator’s superior knowledge, is this: Putting an end 
to the Cherokee Nation and the Cherokee government of the 
nation would not affect the tribal relations, would it, necessarily? 
It would not extinguish the Cherokee tribe, would it? Of course 
if there is no tribe there is no tribal nation. I am perplexed 
about the thing myself. 

Mr. TELLER. I am inclined to believe that, when the tribal 
relation ceases, and the tribal relation will probably cease when- 
eyer Indians become citizens of the United States. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, along the line and in accordance 
with what the Senator from Colorado has said, here is one of 
the very latest cases, entitled“ Stephens against the Cherokee 
Nation.” In the legislation of Congress we refer to the Chero- 
kee Nation as a tribe, and nearly all this legislation respects the 
Five Civilized Tribes. Yet when we go to a court, one time, as 
the Senator says, they describe them as a tribe and another time 
as a nation. I remember in the old case where the Cherokees 
tried to sue the State of Georgia, they were designated as the 
“Cherokee Nation.” Of course the Senator knows what the 
court decided there. But while the courts call them generally 
in the style of the case a nation, in discussing it through the 
opinion they refer to them indifferently, sometimes as a tribe 
and sometimes as a nation. Congress treats them as a tribe. 

Mr. SPOONER. To all these interrogatories the answer 
comes to this point, that it must be vital along the lines of safety 
to prolong the tribal relation. 

Mr. TELLER. The tribal existence. 

Mr. SPOONER. The tribal existence, which carries with it 
tribal relation. x 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to say to the Senator that 1 
think the term “nation” has not been applied to the Indians 
generally, but to those living in the Indian Territory more par- 
ticularly. 

Mr. President, I am exceedingly anxious that this bill should 
pass. I am more anxious a good deal that the tribal relation 
shall be extended. There may be some embarrassment in doing 
it; I think likely there will be; I understand that the Depart- 
ment of the Interior thinks there will be; but if you extend the 
tribal relations or tribal existence, next year when the next 
Congress comes you can cut it off if you choose. If you fail 
you can not reestablish that relation. 
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Of course there is something rather remarkable in our rela- 
tion to these Indians. Probably in the whole history of the 
world there is not another nation which has had the same prob- 
lem to deal with exactly, nor has dealt with it in the same way. 
They are sovereigns to one extent and in another they are not. 
The Supreme Court has often spoken of them as being a sover- 
eignty, but they decided they had no such sovereignty as would 
make them independent of the control by the Federal Goyern- 
ment. They are sometimes called “ dependent nations.” 

Our legislation and the judicial decisions have been sometimes 
inconsistent, because we have a question to deal with that nobody 
else has ever dealt with. There is no precedent for it. There 
has seemed to be at times an absolute necessity for some Con- 
gressional action, and when it has been taken to the courts the 
courts have sustained it. In every instance where we have gone 
to any extent I believe the courts have sustained it. We could 
dissolve this relation and handle this property as we see fit. 

I do not think there would be anything very embarrassing in 
the whole situation if we did not have this railroad grant. Just 
exactly how we shall get out of that I do not know, but I do 
know if it shall be said ‘later that the railroads own this land, 
by any decision of the court, there will be a moral obligation 
upon this nation to pay the Indians for that land, because we 
have assumed a guardianship over it without the consent of the 
Indians, and if we have voluntarily given away that which we 
admit we are holding for the benefit of the Indians then I shall 
myself feel that however much it may cost the Government of 
the United States ought to pay for it. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, in regard to the 
particular amendment I would suggest that the only purpose I 
have in view is to legislate before it is everlastingly too late. If 
section 28 of the bill as reported from the committee, which ex- 
tends the tribal relation one year, shall be passed by this body, 
I am not at all insistent upon the section we are now considering. 
So I suggest to the chairman of the committee that this section 
be passed over for the present, until the fate of section 28 shall 
be determined. 

Mr. CLAPP. That course is agreeable to me. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I desire to offer a substitute for 
cia my 27 and 28 of the bill, which I ask may be read and 
printed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read. 

The Secretary. Insert as a substitute for sections 27 and 28 
of the bill: 

That immediately upon the dissolution of the present tribal govern- 
ments of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole 
tribes the government of said tribes Ae e shall devolve upon 
the Secre of the Interior, and the tri existence and tribal rela- 
tions shall not be in any wise affected oy the change in the form of 

‘overnment, but shall continue unaffected until all property of such 

ibes, or the proceeds thereof, shall be distributed among the indi- 
vidual members of said tribes. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am in fayor of the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Montana [Mr. CLARK]. I de- 
sire to have printed in the Recorp an extract from the report 
of the United States Indian inspector of the Indian Territory 
for the last fiscal year, showing the receipts from the coal lands 
there from royalties during last year and several years prior 
thereto. I do not desire to have it read, but to have it printed 
in the RECORD. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the 
part of the report referred to by the Senator from Kansas will 
be printed in the Record without reading. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

The royalty on coal and asphalt collected and placed to the eredit 
of the Choctaw and Chickasaw during the I year is shown 
by the report of the United States Indian nt to be $245,858.56 for 
coal and $2,569.80 for asphalt, a total of $248,428.36. 

These amounts include certain payments of advanced royalty, as 

uired by the leases, and therefore do not ‘ee with the reported 
output in tons. I submit below a comparative statement showing 


“revenues derived from this source for each fiscal year since the matter 
was placed under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior: 


July 1, 1898, to June 30, 1899— 22 Sss 
T 2, 1000, to Jane . a 
4, 2900, to: Jane’ 80 01 —? 
July 1, 1901, to June 30, 1902 ĩͤ%.é5é . — 247, 361. 36 
July 1, 1902, to June 30, 19032 ee . 84 
1903, to June 30, 1904_________ 60 

July 1, 1904, to June 30, 1905_---_____. 36 


Mr, CLARK of Montana. Mr. President, I desire simply to 
say a word with reference to the suggestion about eliminating 
section 13 of the bill as it came from the House. If this were 
done and if we also cut out the committee amendment, it would 
leave the present statute, enacted in 1902, to govern the sales 
and rentals of Indian lands in force. 


$110, 145. 25 
138, 40 
199, 663. 55 


Mr. CLAPP. If the Senator will parđon me, it is pròposeđ 
in case the Senate committee amendment goes out, to also strike 
out the House provision of the bill, so that it will be a subject 
for conference when the conferees meet. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. How would it be if they were to 
overlook it? There is a statute, I think, of 1902 which pro- 
vides for the sale and rental of these lands. I think that would 
still be in force. 

Mr. CLAPP. That statute has been repealed, and that is why 
it is necessary, if we strike out the Senate committee amend- 
ments, to make some provision in the House bill for the fur- 
ther leasing. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. But it leaves the provision for the 
sale of those lands as provided for in the law of 1902. 

Mr. CLAPP. No. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. I think so. 

Mr. CLAPP. It would if we did not legislate at all; but we 
propose by this amendment `. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. If we legislate and do not amend 
that portion of the law, it will leave it intact. 

Mr. CLAPP. That is why it is proposed to strike out the pro- 
vision, so as to make a subject for conference with the House 
of Representatives. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. I understand the bill is to go over 
for the present. 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes. 

Mr. DUBOIS. Mr. President, I dislike to detain the Senate 
at this late hour, but I wish to say a few words. 

I hope we shall pass the amendment which was adopted by 
the Senate Committee after very careful consideration. In my 
judgment there never will be a time in the future when Congress 
can legislate more in the interest of the Indians of that Terri- 
tory than now. If this amendment of the Senate committee 
shall go into the bill we shall have a chance, as I understand, to 
vote on the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. La Fotterre], and after that the conferees may come to- 
gether and further perfect it. 

My observation on the Committee on Indian Affairs teaches 
me that there is a great pressure going on constantly in the 
Indian Territory to take property away from the Indians; and 
it is not confined to the Indians—that is, the full blood In- 
dians—because three-fourths of these Indians are either almost 
entirely white or partly white. We shall probably soon have 
two Senators here from Oklahoma. They will be surrounded 
by Indians and white men and importuned to dispose of the 
Indian property as fast as it possibly can be done. My observa- 
tion also teaches me that we defer very much to the Senators 
from the various States, and we shall also defer to the Senators 
from the State in which Oklahoma is included. The white In- 
dians will be no more careful than the white men in that Terri- 
tory to guard the interests of the Indians. I think we should 
settle this matter now. If the provision inserted by the Senate 
committee, which they adopted after a great deal of careful 
consideration, is not sufficient, let us amend it, and let us work 
the matter out in conference. I do not think, in the interest 
of the Indians, that we ought to postpone the determination of 
this question. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator from Idaho permit me to 
inquire if he has taken into consideration the fact that there is 
no public land in the Indian Territory which may be granted to 
those people for school purposes? Of course, I presume there 
is still enough public land in the Territory of Oklahoma to con- 
stitute a full quota of land for the people of the new State, as- 
suming that the two Territories will become one State. 

Mr. DUBOIS. My understanding is that there is a great deal 
of land there which is still tribal land after all the allotments 
which have been made and after those which are contemplated 
shall have been made. í 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes; but they are not public lands of the 
United States. 

Mr. DUBOIS. No. 

Mr. BAILET. They are not lands which the Government can 
grant for school purposes, because if we ever allow them to be- 
come public lands we run up against this very difficulty with 
the railroads, and the railroads will get the lands before the 
school children will. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I was about to ask the Sen- 
ator from Idaho if it were not the fact that the amount of land 
proposed to be granted to the new State of Oklahoma for school 
and other purposes is not very largely in excess of the amount 
heretofore granted to the Northwestern States? 

Mr. DUBOIS. I think so. 

Mr. WARREN. That is what I thought. 


Mr. BAILEY. Probably it may have been thought that they 
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need a little more for educational purposes; but I assure the 
Senator they do not. 

Mr. WARREN. Undoubtedly they need more; at any rate, 
they have asked for more, 

Mr. BAILEY. They want all they can get, however. 

Mr. WARREN. But I observe in the bill for the admission 
of the proposed new State that the quantity of lands and the 
amount of money is yery greatly out of proportion to that which 
has been heretofore granted to other States. There seems to be 
a very great streak of liberality, which I am, of course, very 
glad to see, in the pending statehood bill. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I wish to say to the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. WAREN] that he is in error in regard to 
the grant to Oklahoma. With the exception of some special 
grants which were made to Oklahoma, their grant has not been 
excessive, as has been intimated. The older States in the Mis- 
sissippi Valley only got 1 section of land to the township for 
school purposes—section 16. The States of Wisconsin, Minne- 
sota, and some of the other States received only that grant, 
while the States which were admitted later—and I think the 
Senator’s own State of Wyoming amongst them—got 2 sec- 
tions to the township for school purposes—sections 16 and 36. 
In the statehood bill 4 sections to the township are given to 
the new State of Arizona, while as to Oklahoma only 2 sec- 
tions to the township are given, outside of some special grants. 
The reason for some appropriation of money is the fact that the 
Indian Territory has no school lands, because all the lands in 
the Indian Territory belong to her. 

While I am on my feet I desire to add another thing about 
the necessity for the tribal government. If I recollect aright, 
the title to all these lands in the Indian Territory came to 
them in the shape of patents from the United States Government 
to the tribes or nation as an entirety. In all the cases where we 
have proceeded to make allotments to them in severalty it has 
been necessary, in order to complete the title, to haye some au- 
thority to make some kind of a deed to the allottees, as you per- 
ceive by this bill, and that is being kept up. The tribes are 
required to execute the deeds. In case they decline to act there 
is a provision made for the President to appoint other officers 
in their place, and if there are no officers, then the Secretary of 
the Interior is to execute the deeds. 

All of the work of the Dawes Commission that has been going 
on for years has simply been the partition of a great estate, 
and you all know what the partition of an estate in a court 
means where there are many claimants. The work has been 
going on of partitioning these lands in the Indian Territory 
among the members of these tribes. There are five tribes. The 
first work that Commission had to do was to ascertain by an 
enrollment who were members of the tribes. There were not 
only the full-blooded Indians, but there were the mixed bloods, 
and the mixed bloods are so nearly white that you can not 
tell by looking at them that they have a drop of Indian blood 
in their veins. Then there were some who were members of 
the tribe by adoption—white men. They are members of the 
tribes because they married Indian women. Then there was 
another class of white men who have neither married Indian 
women nor are Indians who have been made members of the 
tribe by adoption. 

Each tribe of these nations before the civil war owned 
slaves. After the war was over the slaves were freed, and we 
compelled the Indians to admit those freedmen and their de- 
scendants into a certain fellowship in the disposition of the 
tribal funds. 

Now, so long as there are any tribal funds to be distributed, 
and so long as there are any tribal lands to be disposed of by 
allotment or leasing or otherwise, it seems to me it is necessary 
that some tribal authority shall continue to remain, and there- 
fore the necessity for this bill for the purpose of continuing 
the tribal organization in order that the administration of that 
property may be completed. 

The first work was mainly done by what was called the 
“Dawes Commission,” with which you are all familiar. That 
Commission was at one time composed of five members; then 
it was reduced to three. On the 30th of June last the life of 
the Commission had expired and the work of the Commission 
has since been continued by one member, a man who was chair- 
man of the Dawes Commission before it expired. The Com- 
missioner of the Five Civilized Tribes is now carrying on the 
work formerly performed by the Dawes Commission. 

In reference to the coal lands in the Territory, I see that the 
committee have divided. I am not prepared to say which is the 
best course to pursue as an absolute proposition, but it strikes 
me that if these coal mines are as valuable as is contended for 
here it would be a wise policy for the protection of the Indians 
to have the lands remain with them and to haye them leased. 


They would thereby obtain a greater revenue, and they certainly 
need it for the development and maintenance of their educa- 
tional system. 

I wish to say another thing in this connection before I sit 
down. When we speak of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians, 
while the aggregate number of them is somewhere between 
80,000 and 90,000—I do not know the exact figures according to 
the last enrollment, but it is over 80,000 and may come up to 
quite 90,000—yet the great mass of them are really white men. 
There are only about some twenty-odd thousand that are really 
Indians ; so that to a large extent we are legislating for white men. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I want to ask the Senator from Minne- 
sota if he has fully considered our ability to hold those lands 
after the 4th day of March under any tenure, so that they will 


not inure to the benefit of the Government and afterwards the 


railways get title to them? 

Mr. NELSON. In reference to the railroad grant the Senator 
speaks of, I want to say that I do not know anything about it 
and am not able to express any opinion regarding it. I was not 
aware of the fact that there was such a grant until this bill 
came before the Senate. 

But I want to say in reference to the disposition of the lands 
of the Indians under the Dawes Commission, to which I have 
referred, that they have been engaged for the last ten or twelve 
years in making an enrollment of the tribes and ascertaining 
who are entitled to share in the disposal of the lands; and then 
we have provided a system of allotments which is of a twofold 
character. We make one class of allotments, which are known 
as “ homesteads ;” and in another case, if I remember aright, in 
the case of the Choctaws, those homesteads are limited; they 
are made inalienable forever; they are untaxable; while in the 
ease of the other tribes they are inalienable for a period of 
twenty-one years or during the lifetime of the allottee. We 
have made another class of allotments to Indians which have a 
limitation, if I remember aright, in most cases, of five years 
upon the right of disposal. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I understand all that, but I do not think 
the Senator fully comprehends the scope of my question. 

We have this character of condition: This land has been 
granted by deed patent to the Indian nation composed of several 
tribes. There is a provision in the deed that when they cease 
to be a nation the land shall revert to the United States. In 
the interim there is a provision with a grant to the Missouri, 
Kansas and Texas Railway Company that in case these lands 
become public lands of the United States every odd section for 
a distance of 10 miles on each side of the roadway shall become 
the property of this railway company. 

Mr. LONG. Provided the Indian title is extinguished. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Of course; but the point I make is that 
the Indian title becomes extinguished by operation of law the 
moment the tribal relations cease to exist. Therefore, upon the 
4th day of March, the tribal relation having ceased, and the 
nation having ceased to exist as a nation, the land becomes the 
property of the United States, and becoming the property of the 
United States then the grant to the railway company, Whith 
was conditioned upon its becoming public land of the United 
States, would take effect. 

Now, in order to prevent this there were some differences of 
opinion as to whether there was any possible way of our pre- 
venting the passing of title to the railway company other than 
by continuing the tribal relation. It was thought by some, Mr. 
President, that we could do it in this way: That we could 
provide that the title should not revert to the Goyernment upon 
the dissolution of the tribe, but that it should revert to the 
Government in trust for the individuals constituting that tribe. 

I am somewhat doubtful myself as to whether we can get 
around the provision in that way, but I am certain and clear 
that the condition under which the railway company can take 
must be a condition that the property reverts to the United 
States. If we can dispose of it in any way so that there is a 
clear disposition of it before that reversion, then the condition, 
precedent never arises under which the railway company can 
take, and the property will be free in all future time of their 
claim. For that reason, in addition to the provision that the 
title should remain in the Government only in trust for the 
Indians, we framed the additional section in the bill that the 
Indian tribal relations should continue. We propose to con- 
tinue them by this bill for another year. The reason that we 
say another year is because between this and another year we 
have still another session of Congress, besides the remainder of 
this one, to consider what may be best in the matter of the sale 
and disposition of their property. 8 

Mr. NELSON. And it is possible that allotments may ex- 
haust it. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is certain that if the railway company’s 
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claim attaches, the aHotments that have been taken will be 
yitiated, and there will not be nearly enough land for the pur- 
pose of making those allotments. 


Mr. NELSON. I do not think the claim would attach to the 
allotments already made, but it is possible that it might attach 
to unallotted lands. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The mere allotting does not pass the title. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 


Mr. SPOONER. The Senator from North Dakota is a very 


able lawyer, and I want to call his attention—it will take but a 
moment—to the very peculiar language of this grant so far as 
it relates to the Indian Territory. The act made a grant to 
Kansas to aid in the construction of a railroad. The section 
which refers to the grant is very short, and out of it originates 
the grant involved in the pending bill. The Senator will see 
from the language that it was not the intention of the Congress 
which made that grant that the mere extinguishment of the 
Indian title would operate to constitute the grant of public lands 
of the United States—that is, the grant and the lands out of 
which the grant was carved. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have not read the section, and I do not 
know the clause to which the Senator refers. 

Mr. SPOONER. I will read it, and the Senator can give his 
opinion and his thought about it. 


Sec. 9. That the same pon of lands through said Indian Territory 
are hereby made as provided in the first section of this act— 


That was the Kansas grant. Ten sections per mile on either 
side of the road were granted, to be selected within 20 miles of 
the line of the road— 

Whenever the Indian title shall be extinguished by treaty or other- 
wise— 

That is the language— : 

That the same grants of lands through said Indian Territory are 
hereby made as provided in the first section of this act, whenever the 
Indian title shall be extinguished by treaty or otherwise, not to exceed 
the ratio per mile granted in the first section of this act 

Mr. McCUMBER. ‘That is ten sections per mile. 

Mr. SPOONER. If it had stopped there there would be more 
strength in the proposition that the Indian title being extin- 
guished by treaty or otherwise the grant attached; but it does 
not stop there. It says: 

Provided, That said lands become a part of the public lands of the 
United States. 

That is the last word of the Congress as to that grant. “It is 
provided "—which qualifies all that precedes it, and it shows 
beyond any doubt, one would think, a purpose on the part of 
Congress to retain a locus penitentiæ, so to speak. The lands 
owned by the United States are not public lands within the land 

. laws of the United States. In the land laws of the United 
States the phrase “public lands” has been defined by the 
Supreme Court—first, in Newall v. Sanger, then in Barton v. 
Northern Pacific Railroad, then in Roberts v. Tacoma Com- 
pany, which involved tidelands—as describing lands subject to 
entry or settlement under the general law of the United States. 
The Supreme Court says, in one of its decisions, that the words 
“ publie lands” are used habitually by Congress in this sense 
lands open to sale or entry under the general laws of the United 
States. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It means lands other than those merely 
owned by the Government? 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes. 

Mr. NELSON. At all events, it must be lands to which the 
Indian title has been extinguished. 

Mr. SPOONER. Not only that, but lands which the Govern- 
ment shall choose to restore to public entry under the general 
laws of the United States. 

Mr. McCUMBHER, Is it necessary that the Government re- 
store them to publie entry the moment they become the property 
of the United States, where they have not been carried in some 
other way or regarded as something more or for some purpose 
other than for the purpose of settlement? Do they not become 
by operation of law public lands? 

Mr. SPOONER. To say that, strikes out the proviso. Let 
me call attention to it again, because I want the Senator over 
night to consider it: 

That the same grants of lands through said Indian Territory are 


hereby made as l daisy in the first section of this act, whenever the 
Indian title shall be extinguished by treaty or otherwise, etc.— 


That ends that— 


Provided, That said lands become a part of the public lands of the 
United States. 


That is in addition to the provision for the extinguishment of 
That implies, if you give any effect whatever 


the Indian title. 


to the language, that it was not the intention of Congress at the 
moment the Indian title was extinguished that these lands 
should become public lands of the United States. The grant 
only takes effect, in the language of the proviso, when the 
Indian title shall have been extinguished and the lands shall 
have become, within the meaning of tke words in law, public 
lands of the United States. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think I can probably answer that, or I 
can give my opinion on it even at the present time, without 
thinking over night upon the subject. 

Mr. SPOONER. To me it is an intricate question. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I admit it is an intricate quéstion. I ad- 
mit that I might answer it probably more thoroughly by taking 
the time the Senator suggests, but the Senator must remember 
that we are dealing with lands of the Indians and selling them 
and handling them in many ways. We are selling them to pri- 
yate corporations and extinguishing title in that way; we are 
allotting them in severalty to the Indians, and are extinguish- 
ing title in that way. There are many different ways in which 
we are disposing of them. 

Now, I would say that that is intended to cover this condi- 
tion: The mere extinguishment of the tribal property or the 
tribal interest in the property would not of itself in all cases 
bring this other grant into being. For instance, instead of ex- 
tinguishing the title, and the title thereby reverting to the United 
States, the lands might be sold. They might be sold to other 
tribes or to corporations, and they reserve, it would seem to me, 
the right to extinguish the Indian title, without necessarily 
purchasing the land themselves or the land becoming public 
property. What I refer to is where nothing else is done—where 
there is nothing but a reversion. Suppose the title does become 
extinguished by the operation of law, the condition under which 
the grant was given having come into effect by which the title 
of the tribe was to be extinguished; then it seems to me by 
operation of law it becomes land of the United States. 

Now, when there is no other arrangement made with refer- 
ence to that land by any law, when no law has been passed 
dedicating that land to any other purpose, is it not by opera- 
tion public land? In other words, is it necessary that there 
should be an order throwing the land open? 

Mr. SPOONER rose. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Let me make myself clear. If that were 
true, then the title of the railway would not come into exist- 
ence until there had been a declaration that it was thrown 
open for settlement, which would be entirely inconsistent with 
the idea of the Government holding it for other purposes. 

Mr. SPOONER, The Senator in the last analysis does not 
construe it differently from my construction of it, because it is 
that proviso which to my mind—I may be mistaken about it— 
gives the right to Congress to dispose of the lands as it chooses 
now. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I claim we have that right. 

Mr. SPOONER. Would we have it without this proviso? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think so. 

Mr. SPOONER. Well, that is all I claim. 

Mr. WARREN rose. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. WARREN. I thought the Senator from North Dakota 
was through. I simply desire to moye an executive session 
when he is: through. 

Mr. McCUMBRER. 
marks to make now. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The unfinished business should be re- 
sumed before a motion is made to go into executive session. I 
do not want to have the unfinished business displaced by any 
manner of means. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. It was not displaced. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Going into executive session and then ad- 
journing upon the consideration of the bill the Senator from 
Minnesota has in charge would not displace it? 

Mr. LODGE. The unfinished business was laid aside by 
unanimous consent, 

Mr. KEAN. It was laid aside by unanimous consent. There 
can be no doubt about it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There was an agreement this morn- 
ing, as the Chair understands, that the unfinished business 
should be temporarily laid aside, and it is not displaced by an 
intervening motion to proceed to the consideration of executive 
business. 

Mr. WARREN. That was perfectly understood and stated. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 


I do not know that I have any further re- 
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The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened and (at 5 o’clock and 
40 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Wednesday, February 28, 1906, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations reecived by the Senate February 27, 1906. 
MARSHAL. è 


Charles B. Hopkins, of the State of Washington, to be United 
States marshal for the western district of Washington. A re- 
appointment, his term expiring March 2, 1906. 


PROMOTION IN THE ARMY. 


First Lieut. Harry S. Howland, Twenty-third Infantry, to be 
captain from January 18, 1906, vice Ramsey, Ninth Infantry, 
deceased. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

Ensign Herbert C. Cocke to be a lieutenant (junior grade) in 
the Navy from the ist day of July, 1905, having completed 
three years’ service in his present grade. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Herbert C. Cooke to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the Ist day of July, 1905, vice Lieut. Herman O. 
Stickney, promoted. 

Lieut. Bion B. Bierer to be a lieutenant-commander in the 
Navy from the 10th day of February, 1906, vice Lieutenant- 
Commander Robert S. Griffin, promoted. 

Commander Albert C. Dillingham, an additional number in 
his grade, to be a captain in the Navy from the 19th day of 
February, 1906, vice Commander Hugo Osterhaus, promoted. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE MARINE CORPS. 


Second Lieut. Fred D. Kilgore, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
first lieutenant in the Marine Corps from the 15th day of Decem- 
ber, 1904, vice First Lieut. Harold C. Reisinger, promoted. 

Second Lieut. Sidney A. Merriam, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
first lieutenant in the Marine Corps from the 6th day of January, 
1905, vice First Lieut. George H. Mather, dismissed. 

Second Lieut. William A. McNeil, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
first lieutenant in the Marine Corps from the 6th day of January, 
1905, vice Second Lieut. Hugh M. Howard, who retired before 
qualifying for promotion. 

Maj. George Barnett, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieutenant- 
colonel in the Marine Corps from the 28th day of February, 1905, 
vice Lieut. Col. William P. Biddle, promoted. 

Maj. Charles A. Doyen, of the Marine Corps, to be a lientenant- 
colonel in the Marine Corps from the 11th day of March, 1905, 
vice Lieut. Col. Littleton W. T. Waller, promoted. 

Lieut. Col. Randolph Dickins, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
colonel in the Marine Corps from the 1st day of April, 1905, vice 
Col. Otway C. Berryman, retired. 

Maj. James E. Mahoney, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieuten- 
ant-colonel in the Marine Corps from the Ist day of April, 1905, 
vice Lieut. Col. Randolph Dickins, promoted. 

Lieut. Col. Thomas N. Wood, of the Marine Corps, to be a colo- 
nel in the Marine Corps from the 1st day of February, 1906, 
vice Col. Mancil C. Goodrell, retired. 

Maj. Franklin J. Moses, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieuten- 
ant-colonel in the Marine Corps from the ist day of February, 
1906, vice Lieut. Col. Thomas N. Wood, promoted. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations Sar by the Senate February 27, 
1906. 


COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS. 

Elwell S. Crosby, of Maine, to be collector of customs for the 
district of Bath and State of Maine. 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY. 

William H. Atwell to be United States attorney for the north- 
ern district of Texas. 

PENSION AGENTS. 

St. Clair A. Mulholland, of Pennsylvania, to be pension agent 
at Philadelphia, Pa., to take effect March 9, 1906, at the ex- 
piration of his present term. 

Charles A. Orr, of New York, to be pension agent at Buffalo, 
N. Y., his term having expired January 13, 1906. 

Augustus J. Hoitt, of Massachusetts, to be pension agent at 
Boston, Mass., to take effect April 27, 1906, at the expiration of 


his present term. 
POSTMASTERS. 


ARKANSAS. 
James G. Brown to be postmaster at Magnolia, in the county 
of Columbia and State of Arkansas. 


Samuel I. Clark to be postmaster at Helena, in the county of 
Phillips and State of Arkansas. 

George E. Davis to be postmaster at Wynne, in the county of 
Cross and State of Arkansas. 

T. O. Fitzpatrick to be postmaster at Forrest City, in the 
county of St. Francis and State of Arkansas. 

Jeffrey A. Houghton to be postmaster at Jonesboro, in the 
county of Craighead and State of Arkansas. 

M. R. Stimson to be postmaster at Brinkley, in the county of 
Monroe and State of Arkansas. 

Thomas A. Tennyson to be postmaster at Arkadelphia, in the 
county of Clark and State of Arkansas. 

Enoch H. Vance, jr., to be postmaster at Malvern, in the 
county of Hot Spring and State of Arkansas. 

CALIFORNIA. 

Paris I. Furguson to be postmaster at Healdsburg, in the 
county of Sonoma and State of California. 

Robert P. Stephenson to be postmaster at Hollister, in the 
county of San Benito and State of California. 

Henry W. Witman to be postmaster at Oxnard, in the county 
of Ventura and State of California. 


IDAHO, 
Warren C. Fenton to be postmaster at Boise, in the county 


of Ada and State of Idaho. 
ILLINOIS. 


G. Gale Gilbert to be postmaster at Mount Vernon, in the 
county of Jefferson and State of Illinois. 

P. J. Harsh to be postmaster at Sullivan, in the county of 
Moultrie and State of Illinois. 

William A. Mussett to be postmaster at Grayville, in the 
county of White and State of Illinois, 


INDIANA. 


Demas D. Bates to be postmaster at South Bend, in the 
county of St. Joseph and State of Indiana. 

Frank Dillon to be postmaster at Rochester, in the county of 
Fulton and State of Indiana. > 

John W. Elam to be postmaster at Valparaiso, in the county 
of Porter and State of Indiana. 

Walter L. Neible to be postmaster at Edinburg, in the county 
of Johnson and State of Indiana. 

Robert W. Nelson to be postmaster at Warsaw, in the county 
of Kosciusko and State of Indiana. 

William E. Peck to be postmaster at Remington, in the county 
of Jasper and State of Indiana. 

IOWA. 

John W. Campbell to be postmaster at Preston, in the county 
of Jackson and State of Iowa. 

Eugene C. Haynes to be postmaster at Centerville, in the 
county of Appanoose and State of Iowa. 

Charles M. Marshall to be postmaster at Moulton, in the 
county of Appanoose and State of Iowa. 

Milton A. McCord to be postmaster at Newton, in the county 
of Jasper and State of Iowa. 

A. D. McCulloch to be postmaster at Humeston, in the county 
of Wayne and State of Iowa. 

Samuel W. Moorehead to be postmaster at Keokuk, in the 
county of Lee and State of Iowa. 

Elmer E. Rayburn to be postmaster at Brooklyn, in the county 
of Poweshiek and State of Iowa. - 

Erastus T. Roland to be postmaster at Eldon, in the county of 
Wapello and State of Iowa. 

Scott Skinner to be postmaster at Creston, in the county of 
Union and State of Iowa. $ 

Millard F. Stookey to be postmaster at Leon, in the county of 
Decatur and State of Iowa. 

KANSAS. 


Osborn J. Greenleaf to be postmaster at Greensburg, in the 
county of Kiowa and State of Kansas. 

Edward Rammel to be postmaster at Coffeyville, in the county 
of Montgomery and State of Kansas. 

William J. Watson to be postmaster at Pittsburg, in the 
county of Crawford and State of Kansas. 


KENTUCKY. 


Benjamin W. Hall to be postmaster at Mount Sterling, in the 
county of Montgomery and State of Kentucky. 


MICHIGAN. - 

Richard J. Bawden to be postmaster at Bessemer, in the 
county of Gogebie and State of Michigan. 

John J. Davis to be postmaster at White Pigeon, in the county 
of St. Joseph and State of Michigan. 

Willard Harwood to be postmaster at Imlay City, in the 
county of Lapeer and State of Michigan. 
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Hugh B. Laing to be postmaster at Gladstone, in the county HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
of Delta and State of Michigan. 

David B. Menerey to be postmaster at Coleman, in the county Tuespay, February 27, 1906. 
of Midland and State of Michigan. The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

MINNESOTA, Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 

Laurence O’Brien to be postmaster at Preston, in the county The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap- 
of Fillmore and State of Minnesota. proved. 

Charles Scheers to be postmaster at Akely, in the county of CORRECTION OF THE RECORD. 


Hubbard and State of Minnesota. Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, on yesterday I 


MISSOURI. 
` voted “no” on the canal proposition. I found I was paired—a 
Scribner R. Beach to be postmaster at Maryville, in the county fact- 1 overlooked when 1 Sta aad Swank to thesis this 


of Nodaway and State of Missouri. statement. 
William F. Bloebaum to be postmaster at St. Charles, in the | The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire to have the Jour- 
county of St. Charles and State of Missouri. nal amended showing that he did not vote? 


Joseph H. Harris, to be postmaster at Kansas City, in the} Mr, GAINES of Tennessee. It already shows that I was 


county of Jackson and State of Missouri. ° 10 N 5 “ ” 
Frank S. Jones to be postmaster at Sarcoxie, in the county of Eo oo a nor miat T h ka ran raga Wa K 28 


Jasper and State of Missouri. 7 ired— wt 
Frank E. Miller to be postmaster at Neosho, in the county of 3 os tate „ e 


Newton and State of Missouri. a 
Warren S. Randall to be postmaster at Poplar Bluff, in the The SPEAKER. Without objection, -it is:so ordered. 


county of Butler and State of Missouri. KONGO FREE STATE. 
MONTANA. Mr. DENBY. Mr. Speaker, I have here a letter from the 
John S. Towers to be postmaster at Miles City, in the county | Secretary of State in regard to the relations of the United 
of Custer and State of Montana. States to the Kongo Free State. At the suggestion and request 
NEBRASKA. of Members, I ask unanimous consent that this may be printed 
Albert H. Hollingworth to be postmaster at Beatrice, in the | as an Executive document for the convenience of Members and 
county of Gage and State of Nebraska. referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
Charles W. McConaughy to be postmaster at Holdrege, in the The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
county of Phelps and State of Nebraska. There was no objection. 
George W. Williams to be postmaster at Albion, in the county | Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regular order. 
of Boone and State of Nebraska. HOUSE RESOLUTION ‘NO. 197. 
HEN DSG Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker 


Eli R. Marsh to be postmaster at Williamstown, in the county m ia 
of Gloucester and State of New Jersey. 5 For what purpose does the gentleman from 


De Witt C. Winchell to be postmaster at Carteret, in the Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I rise to a privileged question. 


county of Middlesex and 8 roe Jersey. The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, under the agree- 
Adelbert C. Brink to be postmaster at Wolcott, in the county | ment that was made by the House, I 3 to call up my motion 
of Wayne and State of New York. that it be ordered that House resolution No. 197 be canceled as 
OHIO. a resolution of this House, and that the copies in the document 
Allen W. Somers to be postmaster at Brookville, in the county | room be removed and destroyed. And I yield to the gentleman 

of Montgomery and State of Ohio. from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

George W. Wilkinson to be postmaster at North Baltimore, in Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, it will be remembered when 
the county of Wood and State of Ohio. the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ApAms] brought this 
OKLAHOMA, Sag 5 last we paoe a agrement that it would wait until 
A stmaster at Geary, in the county of | Mr. Van DUZER cou either seen or heard from. I now have 
751 85 NA par ea » Quist, A * from him a letter, which I will read and insert in the RECORD. 


It is as follows: 


TENNESSEE. 
PHILADELPHIA, February 7, 1908. 
Robert S. Brown to be postmaster at Murfreesboro, in the My Dear Mr. WILLIAMS: I note action yesterday regarding a resolu- 
county of Rutherford and State of Tennessee. tion purporting to have been introduced by me. 
TEXAS. I will say that have never seen original or copy of same; that I 


never authorized, directed, or requested introduction of same; 
John D. Abney to be postmaster at Grand View, in the county | was introduced without my knowledge or consent, and am 5 
of Johnson and State of Texas. 8 1 A "west" by Mines 3 ‘ny wif ho-at present time i 
Thomas L. Ball to be postmaster at Decatur, in the county of | ritiégt of my wife, who-at present time is 
tically ill. I am suffering from effect of injury i 7 
Wise and State of Texas. been onder physician’s care for ten days. n 
Henry A. Cady to be postmaster at Ballinger, in the county of I write to explain about resolution, so you may take action neces- 
= sary, if party interests are at all involved. 
Runnels and State of Texas. ours, very truly C. D. VAN DUZER 
Joel D. Crawford to be postmaster at Mineral Wells, in the S N D. Vas . 
county of Palo Pinto and State of Texas. Of course I have no objection in view of the request made 


James A. Gammill to be postmaster at Calvert, in the county | by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Apams]. 
of Robertson and State of e 4 Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 


| 
Andrew R. Hill to be postmaster at San Saba, in the county | state that Mr. VAN Duzer knew nothing of the introduction of 
of San Saba and State of Texas. i this bill, and my only object and the necessity for bringing it 


Robert R. Hyland to be postmaster at Round Rock, in the | UP in his absence was that a resolution became a privileged 
county of Williamson and State of Texas. question subject to the call of any Member of the House, and 
Frank W. Reast to be postmaster at Whitesboro, in the county it was necessary that I should bring it before the House and 


yray and State of Texas. take the proposed action. 
EAE VIRGINIA. The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the order. 


The order was agreed to. 
Charles Alexander to be postmaster at Boydton, in the county 3 
of Mecklenburg and State of Virginia. Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 


inquiry. 
WASHINGTON. quiry. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Arthur M. Blackman to be postmaster at Snohomish, in the INE T 
county of Snohomish and State of Washington. Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Is it not a privileged question? 


It seems to me that we ought t a 1 
Edwin L. Brunton to be postmaster at Walla Walla, in the e providing to 85 investigntiog ee N 
county of Wallawalla and State of Washington. tain who introduced this bill and who introduces bills here in 
WISCONSIN, 


the name of other Members and without their consent. 
Edward Cleary to be postmaster at Antigo, in the county of The SPEAKER. The rules determine who has a right to 
Langlade and State of Wiscorsin. 


introduce bills. 
George J. Kispert to be postmaster at Jefferson, in the county Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Yet Mr. VAN Duzer in his letter 
of Jefferson and State of Wisconsin. 


says that he did not introduce this bill. Who did introduce it? 


hile 
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The SPEAKER. Precisely; and the House has adopted the 
order which strikes it from the RECORD. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, are we to be treated 
in this way? Can anybody not a Member write a bill, sign a 
Member’s name thereto, come into this House, and introduce 
it by putting it in the bill basket, and it shall go as a bill in- 
troduced by a Member? If that is to be allowed, Members are 
at the mercy of anybody who would do a thing of that sort. 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, the regular order. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. It is a privileged question, and 
this House ought to investigate and find out who introduced 
this bill. We have the right to know who introduced this bill— 
so-called. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania demands 
the regular order. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Why, of course; we must be at 
the mercy of the whole world. What sort of a House of Repre- 
sentatives is it? 

LAKE ERIE AND OHIO RIVER SHIP CANAL. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous 
question on the bill the title of which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 14396) to incorporate the Lake Erie and Ohio River 
Ship Canal, to define the powers thereof, and to facilitate interstate 
commerce. 


The SPEAKER. The yeas and nays have been ordered on 
ordering the previous question. As many as are in favor of 
ordering the yeas and nays on the previous question will, when 
their names are called, answer yea; as many as are opposed 
will answer “ nay.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, for the information of the 
House, I ask that the Speaker again put the question upon 
which we are about to vote, as there was so much disorder I do 
not think the House understands. 

The SPEAKER. The House will be in order. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania moves the previous question, and upon or- 
dering the previous question the yeas and nays are ordered. As 
many as are in favor of ordering the previous question will, 
when their names are called, answer yea; as many as are 


Lioyd Patterson, N. C. Sheppard Stephens, Tex. 
McLain Pou im Sullivan, 
McNary Randell, Tex. Slayden Thomas, N. C. 
Macon Rhinock mall Towne 
Maynard Richardson, Ky. Smith, Ky. Trimble 
Moon, Tenn, Rixey mith, Tex, Wallace 

oore Robinson, Ark. Smyser ebb 
Murphy Rucker Southall Weisse 
Padgett Russell Spight Williams 

age Ryan Stafford 

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—14, 
Aiken Driscoll Loudenslager Shackleford 
ete hat —— Tenn. 8 pi 0 herley 
op! atterson, S. C. 
Dixon, Ind. Jenkins Powers 
NOT VOTING—114. 

Adams, WIs. Foster, Ind. Lindsay Smith, III. 
Allen, N. J. Fowler Little Smith, Md. 
Ames Gaines, W. Va. Longworth Smith, Pa. 
Babcock Garber Lorimer Snap 
Bankhead Gardner, N. J. Lovering Southard 
Bannon Goldfogle MeCarthy Sparkman 
Bell, Ga. Graham McCleary, Minn, Sperry 
Bingham Griggs McDermott Stanley 
Blackburn Gudger McKinley, III. Sterling 
Bowe Has Madden Sullivan, N. Y, 
Bowie Haugen on Sulzer 
Brooks, Colo. Hay Michalek Talbott 
8 earst 8 e * marine, a 

boc gt enry, Conn. urdoc axlor, 0 
Burke, S. Dak. Hitt evin Underw 
Burnett Howard Norris Van Duzer 
Campbell, Kans. Huff Overstreet Van Winkle 
Campbell, Ohio Hunt Patterson, Tenn. Wadsworth 
Cassel Johnson re atson 
Chapman Kitchin, Claude Pujo Weems 
Cockran Kitchin, Wm. W. ey Welborn 
Cocks Lafean eid Wharton 
Cromer Lamb Richardson, Ala, Wiley, Ala. 
Davis, Minn. Landis, Chas. B. Robertson, La. villiamson 
Dickson, III. Landis, Frederick Rodenber, Wood, Mo. 
Dixon, Mont. Lawrence Schneebe Woodyard 
Dwight Lee Seott Zenor 
Fiel Legare 
Fordney Lever Sherman 


So the previous question was ordered. 
The following pairs were announced: 


Until further notice: 


opposed will answer “ nay.” 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 168, nays 87, 


answered “ present“ 14, not voting 114, as follows: 


YEAS—168. 
Acheson Denby Jones, Wash, Parsons 
Adams, Pa. Dovener Kahn Patterson, Pa. 
Alexander Draper Keifer Payne 
Allen, Me Kennedy, Nebr. Perkins 
el Dunwell Kennedy, 0 Pollard 

Bartholdt Ed w. Ke Prince 
Bates Ellis Kinkaid Ransdell, La. 
Bede Esch epper Reeder 
Beidler Fassett Kline Reynolds 

ett, Ky. Flack Soy Rhodes 
Birdsall Fletcher Knop: Riyes 
Bish ‘OSS Knowland Roberts 
Boutell Foster, Vt. Lacey Ruppert 
Bradley French Law uel 
Brick Fulkerson Le Shartel 
Brown ler Lilley, Conn, Sibley 
Brownlow ner, Mass. illey, Slem. 
Buckman Gardner, Mich. Littauer Smith, Cal. 
Burke, Pa. Gilbert, ind. Littlefield Smith, Iowa 
Burleigh Gillett, Cal. ud Smith, Samuel W. 
Burton, Del. Gillett, McCall Smith, Wm. Alden 
Burton, Ohio Graff McCreary, Pa. Southwick 
Butler, Pa. Greene McKinlay, Cal. Steenerson 
Calder Gronna McKinney Stevens, Minn, 
Calderhead Grosvenor McLachlan Sulloway 
Capron Tale MeMorran wney 
Chaney Hamilton n Thomas, Ohio 
Cole Hayes Marshall rrell 
Conner H Martin Townsend 
Cooper, Pa. Hepburn Meyer Tyndall 
Cousins Hermann Miler Volstead 
Crumpacker 1 inor Vreeland e 
Currier Hill, Conn, Mondell Wachter 
Curtis Hinshaw Moon, Pa. Waldo 
Cushman Hoar Morrell anger 
Dale Holliday Mauser Watkins 
Dalzell Howell, N. J. Webber 
Darragh Howell, Utah Olcott Weeks 
Davey, La. Hubbard Olmsted Wiley, N. J. 
Davidson Hughes Otjen Wilson 
Dawson Hull Palmer ood, N. J. 
Deemer Humphrey, Wash. Parker Young 

NAYS—ST. 

Adamson Clark, Fla. Garner Henry, Tex. 
Bartlett Clark, Mo. Garrett Hill, 
Beall, Tex. Clayton Gilbert, Ky. Ho 
Bennet, N. Y. Cooper, Wis. Gill Houston 
Bonynge Davis, W. Va. Gillespie Humphreys, Miss. 
Bowers wes J 8 
Brantley De Armond Goebel Jones, Va. 
Broocks, Tex. Ulerbe Goulden Keliher 
Burgess Finley nger Lamar 
Burleson Fitzgerald Lester 
Butler, Tenn. Flood Hardwick Lewis 
Byrd Floyd Livingston 


Mr. Rovensere with Mr. REIÐ. 

Mr. Dwirianr with Mr. LEE. 

Mr. LoupENSLAGER with Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, 
Mr. MADDEN with Mr. GARBER. 

Mr. ANDRUS with Mr. SULZER. 

Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois with Mr. LEGARE, 
Mr. Powers with Mr. Pugo. 

Mr. BINGHAM with Mr. Van Duzer. 

Mr. Cromer with Mr. ZENOR. 

Mr. Hrrr with Mr. LITTLE. 

Mr. Watson with Mr. SHERLEY. 

Mr. FREDERICK LANDIS with Mr. BRuNDIDGE. 

Mr. Dickson of Illinois with Mr. RAINEY. 

Mr. LonewortH with Mr. AIKEN. 

Until March 6: 

Mr. CHAPMAN with Mr. HOPKINS. 

For one week: 

Mr. CHARLES B. Lanpis with Mr. Drxon of Indiana, 
For this day: 

Mr. Woopyarp with Mr. Tarnorr. 

Mr. Sperry with Mr. LINDSAY. 

Mr. Scorr with Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama. 

Mr. ScHNEEBELI with Mr. STANLEY. 

Mr. Pearre with Mr. SPARKMAN. 

Mr. OVERSTREET with Mr. SHACKLEFORD. 

Mr. McCreary of Minnesota with Mr. MODERMOTT. 
Mr. Loverrne with Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN. 
Mr. Larean with Mr. HUNT. 

Mr. Havucen with Mr. HOWARD. 

Mr. Garnes of West Virginia with Mr. GUDGER. 
Mr. Casset with Mr. GRIGGS. 

Mr. Brooxs of Colorado with Mr. FIELD. 

Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. COCKRAN. 
Mr. Bownsock with Mr. BURNETT. 

Mr. VAN WINKLE with Mr. BROUSSARD. 

Mr. Bancock with Mr. BANKHEAD. 

Mr. Foss with Mr. GREGG. 

Mr. Taytor of Ohio with Mr. CANDIER. 

Mr. Hurry with Mr. Parrrerson of South Carolina. 
Mr. GRAHAM with Mr. BOWTIE. 

Mr. JENKINS with Mr. BELL of Georgia. 

Mr. STERLING with Mr. SUrLIvan of New York. 
Mr. Driscort with Mr. JOHNSON. 

Mr. Forpney with Mr. Lams. 

Mr. Mupp with Mr. Smrru of Maryland. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota with Mr. LEVER. 
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Mr. Bannon with Mr. GOLDFOGLE, 

Mr. Law with Mr. Wiery of Alabama. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas with Mr. Garnes of Tennessee. 

Mr. SHERMAN with Mr. HEARST. 

Mr. LawReNce with Mr. RoBERTSON of Louisiana. 

Mr, Snapp with Mr. Woop of Missouri. 

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey with Mr. HAY. 

Mr. Manon with Mr. CLAUDE KITCHIN. 

Mr. Wapswortn with Mr. UNDERWOOD. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I did not hear my 
name called. 

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman listening when his name 
was called, or should have been called, and failed to hear? 


Mr. DIXON of Montana. 


did not hear. 


I was at the back of the room and 


The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman giving his attention? 
Mr. DIXON of Montana. 


hardly brings himself within the rule. 


Mr. DIXON of Montana. I did not hear my name when it 


was called. 


The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 


third reading of the bill. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading ; and 


I do not know whether I was giving 
my attention; I did not hear. 
The SPEAKER. In the opinion of the Chair, the gentleman 


being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time. 
The SPEAKER. ‘The question is on the passage of the bill. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, upon the passage of the bill I 


ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 196, nays 83, 


answered present“ 12, not voting 92, as follows: 


YEAS—196. 
Acheson Dovener Jones, Wash. Parsons 
Adams, Pa. Draper Cahn Patterson, Pa. 
Adams, Wis. Dresser Keifer Payne 
Alexander Dunwell Kennedy, Nebr. Perkins 
Allen, Me, Edwards Kennedy, 0 Pollard 
drus Ellis Ketcham Prince 
Barchfeld Esch inka: Ransdell, La. 
Bartholdt Klepper Reeder 
tes ack Kline Reynolds 
e Fletcher Euan Rhodes 
Beldler ‘oss Knop: Rives 
Bennet, N. X. Foster, Vt. Knowland Roberts 
11 French cey Ruppert 
Bishop Fulkerson Lafean amu 
Bonynge Fuller W. Shartel 
Boutel Gardner, Mass. Le Fevre Sibley 
rick Gardner, Mich, Lilley, Conn. pemp 
Brooks, Colo. Gardner, N. J. ley, Pa. Smith, Cal. 
row Gillett, Cal. Littauer Smith, lowa 
Brown Gillett, Mass. Littlefield Smith, Samuel W. 
Brownlow Glass Loud Smith, Wm. Alden 
Buckman Goebel Lovering Smith, Pa. 
Burke, Pa. Graft McCall Southard 
Burleigh Greene McCleary, Minn. Southwick 
Burton, Del. Gronna McCreary, Pa. Sperry 
Burton, Ohio Grosvenor McKinney tafford 
Butler, Pa. Hale McLachlan Steenerson 
Calder Hamilton MeMorran Sterling 
Calderhead Haskins Macon Stevens, Minn, 
Capron Haugen Mahon Sulloway 
Chaney Hayes Mann Tawney 
Cocks Hedge Marshall Taylor, Ala. 
Cole Henry, Conn, Martin Thomas, Ohio 
Conner Hepburn Maynard Townsend 
Cooper, Pa. Hermann Miller dall 
Cousins Higgins Minor Underwood 
Crumpacker Hill, Conn, Moon, Pa, Volstead 
Currier Hinshaw Morrell Vreeland 
Curtis Hoar Mouser Wachter 
Cushman Hore Murdock Wadsworth 
Dalzell Holliday Yeedham Waldo 
Darragh Howell, N. J. Norris Wanger 
Davey, La. Howell, U Olcott Watkins 
Davidson ubbard Olmsted Webber 
Davis, Minn. Huff tjen Weeks 
Dawson Hughes Overstreet Wiley, N. J. 
Deemer Hu Padgett Wilson 
Denby Humphrey, Wash. Palmer „ N. J. 
Dixon, Mont. Humphreys, Miss. Parker Young 
NAYS—S83. 
Adamson Dawes Hardwick McLain 
Bartlett De Armond Heflin McNary 
Beall, Tex. Ellerbe Betti Tex. Moon, Tenn. 
Bowers Field Hill, Miss. Moore 
Brantley Finley Houston Murphy 
Broocks, Tex. Fitzgerald Howard Page 
urgess Flood James Patterson, N. C. 
Burleson Floyd Jones, Va, ou 
Butler, Tenn. Garner Keliher Randell, Tex. 
yra Garrett Lamar Rhinock 
Campbell, Ohio Gilbert, Ky. Lamb Richardson, Ky. 
Clark, Fla. Gillesple Lester Rixey 
Clark, Mo. Goulden Lever Robinson, Ark, 
Clayton Granger Lewis Rucker 
Cooper, Wis. Gregg Livingston Russell 
Davis, W. Va. Griggs Lloyd Ryan 


Sheppard Smith, Md. Stephens, Tex. Wallace 
Sims Smith, Tex. Sullivan, Mass. Webb 
Slayden Smyser Thomas, N. C. Weisse 
Small Southall Towne Williams 
Smith, Ky. Spight Trimble 
ANSWERED “PRESENT ”—12. 
Aiken Dixon, Ind. Hopkins Loudenslager 
Bradley Driscoll Jenkins Shackleford 
Candler Gaines, Tenn. Johnson Sherley 
NOT VOTING—92. 

Allen, N. J. Foster, Ind. Lorimer Scott 

mes Fowler McCarthy Sero; 
Babcock Gaines, W. Va. McDermott Sherman 
Bankhead Garber McGavin Smith, III. 

nnon Gilbert, Ind. McKinlay, Cal. Snap 

Bell, Ga. Gill McKinley, III. Spar 
Bennett, Ky. Goldfogle Madden Stanley 
Bingham Graham Meyer Sullivan, N. Y. 
Blackburn yudger Michalek ulzer 
Bowersock Hay Mondeil Talbott 
Bowie Hearst Mudd Taylor, Ohio 
Brundidge Hitt Nevin 'Tirrell 
Burke, S. Dak. Hunt Patterson, S. C. Van Duzer 
Burnett Kitchin, Claude Patterson, Tenn. Van Winkle 
Campbell, Kans. Kitchin, Wm. W. Pearre atson 
Cassel Landis, Chas. B. Powers Weems 
Chapman Landis, Frederick i Welborn 
Cockran Lawrence Rainey Wharton 
Cromer Lee eid Wiley, Ala. 

ale gare Richardson, Ala. Williamson 
Dickson, III. Lindsay Robertson, La. Wood, Mo. 

wight Little Rodenber Woodyard 
Fordney Longworth Schneebeli Zenor 


The following additional pairs were announced: 

For balance of day: 

Mr. Forpney with Mr. HUNT. 

On this vote: 

Mr. Monpeti with Mr. Meyer of Louisiana. 

Mr. Lonlun with Mr. SHACKLEFORD. 

So the bill was passed. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I am paired with the gentle- 
man from New York, Mr. DRISCOLL, and desire to withdraw my 
vote and to answer “ present.” 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The gentleman from Alabama, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, with whom I am supposed to be paired, is present 
and voted. Therefore I desire to withdraw my answer of 
present“ and to vote “aye.” 

The result of the vote was announced as aboye recorded. 

On motion of Mr. Datzetn, a motion to reconsider the last 
yote was laid on the table. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
BARNES, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had 
approved and signed bills of the following titles: 

On February 23: 

H. R. 8773. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Joslin; 

H. R. 7085. An act authorizing the Pea River Power Company 
to erect a dam in Coffee County, Ala. ; 

H. R. 11263. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the navigable waters of St. Andrews Bay; 

H. R. 18567. An act to authorize the Campbell Lumber Com- 
pany to construct a bridge across the St. Francis River in Clay 
County, Ark., at or near the point where the section line between 
sections 21 and 28, township 19 north, range 9 east, touches said 
river; and 

H. R. 18568. An act to authorize the Campbell Lumber Com- 
pany to construct a bridge across the St. Francis River in Clay 
County, Ark., at or near the point where the section line between 
sections 23 and 26, in township 20 north, range 9 east, touches 
said river. 

On February 26: r 

H. R. 12864. An act to provide for the purchase of certain coal 
claims in the island of Batan, in the Philippine Islands; and 

H. R. 13104. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to reyise 
and amend the tariff laws of the Philippine Islands, and for 
other purposes,” approved March 3, 1905. 

On February: 27: 

H. R. 12320. An act making appropriations to supply urgent 
deficiencies in the appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1906, and for prior years, and for other purposes, 


IRRIGATION OF CERTAIN LANDS ON YAKIMA RESERVATION. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up 
the bill (H. R. 10067) which I called up on Saturday last. I 
will state that this bill has been carefully examined by the 
chairman of the Committee on Arid Lands and by other mem- 
bers of that committee, and with a few slight amendments, 
which will be offered, it is entirely satisfactory to them. The 


bill was read in full and printed in the Recorp, and I ask that 
it be not read further. 


3070 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 27, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of a bill, the title of which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 10067) authorizing the disposition of surplus and 
allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the State of Wash- 
ington, which can be irrigated under the act of Congress approved 
June 17, 1902, known as the reclamation act, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. 
amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the committee amend- 
ments, if they have not been reported. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They have been read in full. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer 
the following amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington offers the 
following amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “ practicable,” in line 9, page 1, insert the words 
“and undertaken.” 

In line 11, page 3, after the word “ Indians,” Insert “on said Yakima 
Indian Reservation,’ 

In lines 16 and 17, page 3, strike out the word“ purchase and insert 
the word “ acquire.” 

After the word “ due,” in line 1, page 4, insert “or the charges under 
the reclamation act.” 

In line 3, page 4, strike out the word “sell” and insert dispose 
oi Sig in same line, after the word “ land,” strike out “and water 
Š Sifter the word “ provided,” in line 4, page 4, strike out the remainder 
of the section. 

On page 6, in line 4, strike out the word “shall” and insert may; 
and after the word be,“ same line, insert at a cost to be 33 
by the Secretary of the Interior.” 

After the word “ provisions,“ in line 5, 
the reclamation act and.” In the same 1 
word “ shall.’ 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any amend- 
ment? If not, they will be considered in gross. 

The amendments were considered, and agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Jones of Washington, a motion to recon- 
sider the last vote was laid on the table. 

ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL, 

Mr. HULL, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill making appro- 
priations for the Army. And pending that I ask unanimous 
consent that all those who have spoken on the bill, or may 
speak on the bill under the five-minute rule, have permission 
to extend their remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. In reference to military matters only. 

Mr. HULL. In reference to military matters alone. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

The motion of Mr. Hurt was then agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the Army appropriation bill, with Mr. BOUTELL 
in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of the Army appropriation bill, and the Clerk will read 
the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For purchase and binding of professional books of recent date treating 


of military and scientific subjects for library of School of Submarine 
Defense, and for use of school, $1,000. 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. I notice quite a number of appropriations in this 
bill of a general character to be expended under the direction 
of some chief of a bureau or head of a division. I read some 
two or three weeks ago an article in one of the local papers 
stating that out of funds appropriated, to be expended under the 
discretion of the various divisions of the War Department, dur- 
ing the last ten or twelve years money had been expended in 
the purchase of apparatus or equipment of one kind and an- 
other that was practically useless, to the amount of nearly 
$30,000,000. The article, it seemed to me, contained a very 
severe indictment against the methods of the War Department 
or against Congress. I do not know how much truth there may 
have been in the statement, but it charged that large sums of 
money were appropriated to be expended by the chiefs of 
bureaus in their discretion, and, having little or no appreciation 
of the value of money, Army officers expended large sums for 


There are some committee 


pase. 6, insert the words “ of 
ne 5, page 6, strike out the 


one thing and another of no prattical yalue—implements and 
equipment that were thrown aside and abandoned almost im- 
mediately after they were purchased. 

Now, in running oyer this bill I find the amounts appropri- 
ated in this manner are generally quite small. I would like to 
inquire of the chairman of the committee what he knows about 
the charge against the War Department of recklessly expending 
the public money for useless equipment and implements. What, 
if any, information has the committee on that subject? 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I had my attention, also, called 
to the same account that the gentleman from Indiana has 
alluded to, and my impression is that taking the last fifteen 
years and counting up all that has been condemned and thrown 
away, it would amount to a very large sum of money, and yet 
it would not necessarily call for any criticism on the War De- 
partment. For instance, horses, mules, wagons, harness, tents, 
when they become useless are condemned by a board of Army 
officers. Take the first cost of horses and mules that are con- 
demned, of the wagons that are condemned, the harness that 
are condemned, and then take what the Government receives for 
them when condemned by a board of Army officers and sold at 
public auction and it would make a large sum of money. 

Take another thing. When the Spanish war broke out we 
sent large quantities of supplies, commissary supplies, to Cuba. 
There was no provision made for storage. They were banked 
up on the seashore subject to damage by the weather, and a 
large amount of them were damaged and thrown away and 
virtually not sold because nobody would buy them. The same 
thing was true in a greater degree perhaps at Manila, in the 
Philippine Islands. Large quantities of medical and commissary 
stores that were sent there were good when shipped and, on ac- 
count of lack of facilities for properly caring for them, were 
spoiled, spoiled because the Government could not properly care 
forthem. And yet I doubtif the Department should be subjected 
to criticism for sending the articles there, for the reason that no 
one could tell how many troops would be sent there; no one 
could tell how large an army would have to be kept there, nor 
how long the Army would be there, and the country would have 
risen up in condemnation of the officers of the Army if they had 
not provided abundant supplies. Always in time of war there 
is great waste and in time of peace a certain amount will al- 
ways be inevitable. If no property ever became unserviceable, 
the cost to the Government for support of the Army would be 
greatly reduced. If all our household and kitchen furniture 
always remained good, expense of living would be reduced. If 
the ships of our Navy always remained serviceable and up to 
date, what a great Navy we would have. I submit it is not fair 
to make such criticism on so small a basis of fact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman’s time may be extended for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the time of the gentleman from Indiana may be ex- 
tended for five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, the criticism I saw had 
no reference to the purchase of useful or necessary articles. It 
charged that useless articles, articles that were practically 
worthless, had been bought by various divisions of the War De- 
partment from appropriations made to the amount of about 
$20,000,000. It did not include horses, mules, and provisions, 
but the purchase of equipment, flying machines, and such things 
as binocular glasses, telescopes, heliostats, and a whole lot of 
things like that. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say, for the benefit of 
the gentleman from Indiana, that the Committee on Military 
Affairs has never authorized the purchase of flying machines 
or any experimental machines of that kind. That bas been 
done by the great and good Committee on Appropriations, 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Indiana yield to 
the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I yield. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, the statement of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HULL] is not quite correct. The bill 
for the fortifications appropriations has carried every year an 
item which has been placed at the disposal of the Board of 
Ordnance, if I am not mistaken, from which they are empowered 
to experiment and to ascertain the usefulness of different ar- 
ticles of war, and it is under the general bill that that Board is 
authorized to do this. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, my recollection is that the flying 
machine was specifically authorized by the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is my recollection also. What I 
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would like to know is which one of the committees and which 
one of the bills carries the Appropriation that has resulted in 
such alleged wastefulness of the publie funds. I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Hutz] whether, in his 
opinion or within his knowledge, there has been a useless waste 
of public funds in the purchase of equipment and experimental 
instruments and things like that under this general appropri- 
ation. 

Mr. HULL. Not under this bill. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Under any bill. 

Mr. HULL. Well, Mr. Chairman, I regard the flying machine 
as absolutely absurd. I am not a scientific man, however, but a 
machine that will fly to the bottom of the river, to my mind, is 
of little use. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Indiana yield 
to the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will if the gentleman can furnish 
any information. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I desire to say that I do not think we will 
reach any paragraph in this bill to which the flying machine is 
pertinent. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. My inquiry is not confined to the flying 
machine alone. What I am trying to find out is whether it has 
been the practice of the various divisions of the War Depart- 
ment to use the public money wastefully in the purchase of 
things the value of which have not been practically demon- 
strated—instruments that have been cast away and abandoned. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I want to try and reply to that question. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Then I would be very glad to hear 
from the gentleman on that subject. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I would say to the gentleman that unques- 
tionably experiments are conducted by the ordnance corps, 
which is the scientific branch of the Army, and unquestionably 
as they go on in various steps of development, from one step to 
another, they will expend money that in one sense of the word 
will be wasted, as in the case of the manufacture of guns and 
gun carriages. Some have been manufactured that appear 
good to-day, but circumstances will compel the abandonment of 
them to-morrow, because they can get better ones. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I appreciate the force of that propo- 
sition, but I would ask the gentleman, he being a member of the 
Committee on Military Affairs, if his committee investigated 
at all the charge contained in the public press of wasteful ex- 
travagance in the expenditure of money on the part of the War 
Department? Did his committee make any investigation in re- 
gard to that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 

ired. 
p Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think I have 
said all that I care to say on the subject. I was groping in the 
dark, and I have received no information yet. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has again expired. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I did not desire to take up the 
time of the committee to any extent. I want to simply say I 
have made -enough investigation of this question to become 
thoroughly convinced that so far as it applies to the waste of 
money in the purchase, from appropriations made by the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, of unnecessary articles, there is abso- 
lutely no truth in that charge. So far as it applies to loss to 
the Government from loss in clothing, in artillery and cavalry 
horses, in wagons which are worn out; from the loss in harness 
that has been condemned and sold; from the loss in provisions 
largely brought about by our occupation of the Tropics before we 
had facilities for caring for the goods; from the loss in medical 
stores which were sent to the Philippine Islands and damaged 
by the weather—outside of these that are legitimate, unavoid- 
able, which could not be helped—there is no substantial truth 
in the charge that there is any waste of public money. I want 
to say just one word more, that if you read this bill you will 
find it is drawn with such particularity—and has been so drawn 
in all the years past—that they are compelled’ to purchase only 
the things that are provided for in the language of the bill. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit a 
question? : 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. What is the modus operandi 
for condemning supplies? Who has the authority—a board 
or what? 

Mr. HULL. At a post the officer commanding the post has 
the initiative. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. What report does he make? 

Mr. HULL. A board of officers is conyened, but the initi- 


- 


ative is with the commander of the post. In the field the com- 
manding general orders the board. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Do the officers in the Quarter- 
master’s Department have anything to do with this? 

Mr. HULL. Not necessarily at all, but they may in some 
cases. They are not members of the board at all. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Can they on their own initiative 
condemn supplies? 

Mr. HULL. No. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY. If the gentleman will permit me, I simply 
desire to say that the criticism of my colleague from Indiana 
is directed against the contingent amount here. I want to 
ask if a large amount could be wasted out of that appropria- 
tion if the whole sum were wasted? 

Mr. HULL. If every dollar were wasted, it would not make 
up the amount that has been mentioned in a hundred years, the 
amounts referred to are so small. 

Mr. OLMSTED. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. OLMSTED. I wish to ask a little information in refer- 
ence to these two particular paragraphs. There seems to be 
two items for the purchase of special electrical apparatus, one 
for the department of electricity, $2,400, and $2,700 for special 
apparatus and materials for the electrician-sergeants’ division. 
What is the difference between the department of electricity and 
the electricians’ division? Why are there two items? 

Mr. HULL. They are for equipping the school; one is re- 
quired for noncommissioned officers and the other for commis- 
sioned officers. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Can not both use the same apparatus? 

Mr. HULL. No; that is not done. They have separate 
rooms, separate apparatus; and it is not of the same order, 
either. One is a higher grade teaching than the other. One is 
a „ course and the other is practically a primary 
Sc 

Mr. OLMSTED. Both are necessary? 

Mr. HULL. Yes. They never educate the privates and 
officers together, and they could not in this case. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Is there any board or officer of the War 
Wa to purchase general supplies or equipment for the 
Army 

Mr. HULL. It is specialized. There are officers in the Com- 
missary Department whose duty it is to inspect all provisions for 
the Army. ‘There are officers in the Quartermaster’s Department 
whose duty it is to inspect all supplies bought for the Quarter- 
master’s Department. They have certain officers whose duty it 
is to inspect cloth. They go to the mills and inspect the cloth, 
and watch the manufacture in many cases. We have others 
whose duty it is and who are trained in the selecting of horses; 
others who are experts in the manufacture of shoes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. What about the purchase of new and 
alleged useful inventions? 

Mr. HULL. That does not come under this committee, and I 
have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. What committee has control of that 
subject? : 

Mr. HULL. The Committee on Appropriations. 

* OLMSTED. What officer purchases the electrical appa- 
ratus? 

Mr. HULL. The commanding officer at Fort Totten, under 
the direction of Chief of Artillery. 

Mr. OLMSTED. What officer? 

Mr. HULL. The colonel of artillery, or the brigadier-general 
here in the Department, who is the official head of the Artillery 
Co 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. Without objection, the pro forma amendment will be 
considered as withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF SIGNAL OFFICER. 


1 Service of the Army: For expenses of the Signal Service of 
y, as follows: Purchase, equipment, and repair of field electric 
uipments and stores, binocular g telescopes, 
er necessary instruments, including necessary 
meteorological instruments for use on target ranges; war balloons; 
telephone apparatus (exclusive of exchange service) and maintenance 
of the same; electrical installations and maintenance at milita 
ts; fire control and direction apparatus and material for fiel 
artillery; maintenance and repair of military St, hb lines and 
cables, including salaries of civilian employees, supplies, and general 
repairs, and other expenses connected with the duty of collecting and 
transmitting information for the Army, 995 telegraph or otherwise, 
200, š vided, That until June 30, 1907, the line receipts of the 
Alaskan military cable and telegraph Gi bigas may be utilized making 
such extensions to the . 7 5 as may approved by the President as 
a military necessity, such extensions to be reported to Congress by the 
Secretary of War. 


Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order 


8 
the 
telegraphs, signal 
and 


heliostats, 0 
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against two provisions of this paragraph. First, on page 
5, line 1, “fire control and direction apparatus and material 
for field artillery ;” and again, against the provision in line 7, 
of the same page, “ Provided, That until June 30, 1907, the line 
receipts of the Alaskan military cable and telegraph system 
may be utilized in making such extensions to the system as may 
be approved by the President as a military necessity, such ex- 
tensions to be reported to Congress by the Secretary of War.” 

Mr. HULL. Does the gentleman desire to say anything on 
the point of order? 

Mr. LITTAUER. I desire to be heard. 

Mr. HULL. I desire to address the Chair on the point of 
order. I will wait until the gentleman from New York gets 
through. 

Mr. LITTAUER. The first provision relates to fire control 
and direction apparatus and material for field artillery. The 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations and the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs in connection with field artillery 
has been repeatedly decided in favor of the Committee on 
Appropriations. Fire control is a new provision, now appro- 
priated for on the fortifications bill, and is directly in charge 
of the Committee on Appropriations. An appropriation for this 
identical purpose has already been provided for in the for- 
tifications appropriation bill already passed this year, just as it 
has been provided for for three years last passed. 

Now, as to the proviso in line 7, the provision that the 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to ask whether “ fire 
control“ refers to appliances for the field artillery? 

Mr. LITTAUER. It directly so states. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asked it as a question of in- 
terpretation. 

Mr. LITTAUER. It means the machinery in connection with 
fire control of field artillery—appliances to the guns. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Before the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HULL] proceeds, Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted to make a 
suggestion with reference to this item? . 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be glad to hear from the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Lirraver] further if he de- 
sires to further address the Chair. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I understood the gentleman from New 
York to say that he was through. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Iam through with regard to that provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SmirH] is recognized. i 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is true that this system of fire con- 
trol of field artillery is a system which has probably had its 
chief existence since the commencement of the Russian and 
Japanese war, but the system of fire control of seacoast artil- 
lery, recently devised, has always been construed to be ex- 
clusively within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appro- 
priations. The Committee on Appropriations’ has the right to 
authorize the purchase or construction of the field guns, and 
the fortifications bill, which has but recently passed the House, 
contained the appropriation not only for the mountain, field, 
and siege guns, but for the fire control of the mobile artillery. 
It is exactly analogous to the system of fire control of the sea- 
coast artillery. It is an adjunct of the field artillery. It is 
simply the means by which it is utilized. It bears identically 
the same relation to the field artillery that the fire control bears 
to the seacoast artillery. From the time of the invention of 
fire control for field artillery the appropriation for it has been 
carried in the fortifications bill, along with the guns which are 
provided for by the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. PALMER rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Certainly. 

Mr. PALMER. I wish the gentleman would tell us what fire 
control is, anyhow. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Fire control, Mr. Chairman, may be 
said to be a device by which the guns are operated under a sys- 
tem of triangulation, similar in some respects to range-finding at 
sea. It is much more effective than range finding at sea, be- 
cause it is possible to obtain a long horizontal base on which to 
base the triangulation, and thus it becomes much more accurate 
than range finding at sea. 

Mr. PALMER. It enables you to shoot a man behind a hill? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes. It was utilized at first with the 
seacoast guns, and the sole jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Appropriations has never been questioned as to fire control with 
reference to seacoast guns. Now, the same principle is applied 
to the mobile artillery, the purpose of which is a matter solely 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. PRINCE. I desire to ask the gentleman a question. 


The CHAIRMAN. 
from Illinois? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Certainly. 

Mr. PRINCE. You are-not objecting to the necessity for the 
use of these words for the purpose for which it is made? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The matter is covered in the fortifica- 
tion bill, and the House has already voted an appropriation for 
this matter. 

Mr. PRINCE. As I understand the gentleman, it is already 
provided for? 

Mr. TAWNEV. I desire to ask the gentleman from Iowa a 
question, if he will yield to me. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. This provision is carried in the fortifications 
bill. Is the amount appropriated in the bill as it passed the 
House as great as the Department estimated and as much as 
they want? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I think not. 

Mr. TAWNEY. No; and hence they went to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is put in this bill in pursuance of 
the policy which is pursued by some of the Departments, when 
they fail to get an appropriation from the proper committee, 
to go to another committee and get it there. Now, I challenge 
the gentleman from Iowa 

Mr. HULL. I think that the whole matter should be thrown 
open when statements of that sort are made, when they are not 

rue. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I challenge the gentleman from Iowa 
to show to this House any distinction between the relation of 
fire control of field batteries to the field guns, and the relation 
of fire control to seacoast guns; and the Committee on Military 
Affairs has never even claimed that they had a right to appropri- 
ate money for fire control of seacoast batteries. If the Appropria- 
tions Committee, by having the right to appropriate the money 
for seacoast guns and field and mountain and siege guns, ac- 
quires exclusive jurisdiction of appropriating for fire control 
of seacoast guns, then surely it also acquires the exclusive right 
to appropriate money for fire control of the mobile artillery. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, this statement of the gentleman 
that the Committee on Appropriations refused to make a pro- 
vision for this, and then the Department came to us for an in- 
creased appropriation, is not a correct statement of this item 
in any sense, for the reason that the appropriation carried by 
this item is not what was asked by the estimate, but it has 
come in since for the same purpose. Now, as to the point of 
order, I suppose the gentleman will admit that at least field 
artillery is a part of the line of the Army as a matter of fact, 
and the gentleman will also admit that all provisions for 
the field artillery come under the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Military Affairs, with the exception of manufacture of the 
guns, 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I will not admit that. 

Mr. HULL. Will you not admit that it has been frequently 
settled by the House? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. No; I will not admit that. 

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman will possess his soul in pa- 
tience for a few minutes, I will tell him what he will admit. 
When the division of committees was made this item had been 
carried in the fortification bill, and was held by the Committee 
of the Whole House to still belong to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. They thereby virtually overruled one of the pro- 
visions of the rules, and the gentleman says now, because of 
that, they have had jurisdiction of the field artillery. For the 
last four years the bill has carried a provision for field artillery 
for the militia, and the members of the Committee on Fortifi- 
cations have never yet raised the point that it is not properly 
carried here. 

Now, I want to ask 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I want to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion. Does the gentleman claim that this appropriation is for 
the militia artillery? 

Mr. HULL. Oh, no. If the gentleman can only wait a min- 
ute I will tell him what I believe. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I will wait cheerfully. 

Mr. HULL. I do believe it is absolutely absurd for the gen- 
tleman from Iowa or the gentleman from New York to claim 
that a battery of artillery serving out in the Black Hills is 
a part of the coast defense of this country. They have never 
yet appropriated a dollar for fire control for field artillery. 
They were not asked to do it at this time. The Chief of the 
Signal Service appeared before us and said that all of this 
appliance for the field artillery was furnished by him. It is 
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coast defense in any way, and under the rules there is no ques- 
tion in my mind that it is absolutely in order. It is not an in- 
crease of the appropriation. ,It simply authorizes the use of 
the ordinary current expenses for the Signal Corps to furnish 
this requisite appliance for field artillery. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield to me? I 
wish to call his attention to the provision in the fortification 
bill which has already passed the House: 

For the ere manufacture, and test of machine and automatie 


guns, including their carrià sights, implements, equipments, and the 
machinery necessary for their manufacture at the arsenals. 


That provision is carried as a provision in the fortification 
bill, and the gentleman never raised any question as to the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations. - 

Mr. HULL. Well, the gentlemen in the Committee on Appro- 
priations have a very large advantage over all the other Mem- 
bers of the House. They have a large clerical force of accom- 
plished gentlemen who are paid good salaries and who are re- 
tained for years regardless of party politics, and they have the 
time and always proof read every bill that is introduced from 
another committee, have it red inked, and so they know ex- 
actly where to raise a point of order, while the rest of us are 
at the disadvantage of not having that information furnished 
us, and in many cases not having the time to carefully read 
and compare their measures. They slip through all the legis- 
lation they can regardless of the jurisdiction or the rights of the 
committee. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I think the gentleman is mistaken 
when he says the Committee on Appropriations have a larger 
clerical force than his own committee, because the clerical 
forces of the two committees are identical, and if the gentlemen 
of that committee pursued the practice that is pursued in the 
Committee on Appropriations, of retaining their men there 
regardless of their political affiliation, perhaps they might ob- 
tain the same satisfactory service. 

Mr. HULL. I just want to call attention to the Book of 
Estimates, on page 132, under this Office of Signal Service of 
the Army, where there is a note by Brig. Gen. A. W. Greely, 
Chief Signal Officer of the Army, in which he says: 

The adoption of a system of fire control and direction for the field 
artillery renders it advisable to insert the italicized words in these 
estimates, although it is believed that the words the duty of collect- 


ing and transmitting information for the Army by telegraph or other- 
wise" would cover the case. 


And under this appropriation he is proceeding to do the same 
work that we are now simply putting the words in which 
specifically authorize it as a part of this appropriation. I 
understand the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. PARKER] de- 
sires to say a word on this subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Before the chairman of the committee 
takes his seat the Chair would like to ask, for information, 
what committee now has jurisdiction of the appropriation for 
the horses and the harness for the field artillery? 

Mr. HULL. The Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. CAPRON. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Unless the Chair is ready to rule, I 
desire to submit some remarks, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PARKER] will be recognized first. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, General Greeley has stated 
this matter with some care, on pages 1 and 2 of the hearing. 
He states generally that the Signal Corps have to manage this 
arrangement by which guns shall be pointed in the field; I have 
seen it in actual work within the past two months, and I think 
perhaps the Chairman will be enlightened by a statement of how 
it is done. 
` Suppose it is desired to shoot at an enemy who is seen from 
the top of a hill. The guns are not brought to the top of the 
hill, because then they would be a mark instantly for the enemy. 
They are placed in a hollow behind where the gunners can shoot 
over the hill, but can not see the mark at which they are to 
shoot. Instantly the Signal Corps, who now ask this appropria- 
tion, lay a telegraph line which operates by telephone from the 
battery of guns up to the observing point on the top of the hill, 
where the Signal Corps have taken their stand. There they 
have an instrument, a small spyglass that is leveled like a tran- 
sit, by which they can take sight on the object to be shot at; 
and likewise we will say on a steeple in the rear, and they thus 
get the angle between the line of fire from the point on the top 
of the hill and the line back to the steeple. Then they know, 
or measure the distance, from that obseryation point to the gun’s 
at one side in the hollow. They then calculate upon that dis- 
tance, that the lines to the steeple and to the enemy will make 
a certain different angle at the gun from what they did at the 
top of the hill, and so the man down the hill having a small in- 
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strument, a telescope or transit like that used at the top of the 
hill, sights back upon the steeple and forward at the angle that 
he is directed to take by telephone, shoots over the hill at that 
angle, and without seeing his mark, hits that mark. 

It is those instruments which are used by the Signal Service 
in the field which gentlemen here say belong to the fortifica- 
tions appropriation. In fortifications all that work is done by 
fixed telescopes, instruments put in houses or at fixed points, and 
managed by the artillery. In the field that direction is given by 
the Signal Corps and by no other corps, and this provision, as 
explained by General Greeley, is to allow the Signal Corps to 
provide themselyes not with fortification artillery, but with 
telescopic sights fitted with small graduated circles, which will 
tell them how to direct the guns in the field, how to shoot, and 
with the like sights to be put upon the guns or set near the 
guns, which will enable them to fulfill those directions. Now, 
that is all there is about it. If these implements are not imple- 
ments of active warfare of the most active kind, such as belong 
to a moving army, I know nothing about military matters. It is 
that implement of the work of the Signal Corps which they are 
authorized by this bill to purchase from time to time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. PARKER. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Does the gentleman understand that 
the fortification bill only includes seacoast guns? 

Mr. PARKER. I contend—— 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Does not the gentleman know that it 
provides and appropriates for field artillery? 

Mr. PARKER. For the manufacture of the field artillery, 
but it ought not to be extended beyond the guns and machinery 
for their manufacture. The Signal Corps get their guns and all 
their equipment and everything with which they operate by this 
bill from this committee, and this is only one of the means of 
operating the artillery. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Does this fire control of field artillery 
bear the same relation to the field guns as it does to the sea- 
ceast battery? 

Mr. PARKER. Let me ask the gentleman this question: Is 
the seacoast fire control installed by the Signal Corps? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. In large measure it is installed by the 
Signal Corps, as it is in the artillery. 

Mr. PARKER. Does the gentleman mean to say that the 
Signal Corps installs the submarine defense and the fire control? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It installs the telautograph, the tele- 
phone, and all the appliances. 

Mr. PARKER. The gentleman will not dispute me that all 
the means for the operation of the field artillery was appropri- 
ated for by the Army bill? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New Jersey 
yield to the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. PARKER. The gentleman from Texas is entitled to the 
floor in his own right. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I thought the gentleman from New Jersey 
had closed. Mr. Chairman, the bill and the item under discus- 
sion contains this language: “And other expenses connected 
with the duty of collecting and transmitting information for 
the Army, by telegraph or otherwise.“ In a footnote in the 
Book of Estimates, submitted by General Greely, it says that, 
although asking for the language to which exception has been 
taken, under the language which is in the bill and which has 
been in previous bills, the same work of collecting and trans- 
mitting information can ge on as heretofore, and that embraces 
the kind of information necessary to control the fire. And there 
is some little light on the matter in the hearings, which I will 
read: 

The CHAIRMAN. The estimates were for fire control and direction, 
but it is not so in the bill. 

General GREELY. That comes under the head of collecting and trans- 
mitting information. That is what it is for. 

The CHAIRMAN. It comes in here in this appropriation. 

General GREELY. Yes; for field batteries, but not for coast defense. 

The CHAIRMAN. And for field artillery. 

General GREELY. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. You do not put it in because you can not spend any 
of this money. 

General GREELY. We spend it largely for transmitting information. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, if this 
were brought to the consideration of the Chair as a novel ques- 
tion, it seems to me that on the merits of the discussion the 
jurisdiction of appropriating for fire control and for field guns 
ought to be left to the Committee on Military Affairs, which is 
charged with the duty of legislating for the maintenance of the 
military establishment and making its appropriations generally. 
But I respectfully contend that this House has virtually settled 
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this question on the precedents. There is no dispute by the gen- 
tleman who is chairman of this committee that the Committee 
on Appropriations to-day appropriates for the field guns of the 
Army, whether they are used in the field or at the fortifications. 
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Hutt] argues that because the 
Committee on Appropriations neglected to make a point of 
order against the jurisdiction of the Committee on Military 
Affairs in appropriating for field guns for the militia that that 
neglect operates to confer jurisdiction on the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs for field guns elsewhere. I have no doubt the 
Committee on Appropriations by raising the point of order 
could have successfully asserted its jurisdiction over the ap- 
propriations for field guns for the militia. 

Now, if the question is settled as to the right of the Committee 
on Appropriations to appropriate money for field guns, that 
seems to carry with it the power to appropriate money for all 
auxiliaries for the field guns, and fire control is one of the nec- 
essary auxiliaries for that p Therefore it seems to me, 
and this discussion has developed the fact, that the same Depart- 
ment officer has gone to two committees of this House, has 
asked for the appropriations from the one, and haying these de- 
mands satisfied in part, he has gone to another committee and 
renewed his demands there and had the balance of his demands 
satisfied by that committee. 

That illustrates a very unfortunate condition of affairs, which 
the Chair ought not to perpetuate by its ruling. A ruling should 
be made here which should decide once and for all the power of 
appropriation over this entire subject, so that in future two com- 
mittees of the same House should not be appropriating money 
for the same purpose. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I do. 

Mr. LACEY. The Committee on Appropriations having pro- 
vided a sufficient amount for that portion of this work as may be 
needed on the coast defenses, why does that preclude another 
committee from reporting enough for the other branch, inas- 
much as the Signal Officer has seen fit to divide his estimates, so 
much for coast defenses, so much for field artillery? Why does 
that exhaust the subject? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. He distinctly states this is not for coast 
defenses. i 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, the Appro- 
priations Committee has already exercised its power over the 
subject of field batteries and field guns. Now, then, as the fire- 
control apparatus is used in connection with the field guns, it 
would seem that the jurisdiction ought not to be divided, so 
that one committee should appropriate for the field guns and 
another committee apprcoriate for the fire-control apparatus, 
which is indispensable for the use of those field guns. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, the committee to which the gen- 
tleman belongs has especial charge of fortifications and knows 
the wants of fortifications. When an estimate is made for range 
finding for fortifications, the committee may know how much is 
necessary. When it comes to field artillery operated in the 
field, that committee has no opportunity of knowing. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. But we have sole jurisdiction of that. 

Mr. LACEY. And the other committee has the knowledge 
and can say how much ought to be appropriated. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman is begging the question. If the Chair should de- 
cide that the Committee on Appropriations had sole jurisdiction, 
it would follow as a matter of course that the Departments 
would go before the Committee on Appropriations and give to 
that committee the necessary information. Of course the bu- 
reau could go to the Committee on Appropriations quite as well 
as it could go to the Committee on Military Affairs, and I as- 
sume that the Committee on Appropriations could understand 
the statement made by a gentleman from the Department 
quite as well perhaps as the gentlemen who compose the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. I do not believe it is a particularly 
difficult subject, but it seems to me that the effect of the ruling 
of the Chair establishing the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Military Affairs would be to make this absurd division in the 
practice of appropriations, that the Committee on Appropria- 
tions would expend the money for the creation of the field guns, 
while the Committee on Military Affairs would expend the 
money for the fire-control apparatus used in connection with 
those field guns. And now that it has been indisputably estab- 
lished by precedents of the House that the Committee on Appro- 
priations has jurisdiction over the field guns, if seems to me 
that jurisdiction over this other matter, which is auxiliary, 
should naturally fall within the power of the Committee on 
‘Appropriations. 
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Mr. CAPRON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man a question. If I understand the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. SULLIVAN} correctly, he says that as the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations makes tke appropriation for the field 
guns—and that, I suppose, is the manufacture of field guns— 
that it ought to appropriate for all the auxiliary attachments of 
those field guns. Now, if that be true, ought not the Appropria- 
tions Committee to appropriate for the horses that haul the 
field guns? They certainly are attachments, and also the 
harness that goes on the horses and the powder that is fired in 
the field guns. That certainly is one of the very necessary 
auxiliaries of field guns. Really it seems to me that the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has satisfied the Chair that it is 
very necessary just now that the Chair should show by its 
ruling what an absurd position the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts has taken, when, if his contention be true, the Appropria- 
tions Committee next year will claim that they ought to ap- 
propriate for the forage that goes to feed the horses and the 
rations that feed the men, holding that such are appliances to- 
the field artillery. They are just as much appliances as those 
things which control the fire of the field artillery. The ques- 
tion is a rather long one, but the gentleman can answer it 
categorically. N 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. The gentleman seems to 
have answered his own question. 

Mr. FITZGERALD rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman from Massachusetts 
concluded? i 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I can not say anything 
more, Mr. Chairman, except in repetition of what I have already 
said. I have concluded. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, in the fortifications bill 
that passed the House provision was made for the manufacture 
of cannon, carriages, ammunition, range finders, and other in- 
struments for fire control in field batteries. 

Under two decisions, which are found on page 497 of the 
Digest, it has been held that the Committee on Appropriations 
and not the Committee on Military Affairs has jurisdiction for 
field guns and their appurtenances. The carriages for field 
guns are part of the appurtenances, ammunition is an appurte- 
nance of field guns, and so are instruments for fire control and 
range finders. This language, to which exception is taken by. 
means of the point of order raised by the gentleman from New 
York, is new language in this bill. The paragraph has hereto- 
fore been identical with the pending paragraph excepting 
this provision “for fire control and direction apparatus and 
material for field artillery.” There can be no question that that 
language covers the identical appurtenances for field batteries 
which is covered by the language “range finders and other in- 
struments for fire control in field batteries.” The War Depart- 
ment submitted to the Committee on Appropriations estimates 
for appropriations necessary under this item, and the House 
passed a bill including what was deemed necessary for that 
purpose during the next fiscal year, but in order to obtain 
authority to use another fund this language is incorporated in 
this provision. Whatever may have been the reason for the 
elimination of the horses and harness, I submit that horses and 
harness used to drag these guns are not at all in a similar posi- 
tion to the carriages and other implements which would be 
designated appurtenances which, under the rulings in the 
Digest, have been held to belong to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from New York a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield 
to the gent!eman from Ohio? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Certainly. 

Mr. KEIFER. I want him to state, as he has the Dill in his 
hand relating to coast defense and fortifications, whether the 
field artillery referred to in that bill does not relate to field 
guns which are used in fortifications along the coast? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Why, Mr. Chairman, I called the atten- 
tion of the committee to this provision in the fortifications bill, 
“for the purchase, manufacture, and test of ammunition for 
machine and automatic guns, and for mountain, field, and siege 
cannon, including the necessary experiments in connection there- 
with and machinery necessary for its manufacture at the ar- 
senals.” The manufacture of all ordnance excepting the re- 
serye guns, which were supplied for the artillery, has always 
been under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. KEIFER. But still you do not answer my question. 
The. question is whether field artillery is not used to some ex- 
tent in connection with coast fortifications, and that the provi- 
sion that was made for the control of the firing of these guns 
did not relate to that artillery? z 
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Mr. FITZGERALD. Not at all, because there is no mountain 
artillery used in connection with coast defense. 

Mr. KEIFER. I am not talking about mountain artillery, 
because that is a wholly different thing; but let me ask him fur- 
ther whether or not we have provided for the fire control and 
direction apparatus for other field guns which were provided 
for in the bill as reserve field guns and not those that were as- 
signed to the different posts and different positions all over the 
country where they were expected to act in connection with 
infantry and cavalry? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. My understanding of the bill is we 
have provided for fire contro] for all the guns which were au- 
thorized heretofore or will be authorized. 

Mr. KEIFER. That is not my understanding. My under- 
standing is they went further than the field guns which were 
authorized to be provided to be used in connection with the 
fortifications along the coast and also such other field guns as 
were provided for, either the repairing or renewal or the con- 
struction, which were to be reserve field guns. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, I think the gentleman is unques- 
tionably mistaken. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from New York a question. I believe the gentleman from 
New York contended a moment ago that because a provision for 
field artillery had been in the fortifications bill that that was 
evidence, at least prima facie, that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee had jurisdiction of field-artillery appropriations. Is 
that so? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. That and several decisions which were 
made in the House. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Now, then, does the gentleman 
think that because the Committee on Insular Affairs the other 
day reported a bill for the purchase of those claims on the 
Island of Batan, it not having any jurisdiction over appropria- 
tions, and the bill went through the House, that that could be 
cited hereafter to show that the Committee on Insular Affairs 
has jurisdiction of that subject-matter? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, there is a great dis- 
tinction between 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. If the House made an oversight 
in one case it might make it in another, and it ought not to go 
as a precedent in either. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
does not distinguish between the different cases that arise. 
Nobody suggests for an instant that the Committee on Insular 
Affairs has jurisdiction to make appropriations. The Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs and the Committee on Appropriations 
both have jurisdiction to appropriate, and very frequently there 
has been a conflict as to the jurisdiction of the two committees 
regarding appropriations for particular items. It has been de- 
cided upon at least two occasions that appurtenances for field 
batteries belong to the Committee on Appropriations. And in 
view of those decisions the chairman of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations has never raised that question since the Fifty-fifth 
Congress, when it was decided against him on a point of order. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, this discussion has been con- 
fined thus far to the question of range finding, but there is a 
very important point of order made as to the Alaskan military 
cable that seems not to haye been discussed. I would like to 
say a word on that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would be glad if the gentlemen 
would confine their remarks on the point of order to the first 
point raised. 

Mr. LACEY. I do not care to say anything about the first 
point, but the second point that was made at the same time I 
would like to have a word upon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would be glad to hear from the 
gentleman from Iowa after the Chair has ruled on the first 
point of order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, the importance of this ques- 
tion arises from the fact that because of some obscurity in the 
line of demarkation, or the line that should be drawn between 
the jurisdiction of these two committees, we have the De- 
partments first going to one committee and then to another 
committee in the event of their failing to secure what they 
ask for in the committee to which they first made their ap- 
plication. In this same bill we have a provision for the pur- 
chase of a cable ship. We haye also another provision for sub- 
marine defense at San Francisco, both of which propositions 
were submitted to the Committee on Appropriations and re- 
jected and subsequently inserted in this bill by the Committee 
on Military Affairs. Hence it is important, Mr. Chairman, to 
distinctly define the line that should mark the jurisdiction of 
these two committees, so that when they come before one and 
are refused what they ask for they can not run to another com- 
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mittee and claim that that committee has jurisdiction of the 
subject-matter which they did not succeed in getting in the 
appropriation bill before another committee. 

Now, the Committee on Appropriations appropriates the 
money for field artillery, including carriages. They also ap- 
propriate money for fire control of field artillery, because it 
is a necessary auxiliary or appurtenance to the operation of the 
gun itself. Now, to my mind 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
TAWNEY] permit the Chair to ask a question right there as to 
how long the Congress has so appropriated for the fire control 
of field guns? 

Mr. TAWNBEY. My recollection is it is about three or four 
years, Fire control of field artillery is a modern instrumental- 
ity or invention. It is not one that has been in use for fifty or 
seventy-five years. Improvements in respect to the firing of 
artillery are constantly being made. Range finders have been 
appropriated for for some years, but fire control of field artillery 
for only about three years. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Right in line with the 
question of ife instances which the gentleman has in mind, has 
the Committee on Appropriations exercised the jurisdiction to 
appropriate for fire control for field guns? 

Mr. TAWNEY. It has. The Committee on Military Affairs 
has never inserted language of this kind in any appropriation 
bill. If money has been used for that purpose it was paid out 
of appropriations which did not express the purpose for which 
this appropriation is expressed here. So that as to anything 
that pertains to the gun itself I maintain that the committee 
that has heretofore exercised that jurisdiction should have juris- 
diction over everything of that character. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. TAWNEY. That which pertains to the operation of the 
gun; that which pertains to the actual firing of the gun or 
placing or hauling of the gun, or the forage for the animals used 
in hauling the guns 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And the man behind the gun. 

Mr. TAWNEY (continuing). “And the man behind the gun“ is 
an entirely different proposition. That pertains to the operation 
of the instrumentality. The only jurisdiction claimed by the 
Committee on Appropriations is jurisdiction covering the manu- 
facture and purchase of the instrumentality itself. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman if he has seen General Greely’s statement in the hear- 
ing before the committee on January 8, 1906, in which he states 
the item objected to in this bill for fire control, etc., was cov- 
ered for all practical purposes by the language which has been 
in previous Army appropriation bills? 

Mr. TAWNEY. It may be practically, but not actually. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. But actually, he said. 

Mr. TAWNEY. It never was brought in so that the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations could raise the question of jurisdiction. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman permit me to read what 
General Greely said in the note to the estimate? 

The adoption of a system of fire control and direction for the field 
artillery renders it advisable to insert the italicised words in these 
estimates, although it is believed that the words “the duty of collect- 


ing and transmitting information for the Army by telegraph or other- 
wise” would cover the case, 


That language has been in several of the bills prior to this. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That is a matter of opinion. 

Mr. TAWNEY. It is simply the opinion of General Greely, 

Mr. SLAYDEN. They have operated under it and done that 
very thing. 

Mr. TAWNEY. They have operated under a great many 
other appropriations, possibly, made, but in the dark. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Does the gentleman from Texas claim 
that that language would cover this kind of an expenditure? 

Mr. TAWNEY. He says General Greely says so. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. But does the gentleman from Texas 
claim it? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. They have done it. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, about where the line 
should be drawn. It should be drawn between the thing itself 
and the operation of the instrumentality. Heretofore the juris- 
diction of the Committee on Appropriations in the matter of 
appropriating money for the purchase of field artillery, includ- 
ing carriages—including everything that was necessary, except 
for the actual use—has never been questioned. If the claim of 
the gentleman from Iowa is right, or if his contention that 
because field artillery is manned and operated by the Army is 
correct, then there are a great many things that the Committee 
on Appropriations now and always has appropriated for that 
properly belonged to the Committee on Military Affairs. In 
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the Fifty-sixth Congress this specific question was submitted 

to the Speaker of the House of Representatives by the chair- 

man of the Committee on Military Affairs on the one hand and 

by a Moody, of the Committee on Appropriations, on the other 
nd. 

Touching so much of House Document No. 291, first session Fifty- 
sixth Congress, as refers to the Rock Island Armory, Rock Island, III., 
and to 8 Armory, Springfield, Mass.; and 

Touching so much of the estimate of $750,000 for infantry, cavalry, 
and artillery equipment, submitted on page 135 of the Book of Esti- 
mates for the fiscal year 1901, as includes machinery, tools, and fixtures 
for their manufacture at the arsenals; and 

Touching so much of the estimate of $1,100,000 for the manufacture 
of arms, submitted on page 136 of the Book of Estimates for the fiscal 
8 ee as includes machinery, tools, and fixtures for their manu- 

Be yacated, and that the same shall be placed on the Speaker’s table 
for reference. 

Now, that brought squarely before the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives the question of whether or not these instru- 
mentalities and their manufacture should be appropriated for 
by the Committee on Military Affairs or by the Committee on 
Appropriations. And the Speaker, after considering the ques- 
tion and the brief filed by Mr. Moody and the brief filed by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HULL], decided in favor of the juris- 
diction of the Committee on Appropriations. 

This particular class of appropriations has been the subject 
of controyersy between the Committee on Military Affairs and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the House ever since the 
jurisdiction over the appropriations for the military establish- 
ment was taken from the Committee on Appropriations, and in 
every instance has that controversy resulted in favor of the 
Committee on Appropriations retaining jurisdiction of all ap- 

. propriations for the purchase of the instrumentalities necessary 
for fortifications and field artillery. If you enlarge the juris- 
diction of the Committee on Military Affairs as proposed, to 
what extent will the Department in the future first go to one 
committee and failing to secure what they want, or all it wants, 
go to the Military Committee, which, because of its peculiar re- 
lation to the Department, represents the Department more than 
the House or the Government? 

It is important, therefore, Mr. Chairman, in the consideration 
of this question to not confuse the operation of the instrumen- 
talities of war with their manufacture or with their purchase. 
In the latter case the Committee on Appropriations claims juris- 
diction, and has always exercised it, while in the former it does 
neither. 

The claim of the Committee on Appropriations is not made 
because that committee desires to have any more work than it 
now has, but because the exercise of that jurisdiction in the 
past has resulted beneficially, and enables the House to keep a 
check on the appropriations for that part of the military estab- 
lishment which is constantly seeking increase of appropriations 
for the implements of war. [Applause.] 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, with all respect 
to the gentlemen who support the point of order, their conten- 
tion amounts essentially to an effort to make an erroneous 
custom of the House and an erroneous ruling of ex-Speaker 
Henderson suffice to overrule the plain letter and spirit of 
the law. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Has not that been the 
previous ruling of previous Speakers? Did it not simply con- 
firm former rulings? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. It is immaterial, in my judg- 
ment, how many erroneous rulings have been made, if they were 
erroneous. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. But the gentleman—— 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I have not heard any gentleman 
of the Committee on Appropriations assert that the original 
ruling was correct. I do not think that one of them as a lawyer 
will arise and say that by any ordinary fair rule of interpreting 
language the Rules of the House of Representatives confer 
jurisdiction upon the Committee on Appropriations over this 
matter of field artillery or of apparatus for use in connection 
with it. Here is the language of the only rule giving jurisdic- 
tion over proposed legislation to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions: 

All proposed legislation shall be referred to the committees named 
in the preceding rule, as follows, viz: 

Subjects relating— 

To 5 of the revenue for the support of the Government 


as here rovided, namely— 
For legislative, executive, and judicial expenses; 


That is not field artillery— 
For sundry civil expenses— 
That is not field artillery— 
For fortifications— 


That is not field artillery— 


Coast defenses— 

That is not field artillery— 
For the District of Columbia— 
That is not field artillery— 
For pensions— 

That is not field artillery— 
And for all deficlencles— 


That is not field artillery— 
To the Committee on Appropriations. 


Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman al- 
low me to ask him one question there? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. You have said that no member of the 
Committee on Appropriations would claim that sundry civil 
expenses covered field artillery; but I say to the gentleman that 
at the time the Military Affairs Committee first obtained juris- 
diction of the military appropriation bill that the fortifications 
items were carried in the sundry civil bill, and that when the 
rule gave the Appropriations Committee the right to pass a 
sundry civil bill, that bill then included not only seacoast forti- 
fications, but all the mobile artillery; and therefore, notwith- 
standing the gentleman’s assertion that sundry civil expenses 
do not include fortifications, I tell him that his statement is 
in conflict with the appropriations in this House from the 
earliest time. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I did not say anything about 
the sundry civil bill not including fortifications. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. If the statement of the gentleman from 
Iowa is correct, does it not include field artillery as well as 
fortifications? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. If the gentleman will permit me 
to conclude what I have to say, then I shall be pleased to an- 
swer any questions. The jurisdiction of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, if it have any jurisdiction, comes from that 
paragraph. 

Where does the Committee on Military Affairs get its juris- 
diction? From another paragraph, which I will read: 

All bills relating to the military establishment e e ag 

0 


fense, including appropriations for its su et: eS 
mittee on Military Afairs. wee 


The “military establishment” includes three principal 
branches, namely, the infantry, the cavalry, and the artillery. 

00 Tete ae If the gentleman will permit me to inter- 
rup — 5 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. That is the “ military establish- 
ment” of the United States within the meaning of this para- 
graph of the rule. Not the Navy, because there is a separate 
paragraph which applies exclusively to appropriations for naval 
affairs; but the term “military establishment” as here used 
includes three principal branches: the infantry, the cavalry, 
and the artillery—the field artillery—but not the artillery in 
coast defenses nor the artillery in fortifications, for both of 
these are specifically mentioned in the first paragraph that I 
ee the paragraph relating to the Committee on Appropria- 

ons. 

Mr. KEIFER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I will in a moment. Mr. Chair- 
man, if, under this rule, field artillery is a part of the “ mili- 
tary establishment” as thus defined, then appropriations for 
anything which goes to assist the field artillery in the“ public 
defense” by enabling that artillery to fire more accurately be- 
longs properly to the Committee on Military Affairs, which has 
jurisdiction of appropriations for the “ military establishment.” 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. In a moment. -And the fact 
that, in clear violation of the rules, the House has heretofore 
permitted this appropriation to go to the wrong committee 
ought not now to suffice to withhold the appropriation from 
the jurisdiction of the proper committee, any more than a bad 
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States ought for- 
ever to bind that court against its better judgment. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin contend 
that the uniform practice of the House, based on the interpreta- 
tion of this rule, is entitled to no consideration and should be 
ignored entirely in the determination of the identical question 
that is involved here? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, I hold that it should not be al- 
lowed to control any man’s judgment, if he honestly believes, 
after careful study of the written law, that the practice of the 
House, or the rulings of the Speaker, have been in plain viola- 
tion of the law. 5 

Mr. TAWNEY. In deciding this identical question I will 
state to the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Blount, Chairman of 


de- 
Com- 
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the Committee of the Whole, stated the principle which governed 
his decision as follows: 


An examination of the statutes and of the practice of the House for 
a long series of years shows that prior to the adoption of the present 
rules the rules simply assigned the work of appropriations to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. That committee subdivided their work into 
various general appropriation bills, not aE virtue of any rule of the 
House, but for their own convenience. ey were designated as the 
legislative, executive, and judicial bill, the sundry civil bill, the fortifi- 
cation bill, the District of Columbia bill, the pension bill, the deficiency 
bill, the military bill, the naval bill, and the bill in relation to post- 
offices and post-roads, etc. 

The subject-matter of these several bills was designated by the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations itself, and the Chair thinks that the only way 
of 8 he nature of these bills is by an examination of the 
substance of them. Under these designations they have been crystal- 
ractice of the House until they haye a significance as 
regnant as the strongest language could give them. (CONGRESSIONAL 
ECORD, vol. 100, p. 1005.) 


Pos WM. ALDEN SMITH. What is the gentleman reading 
m? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I am reading from a brief by Mr. Moody, 
submitted to the Fifty-sixth Congress, when this iđentical ques- 
tion was up and was decided at that time by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. Now, if we are going to divide the 
jurisdiction in this manner so that it is competent for a Depart- 
ment in the event of their failing to secure what they want in 
one committee, to enable them to go to another and secure what 
they have been refused in the first instance, it will lead to in- 
finitely more reckless practices and duplication of appropriations 
in the future than heretofore. I repeat, Mr. Chairman, I 
think the line should be drawn between the purchase or manu- 
facture of the instrumentality and its operation. This is a 
logical division, it is reasonable, one that has heretofore ob- 
tained, and, I think, it is one that ought now to obtain. 

` Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, it seems to 
me that the mistake made by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Cooper] consists in treating this question as an open 
question. It seems to me that it is settled on the precedents, and 
I am perfectly willing to admit, as a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, that if it were not settled by precedents that 
the jurisdiction of this subject should properly be left to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. I think that that is true not 
only on this subject, but a great many others that are now 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations. 
But we may and ought to attach a great deal of value to the 
precedents in this House, 

Now, the gentleman from Rhode Island asked if this com- 
mittee were given power to appropriate for the purpose of fire- 
control apparatus simply because that was used in connection 
with field guns, why should not the Committee on Appropria- 
tions be given power to appropriate for the horses and the 
artillery and equipment. 

He believes that because there is a close relation between the 
guns and the artillery equipment that one committee ought to 
appropriate for both, and I am willing to admit that if it were 
a new question that one committee should appropriate for both, 
but a line of division has been created by the precedents in this 
House. For example, in 1900 it was ruled that while the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs had power to appropriate for in- 
fantry and artillery equipment, the jurisdiction of appropria- 
tions for machinery, tools, and fixtures for their manufacture 
at the arsenals and armories remained in the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. So that the Committee on Appropriations has the 
power to spend money for the machinery, tools, and fixtures for 
the manufacture and repair of the equipment and supplies, and 
the Military Affairs Committee has power to appropriate for the 
very things which are manufactured by the machinery, tools, 
and fixtures. Therefore you could not get a closer relation 
than that which exists between the machine and the thing 
which is created by the machine, and yet this House, by its 
precedents, confers jurisdiction upon one committee over the 
machine and upon another committee over the thing that the 
machine creates. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman speaks of appro- 
priations for machinery for the manufacture of guns having 
been admitted to be under the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Appropriations. The rules say that everything relating to 
the “military establishment” and “public defense” shall go 
to the Military Committee. Nobody would claim, I think, that 
the machines to manufacture guns are part of the military estab- 
lishment. You can not cripple an enemy with a machine with 
which you manufacture the gun unless, perhaps, you might take 
a monkey wrench and hit him on the head with it. The 


machine with which you manufacture the gun is, of course, no 
part of the weapon with which we conduct the public defense. 
Such machinery is not part of the “military establishment.” 


Therefore, the appropriations for those machines would very 
properly go to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I disagree 
with the gentleman. I can not see any logical distinction be- 
tween the power to appropriate for a machine in a Government 
arsenal and the things which the machine creates, or I could 
not, if we were treating it as an original question. It seems 
to me, if it were to be decided originally, that jurisdiction ought 
to be conferred on the Committee on Military Affairs, but if 
the statement made by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Tawney] is verified by the facts in the record, namely, that 
since 1902 the Committee on Appropriations has exercised juris- 
diction over apparatus for fire control, then it seems to me 
that this is a settled question and can not be decided by recourse 
to the logical relation between the gun and the apparatus used 
in connection with the guns. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is res adjudicata. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, just a word. In regard to build- 
ings and machinery there is a law on the statute books that re- 
quires all buildings that cost to exceed $20,000 to have estimates 
submitted therefor to the Congress of the United States, and 
under the rule of the House and its procedure all buildings even 
for the Army that cost in excess of $20,000 that are built from 
estimates submitted have always come from the Committee on 
Appropriations. But on this proposition of the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Tawney] of the distinction between the two 
committees, I desire to say to him and to this House, and I 
hope to the Chairman with some effect, that the tendency has 
been for the Committee on Appropriations to enlarge its juris- 
diction from year to year by putting in items over which they 
absolutely have no jurisdiction under the rules of the House. 
Now, what is the jurisdiction given? They have jurisdiction for 
fortifications and coast defenses, and that is all in the military 
establishment. Under the decisions shortly after the change of 
committees from one committee to various committees of the 
House by a decision of the House they have jurisdiction over 
the manufacture of cannon, and I think that it would be im- 
possible for the two committees to have joint jurisdiction over 
its manufacture. But, Mr. Chairman, this language here is for 
something that is new of itself. This language here is not an 
enlargement of the jurisdiction of the Committee on Military 
Affairs; it is simply carrying out what the jurisdiction has al- 
ways been—that of jurisdiction over the Signal Corps of the 
Army. In the coast fortifications the Signal Corps has not the 
same control that it has here. In the coast fortifications, where 
everything is fixed, nothing is movable, except as they may move 
a range finder from one place to another to command different 
parts of the harbor; it is operated by the artillery, it is installed 
by the engineers. 

In this case the Signal Corps furnishes all the instruments; it 
furnishes the men with the Army to operate the electrical appli- 
ances, It is not an increase of expenses with us; it is not 
reaching out after more jurisdiction; it is simply retaining 
what the plain letter of the rules of the House and the pro- 
cedure of the House would give us, except that for the last 
two years they have put in their bill this language for field 
artillery. But, Mr. Chairman, suppose they had put in their 
bill last year—and a large majority of their bills go through 
without scrutiny as to new legislation—suppose they had put 
in their bill so many thousand dollars for purchasing horses for 
artillery and no one raised the point of order, I suppose then 
they would come up the next year and say, when we appro- 
priate for horses for cavalry and artillery, that they had juris- 
diction over the artillery, and here was a double appropriation. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Will the gentleman not admit that the very 
provision sought to be taken care of by this item in the Military 
Affairs bill here to-day is covered by the provision in the fortifi- 
cation bill that passed, which says, “ For range finders and other 
instruments for fire control in field batteries?” 

Mr. HULL. I am not raising the question of what the gen- 
tleman’s committee has done. The gentleman's committee has 
done it. I am sorry I did not know it sooner, or I would hay» 
tried to keep him from it. It is in the estimates this year. I 
have never looked at the gentleman’s estimates before, as I try 
to keep well within my rights and hoped others would do thS 
same. 

Mr. PALMER. Well, is this a double appropriation? 

Mr. HULL. No. 

Mr. PALMER. Has not the money been appropriated in an- 
other bill? 

Mr. HULL. We have not increased the appropriation one dol- 
lar. The testimony of General Greely was that in the language 
as it has been in our bill for the last twenty years practically 
they could take care of this business, but he believed it ought 
to be more explicit. He did not ask any increase, because he 
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said that the amount carried in the bill was sufficient to carry 
all these items, - 

“Mr. PALMER. I understood the gentleman from New York 
on the Appropriation Committee to say their bill does contain 
an item which covers this exact expense. Now, if that bill 
contains an item covering fire control, why is there not a double 
appropriation? 

Mr. HULL. It covered guns, artillery and field service. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Range finders and other instruments for 
fire control in field batteries,” and if that provision should go 
out ; 

Mr. HULL. I do not think it affects the point of order in 
any particular, admitting all you say. 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to get tangled 
up in this debate, but I think the trouble is that we appropriate 
through the two committees for different things under the same 
name. I do not agree with the gentleman who undertakes to 
say that the military establishment is composed of infantry, 
cavalry, and artillery. It is composed of engineers also; it has 
a Department of Ordnance, Quartermasters, Signal Corps, Com- 
missary, and all these things, and they are appropriated for in 
this bill. We have a great many other military things. In the 
fortifications bill we did appropriate for all the guns which were 
provided, which were liable to be used in connection with the 
fortifications, and for all other field guns that we were providing 
for that were to be in reserve. Some were to be rebuilt, some 
were being made anew, but I do not think the Appropriation 
Committee undertook to appropriate for the field guns now used 
with the infantry, cavalry, and artillery, and there is where the 
confusion comes in. Fortifications, properly speaking, are also 
a part of the military establishment of the United States, but in 
this committee division it is apparently very inconsistent. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, at the time that the 
right to report appropriation bills was giyen to the Committee on 
Military Affairs various expenses of the military defense were 
carried in the sundry civil bill, such as provision with reference 
to the making of machinery for use in the arsenals and other 
items. There was also a fortifications bill and there was an 
Army bill. When the rule was adopted to transfer a portion of 
the right to report appropriation bills to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs, the language used was not so clear as might have 
been desired, but there is an unbroken line of precedents holding 
that what was transferred to the Committee on Military Affairs 
was the right to bring in appropriation bills for these classes of 
items which had theretofore been covered by the Army bill as 
reported by the Committee on Appropriations. 

There is absolutely no conflict in the authority as to how the 
jurisdiction is to be determined. In this particular case some- 
thing of difficulty may arise because the specific item under con- 
sideration being that of fire control is one which was not pro- 
vided for by any committee prior to the division of the 
appropriations between the committees. The system of fire con- 
trol was not known in those days. No system of fire control 
was then devised. It first was devised as an adjunct to the 
seacoast guns. Nobody has ever claimed to this hour that we 
ought to have given that to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
yet that is installed and that is operated by men who are paid 
by appropriations in the Army bill. The distinguished gentle- 
man in charge of the bill has said that his committee reports 
the appropriations for the Signal Corps. If he means that they 
report the appropriations for the payment of the officers and 
enlisted men, then that statement is true. If he means that 
they bring in appropriations for those things constructed by the 
Signal Corps, the statement is not true without great modifica- 
tion and much of limitation. Very much of the money carried 
in the fortifications bill is expended by the Signal Corps; the 
work installed by it is operated by the artillery. The mere 
fact that it is operated by the artillery, which is paid out of 
this Army appropriation, has never been held to confer upon the 
Committee on Military Affairs the power to appropriate for the 
constructive work or the preparation of these things to be 
used by the artillery. Now, the application of fire control to 
field artillery was later than its application to seacoast artil- 
lery, and yet as early as 1903 the Committee on Appropriations 
was bringing before this House bills carrying money for fire 
control of field artillery. Why? Because we are charged with 
the duty of supplying the artillery with their implements of 
warfare, not with the horses, not with the harness, but with 
the guns, the carriages, their adjuncts and appurtenances. 

We have carried these appropriations for four successive 
years, and it has never been whispered until this morning that 
the jurisdiction to appropriate for this item was in the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. There has never been a line in an 
Army bill with reference to this subject except, as gentlemen 
say, that it was included under the general description of elec- 


tric or telegraphic means of communication. For all these years 
the Committee on Appropriations has been in undisputed and 
sole possession of the jurisdiction to make these appropriations. 
The estimates are sent to the Committee on Appropriations for 
items for fire control of the mobile artillery. We report a bill 
out and it passes this House. It does not carry as much as the 
War Department would have liked. Then comes a bill from 
the Committee on Military Affairs putting in language never 
used in that bill in its history before and covering identically 
these same items that have been carried in the fortifications 
bill for four long years and making a large additional sum avail- 
able to them. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Two hundred thousand dollars. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If there be aught in precedent, it is 
with the Committee on Appropriations on this subject. If there 
be aught in analogy, it is with the Committee on Appropri- 
ations on this subject. When the question of fire control of 
the coast fortifications came up, then was the time for the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs to say they were entitled to appro- 
priate for that item and that it was not an appurtenant or 
adjunct to a seacoast gun. They never said it; they have not 
said it to this hour. They have no more to do with buying 
cannon for the line of the Arniy than they have to do with 
buying a seacoast gun. The power to appropriate for guns and 
carriages for the mobile artillery is just as exclusively in the 
Appropriation Committee as the power to appropriate for sea- 
coast cannon. And when identically the same adjunct is ap- 
plied to the mobile artillery as applied to the seacoast gun 
the Committee on Military Affairs, after waiting four long 
years, suddenly discovers that it has jurisdiction to duplicate 
the appropriations brought in from the Committee on Appro- 
priations for this item, and thus give double appropriation to 
the War Department for this single purpose. We have, then, 
this matter settled by the usage of this House at least for four 
years. We have got it settled by analogy to seacoast fire con- 
trol. The Committee on Appropriations has no ambition to ac- 
quire new labor, but it does protest against the Military Com- 
mittee, after acquiescing for all of these years in the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations, and then after 
an abundance of money has been voted by this House for this 
purpose, coming in here with a biH giving large additional sums 
for the same purpose. 

Mr. HULL. I will call the attention of the Chair to the esti- 
mate submitted this year, on page 132, as the gentleman seems 
to lay so much stress on the estimates. On page 132 it is spe- 
cifically submitted to us in that item. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Submitted to both, I grant. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to ask the chairman 
of the committee on Military Affairs for a little further infor- 
mation. As the Chair understands it, field guns and the heavy 
siege guns are manufactured at the same armory? 

Mr. HULL. They are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that the harness 
and horses for the field guns are appropriated for by the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs? 

Mr. HULL. They are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to ask whether this 
fire control and direction apparatus is movable, aside from any 
attachment to the guns themselves, 

Mr. HULL. It must be in the very nature of things movable, 
and is furnished by the Signal Corps of the Army. It is never 
attached to the gun, except for temporary purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. The gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Lirraver] makes the point of 
order against the words “ fire control and direction apparatus 
and material for field artillery,” in lines 1 and 2, on page 5 of 
the bill, contending that this item of appropriation belongs to 
the Appropriation Committee and not to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. This raises the square question of jurisdiction 
between these two committees. It is a question which has been 
before the Committee of the Whole and before the House eyer 
since division of the appropriations, in the Forty-ninth Con- 
gress, between the various committees now reporting appropria- 
tion bills. This is an extremely important question, and the 
Chair has found it a very delicate one to pass upon, involving 
not only an interpretation of the rules and the precedents of 
the House, but also a review of the practice of the committees 
dating back for many years. 

The Chair will state, in the first place, that he does not think 
the occupant of this chair in Committee of the Whole is called 
upon to consider, in passing upon such a question as this, the 
attitude of the Executive Departments toward the various com- 
mittees of the House. 

It appears that an item similar to this has been carried for 
the past three years in appropriation bills coming from the 
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Committee on Appropriations, and that no point of order has 
been made against those items. The present occupant of the 
chair, however, is compelled to find that the Chair ought not 
to seek shelter behind the undisputed action of the House or 
committee when he is called upon to decide a point of order ac- 
cording to the law and the precedents. 

This question brings before us the history of the separation 
of the jurisdiction of the Appropriation Committees of the 
House, and the present occupant of the chair has undertaken 
to look into it with as much care and as fully as time permitted. 

Prior to the Forty-ninth Congress all appropriation bills 
were framed by the Appropriations Committee, and matters 
relating to military affairs were scattered, at first apparently 
indiscriminately, between the sundry civil bill, the military 
bill, the fortification bill, and, of course, the various deficiency 
bills. Prior to the Forty-ninth Congress the rules under which 
authority was given to the Appropriations Committee and the 
Military Committee were as follows: The rules provided that 
matters relating to appropriations of the revenue for the sup- 
port of the Government should go to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, which matters relating to the military establish- 
ment and the public defense, other than appropriations for its 
support should go to the Committee on Military Affairs. When 
the subdivision and distribution of matters going to the vari- 
ous appropriation committees were made, they were made 
effective by the rules of the House which have prevailed down 
to the present time, which were as follows: 

Matters rela to appropriation of the revenue for the rt 
CCT... 
thom and 5 defense, for the "District of Columbia, for — and 
for all deficiencies, to the Committee on Appropriations. 
tease usin bee e ieee Sha oe" Ee Su 
tary Academy, to the Committee on Military Afairs. 

The language in the latter rule, it will be seen, is sufficiently 
broad, if standing by itself, to cover all appropriations relating 
to the military establishment. In order, therefore, to find out 
what items are not given to the Military Committee, we must 
determine what is meant by the language in the rule conferring 
jurisdiction on the Appropriation Committee, which says: “ For 
fortifications and for coast defense.” 

The gentleman from Iowa who last addressed the Chair has 

that in this division of authority the Committee on 
Military Affairs took only those subjects which the military bill 
carried under the Appropriation Committee when that commit- 
tee had charge of all the bills. According to this line of rea- 
soning, then, it would be true, of course, that the Appropriations 
Committee, under the language, “ for fortifications and for coast 
defense,” retains jurisdiction of only those items which pre- 
vious to the separation had been carried in the fortification bill. 
This was a matter which so interested the Chair that he took 
occasion to look through all of the fortification acts from 1885 
back to the civil war, that he might discover whether the for- 
tification bills ever carried any items other than those directly 
connected with the fortifications and with the heavy guns of 
the coast defenses. But for twenty years prior to the division 
of jurisdiction the fortification bill carried no items except such 
as were directly connected with fortifications and coast defenses. 
Therefore the Chair sought to discover on what theory field 
guns were given to the Appropriations Committee after the 
division of jurisdiction and were covered in the fortification bill. 

The last decision upon this question was made as late as 
1898, on February 5 of that year, the fortification bill then 
being under consideration in Committee of the Whole. When 
this paragraph was read, “For steel field guns, $30,000,” Mr. 
Hutt, of Iowa, then chairman of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, made the point of order that this provision belonged to 
the Committee on Military Affairs and not to the Committee on 
Appropriations, After considerable debate, the Chairman of 
the committee, Mr. Horxrns, of Illinois, held that the point 
of order was not well taken, and that the item “for steel field 
guns, $30,000,” belonged to the fortification bill. He referred 
to certain precedents, which the Chair will allude to. On 
March 31, 1890, the House being in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, and considering the Army 
appropriation bill, a paragraph for metallic cartridges for 
field gun batteries and steel shell and shrapnel for artillery 
guns was under consideration, was read, and Mr. Marcus 
Brewer, of Michigan, made the point of order that those items 
were not properly in the Army bill, since they belonged to forti- 
fications and coast defense, and that they belonged to the juris- 
diction of the Committee on Appropriations. After debate, Mr. 
Allen, of Michigan, being in the chair, said: 


The question presented is of great difficulty and the discussion has 
not been sufficiently full to entirely satisfy 120 Chair about the prece- 
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dents, but the exigencies of the work before the House will not permit 
further delay. 


er > 

The practice of the House for the last twenty years preceding the 
last six years in large part has obtained under diferent conditions as 
between committees from those which now exist, and the Chair will 
confine himself strictly to the rule as he understands it. 

He then read the rule prevailing at that time—which still 
prevails—which the Chair had previously read, and then said: 

As the Chair understands this rule, the Committee on Appropria- 
tions In this matter is confined strictly to that which pertains fo Yor - 
fications and coast defenses. ‘The Chair holds that the provision of the 
bill providing for steel field guns and carriages for the same not used 
in fortifications nor made for fortifications nor for coast defenses prop- 
erly goes to the Committee on Military Affairs, and he therefore over- 
rules the point of order. 

Immediately, on motion of Mr. JoserpH G. Cannon, of Illinois, 
then chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, the commit- 
tee struck out the paragraphs in question from the military bill 
by a vote of 91 ayes to 57 noes. 

On the next day, on April 1, 1890, the Committee of the 
Whole House had under consideration the fortifications appro- 
priation bill. The item in that bill against which the point of 
order was made (and I call the attention of the members of the 
committee especially to these items as enumerated) was for 
steel field guns, 3.2 caliber, metallic cartridges for field-gun bat- 
teries, and steel shell or shrapnel for field guns. 

Mr. Cutcheon, of Michigan, made the point of order against 
the paragraph, and Mr. Payson, of Illinois, decided that the 
point of order was not well taken and overruled it, as he said, 
in conformity with the uniform decisions of the House. 

The Chair found upon more careful examination a similar 
decision on the 19th of January, 1899, when Mr. Blount, of 
Georgia, was in the chair, and a point of order was made by 
Mr. Cutcheon against this provision for steel forgings for not 
less than twenty-four 3.6-inch field guns, $24,000. Another 
point of order on the same bill was made by Mr. Cutcheon 
against the following paragraph: 

One thousand steel shrapnel for field guns; 4,800 projectiles, cast 
fron, for field guns. 

These were on the fortifications bill. The Chair overruled 
the points of order. 

Still, the present occupant of the chair was unable to find the 
reason why these field guns were appropriated for in the forti- 
fications bill from the Appropriations Committee. But by fur- 
ther reference he found that on February 9, 1887, this matter 
came before the House and not before the Committee of the 
Whole. On that day the Speaker laid before the House Senate 
bill 662, to encourage the manufacture of steel for modern Army 
ordnance, armor, and other purposes; to provide heavy ordnance 
adapted to modern Army warfare, and for other purposes. Mr. 
McAdoo said: ¢ 

Mr. Speaker, I make the same point of order with reference to this 
bill that the gentleman from Mich made with regard to the preced- 
ing bill—that under clause 11 of the eleventh rule, which provides that 
al proposes legislation relating to the 3 establishment and the 
public defense, including the nk geome or its sappert and for 
that of the Military Academy, should be referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, and that this bill should be so referred. 

The occupant of the chair at that time was Mr. Speaker Car- 
lisle. The colloquy which followed, as shown by the REconn, 
was participated in by his great successor as Speaker of the 
House, the late Speaker Reed. It appears from the colloquy 
preceding the reference of the bill that both Speaker Carlisle 
and Mr. Reed, the leader of the minority on the floor, acquiesced 
in the sending of this bill to the Appropriations Committee. 

This occurred in 1887, very soon after the division of bills had 
been made and matters relating to the military establishment 
taken from the Appropriations Committee, with the exception 
of fortifications and coast defenses, and from the provisions of 
the bill then under consideration it seems very clear to the 
present occupant of the chair that the reason why Speaker Car- 
lisle and Mr. Reed held that such bills should go to the Appro- 
priations Committee to be considered in the fortifications bill 
was because the heavy siege guns and the field artillery were 
both manufactured by the same arsenal. The only ground on 
which the Appropriations Committee secured authority to appro- 
priate for the field guns was not under the rule, but under the 
interpretation of the rule and by the decisions of the Speaker of 
the House and by the Chairmen of the Committee of the Whole. 
That is as nearly as the Chair has been able to analyze this sub- 
ject and the disputes between the two committees. 

There was no logical reason why field guns should not have 
been given to the Military Committee under that rule. They 
could not have been covered in fortifications and coast defenses 
under the language of the rule. It was only by an interpreta- 
tion of the rule and by the decisions, as I have said, of the 
Speaker and of the various chairmen. Now, if we go back and 
examine these items that haye come before the committee and 
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before the House, we will find that they cover, first, the guns 
themselyes, and, second, those matters necessarily appurtenant 


to the guns, as carriages, shot, and ammunition. The Chair 
has been referred to no precedent which has held that equip- 
ment not appurtenant to the field guns, but connected with their 
operation, could go to the Appropriations Committee. The 
Chair has given due weight to the fact that this item has been 
earried in other Congresses in fortification bills, but the point 
has never been raised against them, and there are no rulings to 
guide the judgment of the Chair. 

The Chair also gives very great weight to the point so ably 
made by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SmirxH] that fortifica- 
tion bills have uniformly carried similar items for the coast de- 
fenses and for fortifications, and right here is where the Chair 
thinks is the dividing line, and why it seems to the Chair that 
this is such a delicate question. The fire control for guns in the 
coast defense are instrumentalities appurtenant to the coast de- 
fense. Fire control, on the other hand, for mobile guns in the 
field are instrumentalities appurtenant to the Army in its mili- 
tary operations and are not a part of the gun. 

The Chair is confirmed in his general opinion by the very ex- 
haustive history referred to by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Tawney] setting forth the way in which jurisdiction was 
given to the Committee on Military Affairs, and by the ruling of 
the late Speaker Henderson following the able arguments made 
by Representative Moody, at that time serving on the Appro- 
priations Committee and now Attorney-General, and the present 
chairman of the Military Affairs Committee. In ruling upon 
the items that were submitted to him the Speaker said: 

The Chair therefore holds that the appropriations for the manufacture 
of small arms and equipments for the infantry, cavairy, and artillery 
at the armories and arsenals are within the jurisdiction of the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

As the Chair is informed, respecting the character of this 
fire-control apparatus, he regards it as an equipment of the 
artillery establishment ond not as connected with or appurte- 
nant to the gun. And therefore this item should not go to the 
‘Appropriations Committee, which has jurisdiction of the manu- 
facture of field guns and appurtenances, but to the Military 
Committee, which takes all those things which are appurte- 
nant to the Army and the public defense. After giving the 
subject as thorough consideration as the time permitted, and 
after studying the history of the conflict of jurisdiction in- 
volved, the Chair feels constrained to overrule the point of 


order. [Applause.] 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is my desire, in view of the fact 
that this item is covered by an appropriation of probably 
$85,000, to move to strike out the words from the bill “ fire 
control and. direction apparatus,” without reference to the 
question of jurisdiction. I wish to inquire whether that mo- 
tion will be in order now or if we shall wait until the second 
point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it will be in order after 
the section is perfected. There is a point of order to another 
part of the same section. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The Chair rules that it would not be in 
order until the section is perfected? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that will be the better 
practice. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I direct the attention 
of the Chair to the proviso, lines 7 and 12, page 5, of the bill. 
This proviso changes existing law. It contravenes the law 
which declares that all reyenues received are to be paid into the 
Treasury. 

Mr. HULL. I think there is no question but it changes the 
language under which appropriations have been carried hereto- 
fore. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will ask the gentleman from Iowa if he 
has not an amendment to that provision? 

Mr. HULI. I have an amendment which meets the judg- 
ment of a great many Members of the House, and was submitted 
by the gentleman from Minnesota, and I will read it: 

Provided, For such extensions of the Alaskan military cable and tele- 
graph system as may be approved by the President as a military neces- 
sity, $125,000, to be paid out of amounts heretofore and hereafter 
received and paid into the Treasury for commercial service over said 
cable system, the extent of such extension and the cost thereof to be 
reported to Congress by the Secretary of War. 

I think that is also subject to a point of order. It is a change 
of law; it changes existing law. I think a direct appropria- 
tion in this bill for the continuation of the work, making a 
„specific appropriation for a specific line, as we have done in the 
past for several years, would be in order, If the gentleman 
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will withhold his point of order until I can make an explana- 
tion, I will say that it was put in in this way because the gov- 
ernor of the Territory and Members of the House interested 
in the development of Alaska claimed that there was 70 or 80 
miles that should be built to connect an important center where 
boats are cleared without waiting for the long delay that is 
now entailed upon them. 

I do not believe that that is strictly a military necessity. 
The original amendment that was submitted to the Committee 
on Military Affairs was to make the appropriation for exten- 
sion of the telegraph lines of Alaska without any regard to 
military necessity. The committee believes that we would 
have no jurisdiction over the subject unless it was for military 
purposes, and the language was changed from a specific appro- 
priation for a specific line to giving the President jurisdiction 
to declare whether it was a military necessity or not. It is.a 
change of law, and I do not propose to argue it. If the gen- 
tleman wants to insist on his point of order, I am ready for the 
Chair to rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I now move to strike 
from lines 1 and 2, on page 5, the words “ fire control and direc- 
tion apparatus and material for field artillery,” those being the 
words against which the point of order was first laid. I wish 
simply to state in support of this amendment that the War De- 
partment made an estimate under this heading to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of $150,000. After careful consideration 
we gave them $83,000 for this purpose. The War Department 
made for this purpose to the Committee on Military Affairs an 
estimate, as I recall it, of $208,000, and the committee’s bill cuts 
that to $200,000. It does seem to me that, laying aside the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction of these committees, this appropriation hav- 
ing passed this House, a second appropriation, which would 
make available for this purpose $200,000 more ought not to pass. 
This system of estimating to more than one committee is cer- 
tainly a reprehensible one. Under the ruling of the Chair, to 
which we bow, this appropriation should have been in the 
Army bill, but the fact remains that the appropriation came in 
here in the fortifications bill, has passed the House, is now in the 
Senate, and it is now proposed to give them under this estimate 
substantially all they ask, in addition to the $85,000 given them 
by the fortifications bill. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, would it not serve the pur- 
pose of the gentleman just as well to move to reduce this item 
by that amount? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It would serye my purpose just as well 
to reduce the item, but not knowing definitely as to how much 
of this item was intended for that specific purpose, it covering 
other items. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. But the gentleman’s contention is that the 
particular item he speaks of was clearly provided for by his 
committee with an appropriation of $85,000. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. We thought $83,000 was an abundance. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Eighty-three thousand dollars; and that is 
also covered here. Certainly no harm can be done by striking 
it out. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The difficulty with the gentleman’s 
suggestion is this—that his item includes much besides fire 
control. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. But the gentleman has been contending that 
this is a duplicate appropriation. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I am trying to make myself plain. 
We do not know how much the gentleman's committee under- 
stood of this $200,000 was for fire control. Perhaps the gentle- 
man’s committee thought only $50,000. I can not tell. We do 
not want to move to strike out $85,000 from the report of the 
Committee on Military Affairs, because we don’t know whether 
that is the right sum or not. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. But did not the gentleman say that they 
established before his committee that they required for fire con- 
trol eighty-three or eighty-five thousand dollars, and has he 
not contended that this is a duplicate in here? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. We contend that this item would su- 
thorize the expenditure of $200,000 for fire control—that is to 
say, this item, covering many subjects, can be used for any of 
those subjects by the War Department. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That is the paragraph covering many 
subjects. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes. It might be used all for other 
purposes; it might be used all for this purpose. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. The $85,000 which the gentleman’s commit- 
tee appropriated for fire control could not be used for any other 


purpose. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It could only be used for instruments 
of precision, including instruments for fire control. 
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Mr. SLAYDEN. And if specifically taken out of this appro- 
priation on the motion here in the House—— 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. But the objection to that is this: It 
may take too much out of your item. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Not if we duplicate your appropriation. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman’s committee may have 
allowed only $50,000 for fire control, and they may have under- 
stood that $150,000 of this was for other purposes. I will ask 
the gentleman how much of this item was for fire control? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I do not remember, but I can look at the 
hearings. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If the gentleman does not know, I do 
not know; and consequently I do not feel that it would be fair 
to this committee to move to strike out $85,000 of their appro- 
priation when perhaps only $50,000 of it was for fire control. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Have you not contended the item was du- 
plicated, and that your committee appropriated $85,000 for this 
purpose? Certainly, if that is true, we would have enough if 
you knocked out the $85,000 provided in the Army Dill. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman is mistaken. It may 
be that only $50,000 was by the Committee on Military Affairs 
deemed necessary for fire control. It may be they thought 
that $150,000 was necessary for the other subjects covered by 
this paragraph. Consequently, if I should move to strike out 
$85,000 from this appropriation it might cripple the Service 
in other branches. If the gentleman is able to tell me they 
allowed $85,000 for this purpose, I would cheerfully move to 
strike that amendment out under the strange circumstances 
with which we are confronted, but as the gentleman disavows 
any knowledge of how much is for fire control, and I can not 
tell how much is to be used for fire control, I do the only thing 
possible and move that for this year that this language be 
stricken out, so that the Department shall not be able to double 
its appropriation for this one subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment of the 
gentleman from Iowa will not prevail. He is making a greater 
bugaboo about this thing than facts justify. The Chief of the 
Signal Office, in his testimony before the committee, said only 
for the last ten months had he been engaged in this operation 
of equipping field batteries with fire control, and my judgment 
is to equip the batteries we have will not cost over $6,000 at the 
outside. I want to call the attention of the House to the fact 
that the military appropriation bill for 1905 carried under this 
same item for the Signal Corps that this is included in an 
appropriation for $208,500, and the bill for 1906, the current 
fiscal year, is for $208,000, while this bill only carries $200,000, 
a reduction with this language in over the appropriations for 
the last six years, when the appropriation did not carry this 
language under the item for the electrical appropriations for 
the Army, and it seems to me that it is not necessary, it is 
unusual, it is not fair for the gentleman, when the point has 
been decided against him, to come in and try to perfect this bill 
and strike out language that belongs in the bill and does not in- 
crease the appropriations and does not increase the expenses of 
the Government one dollar. Every dollar we haye appropriated 
for fire control can properly be expended from the $200,000 car- 
ried in this bill and the amount appropriated by the Committee 
on Appropriations can be used on fortifications. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is not available for that. 

Mr. HULL. Then they can let it lie in the Treasury. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. They will not, though. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. HULL. Why, certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman state to the House how 
much of the $200,000 is intended to be used for fire control? 

Mr. HULL. Our understanding from the Chief of the Signal 
Corps was that it was not a large expenditure, and that we need 
not increase the amount of $200,000 asked for in the original 
estimate. 

Mr. TAWNEY. But that does not answer my question. 

Mr. HULL. He did not state the specific amount. 

Mr. TAWNEY. And you appropriated without reference to 
the amount to be used for fire control? 

Mr. HULL. We did not ask how much. If you have a bat- 
tery at an infantry or cavalry post, they can not practice shoot- 
ing. It can only be done when they are out on large reserya- 
tions and several batteries in action. There is one large reser- 
vation at Niobrara and one down in Oklahoma where a regi- 
ment of field artillery can be in practice and where fire control 
is necessary. It is impossible at a general post throughout the 
country for the batteries to be practiced in target shooting, be- 
cause the land is not sufficient for them, but I do protest against 
trying to strike this language out at this time, when it does not 


increase or reduce the appropriation. It leaves it exactly as it 
is. It settles the fact of the committee’s jurisdiction, and I 
trust that the genial gentleman from my State and the genial 
gentleman from Minnesota, at the head of the Committee on 
Appropriations, will in the future recognize the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Military Affairs in the little unimportant 
things that we are still trying to hold. [Applause.] I hope 
that the motion will be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 5, lines 1 and 2, strike but the words “fire control and 
direction apparatus and material for field artillery.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
TAWNEY) there were—ayes 38, noes 62. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Tellers were refused, not a sufficient number arising in sup- 
port thereof. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, in order to test the question again 
on the Alaskan cable and to clear my skirts of any blame for 
failure, I offer the amendment which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided, For such extensions of the Alaskan military cable and tele- 
graph system as may be 1 ggg by the President as a military neces- 
sity, $125,000, to be paid out of amounts heretofore and hereafter 
received and paid into the Treasury for commercial service over said 


cable. system, the extent of such extension and the cost thereof to be 
reported to Congress by the Secretary of War. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HULL]. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of 
order against that. It is the same as the last provision, ex- 
cept a limitation upon the amount. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I do not regard Alaska as on the 
same plane as other Territories on account of the great ex- 
pense of communication with different parts of the territory. 
There is, as I understand it, some 70 or 80 miles of cable or 
telegraph that should be built in order to connect some of the 
principal ports of Alaska with a military cable system. At 
this time, as I understand it—that is the information before 
the committee—they are compelled to send to the Canadian line 
in order to make this connection. It is not very far to the Can- 
adian line, but the time might come when it would not be con- 
venient or proper, or we might not have the right to use that; 
and if that time should come it will be a very serious embarrass- 
ment to many of the people of the territory and might be so to 
the people of the United States. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Why is this appropriation made out of 
receipts from this line? If this line is to be extended, why not 
appropriate the money outright for that purpose? 

Mr. HULL. This keeps track of the receipts, which I under- 
stand was the main objection to the other method of appro- 
priation. By the other way there might be $200,000 paid in 
and $200,000 to be paid out and nobody would know anything 
about the amount. My idea is to have a specific appropriation 
of $125,000. I desire to say this is the provision that the gen- 
tleman from New York, the senior member of the minority on 
the Military Affairs Committee, has given more attention to 
than all the rest of us put together, and he was to have been 
here to make a full explanation. I have not charged myself 
with it very seriously. It is a matter of indifference to me. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to ask the gentleman this: Does 
not the gentleman from Iowa believe if this cable or telegraphic 
system should be extended he should offer an amendment that 
is clearly in order appropriating flirectly the money for that 
purpose, without entangling it with this provision to take 
receipts? 

Mr. HULL. In my judgment it would not be in order to give 
the President the right to determine what is military and what 
is not. We ourselves have determined that heretofore, and 
when we get it into his hands to determine, in my judgment it 
will be subject to a point of order because of a change in the 
method of appropriation. I want to say, further than that, 
that in my judgment any appropriation that does not specify 
the line or points to be connected is subject to a point of order. 
I will not state that this is not subject to a point of order. 
I am only arguing on the broader ground. I believe it is bene- 
ficial to the Government in some sense, and that, situated as 
they are in Alaska, they can not carry on these great works 
without some help from the Government, 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts rose. 

Mr. HULL. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
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Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I just wanted to ask the 
gentleman if the receipts paid into the Treasury should happen 
to fall below the $125,000 that would cut off the appropriation, 
would it not? 

Mr. HULL. To that extent; yes. : 

„„ of Massachusetts. Is that a desirable thing 
0 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SuLtrvan] that it says“ heretofore” and “ hereafter.” 
Now, during the last fiscal Ap there was paid into the Treas- 
ury from this service, $74,000, and it is the judgment of 
General Greely, the head of the Signal Corps until lately, that 
the receipts from that cable will amount in the next year or the 
present or current fiscal year, to somewhere in the neighborhood 
of some $200,000. And those receipts are entirely Independent 
of charges that are made for Government messages. There is 
no charge for Government messages. The Goyernment business 
is transmitted over the cable lines without any charge whatever. 
These are the commercial receipts that have been turned into 
the Treasury for the last fiscal year, and the estimated receipts 
for the current fiscal year. 

And, I will say further, that the Canadian government has 
extended its cable to Port Simpson. The projected cable will 
extend from Ketchikan to Juneau, connecting at Juneau with 
the whole system. Ketchikan is the first American port that 
a ship touches in going into Alaska and the last port it touches 
coming back from Alaska; and this cable is considered very 
necessary. Our custom officers are there, and it is considered 
very necessary that the cable system should be extended. 

I will say the only reason for providing expressly for this 
money to be paid out of the receipts for commercial business 
over this line, is to indicate that it is not to be a charge upon 
the Treasury, but that the service itself will pay for its exten- 
sion. That is the only object. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I only want to bring before 
the House for a moment an imagination of the condition of 
things in Alaska. Every,now and then there is a new camp; 
every now and then there is a rush to new gold fields; there 
are thousands of people in heretofore unknown places, without 
organization, without much government, and generally there 
has to be a force sent there to see to order and to make arrange- 
ments such as the Government does make, and communications 
are often as much a question of life and death with these people 
as in the case where the Government sends a rescuing expedi- 
tion for whalers. 

Mr. LACEY. Does the gentleman remember that the Speaker 
of this House brought in a special provision for reindeer to 
reach these Alaskan people that were away off from the line of 
travel? 

Mr. PARKER. I do. 

Now, you can not say when all these conditions will be ended. 
It is certain that General Greely, this man who is at the head 
of telegraph communications in Alaska, has made a wonderful 
success, and has not merely organized a system which is per- 
fectly wonderful in its operations in this new country, but one 
that, instead of being a nonpaying institution, has increased in 
its receipts so that last year it paid $72,000, and this year it 
pays $150,000, and next year it will pay over $200,000 of receipts. 

He only put these lines where they were needed. Hardly 
one of them—there have been some—but hardly one of them 
have been arranged by Congress or defined by Congress. The 
lines have been established as the needs of the situation of the 
coming year required. The Government regarded this as neces- 
sary in the battle with ice and snow, and for the comfort of the 
people that went into these summer camps in unknown countries. 
The Government has regarded it as almost analogous to a time 
of war—a war against the elements, if nothing else—and what 
it has done in this direction I think has been wise. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Under whose direction was this 
done? 

Mr. PARKER. Under the direction of the Chief Signal Officer. 
I think this provision is subject to the point of order, but I 
think no point of order ought to be made against it. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I do not think this appropriation should be 
made, because it is not a military matter, and if the House 
orders this money expended for the purpose suggested it will be 
deliberately constructing a commercial line for the accommoda- 
tion of business. 

Mr. TAWNEY. We bought some coal lands in the Philip- 
pine Islands last week. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. As a military necessity, to take care of the 
Navy. When this matter was brought before the committee upon 
a resolution of a member of the committee General Greely, in 
yery halting and uncertain language, gaye it a half-hearted in- 
dorsement. He was asked early in that hearing by Mr. HOLLI- 


» 


DAY, a member of the committee, if he had previously made this 
recommendation. He said: 

It was in my annual report, and it was recommended by the Secre- 
tary of War this year, 

The chairman asked him: 


a Arad for military purposes or for the benefit of the Inhabitants of 
Evasiyely, the General replied: 
It is a point of strategic importance. In my report I stated that I 
could not oy it was abeolutely 5 necessary for Military purposes. 
Further along Mr. SULZER inquired: 
I understand you recommend this as a military necessity? 
And he said: 7 
I do not recommend it as a military necessity. 


And every man that has made an argument before the com- 
mittee has argued that it was for commercial purposes. All the 
supporters of the measure that have been before the committee 
argued it from the point of view of business. General Greely. 
himself stated that the receipts were such in amount that they 
would perhaps reach a very considerable sum. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNET. I have a letter here from General Allen. 
You stated that this thing was exclusively for commercial busi- 


ness, 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I did not state that it was exclusively for 
commercial business. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The Government messages transmitted over 
this cable system during the last year amounted to $71,349. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Over the constructed lines? 

Mr. TAWNEY. Over the cable system. That is the extent 
to which that cable system is being used by the Government to- 
day without any charge. We have a customs officer at Ketchi- 
kan, the first port that these vessels touch after getting out of 
Canadian waters going north and the last one coming back until 
they reach Puget Sound. 

From the standpoint of the Government and for commercial 
reasons it is just as essential that this cable should be extended 
to Ketchikan as to have it at Juneau. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to say that I am 
not familiar with the geography of Alaska, not having had the 
pleasure of visiting the Territory, but I repeat that General 
Greely said that it was not a military necessity, and that other 
gentlemen came before the committee to urge it from the point 
of view of commercial business. If we go into this thing, let us 
do it frankly and admit that it is merely the construction out of 
public funds of a telegraph line to accommodate commerce. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I will not say anything 
on the point of order just now, because I can not see any dif- 
ference between this amendment and the provision originally in 
the bill. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The difference between this provision and 
the one in the bill is that the receipts for commercial business 
over this cable system must be paid into the Treasury, and then 
the expenditures paid out of those receipts, which are kept sepa- 
rate and distinct from the general fund in the Treasury. Under 
the provision as it was reported by the committee the receipts 
need not be accounted for, except as they would appear in the 
extension of the cable. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. My objection to this item is this: If 
that cable in Alaska should be built as a military necessity, the 
money necessary to build it should be appropriated regardless of 
the receipts from the cable line from commercial business. This 
amendment in its present shape is very misleading. It evidently, 
would ereate the impression that the net receipts of this line 
would be used in the building of the cable. That is not a fact. 
It costs about $200,000 to operate the present cables there, and 
the cost of operation is paid out of the appropriations for the 
pay of the Army. This $72,000 that is turned into the Treasury. 
is merely a net receipt after settling accounts with the other 
lines. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY. It is the gross receipts. There are no net 
receipts, because the line does not pay expenses. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. It is exactly the gross receipts, because 
they receive $102,000, and $30,000 of that is paid to the other 
commercial lines having connections with them, through which 
they transmit messages. That amount is received in addition to 
the $72,000 covered into the Treasury. There is also a sum for 
purely Government business, having a certain value. But in- 
cluding the value of the Government business, the gross re 
ceipts do not equal the operating expenses of the line, and to 
say that this extension should be made out of the receipts coy- 
ered into the Treasury is to give the impression that the com- 
mercial business is so extensive that the Government is making 
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a profit, and that out of the profit military lines are being ex- 
tended, when that is not the fact at all. 

Now, if the gentleman from Iowa desires to ask the commit- 
tee to appropriate some specific sum, regardless of the receipts 
from the operation of these lines, I would not interpose a point 
of order against that, but I will insist on the point of order when 
an amendment is in such a form as to mislead now and to be 
misleading hereafter to anybody who desires to ascertain the 
cost of maintaining or extending or operating this line. 

The GHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York in- 
sist on his point of order? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I do. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is clearly subject to the 
point of order, and the Chair therefore sustains the point of 
order made by the gentleman from New York. The Clerk will 
read. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. BURKE of Pennsyl- 
yania having taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a mes- 
sage from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed without amendment bills 
of the following titles: 

H. R. 13365. An act to amend an act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Kensington and Eastern Railroad Company to con- 
struct a bridge across the Calumet River,” approved February 
7, 1905; 

H. R. 12614. An act to change the name of a portion of T 
street to California street; and 

H. R. 7139. An act legalizing the removal of the county seat 
of Washita County, Okla. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the House 
or Representatives was requested : 

S. 4394. An act to increase the limit of cost of the post-office 
and court-house at Evanston, Wyo. ; 

S. 4130. An act to authorize the Capital City Improvement 
Company, of Helena, Mont., to construct a dam across the Mis- 
souri River; 

S. 4128. An act permitting the building of a dam across the 
Red Lake River at or near the junction of Black River with 
said Red Lake River in Red Lake County, Minn. ; 

S. 3294. An act to provide for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Alton, III.; 

S. 1878. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon in the city of Provo, State 
of Utah; 

S. 1792. An act to provide for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Baker City, in the State of Oregon; 

S. 1694. An act for the erection of a public building at Car- 
thage, Mo.; 

S. 690. An act to authorize the President of the United 
States to appoint John Gibbon captain and quartermaster in 
the Army; 

S. 580. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Moscow, in the State of 
Idaho; 

S. 398. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Greenville, in the State 
of Texas; 

S. 333. An act in regard to a monumental column to com- 
memorate the battle of Princeton, and appropriating $30,000 
therefor ; 

S. 111. An act to aid in the erection of a monument or memo- 
rial at Point Pleasant, W. Va., to commemorate the battle of 
the Reyolution fought at that point between the colonial troops 
and Indians October 10, 1774; and 

S. 38. An act for the erection of a statue to the memory of 
Gen. James Miller at Peterboro, N. H. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment the following resolution: 

House concurrent resolution No, 21. 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and they are 
hereby, authorized and directed to submit to Congress a report upon the 
improvement of the so-called flats of the Anacostia River from its mouth 
to the District line, with recommendations and estimates of cost. 


ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


PAY OF OFFICERS OF THE LINE, 


For pay of officers of the line, $5,369,240: Provided, That all com- 
missioned officers of the Army may transfer or assign their pay ac- 
counts, when due and payable, under such regulation as the Secretary 
of War may prescribe: Provided further, That when the office of Lieu- 
tenant-General shall become vacant it shall not hereafter be filled, but 
said office shall cease and determine. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the following language in this bill: 

Provided further, That when the office of Lieutenant-General shall 
become vacant it shall not hereafter be filled, but said office shall cease 
and determine. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD rose. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I want to state what my point of order is. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I want to reserve another point of 
order in time against the first proviso. If that is understood 
to be reserved that is all I desire. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Certainly. I make the point of order 
that this proviso changes existing law. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I wish the gentleman from Ohio 
would withhold his point of order, and that the committee 
would give me ten minutes, 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio reserves his 
point of order, and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] 
asks unasimous consent to be permitted to speak for ten min- 
utes. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. My point of order is also reserved as 
to the first proviso. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maine reserves the 
point of order against the first proviso. 

Mr. HULL. I should like to explain that paragraph. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I am going to ask the gentleman to 
explain it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent that he may be permitted to proceed for ten min- 
utes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I think it is well to 
inform the Members of this House who have come into Congress 
since 1900 how the rank of Lieutenant-General came to be 
created at that time. It was a matter of common notoriety that 
General Miles, ranking major-general of the line, had been want- 
ing to have his rank increased to Lieutenant-General for some 
years, and he neyer could do it. At last General Corbin, brig- 
adier on the staff, and his friends were ambitious to have his 
rank raised to major-general; and by a coalescence of the 
friends of the two—coalescence is a polite word to use in that 
connection—both things were accomplished by one motion. The 
way it was done was by Senate amendment No. 18 on the Army 
appropriation bill for 1900. I was opposed to creating the rank 
of Lieutenant-General in time of peace and I am yet. I was so 
certain, however, that the House was going to agree to it in the 
peculiar posture of affairs that, in order to get rid of it as a 
perpetuity—I cared nothing at all at that time about either 
General Miles or General Corbin—I offered an amendment con- 
fining the Lieutenant-Generalcy to the service of General Miles. 
There were so many of my party and political friends opposed 
to my proposition that I ultimately withdrew it, though I be- 
lieved then and am certain now that I was right. 

There are certain compensations which come to a Member of 
this House, and one of them is to at last see Congress come 
around to his dissenting opinion. One of the greatest judges 
that ever sat on the supreme bench of Missouri, Thomas A. 
Sherwood, was there thirty years, and it is marvelous to take 
the decisions of that court for those three decades and see how 
frequently his dissenting opinion in the beginning became the 
opinion of the court in the end. I will read what I said as to 
the lieutenant-generalcy in June, 1900, because I can not im- 
prove on it now, although it was said on the spur of the moment. 
Here it is: 

= man, I dọ no an 5 
CCC 
matter, without any reference whatever to the personality of General 
Miles or anybody else. I regard him as a good soldier, and what little 


personal relations I have had with him have been pleasant. I believe 
that the rank of Lieutenant-General is an extraordinary rank, an office 
of extraordinary importance, and always is or is always to be in- 
tended as an extraordinary honor to some soldier by reason of extraor- 
dinary service. I am not undertaking to say whether General Miles 
is entitled to it or not, but I am opposed to conferring a rank that 
has never been conferred on any man except George Washington, Win- 
field Scott, Ulysses 8. Grant, William T. Sherman, Philip H. Sheridan, 
and John M. Schofield upon any man who accidentally, by length of 
service, however undistinguished, becomes the ranking major-general 
of the United States Army by seniority—merely that and nothing 


more. 
The history of the Lieutenant-Generalcy in this country is an inter- 
esting bit of history, It was first conferred upon General Washington 
as a special mark of honor, after he had been President, at the time 
when a war appeared to be brewing with France. He was not only 
made Lieutenant-General, but as a further evidence of the loye and con- 
fidence of the people he was given unusual authority of appointing his 
own major-generals and brigadiers—which he did—a performance 
unparalleled in our annals. The rank of Lieutenant-General lapsed 
him, and was neyer revived until it was bestowed upon Gen. 
Winfield Scott many years later. 
It lapsed again with him, and was never revived until President 
Lincoln concluded to place Grant in command of all the Union armics 


3084 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 27, 


in 1864. Then it was bestowed upon General Sherman and General 
Sheridan, lapsing with the latter. 

After that we had no Lieutenant-General until—during the Fifty- 

23 e rank was revived for the benefit of Gen. John M. 
0 — 

Again it lapsed with his retirement, and we have had no Lieutenant- 
General since. 

The present bill proposes to create the rank of Lieutenant-General 
in uity, and to that I am unalterably opposed. 

ow let us suppose a case. Because we walloped the Spaniards in 
“jig” time is no reason on earth why, within this generation and in 
a very few years, we may not have a ndous war with some power 
of the first class. Miles will go out in two or three years, as I under- 
stand it. Then some major-general, I do not know who and I do not 
care who, that nobody may think is fit to command the armies of the 
United States in a time of war, will stand, with the rank of Lieutenant- 
General, in the pathway of the promotion of the soldiers who distin- 
guish themselves on the field of battle. 

The rank of Lieutenant-General is a rank that vein ei to be held open 
to confer on the man who wins great military laurels in actual service 
on the field. There can not be any gainsaying that proposition, and 
unless you put a limit on it there is some lieutenant In the Army who 
will begin 8 to use his political influence to-morrow 70 get 
himself boosted over his fellows having commissions of the same date 

10 in order that he may be the senior captain, major, lieutenaut- 
colonel, colonel, brigadier-general, and major-general, in order to climb 
to this high rank. I am in favor of restricting it to soldiers of the 
class who have worn it before, and there it no other sensible view to 
take of it either. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the situation of this bill in the House 
proves that I was entirely correct then, because the current of 
opinion in Congress in favor of abolishing the Lieutenant-Gen- 
eralcy is so strong that the only way to prevent such action is to 
raise a point of order against it here now. Those in favor of 
retaining this extraordinary rank in perpetuity are afraid to 
submit the question to a vote, but invoke a bare technicality. 
When the General Staff was created we were assured that it 
would prove a panacea for all the ills which afflicted the mili- 
tary establishment; but we have come to the pitiful conclusion 
under this staff arrangement, as I understand it, that a 
Lieutenant-General or a major-general may have to take his 
orders from a brigadier-general who happens to be Chief of 
Staff. To a layman that seems preposterous. 

One thing more. Here is an interesting bit of history which 
I dug up since I made the remarks in 1900. We came very near 
having a Lieutenant-General during the Mexican war. Politics 
has always figured in this military business. All parties have 
sinned more or less in this regard. It so happened that the two 
most distinguished generals in the Mexican war were Whigs— 
Gen. Zachary Taylor and Gen. Winfield Scott. The Administra- 
tion was Democratic. They wanted a Democratic hero to come 
out of that war, and so they passed a bill through the House— 
and it only lacked three votes of getting through the Senate— 
to create the rank of Lieutenant-General; and that immortal 
Missourian, Col. Thomas Hart Benton, was to be made Lieu- 
tenant-General of the Army and be the Democratic hero of that 
war. He said himself that the reason the bill failed in the 
Senate was through the jealousy and machinations of James 
Buchanan, William L. Marcy, and Robert J. Walker, all mem- 
bers of Polk’s Cabinet, all Democratic candidates for the Presi- 
dency, and who, having no military records themselyes, did not 
want a Democratic hero to come out of that war. [Laughter.] 
Such a hero might have been in their way. 

Mr. LACEY. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Very well. 

Mr. LACHEY. Was not there a great Democratic hero come 
out of that war—Pierce? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, no. He was a good soldier, 
but not a great one; not a hero. Let us philosophize a little. 
If Benton had been made Lieutenant-General, as certain as fate 
he would have been elected President of the United States in 
1848. Surely he would have been reelected in 1852, and a more 
intense, a more courageous, a more clear-headed Union man 
never lived on this earth. He was the chief exemplar, apostle, 
and defender of the Jacksonian school of Democracy; more 
Jacksonian than St. Andrew himself. If he had been elected 
President in 1848 and 1852, there never would have been any 
Kansas question to vex the minds of the American people, and 
in all human probability he would have postponed—perhaps 
would have prevented—the great civil war, which cursed and 
desolated the land. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like five minutes more, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks that 
his time be extended five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objecticn. z 

Mr. CLARK of Missòuri. The human mind is past finding 
out. There have been three most conspicuous Americans, none 
of whom ever rose aboye the rank of colonel, who distinguished 
themselves in the field of politics or in practice at the bar, or 


in both. All three are great historical figures, and they lived 
and died in the belief, notwithstanding their triumphs at the 
bar, in politics, and in statesmanship, that their true vocation 
was war, and that they were great military geniuses—Aaron 
Burr, James Monroe, and Thomas H. Benton. President Roose- 
velt in his Life of Benton gives us a very interesting book in 
many By the way, I may say, in passing, that Benton 
is the only United States Senator whose biography has been 
written by a President, and he is one of the very few that ever 
deserved such an honor. Colonel Roosevelt wrote that*Life of 
Benton a good long time ago, and in that book he makes fun 
of Benton for wanting to be a Lieutenant-General. The fact 
on which Benton claimed he ought to be made a Lieutenant-Gen- 
eral was that his commission as colonel of volunteers and lieu- 
tenant-colonel in the Regular Army antedated the commission 
of General Taylor, General Scott, or any of the rest of those 
generals. President Roosevelt ridicules that proposition. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, in the light of the military history of the 
United States since the beginning of the Spanish war I do not 
think that anybody has any right to make fun of Col. Thomas 
H. Benton for preferring such an argument as that. [Laughter 
and applause. ] 

The other day my friend, the gentleman from Ohio, General 
KEIFFER, made a speech. He served as a major-general in two 
wars and knows something about military affairs, which I do 
not claim to know anything about. There are two or three 
sentences out of his speech which I will read as containing the 
essence of common sense, and therefore, I suppose, of military 
sense. I want to add, by the way, that we never had the rank 
of General but once. It was conferred on Grant; then on Sher- 
man, and lapsed with him. Then, when Sheridan was on his 
deathbed, Congress very generously revived the rank for him. 
Here is what General Kirn says: 

It was the policy in the Confederate States to have a general to 
command each army, to have a lieutenant-general for every corps of 
the army, the general to command every separate army in the feld 
consisting of more than one corps, a major-general for gt division 
of the army, and a brigadier-general for every brigade in the army. 
That worked out its perfection; and I believe that our Army, now or- 
ganized as it is, sm as it is, must always be, to be in ect order 
and its whole machin in readiness to meet any emergency, ought to 
have a commanding officer. I do not believe in the plan of a staff 
running the Army, either in peace or war. 

If we had a war of any, magnitude it would disappear, as it ought 
to, over the first night. ou can not command an army by means of 
a staff located in a room heated with hot air or steam or hot water. 
An army is not commanded in that way; and if we had a war we 
should compelled to have commanders in the field in close touch 
with their troops, and who were not under the control of a staff, no 
matter how good or how great it was. 

In a time of war that is precisely the organization we ought 
to have, but if we go on with these Lieutenant-Generals succeed- 
ing each other in rapid succession and disappearing suddenly, 
like these new-fangled guns that we have—and that is the way 
it has been during the last five or six years—when the tng of 
war comes we will be compelled to create the extraordinary 
rank of general in order to get somebody to command the Lieu- 
tenant-Generals. [Laughter.] In less than six years we have 
had four Lieutenant-Generals—Nelson A. Miles, S. M. B. Young, 
Adna R. Chaffee, and John C. Bates. General Bates was born 
in St. Charles County, in my district. He is the son of Edward 
Bates, Lincoln's first Attorney-General, and a nephew of Fred- 
erick Bates, the second governor of the State of Missouri. 
General Bates is a good soldier. So were the other Lieutenant- 
Generals. So are Generals Corbin and MacArthur. But, never- 
theless, it is unwise to continue to confer the high rank of 
Lieutenant-General upon the ranking major-general. Therefore, 
if the point of order is sustained, I say that as soon as we can 
do it this extraordinary rank of Lientenant-General ought to be 
abolished until we have a war, and then we should save the 
ranks of Lieutenant-General and of full General to confer on 
such men as Lee, Jackson, Grant, Thomas, Sherman, Sheridan, 
and soldiers of high and approved capacity to take command of 
great armies. That is all I have to say about it. I am more 
convinced now than I was in 1900 that we have no use for a 
Lieutenant-General in the United States in time of peace. [Ap- 

lause.] 
A Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I haye no controversy 
with the gentleman from Missouri as to the fitness or propriety 
or nonpropriety of maintaining this rank of Lieutenant-General 
as a permanent officer of the Army in time of peace. I wish to 
say to the committee that my sole purpose in making this point 
of order is to prevent what I believe to be a great wrong, and I 
might say outrage, against the two soldiers who have already 
been designated to become Lieutenant-Generals at certain fixed 
times already rapidly approaching, and if this point of order is 
sustained, as of course it will be, I shall ask unanimous consent 
to put a provision in the bill providing for the abolishment on 
a given day of the rank of Lieutenant-General, this to take 
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effect at a date after the promotion of both Corbin and Mac- 
Arthur. I differ with the gentleman in one respect. Great 
merit in war, great merit in the estimation of a great country’s 
great appreciation by generous people dees not always and 
necessarily come from the command of soldiers in the field. I 
know that the public eye is directed to achievements on the 
fighting or firing line, and yet I do know from my study of his- 
tory that men are raised to the greatest military distinction 
without even, at the time when they earned that great distinc- 
tion, having been commanders of fighting soldiers in the field. I 
think likely that the historian of the future will write that the 
war that opened the eyes of the world to the possibility of the 
highest military greatness, up to that time at least, was the 
Franco-Prussian war, and I believe that out of the smoke of 
that great conflict emerged the one great figure that drew to 
himself from the intelligent men of the world who wrote about 
it and studied it the greatest commendation that any man re- 
ceived from that great conflict, and that was the man who did 
not command a soldier in the field of that great war, Von Moltke, 
who has gone down in German history as the greatest military 
strategist and the greatest military genius that his day and 
generation produced. 

It is the genius of war that plans campaigns and wins cam- 
paigns. It is the genius of the military mind that makes achieve- 
ment possible. It is strategy and administrative excellence. 
It is not necessary to cite particular instances. The soldier, the 
company, the regiment, the brigade, the division, the corps, the 
army moye by the inspiration of the genius and strategy of 
organization. The soldier in the field is there to obey orders 
and fight, to pursue the plans already made and marked out for 
him. The strategist plants the campaign and the organizer of 
the army furnishes the men and the material. France was 
overwhelmed by Germany in large part because of her defective 
organization. The disasters to France did not come so much at 
Metz and Strasburg and the great battles of the Franco-German 
war as they came in the war department at Paris. It was the 
defective organization, the corrupt commissariat, the imperfect 
quartermaster’s department, while behind the German organiza- 
tion stood the great board of strategy, the great leaders of or- 
ganization, and the great chieftain who directed and organized 
the movement. 

Coming now to our own time here, I oppose the abolition of 
this rank at this time, because it will look to all the world as 
though it were done on purpose to prevent the just conferring 
of the rank of Lieutenant-General upon the two gentlemen whom 
I named in my remarks the other day. Both of them have 
been designated. General Corbin, about to arrive upon our 
shores within the next three or four days, will be a Lieutenant- 
General for a short time, which, I think, will extend from some 
time in April to some time in September. I am not going to 
disparage the officers who commanded troops at Sautiago. They 
never have had just credit for it, and I am not going to dis- 
parage the men who assaulted San Juan Hill and startled the 
world by their gallantry. It was a gallant and splendid epoch 
in a war for humanity and justice, but behind it all was the man 
who, in the Adjutant-General's Office, with a crippled army, a 
deficient Quartermaster’s Department, a deficiency all along tke 
line and of everything pertaining to the war, aided as no one 
man did nor any two men did the ultimate achievement that 
saved us from military disrepute in the eyes of the world and 
put us on the magnificent footing that we had on the 12th day of 
August of that year. 

I do not suggest that our War Department was not in effi- 
cient and competent hands. General Alger was a tried soldier 
of the civil war, an upright, faithful, and efficient citizen in 
time of peace, and brought to the discharge of the high duties 
of his great position splendid purpose, pure motives, and effi- 
cient administration; but it was the organizing of the forces in 
the Adjutant-General’s office that took the crude and imperfect 
material of an army and molded and fashioned and shaped them 
into the organization that astonished mankind. 

I know, and hundreds know, what was said at the time. 
The men—officers, soldiers, and sailors—won renown in the 
short war with Spain, and undying glory attaches itself to the 
name of George Dewey. I can never speak of the Spanish 
war without a word of commendation for my old companion 
in arms, General Shafter. No matter what envious tongues 
may utter, he was a strong type of a blunt, brave, untiring sol- 
dier. Poetry, art, and literature have joined in immortalizing 
the famous charge at San Juan, and the American people, whose 
yerdict is never defective in the long run, have testified their 
appreciation of an achievement that consisted of the organiza- 
tion of a regiment and a gallant and magnificent assault upon 
the position of an enemy; but behind that assault and reaching 
all the way to the campaign and instruction and organization 
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in the United States was being developed the genius of a tried, 
experienced, capable, gallant soldier, Henry Clarke Corbin, and 
while I will join with all mankind in the praise of Dewey, of 
Sampson, of Schley, I will not forget the man who made all 
these things possible by his genius of organization and his great 
knowledge of the details of army necessities. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Ohlo has 
expired. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I will ask for five minutes more, and I 
will promise to ask no more time than that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed five minutes longer. Is there objec- 
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I know nothing about—oh, I have some 
suspicions, but I know nothing, in fact, about—how the office 
of Lieutenant-General happened to be created at the time sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK], nor do I 
know aught of combinations that might have been formed. I 
know very well there were those of the House of Representa- 
tives who talked to me about it that unless the two of them 
should be put together they would not, either one of them per- 
haps, have been successful. But the oflice of Lieutenant-Gen- 
eral was then created, and it has been bestowed, as I showed 
the other day, and as I repeat and insist, worthily ever since. 
There is no disparagement upon the character of the achieve- 
ment and worth and merit of Chaffee as an American soldier, 
nor was there upon Young, nor is there upon Bates now. 

Now, those men having come forth from the history of the 
Spanish war, and MacArthur and Corbin having been desig- 
nated for the place that has been indicated, it would be a direct 
thrust upon those men to take from them and out from under 
them the office of Lieutenant-General. To do it now would be 
equal to, and understood to be, a vote of censure by Congress. I 
am perfectly willing to offer an amendment, and I have it 
drawn here ready to offer, to terminate this office of Lieutenant- 
General on the Ist day of January next, and I agree with the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri in all that he has said 
except the military genius of Mr. Benton, which I do not know 
anything about, and I take his word for that even; I agree 
with him in all that he has said that the office of Lieutenant“ 
General and office of General ought to be kept for the purposes 
that he has indicated and have them ready when the time 
shall come, so that in the hour of necessity military genius 
can be rewarded and placed in a position to make it valuable. 
Just how we are going to ascertain it is a question that I leave 
to others to decide. We began the civil war without knowing 
very much about what was going to happen, and there came 
from the low ranks of the whole Army, from practical ob- 
scurity, the men who ultimately achieved greatness, and they 
were complimented and honored by the power that was con- 
ferred upon them. T have no objection to that proposition, but 
I am not willing at this time, under these peculiar circumstances, 
that this bill shall pass in the form that it is now. 

It is unnecessary, in the interest of economy or in the inter- 
est of carrying out the theory of the Military Committee, that 
this blow should be delivered against the honor and integrity 
of these two men. Let the act take effect in the future and I 
will not object. Let the act be so drawn as to protect promo- 
tions made during the current year. That will cover the 
eases of Corbin and MacArthur. Then I will be content and 
the people of the country will be content, and the result aimed 
at by the Military Committee will be substantially reached 
without the wrong and injustice that will necessarily flow from 
an act such as this. 

+ + * = * + * 


Mr. Chairman, in compliance with the authority given me 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp upon this topic, I desire 
to say that I most sincerely regret that the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GARDNER] should have made the speech which 
he did make following my remarks upon this question. Noth- 
ing that he can say, however, will provoke me, no matter how 
I may regret his attitude, to criticise him or his career. He 
too was a soldier and was one of the men behind the guns. 
He doubtless did not receive that recognition and promotion 
that I know he most certainly deserved. I am not speaking 
of official reports nor the record of promotions, but I am speak- 
ing of my -personal knowledge and personal observation when 
I say that he acted well his part and deserves well to-day of his 
country, but I regret and I hope he regrets that in the excite- 
ment of debate and in order to decorate more fully his always 
splendid rhetoric he should have given utterance to the lan- 
guage he did. There is little enough, Mr. Chairman, of recog- 
nition being given nowadays to the services of the men who 
served in the civil war, and the strong suggestion comes to 
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us, as we are approaching the end, that we be careful of 
what we say and do and how we act in relation to our com- 
rades of the civil war. And, therefore, it is, I deeply regret, 
that the gentleman should have given utterance to an inter- 
rogatory that went on the wings of the Associated Press and 
made its appearance in nearly all newspapers of the United 
States, and that interrogatory was this: “ Who is this man Cor- 
bin?” It is true, and I congratulate the gentleman upon it, 
that in the expurgated speech this appears: “Who is this 
man? What was his record?” And then the following: The 
record ought to be greater than the office, and great deeds 
should shed luster upon the office rather than the office should 
shed luster upon the man.” A man makes a record according 
to his opportunity. A man who led a small detachment of a 
regiment into the death trap of San Juan is just as much 
entitled to praise and glory and honor for that deed as though 
he had commanded an army of 100,000 men. According to 
the philosophy of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GARDNER], 
there is no avenue open for recognition unless by the accident 
of organization the soldier becomes commander of great bodies 
of men in great battles. Funston swam a river and captured 
a petty insurrecto, petty in every way, but it was the deed of a 
gallant soldier, and he was promoted to brigadier-general, and 
stands in the line for promotion to the head of the Army. 
Leonard Wood was colonel of the Rough Riders, without ex- 
perience in military affairs. He did not command the charge 
of that brilliant regiment, and, so far as I know, until he went 
to the Philippine Islands, the affair at Santiago covered his 
military history, but he distinguished himself in Cuba. He 
made a proud record for himself in the Philippines, and his 
promotion has followed, with the approval of two Presidents 
and the Senate. 

The proposition of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Garp- 
NER] belittles the pride and glory of a private soldier, a line 
officer, a field officer, a regimental commander. What is he? 
What is his record? Who is this man? Nothing but a regi- 
mental commander. He never commanded a great campaign. 
Surely not! Surely not! Mr. Chairman, the true test of sol- 
dierly qualities can be summarized in these words: Unfaltering 
faithfulness to the duty assigned to him, intelligent obedience 
of orders of his superiors, the meeting of every emergency 
thrust upon him with unfaltering and unfailing skill and effi- 
ciency, and when that is the record of the man the question of 
whether he is a lieutenant, a captain, a colonel, a brigadier or a 
major-general enters not into the estimate. I am not willing 
to stand by and hear it announced that in order that a soldier 
shall be entitled to the highest mete of praise he shall have 
commanded armies in battle. The patient endurance, the intel- 
ligent study, the faithful administration of duty is as necessary 
in time of peace to the development of the real soldier as is the 
leading of battles and army corps in time of war. 

But “ who is this man Corbin?” I am going to enlighten my 
distinguished friend. I want him to know. I want him to 
know, so that never again, never again will he ask that question. 

First, I print here as a part of my remarks the circular state- 
ment of the War Department under date of July 15, 1902, and 
then I add—and some of it is repetition—a fuller official record 
of Henry Clarke Corbin, as furnished to me on the 3d of March, 
1906, by the Military Secretary: 

WAR DEPARTMENT, 


ADJUTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, July 15, 1902. 
STATEMENT OF THE MILITARY SERVICE OF MAJ. GEN. HENRY C. CORBIN, 
ADJUTANT-GENERAL, UNITED STATES ARMY. 


VOLUNTEER SERVICE. 


General Corbin, a native of Ohio (born September, 15, 1842), en- 
tered the volunteer service of the United States during the war of the 
rebellion as a second lieutenant in the Eightx-third Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, July 28, 1862, but before the organization was completed he 
was assigned to the Seventy-ninth Ohio Volunteer Infantry, serving 
therein as second and first lieutenant, 3 until November 14, 
1863, when he was appointed a major of the Fourteenth United States 
Colored Infantry. In the following year (March 4, 1864) he was pro- 
moted to Heutenant-colonel, and September 23, 1865, made colonel of 
the Fourteenth United States Colo: Infantry. He was honorably dis- 
charged from the volunteer service March 26, 1866. with the brevet of 
brigadier-general, which honorary rank was bestowed upon him in recog- 
nition of meritorious services ten days prior to muster out. During the 
service General Corbin was with his 8 of the Seventy-ninth Ohio 
Volunteer 8 in the army of the Ohlo, from date of entrx into 
the service until the 30th of November, 1862; when he was transferred 


to Company K ot that iment then attached to the Army of the Cum- 
berland, joining at Murfreesboro, Tenn. He served in t field until 
November, 


1863, when, having been appointed a major of colored troops, 
he joined his new regiment at Gallatin, Tenn. Upon completion of its 
organization, the regiment was attached to General Steadman's reserve 
division of the Fourteenth Army Corps (commanded by Maj. Gen. 
George H. Thomas), and participated in the campaigns incident to the 
operations in eastern Tennessee and Georgia until 1864, when the Con- 
federate General Hood assumed the aggressive and made an active 
cam against General Thomas’s army. In this aoe General 
Corbin (then lieutenant-colonel) was engaged in action with his regi- 
ment at Pulaski, Tenn., and in numerous affairs during the movement 


of General Steadman's division from Decatur to Huntsville, and thence 
to Murfreesboro and to Nashville, Tenn. At the opening of the battle 
of Nashville, General Corbin, then in command of his regiment, lead in 
the advance and was heavily engaged the 14th, 15th, and 16th of 
mber, and followed in the pursuit of General Hood's army from 
Nashville until it was captured and dispersed in Tennessee and Alabama. 
For “gallant and meritorious services at Decatur, Ala.,” the. brevet 
of major was conferred, and for “ gallant and meritorious services at 
ae =e of Nashville, Tenn.,” he received a brevet of lieutenant- 

colonel. 

REGULAR ARMY SERVICE. 


In 1866, upon the muster out of the Volunteer Army, and upon the 
recommendation of his military commanders, he was commissioned uy 
11, 1866) a second lieutenant in the Regular Army. He was appointed 
to a captaincy of the line December 31, 1866, and from that year to 
1876 he was continually in command of his company on the western 
frontier in campaigns against hostile Indians. 

He was appointed to the Adjutant-General’s Department June 16, 
1880, and served therein nine years in the grade of major, seven years 
in the grade of lieutenant-colonel, and two years in the grade of co onel, 
and was, when i! gt E and adjutant-general of the 
Army (February 25, 1898), the senior in the cor S, having served on 
the staffs of Generals Hunt, Schofield, Terry, Crook, Miles (with whom 
he epee eT in the Sioux Indian campaign), McCook, Ruger, Mer- 
ritt, and in 1891 conducted a successful campaign against the Mogul 
Indians in Arizona Territory. 

During the Spanish-American war General Corbin was brought into 
close relations with the President, and was by him consulted upon all 
8 of policy relating to military affairs; and, in addition to his 

uties as Adjutant-General of the Army, superintended the organization 
of 250,000 soldiers; within six months the muster out of 1 ,000, and 
subsequently 35,000 additional volunteer forces were mustered, equipped, 
and made effective for the Philippine service, and they, in turn, dis- 
banded—the Regular Army having been increased during this period to 
three-fold its former strength. 

In recognition of his services, and of the part which he took in the 
war, the Congress of the United States conferred upon him the rank of 
Major-General in the Army of the United States. 


Wan DEPARTMENT, 
THE MILITARY SEcCRETARY’s OFFICE, 
Washington, March 8, b 
STATEMENT OF THE MILITARY SERVICE OF HENRY CLARKE CORBIN. 
VOLUNTEER RECORD. 


He entered the Army as second lieytenant, Eighty-third Ohio In- 
fantry, July 28, 1862; transferred to Seventy-niatn Ohio Infantry 
August 29, 1862; f opener first lieutenant May 11, 1863; major, 
Fourteenth United States colored troops, November 14, 1863; lieuten- 
ant-colonel, March 4, 1864; colonel, September 23, 1865; lhonorabl 
m stered out March 26, 1866; brevett brigadier-general March 13, 
1865, for meritorious services. 


SERVICE. 


With his regiment in the Army of the Ohio to November, 1862, and 
in the Department of the Cumberland, until mustered out with his regi- 
ment, being engaged in guarding the railroads at Gallatin, Tenn., and 
from Mitchelville, Ky., to Nashville, Tenn., to May, 1864; in the de- 
fenses of Nashville, Tenn., and in garrison at Knoxville, Tenn., partici- 
pating in the actions of Pulaski, Tenn., Dalton, Ga., Decatur, Ala., the 

ttle of Nashville, Tenn., and in the pursuit of General Hood's army, 
being in action in several minor 3 in December, 1864, and 
January, 1865. In the winter of 1863-64 commanded expedition to the 
Sequatchie Valley against the rebel guerrilla. Hughes driving him 
from the 8 and bringing back a large number of colored men 
from which the Forty-fourth Regiment of colored troops was organized. 


REGULAR ARMY RECORD. 


Second lieutenant, Seventeenth Infantry, May 11, 1866; captain, 
Thirty-eighth 3 July 28, 1866; transferred to Twenty-fourth 
8 November 11, 1869; major, assistant adjutant-general, June 
16, 1880; lieutenant-colonel, June 7, 1889; colonel, May 26, 1896; 
brigadier-general, adjutant-general, February 25, 1898; major-general, 
adjutant-general, June 6, 1 

revetted major March 2, 1867, for gallant and meritorious services 
in the action at Decatur, Ala., and lieutenant-colonel Maren 2, 1867, for 
gallant and meritorious services in the battle of Nashville, Tenn. 


SERVICE. 


He joined the Seventeenth Infantry September 3, 1866, and served 
with it at Fort Gratiot, Mich., and at Independence, Mo., to October, 
1866 ; recruiting for the Tenth Cavalry at Fort Leayenworth, Kans., to 
November, 1866, when he joined his company and served with it en 
route to and at Austin, Tex., to January 2, 1867; en route and delay 
to February 18, 1867, and on regimental Ie service at Nashville, 
Tenn., to June, 1867. He joined the Thirty-eig’ th Infantry July 6, 
1867, and served with it on frontier duty at Fort Hays, Kans., guarding 
overland stage road against hostile Indians to September 4, 1867; on 
the march to and at Fort Craig, N. Mex., to 3 2, 1869, being en- 
gu on a scout to the Rio Tolomas in September, 1868; on the march 
to and at Fort age ont N. Mex., to October 4, 1869, being in command 
of a scout after nome Indians, near the Gila River, March 18 to 
April 1, 1869, and being enga. in the action with the Indians and 
destroying their camp at San Francisco Mountains, N. Mex., March 26, 
1869. On the march to and at Fort Clark, Tex., to June 28, 1871, 
being engaged in surveying and building wagon road from Fort Clark 
to Fort McKavett, Tex., and on a scout to Beaver Lake, Tex., August 
23 to September 14, 1870; on the march to and at Fort McKavett, Tex., 
June 28, 1871, to September 25, 1872; at Fort Brown, Tex. (at Point 
Isabel, Tex., August 18 to October 7, 1875), to February 14, 1876; at 
Washington, D. C., as witness before House committee on Texas border 
troubles to April i1, 1876. With his Sailor Pais Fort Ringgold, Tex., 
to September 9, 1876; on duty at Columbus Barracks, Ohio, October 5 
to 19, 1876; commanding detachment and post of Aiken, S. C., October 
24, 1876, to January 11, 1877; on duty at Columbus Barracks, Ohio, to 
March 1, 1877; on leave to March 9, 1877; on duty with 5 
Hayes at Executive Mansion to May 25, 1877. Awaiting orders to Sep- 
tember 6, 1877; secretary of the Sitting Bull Commission, going north 
as far as Fort McLeod, Northwestern Territory, to November 24, 1877. 
Witness before House Military Committee to December, 1877; on re- 
eruiting service in Washington, D. C., to June 18, 1880. On duty as 
Assistant Adjutant-General in Adjutant-General’s Office to September 


1, 1882, during which time he accompanied the late President Garfield 


to Elberon, N. J., in September, 1881; as special aid to General Han- 
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cock, acting master of ceremonies and secretary of the Yorktown Cen- 

tennlal Commission, in October, 1881. At Newport Barracks, Ky., as 

Assistant Adjutant-General, Department of the South, September 4, 

1882, to November 1, 1883; at Chicago, III., as assistant adjutant- 

general, Division of the Missouri, November 20, 1883 (being absent in 

the ficld with General Miles in India 8 July 12 to 26, 1885, 
0 


and at Pine Ridge Agency, S. Dak., during the ux campaign January 
4 to 22, 1891), to Marche 7, 1891; at Los Angeles, Cal., as assistant 
adjutant-general, Department of Arizona (in the field in connection 
with the disturbances. at the Noe Indian villages, June 28 to July 9, 
1891), to December 2. 1892; at Washington, D. C., as assistant in the 
Adjutant-General’s Office from December 8, 1892, and as principal 
assistant November 6, 1893, to October 15, 1895, and recorder of the 
Military Prison Board October 14, 1893, to July 1, 1895; adjutant- 

neral, Department of the East, October 16, 1895, to September 232, 
897, and on duty in the Office of the Adjutant-General, as principal 
assistant, September 23, 1897, to February 25, 1898, and in charge of 
Adjutant-General’s Office to August 15, 1903. He was on special duty, 
under instructions of the Secretary of War, in the pd Fema Islands 
June 20 to September 5, 1901, and on duty witnessing the maneuvers 
of the German army August to September, 1902; on duty with the 
General Staf at Washington, D. C., August 15 to October 25, 1903; 
commanding Department of the Bast October 26, 1903, to 8 15, 
1904, and the Atlantic Division to October 1, 1904; commanding Divi- 
sion of the Philippines November 11, 1904, to February 1, 1906, 5 
on leave October 7 to December 24, 1905, and since February 1, 1900, 
en route to the United States. $ 

F. C. AINSWORTH, 
The Military Secretary. 

Now, if my friend from Michigan [Mr. GARDNER] will listen 
to me, I will point out to him something of “who is this man. 
Corbin.” He was the son of a farmer living in Clermont 
County, Ohio, and before he was 20 years of age he entered 
the Army as a second lieutenant. He served in the volunteer 
service until the 26th day of March, 1866. He was brevetted 
from his rank ef colonel, which he had attained, by President 
Johnson for meritorious services throughout the war. He had 
risen steadily, first in the white troops and ultimately as 
colonel of colored troops, and during that period he fought at 
Pulaski, Tenn.; Dalton, Ga.; Decatur, Ala., and in the battle 
of Nashville, and was in hot pursuit of General Hood’s army, 
during which he was engaged in several minor engagements. 
He drove the rebel guerrilla Hughes out of the Sequatchie 
Valley, and closed his services with the acclaim of the War 
Department and the encomiums of the people. f ` 

His restless spirit and his soldierly instinct suggested to him 
the Regular Army as a field of operation for life, and he en- 
tered it as a second lieutenant in 1866, in the Seventeenth 
Infantry. He went straight forward, taking the promotions 
as they came, except that on one memorable oceasion, it is 
within my own personal knowledge, he waved aside an offer 
of promotion in the Adjutant-General’s Department in favor 
of a disabled officer who would probably have been passed over 
in Corbin’s interests had he not protested against it. He 
reached the grade of brigadier-general by suceessiye promotions 
on the 25th of February, 1898, just before the Spanish war 
began, but he was breyetted major in 1867 for gallant and 
meritorious services in the battle at Decatur, Ala., and again 
Neutenant-colonel for gallant and meritorious services in the 
battle of Nashville, Tenn, These brevets were given upon the 
recommendation of George H. Thomas. I know another sol- 
dier whose greatest pride to-day of all his achieyments in mili- 
tary and civil life of which he is proud—the one to which his 
mind recurs in hours of depression, amid the assaults of his 
enemies—is the fact that George H. Thomas recommended him 
for his services performed side by side with Corbin to receive 
two brevets, one from lientenant-colonel to colonel and one 
from colonel to brigadier-general. That officer did not eom- 
mand armies in the field. That officer was honored by General 
Thomas, who never made a mistake, and it was General 
Thomas who recommended that for gallant and meritorious 
services in battle Henry Clarke Corbin be twice promoted to 
grades above the grade where he was found. 

We next find him in the Regular Army and the war over. 
The war has ceased and he is only a second lieutenant. Read 
his service, furnished officially by the War Department, and I 
think none of us will wonder that he went up from lieutenant 
to captain, from eaptain to major, major to lieutenant-colonel, 
lieutenant-colonel to colonel, colonel to brigadier-general, and 
then by the act of Congress practically he was promoted to 
major-general. He seems to me, as I study his record, to have 
been hunting for a chance to command in the field, but the 
chance did not offer, except as he fought the Indians, until there 
came the Spanish war, and then Corbin’s duty was not to com- 
mand soldiers in the field, not to be seeking for the glory of 
fighting, but to accept, with regret doubtless, the discharge. of 
the duty he owed to the President and to the country in his 
great devotion and great fitness for the office whieh he held, 
and so he remained at the head of the General Staff until Octo- 
ber 25, 1903, and then by direction of the President, in obedi- 
ence to the order of his superior, he took command of the De- 
partment of the East until the 15th of January, 1904, and he 


took command of the Atlantic Division until October 1, 1904. 
During that time he stood in the presence of the great soldiers 
of the world and won the commendation of the men whom he 
met while witnessing the maneuvers of the armies of foreign 
countries. His soldierly bearing was commented upon in the 
official reports of those officers, and then, without a word of 


complaint, in full aceord with the wishes of the President and 


of the Secretary of War, he went to the Philippine Islands, and 


‘from November 11, 1904, to February 1, 1906, commanded that 


most important of all the divisons of the Army of the United 
States. In the discharge of that duty I am not trespassing upon 
propriety when I say that he succeeded best of them all in the 
trying position of military commander in the Philippines. I 
do not criticise one of them, but, in the language of one of the 


highest officers in the Government, General Corbin knew best 


ef all how to command the military in absolute harmony, in 


perfeet accord, and in patriotic deference to the civil authori- 


ties under our dual government of thé Philippines. 

Mr: Chairman, the office of Lieutenant-General will be worthily 
bestowed upon Henry Clarke Corbin. It will be an incentive 
to the young soldiers of the United States to recognize that it 
is not indispensably necessary that West Point shall put her 
sign manual to the commission of a soldier to be successful; 
that he may rise outside the prestige of an academic educa- 
tion there and be recognized for his personal achievements in 
war and in peace, his soldierly qualities being developed by ex- 


: perience and faithful devotion to duty. I draw no invidious 


comparisons. I glory in the record of my comrades of the civil 
war, and, Mr. Chairman, I glory in the achievements and deyel- 
opment and growth and military fitness and greatness of the 
men who fought against us. It was an American achievement. 
Lee and Jackson and Forrest and Hood and Longstreet and all 
their followers downward to the southern soldier, who fought 
barefooted and hungry, starving and naked, for a cause as 
unworthy as it was possible for a cause to be, and yet a cause 


that commended itself to his conscience. I am proud of their 


achievements, for their achievements were those of the Ameri- 
can soldier, and during the few years left to me I shall never 
be found, I trust, minimizing by any process of word or act 
the fame and merit of a distinguished soldier on the Union 
side of the civil war. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
the indulgence of the House for five minutes. I hope that this 
provision will not be stricken out. I am sorry the gentleman 
from Ohio in his zeal for one whom he would like to see raised 
to the grade of Lieutenant-General finds in him a comparison 
with Von Moltke. Von Moltke was the master genius of a great 
war. He originated and directed in their operation the plans 
by which that war was fought. He was the man not “behind 
the gun” but behind the generals. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman 
will not, in cold blood, misrepresent anything I have said. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. I do not wish to misrepresent 
the gentleman at all. 8 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have made no comparison between 
General Corbin and anybody else. I stand for him as a splen- 
did specimen of the American soldier, and I have not compared 
him with anybody. I simply pointed out to my friends on the 
other side that it was not necessary for a man to be present 
on the field of battle to confer marked honor, and I cited Von 
Moltke as a specimen, 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. And the natural inference—— 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The inference of the gentleman is an 
unfriendly inference. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. If I am mistaken, I am sorry. 
But, who is this man? The highest rank he attained in war 
was that of lieutenant-colonel. He commanded a regiment. 
He never originated a campaign; he never executed a cam- 
paign. He never commanded an army in battle. Practically 
speaking, he knows nothing about war, except as the com- 
mander of a regiment. This is nothing against him. It is not 
saying that he would not have been under other eircumstances 
a great commander; but he was not, and that ought to settle 
this question. 

Who are the men that we have made Generals and Lieutenant- 
Generals? One was Grant, the great chieftain of our armies, 
who originated and executed the campaigns with which his 
name is identified. I believe with the gentleman from Missouri 
IMr. Crank] that we ought to draw the line on great deeds 


‘and not on the process of elimination by death or promotion, 


in giving this higher crown of the American people to her mili- 
tary chieftains. It is no reflection upon General Corbin, it is 
no reflection upon General MacArthur. General Corbin has 
been substantially a bureau officer for years, and not a general 
commanding armies. If I had had my way, I never would have 
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had a Miles, a creditable division commander only, to wear 
the shoes of Washington, and Grant, and Sherman, and Sheri- 
dan. Nor would I have Schofield, nor any of these men, do so. 
There is naught against them personally, but simply because 
theirs were not records worthy of such exalted rank. 

Now, if you confer this upon Corbin and upon MacArthur, 

why not take in General Greely, Why not continue down the 
line. When these two men have been promoted and retired, some 
advocate of some other major-general will rise here and say 
that he ought to be made a lieutenant-general. It will be re- 
garded as a reflection upon him by his friends and by the 
country if he is not made a lieutenant-general; and so on to 
the end. 
I I am in entire accord with the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLARK] in thinking that it was a great misfortune that Thomas 
H. Benton was not made a Lieutenant-General, if the gentle- 
man's contention is right, for then we would have had no war 
between the States and none of these troublesome questions 
now. But there may come a war. Then what? We want the 
best military genius that the American Army can produce to 
ride at the head of that Army and direct it, and not a man 
made simply by choice of preference or favor by the Congress 
of the United States. Let him win his spurs where every great 
general who has worthily borne that title has won them, on 
the field of battle and by the demonstration of his superior 
ability over others of like rank. 

I hope the proviso will prevail, if not to-day then by a pro- 
vision in some other form, and that we will cease to minimize 
this great office by filling it with men of whom it is asked, 
“Who was this man? What was his record?” The record 
ought to be greater than the office, and great deeds should shed 
lustre upon the office rather than that the office should shed 
lustre upon the man. [Applause.] 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor] if he desires to follow. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not understand what the gentleman 
from Iowa desires to do. 

Mr. LACEY. I am trying to make some remarks. I ad- 
dressed the Chair. Does the gentleman want to offer his 
amendment at this time? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I want a ruling upon this point of order, 
and then want to offer my amendment, and—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that he is prepared 
to rule on the point of order. 

Mr. KBIFER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to have a moment or 
two in which to answer the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
GARDNER], who has just taken his seat. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I think the cruelty of that speech an- 
swers itself. 
Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I would not desire to take 
any time if it were not that my silence, after hearing the refer- 
ence to General Corbin, might be interpreted as something of 
an acquiescence in what was said with reference to him. Gen- 
eral Corbin did not have high rank in the civil war, but he had 
as high a record of honor in the civil war as any soldier or 
officer who fought in it. In the Spanish war—and there I 
knew him well—he was responsible in a large sense, growing out 
of peculiar conditions at the War Department, for the organiza- 
tion of that splendid army of volunteers that went forth intend- 
ing to fight that at one time great war power, Spain. He there dis- 
played his great military talent, giving evidence of those quali- 
ties rarely found in any man in this country. His organizing 
power under extraordinary circumstances has never been excelled. 
The American Army in 1898, when the war with Spain broke 
out, unlike the Prussian army when the Franco-Prussian war 
broke out, was wholly unorganized. It had to be literally cre- 
ated so far as the volunteer part of it—much the larger part— 
was concerned. Officers of the Regular Army had to be as- 
signed, their duties defined, etc. Complete new organizations 
had to be created, new officers selected, appointed, and assigned. 
In short, a new army had to be created, and Gen. Henry C. 
Corbin was the main instrument to do it. He did not belong 
to the great field generals that we speak of so often and so 
highly. He was, however, at his post day and night, and cer- 
tainly members of this body and members of the Senate of the 
United States who had intercourse with him by day and by 
night, who consulted him, would bear testimony that he was a 
great soldier and met a great emergency, and that he won in 
that war by his genius and effective work honor and credit 
and a name that should be rewarded by making him a lieuten- 
ant-general. 
Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, Mr. Chairman, after 

Mr. HULL. If the Chair will rule on the question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order has been made against 


the two provisos to this paragraph. If the gentleman from 
Ohio insists on the point of order to the second proviso, the 
Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, I ask unanimous consent to offer 
an amendment at this time to the bill, which I send to the Clerk 
to be read. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the Clerk will report 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

I ask unanimous consent to offer, and have agreed to, the ee 
ing amendment: In line 19, page 5, after the word “ prescribed,” 

sert yya following: “ Provided, urther, That when, on or after Jane 


wend 1907, the office of Lieutenant-General shall become vacant it 
shall not thereafter be filled, but said office shall cease and determine. 


Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, does it re- 
quire unanimous consent to insert that? , 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order has been raised against 
it. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Do you ask unanimous con- 
sent? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The amendment is just as vulnerable to 
the point of order as the original proposition. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I make the point of order 
against it. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania makes 
the point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I will reserve it in order 
that gentlemen may speak about it if they desire to, but I will 
press it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman reserves the point of order. 
Unless some gentleman desires to be heard upon the point, the 
Chair will rule. 

Mr. LACEY. I want to speak to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rule first on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Ohio, against which the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania makes the point of order. 

Mr. LACEY. ‘The gentleman from Pennsylvania reserves 
his point of order. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I hope the gentleman will withdraw the 
point of order. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I said I reserved the point of 
order, but if there is any doubt about my right to insist upon it, 
I will do it at this time, and if I may reserve it so that gentle- 
men may speak, I will reserve it. 

Mr. LACHEY. Mr. Chairman, it has been told of Cato that 
when it-was suggested to him that he had no statue in Rome 
he said that he would rather have the people ask why Cato 
had no statue than to have it asked why he had one. So with 
reference to the grade of Lieutenant-General. 
modify or repeal this law, after a while it will become a dis- 
tinction not to have been a lieutenant-general. While the law 
ought to be repealed at some near date, there are reasons in 
favor of General MacArthur and General Corbin, and the present 
oecupant of that position, that would make the amendment 
suggested by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] a fair 
settlement of the controversy. There would then be no civil-war 
veteran eligible to the place. 

In this connection I would like to give just a few figures in 
addition to those given by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Prince] a few days ago on the question of retirement. He 
called attention to the fact that there were 245 brigadier-gen- 
erals who had been placed upon the retired list. That was a 
startling number. But I want to add, for the information of 
the House, that out of these 245 every one of them but five 
served in the civil war more than forty years ago. That civil 
war had enlisted men and officers to the number of 2,700,000. 
The aggregate enlistments ran over 3,000,000, but the actual 
individuals to over 2,700,000 men. 

Selected men out of that vast army passed into the regular 
service, and after this length of time—forty-one years after 
the war had closed—240 cf them are one the retired list as 
brigadier-generals. Let me also call attention to the fact that 
94 of these were put on by act of Congress under the law that 
gave every officer who is retired and who has served in the civil 
war in the Army the same right as was allowed some years ago 
to those who had retired and who had served in the Navy. 
The law gave them one rank above that in which they had 
served in the Army, and that provided that it should not exceed 
that of brigadier-general. So that out of 245, 94 were thus pro- 
moted by act of Congress. And it was a just provision, 

It is not remarkable that out of this tremendous multitude 
of men, who fought the battles for the Union more than forty 
years ago, that 240 of those still have survived and gone upon 
the retired list as brigadier-generals to pass their declining 
years on three-quarters pay. Before having themselves retired, 


they must have served not less than forty years, and before 


If we do not 
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getting the additional rank they must have had service in the 
Union Army in the war of the rebellion. 
` Now, Mr. Chairman, I should like to insert in my remarks in 
this connection, in order that they may go along in the RECORD 
with those of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Prince], made 
the other day, a statement made from the Military Secretary's 
Office of the War Department. I ask the Clerk to read it in 
my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Iowa asks that a cer- 
tain letter be read in his time. The letter will be read in the 
time of the gentleman from Iowa. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

War DEPARTMENT, 


THE MILITARY SECRETARY’S OFFICE, 
Washington, February 24, 1906. 
Hon. JOHN F. LACEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Sin: Referring to your personal inquiry of this date, I have the honor 
to inform you that on December 1, 1905, the date of the table published 
on page 2918 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of February 23, 1906, there 
were on the retired list of the Army 3 Lieutenant-Generals, 21 7 
generals, and 245 brigadier-generals, and that of these all of the Lieu- 
tenant-Generals, all of the major-generals except one, and all of the 
brigadier-generals except five served in the Union Army during the civil 
war. 

F. C. AINSWORTH, 

The Military Secretary. 


MEMORANDUM. —Of the 245 brigađier-generals who were on the re- 
tired list of the Army on December 1, 1905, as shown in the table pub- 
lished on page 2918 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of February 23, 1 2 
94 were advanced to the grade of brigadier-general under the provisions 
of the act of Congress approved April 23, 1904. 


Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, having reseryed the 
point of order on the first proviso, I understand the chairman of 
the committee would like to make a statement as to the reason 
miy that appears in the bill. I understand that it is new legis- 
ation. 

Mr. HULL. I should like to have the other point of order 
decided first. I do not want to confuse the two. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I understood the other was out of the 


way. : 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. As far as I am concerned, it 
is not. I insist on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Butter] insists on the point of order to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor], and the Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. HULL. Now, Mr. Chairman, there is no question that the 
first proviso is subject to a point of order. It is only a question 
whether it should be made or not. If the gentleman will turn 
to the hearing before the Military Committee, on page 22, it 
will be found that the Paymaster-General makes a plea for it 
on the ground that at this time there is no law providing for 
such assignments of pay. A man may assign his pay to-day 
and get his money for it, sell his pay and revoke the assignment 
to-morrow, and leave the assignee in the lurch. He may make 
an assignment in San Francisco and then he may go to Manila. 
He has assigned so much pay to his family each month, and he 
may revoke that after the first month, so that no one can be 
paid. The Department desires to have the sanction of law for 
these assignments if they are to be continued. I understand 
the Navy has this provision now. A naval officer ordered on a 
sea voyage may assign his pay for any number of months he 
desires, and that assignment holds, because it is authorized by 
law. The Army has not that sanction of law for such assign- 
ment. 

The object of this, I think, is simply to keep Army officers 
reasonably honest. I asked the Paymaster-General if they did 
not court-martial and discharge an officer when it was found 
that he had assigned his pay and got the money for it and then 
recalled the assignment? He said yes, when it was found out, 
but that in a great many cases the man will make little pay- 
ments along, and the creditor will hope that he will get it all 
after a while if he does not get the officer turned out of the 
Army. I believe it is in the interest of good discipline and good 
administration that when a man assigns his pay and receives 
value for it he ought to be held to his contract and not per- 
mitted to withdraw the assignment. That is all there is in it. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I should like to ask the gentleman, 
does he understand that the operation of that legislation in con- 
nection with the Navy is found to be wise and judicious? 

Mr. HULL. I am so informed, and should think it would 
be so. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. If that is so, I will withdraw the point 
of order. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman from Maine withdraws 
the point of order, I desire to reserve it myself. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Alabama reserves 
the point of order against the proviso. 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will state that I have 
never believed in legislating on appropriation bills, especially 
as to legislation that amounts to anything. I think it is a 
bad form of procedure. And I believe that it would be a dan- 
gerous matter to authorize Army officers in the employ of the 
Government to transfer their pay under any circumstances. 
Of course I believe a man ought to pay his debts when he con- 
tracts them, but it has been recognized for many years, in all 
departments of the Government, that the salary paid to a gov- 
ernmental officer ought not to be subject to the ordinary proc- 
esses of the courts for the collection of debts, for governmental 
and public reasons. It has been recognized as a good, sound 
policy. Now, if we waive that policy, and allow an Army officer 
to assign his pay, the first thing we know some officer, under 
pressure of debt, or under the temptation to borrow money, will 
assign his pay account to such an extent that he can not stay 
in the United States Army and live. If we authorize this as- 
signment of pay of their salaries under legislation, why then 
the money will necessarily in good faith have to be transferred 
to the creditor. 

Mr. PARKER. Dees the gentleman understand that this is 
only after the pay is due that it can be assigned under the bill? 
There is no assignment beforehand. It is only when due and 
payable. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, I do not know what is in the 
mind of the gentlemen who offer the provision, but it says that 
all commssioned officers of the Army may transfer or assign 
their pay accounts when due and payable. 

Mr. PARKER. When due and payable. I asked the pay- 
master whether they expected to allow it to be assigned before 
it was due and payable, and he said the wording of the amend- 
ment did not allow it and they did not expect to do it. It was 
intended for officers who were away from civilization—say. in 
Alaska—who had no paymaster coming to them for months, 
and who in this way would be allowed to put an assignment on 
their pay account and have the money paid to their wives, if it 
was necessary, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD.. Well, it is the same proposition accord- 
ing to the gentleman’s statement. I think it would be very 
proper, if it has not already been done, to say that a man may 
assign his pay to his wife and dependent members of his family. 

Mr. PARKER. After it is due is all that they ask; he is not 
anticipating his pay. ; 

Mr. HULL. I will say frankly to my friend from New Jersey 
that in my opinion the words “ when it is due and payable” 
only affects the Government. A man going to Manila could 
make an assignment reaching through several months, as 1 
understand it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is what I was coming to. He may 
assign his pay months in advance, but the Government does not 
pay it until it is due and payable. He has made his assign- 
ment, the control of his salary bas gone out of his hands, and I 
think it a bad policy for the Government to establish a prece- 
dent of that kind. Creditors will then look to the payment of 
their accounts and they will give credit on the basis that they 
can collect an officer’s salary, and for the good of the Govern- 
ment it is necessary to have that salary there to maintain the 
officer and his family. It may enable officers to live higher than 
they ought to, and it may furnish a temptation to live higher 
than they otherwise would. I do not believe it is wise in this 
way to change the fixed policy of the Government, and I there- 
fore insist on the point of order. I think it is manifestly 
new legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as 
follows: 


PAY OF ENLISTED MEN. 

For pay of enlisted men of all grades, including recruits, $8,773,- 
106.25: Provided, That hereafter enlisted men qualifying as expert 
riflemen shall receive in addition to their pay $3 per month; ose 
qualifying as sharpshooters, $2 per month, and those qualifying as 
marksmen, $1 per month, under such regulation as the Secretary of 
War may prescribe: Provided further, That so much of section 4819, 
Revised Statutes, as requires that 133 cents per month be deducted 
from the pay of retired enlisted men of the Army an to the 
credit of the Commissioners of the Soldiers’ Home in the District of 
Columbia, be, and the same is hereby, repealed. 

For additional pay for length of service, $1,183,464. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentleman 
from Iowa, chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
what extent this will increase the pay of the Army? 

Mr. HULL. My understanding is from the estimates that it 
will increase the pay about $76,000 a year. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Is it the judgment of the committee that the 
results will justify that additional expenditure? 

Mr. HULL. I think it will without doubt. I think it is one 
of the most important provisions we ever incorporated in the 
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bill. In other words, the effective force of the Army is deter- 
mined by the ability of the men to hit the mark. It is not the 
number of men or the number of guns, but the number of men 
that can shoot, and do it effectively, which makes the Army a 
great destructive machine. Take the early days of the civil war. 
The men got their guns and went onto the firing line without any 
experience, and they were simply led to slaughter in many cases. 
Take the Russo-Japanese war, and the testimony is that the 
same number of bullets fired by trained marksmen would have 
utterly destroyed the opposing forces; they did not know how 
to shoot. We are naturally a nation that understands the use 
of firearms, but it is rapidly disappearing among our people. 
Now, if this small sum will add enormously to the efficiency of 
our Army, no one ought to hesitate to make it. It is not the 
men that get the additional pay that are alone benefited by this 
appropriation; every man in the Army is benefited by it be- 
cause every man will be after it, although very few will get it. 
But it will raise the efficiency of the Army and benefit every 
man in the enlisted force. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say a few words 
about this item which provides additional pay for expert 
riflemen, sharpshooters, and marksmen. 

The regulations, Mr. Chairman, controlling these contests for 
the various classes of marksmen, sharpshooters, and expert rifle- 
men are made in the War Department—carefully made—with 
a view of developing the efficiency of the Army and maintaining 
that standard of efficiency. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, if this additional in- 
ducement is offered, is it not likely that the entire Army in 
the course of two or three years will have qualified as expert 
marksmen or sharpshooters? s 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, experience has shown that 
nothing like the entire Army, indeed but a small percentage of 
it, will ever qualify as expert riflemen or marksmen. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Is the standard so high as to be out 
of the reach of the ordinary soldier? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. It is so high as to be out of the reach of the 
ordinary soldier. If one will take the pains to read the regu- 
lations governing these contests he will be amazed to know the 
difficulties to be overcome before a soldier can qualify either 
as a sharpshooter or as an expert rifleman. The shots have to 
be fired with incredible rapidity and at great distances. 

Mr. CRUMPACKHER. And I suppose if they were all expert 
marksmen our Army need not be so large. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Unquestionably, and that is one of the rea- 
sons I so strongly favor this item. [Laughter.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will proceed with what I was about to 
say when the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, Crumpackrr] 
asked his question. 

The provision that hereafter enlisted men who qualify as ex- 
pert riflemen shall receive, in addition to their pay, $3 per 
month; those who qualify as sharpshooters, $2 per month, and 
those who qualify as marksmen, $1 per month, under such regu- 
lation as the Secretary of War may prescribe, is, in my judg- 
ment, of very great importance. 

The prime duty of a soldier in time of war is to shoot, and 

the more accurately he can shoot the more efficient he is as a 
soldier. It stands to reason, sir, that an army of 50,000 men, 
all of whom know how to handle their weapons and to fire with 
accuracy, are more useful to the country in a crisis than twice 
that many men would be who are unfamiliar with the use of a 
gun. The fact that this measure will promote the efficiency of 
the Army will hardly be denied by anyone, The Secretary of 
War and officers of the Army, and, indeed, all other people who 
have to do with the Army, fayor some measure which will raise 
the standard of marksmanship. It is believed by those who 
have studied the question that the paragraph under discussion 
if enacted into law will raise it. 
In the Army three kinds of rifle experts are recognized. The 
lowest of these are the marksmen, who are to receive $1 per 
month additional compensation. The next lowest are the sharp- 
shooters, and, finally, the expert riflemen, who are to receive 
the $3 per month additional pay. 

At present we are allowed by law to pay $1 a month to expert 
riflemen. The length of time this extra pay is received after 
qualifying, under present regulations, is three years, provided 
the expert rifleman continues in the arm of the service using the 
small arm with which he qualified. 

It is most difficult to qualify as an expert rifleman. As an 
evidence of this, in the entire Army last year there were but 
264 officers and men who qualified as such, and of these 80 were 
commissioned officers and 184 were enlisted men. The amount 
of $3 per month as a reward for qualification as an expert rifle- 
man is not too much, and it can be assumed that any man who 
has the ability to shoot sufficiently well will continue year after 


year to keep himself up to the mark, and will also be of much 
benefit in teaching others to shoot. During the same year 1,439 
sharpshooters qualified—officers and men, 

It will no doubt interest the committee to know about how 
many men out of our Army of 60,000 will probably qualify 
under this provision of law. A memorandum made for me at 
the War Department estimates that the average will not ex- 
ceed fifteen hundred, and the number is more apt to fall short 
of than to go beyond that figure. That estimate refers to expert 
riflemen. The number of marksmen who qualified last year 
was 2,484, officers and men, and the estimate made in asking 
for the appropriation is based on a maximum of 2,500. Experi- 
ma leads us to believe that the number will be considerably 
ess. : 

The benefit to the service from having expert riflemen, 
sharpshooters, and marksmen in the ranks of the Army is not 
confined to the actual ability of these men to shoot accurately, 
but their influence is exerted in a far greater degree in instruct- 
ing other soldiers of the organization to which they respectively 
belong in the handling and management of the small arm. 
The beneficial effect is felt more when they act as Instructors 
in marksmanship to recruits and young soldiers. 

The influence of these expert riflemen is moral as well as 
professional. No man can become or remain an expert shot 
who does not keep sober. The additional pay and distinction 
provided for in this bill will be an incentive to sobriety and 
diligence which is bound to have good effect on the mass of 
enlisted men. It is a regrettable fact that, despite the aboli- 
tion of the canteen, which was intended to make total abstainers 
of the entire Army, soldiers do still sometimes take too much 
to drink. 

Under the privilege granted by the House, I will print here 
with my remarks an article recently published in the Army 
and Navy Journal, which was written by Maj. Gen. L. M. Open- 
heimer, of the Texas National Guard. General Chaffee, lately 
Chief of Staff, and other soldiers of eminence have told me that 
General Openheimer’s letter to the Army and Navy Journal 
was so clear and practical, and, if its suggestions were followed, 
would so promote the efficiency of the Army and of all Ameri- 
can reserves, that I feel that it ought to be published in the 
Recorp for the benefit of all who are interested in the question. 

(Extract from the Army and Navy Journal of December 23, 1905.] 

THE NATIONAL GUARD AS A RESERVE, 
AUSTIN, TEX., December 6, 1905. 
To the Hditor of the Army and Navy Journal: 

Recent issues of Tor 2 and communications from the Army 
War College show that the experience of the country in the Spanish- 
American war has Sp ere our military authorities and all classes 
with the importance of organizing a military reserve in case of war. 

The authors of the communications and our military authorities in 
general seem to look to the National Guard forces us the sole source of 
material for such national reserve. I desire to premise my views by 
stating right here that such criticisms as may be deemed adverse or 
unjust by 5 brother officers of the National Guard are not so intended, 
but solely that their attention may be directed to the weak points of 
National Guard forces in the essential qualifications necessary for the 
rank — — National Guard Reserve, and that these may have due 
cons: le 

Having been connected with the National Guard of Texas for many 
be (the last five years of my service as Its commanding general 
avg in the Spanish war, commanded a Texas volunteer regiment 
ostens biy composed of National Guard companies, I believe my ex 
rience justifies me in laying down the general proposition that e 
National Guard of the several States can not be depended upon for a 


practical and eficient reserve, nor can it be made such in the true 
soue of the term, and this conclusion is predicated upon the following 


First. The young men, rank and file, composing National Guard 
organizations are, with few exceptions, compelled to devote their entire 
attention to their everyday duties; hence can spare but little time for 
military ig 

Second. Their limited time, when they are called out for drill, is 
devoted entirely to that character of close-order movements which are 
of little practical value for field purposes. 

Third. Should those in authority attempt to Instruct this element In 
the practical work that is of value in the field, this character of service 
would have effect of discouraging National Guard enlistments. 

Fourth. It matters not what the qualifications of National Guard 
organizations may be, whether efficient or otherwise, they can not be 
depended upon to enlist in their entirety in case of war. The regiment 
I commanded in the last war was composed of companies from our 
National Guard, and I believe that I dọ not exaggerate in the least 
when I assert that not over 20 per cent of its enlisted strength was on 
the company rosters when said companies were called out, and that this 
condition applied to a large peront of all volunteer regiments in 
said Spanish war throughout the country. 

Fifth. The general character of duty 
at our State camps, such as the usual night tour of guard duty, 
and fatigue duties, and the exactions of discipline, etc., frequently re- 
sult in disenchantment and dampen the military ardor of the average 
enlisted guardsman, hence not more than 25 or 30 per cent attend the 
next State nee. 

Sixth. The limited time, a week or ten days, devoted to such camps 
can not possibly give any practical results. One aay is usually lost in 

utting the camp in order and getting routine matters in shape, the 
ast day in turning in property and making preparations for leaving 
camp. Frequently a day or more is lost on account of weather; hence 


imposed upon the enlisted may 
ce 


I assume that five days is a full average of the net time devoted to 
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anp work in nine out of ten of our State camps throughout the 
country. 

Seventh. As heretofore stated, the usual routine at State camps is 
composed mainly of garrison duties, such as pores, reviews, and move- 
ments in close order. These, while useful for purposes of military 
inspiration in time of peace, are practically useless in time of war. 

here are, as a neral thing, some beautiful ceremonies in State 

camps, such as parades, reviews, etc., but this sort of thing, in the lan- 

age of the French officer who witnessed the charge of Balaklava, “It 
magnificent, but it is not war.” 

These several conditions may not be universal, but I believe them to 
be general. And if they be, what practical good can be accomplished 
by utilizing this sort of material for military maneuvers? These func- 
tions are, or should be, predicated upon the assumption that the forces, 
rank and file, employed in such maneuvers are proficient not alone in 
the elementary, but also in the technical acquirements pertaining to 
the profession of arms. In these functions we have been imitating 
the maneuvers of European armies, but we lose sight of the fact that 
the latter, on such occasions, are composed solely of regular troops 
and such as have served one or more years with the colors, and unless 
oor 1 Snara has had e s 3 8 is ge pee 
me er our form of government, we might as well expect a class of boys 

ndying the multiplication table to solve a problem in geometry. 

Having Le hades commented upon conditions existing in our National 
Guard and the fallacy of deluding ourselves that it can be depended 
upan as a military reserve, I desire to submit some general conclusions, 
W 


ch are as follows: 

First. Troops are enlisted, uniformed, drilled, and mobilized for the 
sole and ultimate purpose of shooting at an enemy with effect and for 
nothing else. They may be proficient in drill, thoroughly disciplined, 
patriotic, and courageous, and have every other qualification of a sol- 
dier, but if they be deficient in target practice, they are absolutely use- 
less for the purpose for which they were enlisted—in fact, are an ex- 
pansa and useless incumbrance. I defy anyone to sucessfully refute 
his general proposition, I would rather command and depend upon a 
company composed of marksmen than a regiment composed of men who 
are not. And we all know that the National Guard, igen speak- 
ing, is not proficient in this essential qualification, and when we con- 
sider the fact that the average guardsman has neither time nor facili- 
ties for target practice, we are forced to acknowledge his inefficiency in 
this indispensable acquirement. 

We must learn to discriminate between the essential and nonessential 
in the formation and education of a national reserve. The essential 
is target practice. The nonessential is everything else, because the 
latter can be taught in a month, while rifle practice can not, nor is 
there any method by which it can be done after troops are called 
out. The Boer war demonstrated the results of efficiency in rifle prac- 
tice. They knew not alone how to shoot, but how to hit the objective; 
they knew their terrain and the rudiments of security and information. 
Hence it required many times their number and much blood and treas- 
ure to subdue them, because the Boers were better shots than their 


enemy. 

2 The history of our civil war is a most striking illustration of the 
value of rifle practice. The Southern States at its beginning were 
sparsely settl as compares with to-day. Game was plentiful, and 
nearly every one hunted with rifle or shotgun. Hence the proficiency 
of the average Confederate in rifle practice was naturally greater than 
that of the average soldier in the Federal Army, and is proven beyond 
all doubt by statistics given in Fox's book, entitled “ Regimental Losses 
in the Civil War,” which shows (p. 537) that the North furnished 
2.865,028 men and the Southern States (p. 552) about 600,000 men. 
There were killed in action 110,070 men on the Federal side and 52.954 
on the Confederate side. These statistics presented in a concrete form 
show that the Confederates killed in action nearly 19 per cent of their 
own numerical strength, while the Federals killed in action less than 2 
per cent of their numerical strength. This result is not a coincidence, 

ut is the direct consequence of rifle practice, and I can present no 
greater or more forcible illustration of the efficiency of this indis- 
pensable military qualification. The Savon onat | war was fought 
3 1 7 conditions and presents an analogous illustfation of simi- 
ar results. 

After troops are called out it is too late to engage in target 
practice, as they have neither time nor facilities for such work. y 
regiment, the Second Texas Volunteers, served in two army corps in 
1898, and had only one target practice, each man shooting five cart- 
rid and this accomplished practically nothing. 

desire to state in general terms that the value and efficiency of a 
military force is in direct proportion to its proficiency in marksmanship 
and no greater. 

The history of our Indian wars demonstrated conclusively that they 
were a foe not to be despised; that their efficiency was not the result 


a This paragraph was contained in the original communication, but 
omitted in publication of same, because Colonel Church, editor of the 
Army and Navy Journal, writes and gives his reasons for omitting 
said paragraph, stating, “I think it best to omit your statistics per- 
taining to the civil war, for the reason that they will not be accepted 
as correct, * * as more careful computation has been made 
since Fox's book was published.” 

Colonel Church cites as authority for this assertion statistics quoted 
from Livermore's book, entitled “Numbers and Losses in the Civil 
War,“ showing that the maximum number on the Federal rolls was 
3,565,000, and 1,959,225 on the Confederate rolls. 

The latter figures can not ibly be correct, as the total military 
population of the Southern States at the beginning of the civil war 
was only 1,064,193, and from these figures must deducted about 
63,000 troops furnished by Tennessee and West Virginia to the Federal 
Army, besides other enlistments from the other Southern States In the 
Federal Army, and granted that the entire military population enlisted 
4855 robably was the case) the Confederates would have less than 
00 men on the rolls. 

Now, let us take Livermore's estimates of casualties, and from this 
standpoint we find that, say, 1,000,000 Confederates killed in action 
110, Federals, or, cen a number equal to 11 per cent of their own 
numerical strength, while 3,565,000 Federals killed in action 94,000 
Confederates, equal to 2.72 per cent of their own numerical strength, 
and when we take into consideration the fact that the Confederates 
were poorly armed and equipped with ordnance and ammunition, we 
are forced to the inevitable conclusion that these results must have 
been due to the increased rifle 3 of the Confederates. 

I desire further to say that these statistics are not presented from 


any sectional standpoint, but simply to call attention to the important 
military results of rifle efficiency. 


L. M. O. 


of drill; that it was not affected by their 5 march in line; 
that their knowledge of the science of security and information was not 
taken from Wagner (but rather did Wagner borrow many of his prin- 
ciples from the Indian), but they knew the terrain of operations, could 
shoot with effect, and therefore constituted, in spite of disparity of 
numbers, quite a formidable adversary. 

Proficiency in rifle practice gives troops confidence in each other and 
tends to make them reliable and efficient in the highest degree. 
of it tends to make them doubtful, and they will often give way when 
they see their comrades falling around them and are unable to inflict 
corresponding punishment In return. 

I respectfully suggest that what our Government should strive to 
formulate is a practical, not a theoretical, military reserve, and I 
have pointed out what I believe every officer will concede to be the 
practical and essential qualifications of such reserve, viz, target per: 
pes, Ser mia all will agree as to the absolute necessity for such re- 
quirement. 

When we have a reserve thus qualified, and the contingency of war 
demands its services, it will have to be taught only to move from 
line or column to the firing line and get to work. Instinct will teach 
the value of cover and intrenchment, and common sense the im- 
por rance and formation of guard, outpost, rear guard, and other field 

ut tes. 

And now as to the qualifications of volunteer and National Guard offi- 
cers, as fixed by the requirements of General Orders, No. 115, series 1904. 
The object sought to be attained by this order has not been very suc- 
cessful, very few of our young men being able to spare the time for 
attendance at Government military schools. I also beg leave to differ 
as to the curriculum of requirements prescribed for volunteer officers 
before being placed upon the list of eligibles for commissions in case of 
war, as, for instance, geography, the higher mathematics, etc. The 
General Staff in prescribing the several requirements exacted of volun- 
teer officers should give due consideration to the limited time at the 
command of young men who have to work every day for a living. 

I respectfully submit that the qualifications of officers of a military 
reserve need only be such as— 

First. To enable them to handle and care for troops in the field. 
This includes (a) the ability to teach their men how to take care of 
their person and general health, (b) preparation of food in the field, 
and (e) care of arms and 8 

Second. How to teach their men to shoot with effect, an accomplish- 
ment acquired only by target practice. 

Third. The value of prompt and implicit obedience to military au- 
thority and of correct military deportment. 

Fourth. They should acquire a thorough knowledge of the principles 
of security and information and possess ordinary judgment as to their 
application to terrain and conditions of minor tactics and firing and 
field-service regulations. 

I unhesitatingly assert that officers having these qualifications will 
possess as great a degree of practical NEE #2 may be required in 
ordinary military operations. They need not graduates of military 
schools, or possess a knowledge of the higher mathematics, but havin 
the qualifications above enumerated they are qualified for command an 
fairly equipped for every practical duty devolving upon them. A cur- 
riculum prescribed for the acquirement of such duties is brief, prac- 
tical, and in conformity with the limited time and opportunity at the 
disposal of our young men. When contingencies arise during military 
operations requiring the higher or technical acquirements, these can 
supplied by professional soldiers, who are generally available on such 
occasions. 

Now, if it be conceded that a military force Is efficient in proportion 
to its marksmanship only, and that the National Guard has practically 
neither time nor opportunity for target practice, that it is impossible 
to make marksmen after calling out forces for field service, and that 
all other qualifications can be taught such force within a few weeks 
after taking the field, then I most respectfully submit that if the Goy- 
ernment wishes to secure a military reserve, which is one in fact 
rather than form, then it must devise plans and methods adapted to 
the circumstances and environment of the material which must con- 
stitute such reserve. 

f the attention of our War College be directed to these general 
ropositions (and the general correctness of which can hardly be 
enied) I am sure the problem will be less difficult of practical solution, 

Make rifle competition the subject of intercollegiate contests, and 
while not superseding athletic sports, encourage such rifle competition 
in conjunction with field sports. Let it supersede horse shows and other 
society functions of this nature. Enlist the cooperation of our leisure 
class and interest this element in making rifle practice “ fashionable.” 
If President Roosevelt will interest himself in the subject his influence 
will result in giving this country in less than five years a national 
reserve of a half million young marksmen. ‘This acquirement, being 
intended primarily for national interests, the expense should be borne 
by the National Government and conducted under its supervision. 
Thus would we haye a standing army and at a small cost. 

To summarize all this, we should seek methods that will develop re- 
ligious 3 methods that will make a patriot of an alien, and then 
teach the country how to defend this sentiment through the results of 
rifle practice, and we will develop a practical and efficient army reserve, 
having its foundation in the hearts of the nation, qualified at a month's 
notice to take its place on the firing line, and accomplish the purposes 
for which it is mobilized. Thus qualified we will have an army which 
can carry our flag wherever it may be ordered and competent to uphold 
the honor and interests of our country wherever it may be unfurled. 

To carry out the details of a scheme for the creation of an arm; 
reserve along the lines indicated herein, there should be a board creat 
com of three or four officers of the General Staff and line, two or 
three experienced officers of the National Guard, and if it be deemed 
advisable to formulate a plan requiring the cooperation of those in civil 
life, there should be added two or more gentlemen prominently identi- 
fied with educational and social interests, and I think that such board 
can devise plans that will succeed in creating a practical and efficient 
army reserve. 

L. M. OPENHEIMER, 
Late Colonel of Volunteers, 
Major-General Texas National Guard, Retired. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

One chief clerk, at the office of the Chief of Staff, $2,000 per annum, 

Mr. TAWNBY. Mr. Chairman, à parliamentary inquiry. I 
observe on pages 9 and 10 provisions for the increase of the 
clerical force at headquarters, divisions, and departments. I 
want to ask if these various provisions ure to be considered as 
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separate paragraphs or as one paragraph down to and including 
the bottom of page 10, just before the words “ and departments.” 
I observe the period is used at the end of each, but I think the 
comma is really intended. I want to ask, because if the point 
of order is to be made it would be too late to wait until the 
bottom of page 10 is reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would understand that the 
word “ paragraph ” is used in its popular acceptation, and at the 
end of each two lines on page 9. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I will ask unanimous consent 
that all of the paragraph in regard to clerks may be read and 
the point of order raised then, because the same question is in- 
volved in any one of them. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the portion of the bill 
down to and including line 21, on page 10, may be read and con- 
sidered as one paragraph. 

Mr. HULL. I should say dewn to and including line 16, on 
page 9, is where the clerk part comes in. The captain of the 
watch, and all that, is another proposition entirely. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Down to and including line 13, on page 10. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Six clerks at $1,800 each per annum. 

Fifteen clerks at $1,600 each per annum. 

Twenty-seven clerks at $1,400 each per annum. 

Seventy-three clerks at $1,200 each per annum. 

One hundred clerks at $1,000 each per annum. 

Two clerks at $900 each per annum. 

One clerk at $720 per annum. 

One captain of the watch at $900 per annum, 

Three watchmen at $720 each per annum. 

One gardener at $720 per annum. 

One packer at $840 420 annum. 

Two mesengers at 8840 each 5 annum. 

Seventy-four messengers at $720 each per annum. 

Two messengers at $500 each per annum. 


One laborer at $660 per annum. 
Two laborers at be each per annum. 
One laborer at $480 annum. 


Five charwomen at $240 each per annum. 

` Mr. TAWNBY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 

ow against the paragraph on page 9, line 8, down to and in- 
cluding line 15; also line 19, down to and including line 24, and 
from line 1 down to line 13, on page 10, on the ground that these 
paragraphs provide for an increase in the clerical force of the 
headquarters, divisions, and departments of the Army, and 
such increases are not authorized by law. However, if the gen- 
tleman in charge of the bill Gesires, I will simply reserve the 
point of order. 

Mr. HULL. Oh, no; I prefer to have the gentleman make 
it now, so that we can argue it. I would like to know what the 
gentleman's reason is for making it. That statement is not 
any reason. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Very well, I will make it. I will state, Mr. 
Chairman, that section 169 of the Revised Statutes expressly 
provides as follows: 


Each head of a Dep 
ment such number of clerks of the several classes ized. law 
and such messengers, assistant messengers, 3 watchmen, labor- 
ers, and other employees, and at such’rates of compensation, respec- 
tively, as may be appropriated for by Congress from year to year. 


That is the only law authorizing a provision for additional 
clerks in appropriation bills. Under the decision of the Attor- 
ney-General the term “ Department,” as used in this statute, 
means only Departments presided over by a Cabinet officer in 
the city of Washington. I will say that this identical point was 
passed upon only a short time ago in respect to increases of 
clerks in the postal service as distinguished from clerks in the 
Post-Office Department. The point of order was made on the 
ground that under Rule XXI, clause 2, there was no authority in 
law for the proposed increase of the clerks, and then the further 
point was made, which I have referred to, namely, that under 
section 169 of Revised Statutes these clerks proposed were to be 
employed in connection with the postal service, not in connec- 
tion with the Department, and therefore they were unauthorized 
by law. 

The paragraphs that I have named propose to increase the 
clerical force at headquarters of divisions and departments and 
Office of the Chief of Staff by seventeen clerks, and requires an 
appropriation of $21,080 more than was provided for by the ap- 
propriation bill for the clerical force of these divisions and divi- 
sion headquarters for the fiscal year 1905, and $66,880 more 
than was appropriated for the same clerical force in 1900, when 
the Army was up to its full maximum limit, while at the pres- 
ent time it is at its minimum limit, and I fail to see the neces- 
sity for this increase of clerical force under those circumstances, 
and I therefore, for that reason, make the point of order. 

Mr. HULL. Just a word about the matter. This matter 
was fought over some years ago when the gentleman from Ili- 
nois, Mr. Horxins, was in the chair. There is no place provided 


artment is authorized to employ in his Depart- 
recogn 


by law for any of these clerks except the appropriation bill of 
the Committee on Military Affairs. At that time a small in- 
crease was demanded by the Government on account of an 
increase of the Department. The point of order was- raised, 
and the Chair held it was not subject to the point of order, 
and the question was to be decided by a vote of the House, as 
I remember now. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the point of order 
lies against this provision for additional clerks, it will lie 
against the provision for one dollar for one clerk, on the theory 
that they must be provided for by some other law. The same 
statute was quoted then that the gentleman from Minnesota 
quotes now. The proposition is an increase of about half what 
was asked for by the Army. If this point of order shall be 
overruled and we go into the merits of the question, if the com- 
mittee can not show the absolute necessity for the small increase 
that we haye given in this bill, then the House can strike out 
every increase we propose to make. I do not feel like going 
into this more fully now or imposing upon the Chair, after so 
arduous a day’s service as this, any further trouble to-night, 
and I therefore move that the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Bourert, Chairman of fhe Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 14397— 
the Army appropriation bill—and had directed him to report 
that they had come to no resolution thereon. 


REPRINT OF ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I am requested by several Members 
of the House to ask for a reprint of the Army appropriation 
bill, as it is impossible to get copies of the bill. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that a reprint of the bill may be ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 38. An act for the erection of a statue to the memory of 
7 James Miller at Peterboro, N. H.—to the Committee on the 

rary. 

S. 4394. An act to increase the limit of cost of the. post-office 
and court-house at Evanston, Wyo.—to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 4130. An act to authorize the Capital City Improvement 
Company, of Helena, Mont., to construct a dam across the Mis- 
souri River—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

S. 1792. An act to provide for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Baker City, in the State of Oregon—to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 1694. Am act for the erection of a public building at Car- 
thage, Mo.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 690. An act to authorize the President of the United States 
to appoint John Gibbon captain and quartermaster in the 
Army—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 580. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Moscow, in the.State of 
Idaho—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grotnds. 

S. 398. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Greenyille, in the State 
of Texas—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 333. An act in regard to a monumental column to com- 
memorate the battle of Princeton, and appropriating $30,000 
therefor—to the Committee on the Library. 

S. 111. An act to aid in the erection of a monument or 
memorial at Point Pleasant, W. Va., to commemorate the battle 
of the Revolution fought at that point between the Colonial 
1 5 and Indians, October 10, 1774—to the Committee on the 

brary. 

S. 4128. An act permitting the building of a dam across the 
Red Lake River at or near the junction of Black River with 
said Red Lake River, in Red Lake County, Minn.—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3294. An act to provide for the erection of a public building 
at Alton, Ili.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

8. 1878. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon in the city of Provo, State 
of Utah—to the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of 
the following titles: 

S. 213. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Doersch ; 
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S. 207. An act granting an increase of pension to Marion F. 
Howe; 

S. 201. An act granting an increase of pension to Lyman E. 
Farrand ; 

S. 186. An act granting an increase of pension to George P. 
Howe; 

S. 181. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis E. 
Stevens ; 

8. 176. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Marsh; 

S. 139. "An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Le Hundra; 

S. 186. An act granting an increase of pension to Sabastian 
Laudner ; 

S. 2328. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
Franklin Bigelow ; 
he 2327. An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney F. 

ullin ; 

S. 2257. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Campbell ; 

S. 2183. An act granting an increase of pension to George P. 
Trowbridge ; 

S. 2089. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Campbell, No. 2; 

S. 1883. An act granting an increase of pension to Nellie 
Raymond ; 

S. 1840. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Prettyman; 

S. 1835. An act granting an increase of pension to James G. 
Doane; 

S. 1821. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
L. Andrews ; 

S. 1799. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 


An act granting an increase of pension to Robert K. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph B. 


. An act granting a pension to Lena S. Fenn; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Waldo W. 


An act granting an increase of pension to William O. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
538. An act granting an increase of pension to Indiana A. 
An act granting an increase of pension to William H. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Phineas F. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Anna Z. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Henry A. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney G. 


. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis W. 
Usher ; 

S. 1268. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Lounsberry ; 

S. 1037. An act granting an increase of pension to Adolphus 
L. Oxton; 

S. 1017. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Ryan; 

S. 1010. An act granting an increase of pension to Joel M. 
Sawyer; 

S. 992. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert E. 
Lyon; 

S. 984. An act granting an increase of pension to William W. 
Benedict; 

S. 970. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Crome; 

S. 968. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Michaelis, alias Edward Michel; 
S8. 909. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey M. 
D. Hopkins; 

S. 2421. An act granting an increase of pension to Herrick 
Hodges; 

S. 894. An act granting an increase of pension to Florence A. 
Sewell; 

S. 2405. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Winget; 


S. 2377. An act granting a pension to Clara T. Leathers ; 

S. 2337. An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen S. 
Larned ; 

S. 2459. An act granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
M. Scott; 

S. 2411. An act granting an increase of pension to Carrie B. 
Findley ; 

S. 2329. An act granting an increase of pension to Knute 
Torgeson ; 

S. 639. An act granting an increase of pension to George M. 
Bradley ; 

S. 640. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh P. 
Buffer ; 

S. 853. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Lander ; 

S Mies An act granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 
Wolf; 

S. 788. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward P. 
Metcalf; 
` S. 620. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth S. 

aw; 

S. 125. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Hadsall ; 

S. 127. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony H. 
Crawford ; 
8 el 724. An act granting an increase of pension to George A. 

‘arker ; 
585 624. An act granting an increase of pension to Abbie C. 

oore; 

S. 124. An act granting an increase of pension to Curtis B. 
McIntosh ; 

S. 702. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
Dearborn ; 

S. 717. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles H. 
Tuck 

8. 076. An act granting an increase of pension to Joshua W. 
Tolford ; 

8. 703. An act granting an increase of pension to Edmund T. 
Connelly; 

S. 121. An act granting an increase of pension to John Cook; 
a 79. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 

ton; 

S. 78. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary R. 
Blethen ; 
15 77. An act granting an increase of pension to Granville P. 

ason ; 

S. 75. An act granting an increase of pension to Urial J. 
Streeter ; 
sete An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 

all; 

S. 619. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Prater ; 

S. 587. An act granting a pension to Mary J. Chenoweth; 

S. 573. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry T. 
Braman ; 
85 pi An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

elch; 

S. 2482. An act granting an increase of pension to Cutler A. 
Chamberlin ; 
rr 566. An act granting an increase of pension to George 

ey 

S. 533. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis M. 
Munson; 

8. N act granting an increase of pension to James Wil- 
son; an 

S. 476. An act granting an increase of pension to Emily Peter- 
son. 

REPRINT OF BILL. 


By unanimous consent, on the request of Mr. GILBERT of Indi- 
ana, a reprint of the bill (H. R. 9328) relating to notice to de- 
fendant before granting of an injunction, was ordered. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

By unanimous consent, Mr. Arken was granted leave to witli- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of John W. Simpson, Fifty-eighth Congress, 
no adverse report having been made thereon. 

By unanimous consent, Mr. AITKEN was also granted leave to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, 
the papers in the case of W. M. Gibson, Fifty-eighth Congress, 
no adverse report having been made thereon. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now ad- 
ourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o'clock 
p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, at 12 o'clock noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for Staten Island light- 
house depot, New York City—to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for the Official Gazette of the 
Patent Office—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia submitting an estimate of appropriation for the electrical 
department of the District—to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for purchase of certain stock cattle 
for the Northern Cheyenne Indians at the Tongue River Agency, 
Mont.—to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of State to the Hon, EDWIN DENBY, 
concerning conditions in the Kongo Free State—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. DAVEY of Louisiana, from the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the 
House (H. R. 14590) to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee River 
Railroad Company to construct a bridge across Cumberland 
River, reported the same without amendement, accompanied by 
a report (No. 1792); which said bill and report were referred 
to the House Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 14589) to authorize the Cairo and Ten- 
nessee River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across 
the Tennessee River, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1793); which said bill and report 
were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ADAMSON, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the Senate 
(S. 4482) to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Cumberland River at or near 
Carthage, Tenn.,” reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1794); which said bill and report were 
referred to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. CURTIS: A bill (H. R. 15725) authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to enter into commercial agreements, 
and for other purposes—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 15726) establishing a 
United States court at Sulphur, Ind. T.—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15727) to extend incorporate limits of 
and validate the acts of the town council of Duncan, Chickasaw 
Nation, Ind. T.—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15728) to amend the act entitled “An act 
in amendment of sections 2 and 3 of an act granting pensions to 
soldiers and sailors who are incapacitated for the performance 
of manual labor, and providing for pensions to widows, minor 
children, and dependent parents,” approved June 27, 1890—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15729) making 
penal certain acts when committed within the territorial and 
maritime jurisdiction of the United States and prescribing the 
punishment therefor—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RYAN: A bill (H. R. 15730) authorizing a survey 
of Buffalo River, New York, and for other purposes—to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 15731) establishing an addi- 


tional recording district in Indian Territory—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 15732) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to release !and for 
street purposes to the borough of Sea Isle City, N. J.—to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. LAMB: A bill (H. R. 15733) for the erection of a 
public building in the city of Richmond, Va.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HOAR: A bill (II. R. 15734) for the erection of a 
public building at Webster, Mass.—to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 15735) to amend section 
653 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia, relative to 
assessment life insurance companies and associations—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 15736) to pro- 
vide for the establishment of judicial divisions in the district of 
Indiana, designating the places where court shall be held, and 
for other purposes connected therewith—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AIKEN: A bill (H. R. 15737) to empower the Court 
of Claims to determine the value of certain legal services to 
Cherokee Indians by blood—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 15738) 
to establish a fish-hatching and fish-cultural station in Barren 
County, in southern Kentucky—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SOUTHALL: A bill (H. R. 15739) to provide for the 
enlargement of the public building at Petersburg, Va., in order 
to accommodate the post-office and custom-house—to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: A bill (H. R. 15740) amending an act 
entitled “An act for the extension of M street east of Bladens- 
burg road, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1905— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MAYNARD: A bill (H. R. 15741) to establish in the 
Department of Agriculture a bureau to be known as the Bu- 
reau of Public Highways, and to provide for national aid in 
the improvement of the public roads—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. BROOCKS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 15742) to con- 
struct a public building at Nacogdoches, Tex.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. CALDER: A bill (H. R. 15743) for the relief of 
gaugers, storekeeper-gaugers, and storekeepers—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PRINCE: A bill (H. R. 15744) to abolish the office of 
Lieutenant-General of the Army of the United States—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. MORRELL: A bill (H. R. 15841) to provide for the 
further purification of the water supply of the District of Co- 
lumbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A resolution (H. Res. 346) requesting 
the President of the United States to transmit to Congress in- 
formation concerning the tariff relations between the United 
States and Germany—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania: A resolution (H. Res. 347) 
directing the Clerk of the House to furnish the Committee on 
Revision of the Laws with certain law books—to the Commit- 
tee on Accounts. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 15745) granting an in- 
erease of pension to Edward Mailey—to the Committee on In- 
yalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15746) granting an increase of pension to 
Melvin B. Ash—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15747) granting an increase of pension to 
Rachael O’Donell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BATES: A bill (H. R. 15748) granting an increase 
of pension to Jacob R. Deckard—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 15749) for 
the relief of W. P. Adkins—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15750) to correct the military record of 
James Downey—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15751) for the relief of Eli F. Prater— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15752) granting an honorable*discharge to 
Thomas J. George—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 15753) for the relief of W. II. Fritts and 
others—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15754) for the relief of George Smith— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15755) for the relief of Mary Lock— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15756) granting a pension to Robert Bar- 
tee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15757) granting a pension to Etna Beihn— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15758) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Goodposter—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15759) granting an increase of pension to 
Simon B. Ellis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15760) granting an increase of pension to 
Eldridge Kenton—to the Committee on Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15761) granting an increase of pension to 
Lafayette North—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15762) granting an increase of pension to 
Hiram Storms, alias Freeman—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15763) granting an increase of pension to 
Gainford N. Upton—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15764) granting an increase of pension to 
George S. Ross—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15765) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen D. Ross—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15766) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Braden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15767) granting an increase of pension to 
Don D. Hendershot—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15768) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary J. Halbert—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: A bill (H. R. 15769) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William Winslow Bennett—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BIRDSALL: A bill (H. R. 15770) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Elza Chronister—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15771) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Micheals—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONXNGE: A bill (H. R. 15772) granting an increase 
z penon to Josephine S. Jones—to the Committee on Invalid 

ensions. 

By Mr. BROUSSARD: A bill (H. R. 15773) for the relief of 
the estate of George Mitchelltree, deceased—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15774) for the relief of the estate of Hiram 
‘Anderson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BURTON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 15775) granting an 
increase of pension to Edward Babcock—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15776) 
granting an increase of pension to Ellen A. Gibbon—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 15777) granting a 
pension to Ida M. Long—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15778) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CALDPRHEAD: A bill (H. R. 15779) granting a pen- 
sion to Margaret A. Jordan—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15780) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Cole—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COCKS: A bill (H. R. 15781) granting an increase of 
pension to John Henft—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVIDSON: A bill (H. R. 15782) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Henrietta Brown—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15783) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Sutton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 15784) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William H. Tuttle—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15785) granting an increase of pension to 
Oscar W. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 15786) for the re- 
lief of the heirs of Wilson Parker, deceased—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15787) granting an increase of pension to 
James Harris—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15788) granting an increase of pension to 
Jefferson Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15789) granting an increase of pension to 
Fielding Arbuckle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


Also, a bill (H. R. 15790) granting an increase of pension to 
Nicholas W. Dorrel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15791) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel H. Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 15792) for the 
relief of Bird L. Fletcher—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 15793) for the relief of 
the legal representatives of Napoleon B. Giddings—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 15794) granting an increase 
of pension to Samuel Pepper—to the 9 on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. GILL: A bill (H. R. 15795) tor the relief of Wash- 
ington Bowie—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15796) granting a pension to Thomas Mor- 
rison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15797) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Ash—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15798) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of Edward B. Bruce, late of Baltimore 
city, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15799) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of Josiah S. Bowen, late of Baltimore 
city, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 15800) for the relief of Dr. 
W. S. Hosack—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15801) for the relief of the United States 
National Bank, of the city of Pittsburg, Pa. to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15802) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry A. Harkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GREGG: A bill (H. R. 15803) conferring jurisdiction 
on the United States circuit court for the southern district of 
Texas, holding sessions at Galveston, in the case of the schooner 
Dreadnaught—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 15804) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Stephen D. Smith—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HASKINS: A bill (H. R. 15805) granting an increase 
of pension to Chancy D. Sargent—to the Committee on invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. JONES of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 15806) for the relief 
of the estate of David Heller, deceased, and E. Mary Heller—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. KETCHAM: A bill (H. R. 15807) granting a pension 
to Catherine Arnold—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAMAR: A bill (H. R. 15808) for the relief of Sarah 
IE. Callahan, of Jackson County, Fla.—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15809) for the relief of the St. Luke’s 
Protestant Episcopal Church, of Marianna, Fla.—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: A bill (H. R. 15810) for the relief of 
F. S. Bowker, managing owner of the schooner William H. 
Davenport and agent for the said schooner and for the owners 
of the cargo of lumber on board said schooner on October 2, 
1899—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. LORIMER: A bill (H. R. 15811) granting an increase 
of pension to the widow of Thomas P. Smith—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions, i 

By Mr. MoGUIRB: A bill (H. R. 15812) granting an increase 
of pension to George F. Watson—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15813) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of James Wilson—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15814) to enable and authorize the city of 
Blackwell, in the Territory of Oklahoma, to sell certain real 
estate—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15815) authorizing and directing the gov- 
ernor of the Chickasaw Nation and the principal chief of the 
Choctaw Nation to execute and deliver to the Murrow Indian 
Orphans’ Home, a corporation of Atoka, Ind. T., a patent to 
described lands—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15816) granting section 16, township 14 
north, range 4 east, Indian meridian, Lincoln County, Oklahoma 
Territory, to the city of Chandler, said county, for school pur- 
poses—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15817) to place on the Indian rolls of the 
Comanche tribe, in Oklahoma, the name of Herman Lehmann— 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15818) authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to issue patent to the town of Arapaho, Okla., to cer- 
tain land for cemetery purposes—to the Committee on the Pub- 
lie Lands. 
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By Mr. MURDOCK: A bill (H. R. 15819) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William T. Burgess—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15820) granting an increase of pension to 
Rebecca J. Thompson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15821) granting an increase of pension to 
C. W. Hodge—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15822) granting an increase of pension to 
David W. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15823) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Horn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 15824) granting a pension 
to Elizabeth Karrell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RHODES: A Bill (H. R. 15825) for the relief of John 
R. Adams—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: A bill (H. R. 15826) granting an increase 
of pension to Adam Seid—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: A bill (H. R. 15827) granting an increase 
of pension to Charles Ely—to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15828) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph J. Juvenile—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15829) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of John Huffman—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. SHARTEL: A bill (H. R. 15830) granting a pension 
to William S. Judkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHERLEY: A bill (H. R. 15831) granting an increase 
of pension to Mittie Mitchell Choate—to the Committee on Inya- 
lid Pensions. 

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 15832) for the relief of Edward 
J. Trice—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15833) for the relief of Absalom W. 
Weayer—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15834) for the revef of the legal represent- 
pelted of Joseph King, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. TIRRELL: A bill (H. R. 15835) granting an increase 
of pension to George M. Thompson—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. WELBORN: A bill (H. R. 15836) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sarah A. Crosby—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15837) providing for the extension of the 
provisions of the pension act of June 27, 1890, to the Seventy- 
second Regiment Enrolled Missouri Militia—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOODYARD: A bill (H. R. 15838) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jonathan Pletcher—to the Committee on 
Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 15839) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary Jane Burroughs—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 15840) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Edgar B. Hughson—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15553) granting an increase of pension to Susan 
H. Isom—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15685) granting a pension to James P. Dooley— 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa- 
pers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of organizations of railway em- 
ployees, for the employers’ liability bill and the anti-injunction 
bill—to the Committee 6n the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the National Grange and Dwight B. Staf- 
ford—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Massachusetts, for a forest reserve 
in the White Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Lone Elm Grange, No. 174, and Orrie A. 


Parkes, of New York, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
aleohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the American Association of Masters and 
Pilots of Steam Vessels, Palmetto Harbor, No. 74, and Marine 
Engineers’ Beneficial Association, No. 65, against bills H. R. 38, 
5281, and 5283—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

Also, petition of bankers et al., the commissioners of pilot- 
age and pilots, and commercial bodies et al., against bills H. R. 
38, 5281, and 5283—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of Robert Bryan 
Camp, Sons of Veterans, No. 80, of Philadelphia, Pa., against 
bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Joseph Wharton, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Seventh-Day Advent Church, against 
Sunday legislation for the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ALLEN of New Jersey: Petition of the Japanese and 
Korean Exclusion League, for retention of the present Chinese 
law—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of the Merchants’ Associa- 
tion of New York, relative to the subsidy bill—to the Commit- 
tee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, relative to loca- 
tion of the capital of the State—to the Committee on the Terri- 
tories. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylyania 
Women, for a forest reserve in the White Mountains—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Fayette R. Plumb, relative to forgery of 
trade-marks—to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of the People’s National Bank, relative to 10 
per cent loan of capital and surplus—to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the St. Clair Savings and Trust Company, 
against bill H. R. 48 and for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Equitable Life Assurance Society, relative 
to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Ph. Hamburger Company, the H. K. 
Mulford Company, and the Park Carpet Mills, relative to forgery 
of trade-marks—to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of the Real Estate Savings and Trust Company, 
against bill H. R. 48—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

Also, petition of George A. Bickell, of Carnegie, Pa., favor- 
ing restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Ph. Hamburger Company, A. A. Wolfe 
& Co., and Samuel P. Haller, relative to amendment of the 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of M. P. Kennedy, relative to the Post-Office 
Department fraud order ”—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Theodore E. Moreland, for the telegraphers’ 
pension bill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the executiye committee of the Prohibition 
party of Erie, Pa., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James McKenna— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BATES: Petition of the Woman’s Club of Erie, Pa., 
for a forest reserve in the eastern part of the United States—to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Marine National Bank and the First Na- 
tional Bank of Erie, Pa., for permission to loan 10 per cent of 
capital and surplus—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

Also, petition of R. C. Loupe, of Corry, Pa.; George V. Thomp- 
son, of Mount Jewett, Pa.; I. L. Smith, of Newcastle, Pa., and 
Rey. James D. Tillinghast, of Titusville, Pa., for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: Petition of Ezekial Sarasohn, 
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against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. : 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William H. H. 
Pinckrey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BIRDSALL: Petition of citizens of Iowa, relative 
to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: Petition of Brookside Grange, Patrons 
of Husbandry, of Newburgh, N. Y., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. BROOCKS of Texas: Paper to accompany bill for re- 
lief of John B. Hall—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the State Fed- 
eration of Pennsylvania Women, for a forest reserve in the 
White Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, rel- 
ative to subsidy of shipping—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, relative to location 
of the State capital—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of citizens of Esplen, Pa., against liquor selling 
in all Government buildings—to the Committee on Alcoholic 
Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of the Labor World, against the tariff on lino- 
type machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Samuel P. Haller, against the Heyburn pure- 
food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Also, petition of George Putnam Council, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration—to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Emma L. Nispuly, relative to second-class 
postal rates for certain religious publications—to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Louis J. Adler, relative to amendment of the 
Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Ph. Hamburger Company, relative to 
amendment of the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of A. A. Wolfe & Co., relative to amendment of 
the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Equitable Life Assurance Society, rela- 
oe to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign 

airs. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Pittsburg Clearing House Association, 
for passage of bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

Also, petition of L. W. Walker, of Pittsburg, Pa., for amend- 
ment of the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the executive committee of the Prohibition 
party of Erie, Pa., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of M. P. Kennedy, relative to the Post-Office 
Department“ fraud order ”—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Allegheny City Division, No. 314, Order of 
Railway Conductors, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Standard Sanitary Manufacturing Com- 
pany and the Diamond National Bank, favoring bill H. R. 
8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Second National Bank of Pittsburg, 
against bill H. R. 48—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
John Green—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of members of 
the Seventh-Day Adventist Church of Lancaster, Pa., against 
Sunday legislation for the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: Papers to accompany bill for 


relief of William A. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, papers to accompany pension claim of Ida M. Long—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COCKRAN; Petition of Colgate Hoyt, Henry M. 
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Crane, and others, for coat of reyenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COCKS: Petition of the Congregational Church of 
Orient, Long Island, New York, against bill H. R. 7043—to the 
Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Petition of R. C. Leupe, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, 

Also, petition of George U. Thompson, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of citizens of Allegheny County, 
Pa., for the MeCumber-Sperry bill—to the Committee on Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: Petition of citizens of Mecosta County, 
Mich., against Sunday legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DAVIDSON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
John McCandless—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
heirs of Tillard Ragan and Anna L. Wade—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William H. Tuttle— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Oscar W. Miller— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: Paper to accompany bill for re- 
lief of Wilson Parker—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. DOVENER: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 1390) 
granting an increase of pension to Beckwith A. McNemar— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of the Woman’s Club of Madison, 
Wis., favoring a pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of William J. Starr et al., for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petition of citizens of Oklahoma: 
City, for the right to designate the locality of the capital of the 
State—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union, for continuance 
of marine hospitals—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of Sherman Lodge, No. 10, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, of Minneapolis, Minn., for 
the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Epworth League of the First Methodist 
Episcopal Church of Minneapolis, Minn., against reestablish- 
ment of the Army canteen—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petition of Center Grange, No. 
290, of Hubbardton, Vt., for repeal of revenue tax on denatured 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of E. E. Adams et al., against Sunday legisla- 
tion in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of R. S. Waddell, relative to the 
powder trust—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Samuel Pepper— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Marquette Cement Manufacturing Com- 
pany, of Chicago, relative to Government investigations of ce- 
ment—to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, petition of retail merchants of La Salle, Ill., for a pub- 
lic building for La Salle—to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. : 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: Petition of the National 
Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOEBEL: Petition of the Cincinnati Associated Or- 
ganization, for an appointment of an additional judge for the 
southern Federal district of Ohio—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petition of Oliver Tilden Camp, No. 26, 
Sons of Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Audubon Society, of New York City, for 
bill S. 2966—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the executive committee of 
the Prohibition party of Erie, Pa., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 
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Also, petition of M. P. Kennedy, relative to the People's 
Bank —to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the National Bank of Tarentum, Pa., for 
bill H. R. 8973— to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of William T. Drury, relative to the post-office 
“fraud order ”—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Standard Sanitary Manufacturing Com- 
pany, 5 to fraudulent trade-marks—to the Committee on 
Paten 

Also, petition of the Ph. Hamburger Company and Max Klein 
& Sons, relative to amendment of the pure-food bill—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the First National Bank of Natrona, Pa., 
favoring bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George W. Darley— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, petition of the Charity Organization Society of Baston, 
Pa., relative to immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, relative to lo- 
cation of the capital of the State—to the Committee on the Ter- 
ritorles. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, 
relative to ship-subsidy legislation—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of J. Mehaffey, relative to affairs in the 
Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the People’s National Bank, for power to 
loan 10 per cent of capital and surplus to one person—to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of John A. Rhea, relative to affairs in the 
Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of W. J. Robinson, relative to the post-office 
“fraud order ”—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of John Fite, relative to additional pay to the 
junior officers of the Army—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of Rudolph Tassinger, relative to the post-office 
“fraud order ”—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Conroy, Prugh & Co., for repeal of revenue 
us on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of O. T. Bratterud, of Nerth 
Dakota, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of N. O. Haugen, against the parcels-post law— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of C. A. Stubbins, of Granville, N. Dak., against 
bill H. R. 48—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Papers to accompany bill for relief of 
Stephen D. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of J. D. Campbell and others, 
against passage of bill H. R. 12978—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of citizens of New 
Britain, Conn., for the McCumber-Sperry bill—to the Committee 
on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Petition of citizens of Ashland, Nebr., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HITT: Petition of W. H. Wagner & Son, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HOAR: Petition of Minnie M. Marnell Noble, against 
bill H. R. 7043—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. HOWARD: Petition of Herald-Journal, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KELIHER: Petition of the Writer, against the tariff 
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: Petition of E. A. Blodgett 
and over 100 others, against religious legislation in the District 
of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio: Petition of citizens of Ohio, for 
retention of the tax on imitation butter—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, in fayor of good roads (H. R. 
180)—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, in favor of a parcels post— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, in favor of the Hepburn 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


By Mr. KNOWLAND: Petition of the Chamber of Commerce 
of San Francisco, for an appropriation to fight the pear blight 
in California—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. LACEY: Petition of the Academy of Science of Daven- 
port, Iowa, for the Mesa Verde Park—to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of Boies Grange et al., for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 

By Mr. McGUIRE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
George F. Wattson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McKINLEY of IIlinois: Petition of citizens of Illinois, 
against Sunday legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oakland, III., against religious 
legislation for the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. McMORRAN: Petition against religious legislation— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Petitions of Vonare Council, 
Friendship Council, Chattanooga Council, Nathan Hale Council, 
Keystone Council, Richville Council, Hiwassee Council, Harrison 
Council, and Grout Council, Junior Order United American Me- 
chanics, and R. H. Brown et al., favoring restriction of immi- 
gration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. MURDOCK: Petition of citizens of Reno County, 
Kans., against Sunday legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of citizens of California, against 
religious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Also, petition of the Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, ask- 
ing an appropriation to protect the pear industry of the State 
of California—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, protest of citizens of California, against passage of bill 
H. R. 7067—to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of the Scott-Miller Com- 
pany, against the anti-injunction bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PALMER: Petition of Painters, Decorators, and Pa- 
per Hangers’ Union, No. 488, of Pittston, Pa., for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of the National Grange, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Commtitee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Gorham, N. Y., and C. H. Pubber 
et al., against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
William L. Southgate—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of citizens of Chelsea, Mass., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RUPPERT: Petition of the Independent Refiners“ 
Association, submitting data on the railway rate question—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Andover Society, of New York, indorsing 
the Perkins bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the New York Clearing-House Association, 
for bill H. R. 8973 in amended form—to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Workingmen’s Federation of the State 
of New York, relative to bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Hon. William E. Chandler, for passage of the 
Esch-Townsend railway rate bill without amendment—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, Okla., for amend- 
ment of the capital section of the statehood bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Territories, 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of the Central Federated Union of 
New York, against the Littlefield bill—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: Petition of the State Federation of 
Pennsylvania Women of Allegheny, Pa., against the Morris 
bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the National Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, 
of New Jersey, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alco- 
hol—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
aa cone of the Chinese law—to the Committee on Foreign 

a 

Also, petition of Hellertown Camp, Sons of Veterans, against 
bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs, ` 
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Also, petition of Pennsylvania State Grange, No. 1032, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCROGGY : Petition of W. H. Dinwiddie, of Waynes- 
ville, Ohio, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Ohio Live Stock Association, relative to 
reciprocal trade relations with foreign nations—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of The American Issue, of Columbus, Ohio, for 
repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Midas Criterion, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SHARTEL: Petition of the Fruit Growers’ Union of 
Missouri, relative to private car lines—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

Also, petition of the Lawrence County Educational Associa- 
tion, relative to removal of the United States capital—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SHERLEY: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 15700) 
for relief of the heirs of Henry Diehl—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Petition of the Daily News, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. STERLING: Petition of citizens of Illinois, and 
Local Union No. 766, Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers 
of America, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William Gouge— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Charles M. Pum- 
pelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: Petition of the Con- 
federate Southern Memorial Association, for bill S. 1234—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. è 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, for 
repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Minnesota, against the Henry bill 
and any parcels-post scheme—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Aug. F. Schulz, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Minnesota, for a parcels-post law— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. WALLACE: Petition of citizens of El Dorado, Ark., 
for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

By Mr. WEEKS: Petition of citizens of Foxboro, Mass., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WEISSE: Petition of citizens of Oklahoma, for 
amendment to the capital location section of the statehood bill— 
to the Committee on the Territories, 

Also, petition of John Kelley, against the tariff on linotype 
machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE. 


Wepnespay, February 28, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s 
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Kean, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 


PAY OF OFFICERS IN THE ARMY. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter 
from the Acting Auditor for the War Department, suggesting 
an amendment to the Army appropriation bill for the fiscal year 
1907 with reference to increased pay to officers and men sery- 
ing beyond the limits of the United States; which, with the ac- 
companying paper, was referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE MANATI RIVER. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Secretary of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an ordinance enacted by the executive council of Porto 
Rico, with the approval of the governor thereof, granting to 


Messrs. Balserio & Giorgetti the right to construct and main- 
tain a wooden bridge over the Manati River, connecting the 
estate “Esperanza” with the central “Plazuela,” in the 
municipal district of Manati; which, with the accompanying 
paper, was referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and 
Porto Rico, and ordered to be printed. 


FRENCH SPOLIATION CLAIM, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims transmit- 
ting the conclusions of fact and of law filed under the act of 
January 20, 1885, in the French spoliation claims set out in the 
findings by the court relating to the vessel brig Pamela, Samuel 
Colby, master; which, with the accompanying paper, was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


MEMORIAL ADDRESSES ON THE LATE SENATOR PLATT. 


Mr. BULKELEY. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that 
on April 7, immediately after the routine morning business, 
I shall ask the Senate to consider resolutions in commemora- 
tion of the life, character, and public services of my late col- 
league, Hon. Orville Hitchcock Platt. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The notice will be entered. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Browninc, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the bill (S. 4482) to amend an act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the construction of a bridge across the Cumberland 
River at or near Carthage, Tenn.” 

The message also announced that the House had passed -the 
following bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 10067. An act authorizing the disposition of surplus and 
allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the State 
of Washington, which can be irrigated under the act of Con- 
gress approved June 17, 1902, known as the “ reclamation act,” 
and for other purposes ; and 

H. R. 14896. An act to incorporate the Lake Erie and Ohio 
River Ship Canal, to define the powers thereof, and to facilitate 
interstate commerce. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the following bills, and they were thereupon 
signed by the Vice-President: 

175 An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 
all; 

S. 75. An act granting an increase of pension to Urial J. 
Streeter ; 

S. 77. An act granting an increase of pension to Granville P. 
Mason; 

S. 78. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary R. 
Blethen ; 

B 79. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Tilton ; 

S. 121. An act granting an increase of pension to John Cook; 

S. 124. An act granting an increase of pension to Curtis B. 
McIntosh ; 

S. 125. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Hadsall ; 

S. 127. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony H. 
Crawford ; 

S. 136. An act granting an increase of pension to Sabastian 
Laudner ; 

S. 139. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Le Hundra; 

S. 176. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Marsh; 

S. 181. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis E. 
Stevens; 
tie 186. An act granting an increase of pension to George P. 

owe; 

S. 201. An act granting an increase of pension to Lyman E. 
Farrand ; 
nA 207. An act granting an increase of pension to Marion F. 

owe; 

S. 213. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Doersch ; 

S. 476. An act granting an increase of pension to Emily Peter- 
son; 

S. 506. An act granting an increase of pension to James Wil- 
son; 

S. 533. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis M. 
Munson ; 
wi 566. An act granting an increase of pension to George 

ey; 
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8.573. An act granting an inerease of pension to Henry T. 
Braman ; 
S. 587. An act granting a pension to Mary J. Chenoweth; 
S. 619. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Prater ; 
S. 620. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth S. 
Law; 
d S. 624. An act granting an increase of pension to Abbie C. 
foore; 
S. 639. An act granting an increase of pension to George M. 
Bradley ; 
5 An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh P. 
uffer ; 
S. 676. An act granting an increase of pension to Joshua W. 
Tolford ; 
S. 702. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
Dearborn ; 
S. 703. An act granting an increase of pension to Edmund T. 
Connelly, alias John Marks; 
S. 717. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles H. 
Tuck ; 
S. 724. An act granting an increase of pension to George A. 
Parker ; 
S. 788. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward P. 
Metcalf ; 
S. 789. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 
Wolf: 
S. 853. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Lander; 
S. 804. An act granting an increase of pension to Florence A. 
Sewell; 
S. 909. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey M. 
D. Hopkins; 
S. 968. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Michaelis, alias Edward Michel: 
S. 970. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Crome; 
S. 9S4. An act granting an increase of pension to William W. 
Benedict; 
S. 992. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert E. 
Lyon; 
S. 1010. An act granting an increase of pension to Joel M. 
Sawyer; 
S. 1017. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Ryan; 
S. 1037. An act granting an increase of pension to Adolphus 
L. Oxton; 
S. 1268. An act granting an increase of pension to William 


Lounsberry ; 

S. 1208. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis W. 
8 1414 An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney G. 
ag TAT. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry A. 
. 1423, An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 
1485 An act granting an increase of pension to Anna Z. 
8 An act granting an increase of pension to Phineas F. 
= 1536. An act granting an increase of pension to William H. 
88.1538 An act granting an increase of pension to Indiana A. 
PIS 1670. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
1 4781 An act granting an increase of pension to William 0. 
— 4786 An act granting a pension to Lena S. Fenn; 

S. 1744. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph B. 
Iba An act granting an increase of pension to Waldo W. 
8 1708 An act granting an increase of pension to Robert K. 
ere An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
oe 1621. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 


L. Andrews; 

S. 1825. An act granting an increase of pension to James G. 
Doane: 

S. 1840. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Prettyman ; 


S. 1883. An act granting an increase of pension to Nellie 
Raymond ; 

S. 2080. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Campbell, No. 2; 

S. 2183. An act granting an increase of pension to George P. 
Trowbridge ; 

S. 2257. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Campbell ; 
Monae An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney F. 

ni 

S. 2328. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
Franklin Bigelow ; 

S. 2329. An act granting an increase of pension to Knute 
Torgeson ; 

S. 2337. An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen S. 
Larned; ; 

S. 2377. An act granting a pension to Clara T. Leathers; 

S. 2405. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Winget; 

S. 2411. An act granting an increase of pension to Carrie B. 
Findley ; 

S. 2421. An act granting an increase of pension to Herrick 
Hodges ; 

S. 2459. An act granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
M. Scott; 

S. 2482. An act granting an increase of pension to Cutler A. 
Chamberlin; and 
a 3 An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. PLATT presented a memorial of the Trades and Labor 
Assembly, American Federation of Labor, of Plattsburg, N. Y., 
and a memorial of Local Union No. 265, Cigar Makers’ Inter- 
national Union of America, of Waverly, N. Y., remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called “ Philippine tariff bill;” 
which were referred to the Committee on the Philippines. 

He also presented a petition of Indian River Grange, No. 19, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Antwerp, N. Y., praying for the 
passage of the so-called“ parcels-post bill; ” which was referred 
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 4604) for 
the relief of the estate of William Van Name, deceased; which 
was referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. ALLEE presented petitions of Middletown Council, No: 2, 
of Middletown; of Harrington Council, No. 8, of Harrington; 
of Diamond Council, No. 5, of Wilmington; of May Dell Council, 
No. 6, of Delmar; of Georgetown Council, No. 12, of Sussex 
County; of Delaware Council, No. 15, of Felton; of Enterprise 
Council, No. 16, of Milton; of Buck Council, No. 12, of Delaware; 
of Liberty Bell Council, No. 21, of Seaford; of Frederica Council, 
No. 22, of Frederica; of Harmony Council, No. 23, of Delaware; 
of Stars and Stripes Council, No. 26, of Smyrna; of Eureka 
Council of Delaware, and of Overbrools Council, No. 98, of Over- 
brook, all of the Junior Order of United American Mechanics, in 
the State of Delaware, praying for the enactment of legislation 
to restrict immigration; which were referred to the Committee 
on Immigration. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Rehoboth, 
Wilmington, Newark, Cheswold, Townsend, and Milford, all in 
the State of Delaware, praying for an investigation of the 
charges made and filed against Hon. Reep Smoot, a Senator 
from the State of Utah; which were referred to the Committee 
on Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Wilmington, 
Newark, Middletown, Delaware City, Christiana, Red Lion, 
Townsend, Glasgow, Newcastle, and Edgemore, all in the State 
of Delaware, remonstrating against the repeal of the present 
anticanteen law; which were referred to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (for Mr. Proctor) presented a petition 
of Rey. Irving H. Childs and sundry other citizens of Benson, 
Vt, praying for an investigation of the existing conditions in 
the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM presented petitions of the Domestic and 
Foreign Missionary Society of the Protestant Episcopal Church 
in the United States, of the Board of Foreign Missions of the 
Presbyterian Church in the United States, and of the Board of 
Foreign Missions of the Reformed Church in the United States, 
praying for the repeal of the present Chinese-exclusion law; 
which were referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. WETMORE presented a petition of the congregation of 
the First Baptist Church of Pawtucket, R. I., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to regulate the interstate transportation 
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of intoxicating liquors; which was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First 
Free Baptist Church of Pawtucket, R. I., and a petition of the 
congregation of the First Baptist Church of Pawtucket, R. L, 
praying for an inyestigation of the charges made and filed 
against Hon. Reep Soor, a Senator from the State of Utah; 
which were referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elec- 
tions. 

Mr. BULKELEY presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Manchester, Conn., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
prevent the destruction of Niagara Falls on the American side 
by the diversion of the waters for manufacturing purposes; 
which was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations 
and the Protection of Game. 

He also presented a petition of the Indian Association of 
Hartford, Conn., praying that an appropriation be made for the 
purchase of small land holdings for landless Indians of north- 
ern California, for the individual division of Indian funds held 
by the Government, for the continuance of the schools, and the 
maintenance of prohibitory laws in the Indian Territory, etc. ; 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a memorial of Edwin R. Cutter 
Sons of Veterans’ Camp, of East Jaffrey, N. H., remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation to prohibit the wearing of 
the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Reyenue 
Perya; which was referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
airs. 

He also presented a petition of the Audubon Society of New 
Jersey, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the 
killing of birds and animals in the District of Columbia; which 
was referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented the petition of S. W. Woodward, of Wash- 
ington, D. C., praying for the enactment of legislation to pro- 
vide for compulsory education in the District of Columbia; 
iar was -referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbia. 

Mr. PILES presented the memorial of John R. Winn and 
694 other citizens of the territory of Alaska, remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation to amend the laws govern- 
ing labor or improyements upon mining claims in that territory ; 
which was referred to the Committee on Territories. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented petitions of the Com- 
mercial Club of Topeka, Kans.; of the Board of Trade of Pasa- 
dena, Cal.; of sundry citizens of Toppenish, Sunnyside, San 
Juan, Plain City, and Reardan, in the State of Washington; of 
sundry citizens of Topeka, Kans., and of the Shipowners’ Asso- 
ciation of San Francisco, Cal., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to make 
loans to the reclamation fund; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Irrigation. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a memorial of the Grays 
Harbor Trades and Labor Council, American Federation of 
Labor, of Aberdeen, Wash., remonstrating against the enactment 
of legislation relating to the complement of crews of vessels; 
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a petition of Mount 
Pleasant Grange, No. 197, Patrons of Husbandry, of Washougal, 
Wash., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the 
duty on alcohol used for domestic purposes; which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a petition of sundry 
citizens of St. John, Wash., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. PENROSE presented a petition of Unity Grange, No. 1249, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Laceyville; of Mount Herman Grange, 
No. 1120, Patrons of Husbandry, of Mount Herman; of Leather- 
wood Grange, No. 625, Patrons of Husbandry, and of Liberty 
Grange, No. 1182, Patrons of Husbandry, all in the State of 
Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legislation to remove 
the duty on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Ile also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Bellevue, 
Pa., praying for an inyestigation of the charges made and filed 
against Hon. REED Soor, a Senator from the State of Utah; 
which was referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elec- 
tions. 

He also presented a petition of the Book Concern of the Af- 
rican Methodist Episcopal Church of Philadelphia, Pa., praying 
for the removal of the tariff on composing and linotype machines 
and the parts thereof; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the National Board of Trade, 
praying for the enactment of legislation to facilitate the expor- 


tation of goods manufactured in the United States from im- 
ported raw materials; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the National Board of Trade, 
praying for the passage of the so-called “ pure-food bill; ” which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. KEAN, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 1483) for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon, 

He also, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to whom 
was referred the amendment submitted by Mr. NELSON on Janu- 
ary 25, 1906, proposing to increase the grade of the United 
States consulate at Amsterdam, Netherlands, from Class LY, 
Schedule B, to Class III of said schedule, intended to be pro- 
posed to the diplomatic and consular appropriation bill, reported 
favorably thereon, and moved that it be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and printed; which was agreed to. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
to whom the subject was referred, reported a bill (S. 4773) for 
the payment of the expenses of the delegates to the Third 
International Conference of American States; which was read 
twice by its title. 

He also, from the Committee on Territories, to whom was 
referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 97) authorizing assign- 
ment of pay of teachers and other employees of the Bureau of 
Education in Alaska, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. LODGE, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, re- 
ported an amendment proposing to appropriate $4,926.27 to pay 
the owners of the Norwegian steamship Nicaragua for loss sus- 
tained in saving the life of an American citizen during the 
political disturbances at Bluefields, Nicaragua, in 1894, intended 
to be proposed to the general deficiency appropriation bill, and 
moved that it be printed, and, with the accompanying paper, 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations; which was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BURKETT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 12948) granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick Bierley ; 

A bill (H. R. 12903) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
T. Ferrier; 

A bill (H. R. 9593) granting a pension to Charles M. Priddy; 
and 

A bill (H. R. 7478) granting a pension to George W. Jackson. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming, from the Committee on Public 
Lands, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 13673) to extend the 
provisions of the homestead laws to certain lands in the Yellow- 
stone Forest Reserve, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom was 
referred the following concurrent resolution submitted by Mr. 
TLMAN, on the 26th instant, reported it without amendment, 
and it was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved by the Senate 1 House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed 10,000 extra copies of the testimony taken by the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce in the consideration of the so-called 


“railroad rate bill,” 3,000 for the use of the Senate and 7,000 for the 
use of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom was 
referred the following concurrent resolution submitted by Mr. 
TILLMAN, on the 26th instant, reported it without amendment, 
and it was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed 10,000 extra copies of the digest, prepared under 
the direction the committee, of the testimony taken by the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce in the consideration of the so-called “ railroad 


rate bill,” 3,000 for the use of the Senate and 7,000 for the use of the 
House of Representatives. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FRYE introduced a bill JS. 4774) relating to the move- 
ments and anchorage of vessels in Hampton Roads, the harbors 
of Norfolk and Newport News, and adjacent waters, in the State 
of Virginia; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. SCOTT introduced a bill (S. 4775) granting an inerease 
of pension to Thomas A. Maulsby; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SMOOT introduced a bill (S. 4776) to reimburse George 
W. Young, postmaster at Wanship, Utah, for loss of postage 
stamps; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 
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Mr..McENERY introduced a bill (S. 4777) for the relief of 
George H. Green and another, administrators of George W. 
Green, deceased ; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4778) to amend section 
653 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia, relative to 
assessment life insurance companies and associations; which was 
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I introduce a bill, which I ask may be 
read and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The bill (S. 4779) relating to the salaries of the President and 
Vice-President of the United States, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the members of the Cabinet, Senators and 
Representatives and Delegates in Congress, was read the first 
time by its title, the second time at length, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That on and after March 4, 1909, the compensa- 
tion of the herein described officers or members of the executive, legisla- 
tive, and judicial 5 of the Government of the United States 
shall be as follows: The President of the United States, $75,000 per an- 
num; the Vice-President of the United States, $15,000 per annum; the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, $12,000 per annum; each mem- 


ber of the Cabinet, $15,000 per annum; Senators of the United States 
and Representatives and Delegates in Congress, $7,500 per annum. 


Mr. LODGE introduced a bill (S. 4780) granting a pension to 
Mary L. Wilkes; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. BLACKBURN introduced a bill (S. 4781) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Joseph N. Reid; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 4782) to remove the charge 
of desertion from the military record of Augustin H. Finn; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Mr. PILES introduced a bill (S. 4783) to quiet title to certain 
lots in the District of Columbia; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. GAMBLE introduced a bill (S. 4784) granting an increase 
of pension to Lemuel Cross; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4785) granting an increase of pension to Nehe- 
miah Brundege (with accompanying papers) : 

A bill (S. 4786) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Coughanour (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4787) granting an increase of pension to Nicholas 
Vautier ; 

A bill (S. 4788) granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
Bentley ; 

A bill (S. 4789) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
H. King; 

A bill (S. 4790) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
W. Smith; 

A bill (S. 4791) granting an increase of pension to Levi 8. 
Hackett; ang 

A bill (S. 4792) granting an increase of pension to David 
Evans. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 4793) to correct the mili- 
tary record of Thomas Amick; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4794) to correct the military 
record of John McPherson; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4795) for the relief of Sarah R. 
Malone; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 

Committee on Claims. 

Mr. HEYBURN introduced a bill (S. 4796) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Lorinda J. White; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the acompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


Mr. CLAPP. I introduce a joint resolution which I ask may 
be read and lie on the table. ` 

The joint resolution (S. R. 38) extending the tribal relations 
and government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the 
Indian Territory was read the first time by its title and the 
second time at length, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That immediately upon the dissolution of the present 
tribal vernments of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and 
Seminole tribes the vernment of said tribes, respectively, shall de- 
volve upon the Secretary of the Interior, and the tribal existence and 
tribal relations shall not be in any wise affected by this change in the 
form of government, but shall continue unaffected until all property 
of such tribes, or the proceeds thereof, shall be distributed among the 
Individual members of said tribes. 
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Mr. CLAPP. I desire to give notice that I shall object to 
unanimous. consent for the consideration of Senate joint resolu- 
tion 37; introduced yesterday by the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. ALDRICH], and will move to substitute for that the 
joint resolution which I have just introduced. 

0 VICE-PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will lie on the 
table. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. PLATT submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill (H. R. 14396) to incorporate the Lake Erie 
and Ohio River Ship Canal, to define the powers thereof, and 
to facilitate interstate commerce; which was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SMOOT submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of Okla- 
homa and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution and 
State government, and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States, and to enable the people of 
New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States; which was ordered to lie on the table 
and be printed. 

Mr. FULTON submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $100,000 for the construction of a combination dipper 
and suction dredge and two dump scows for use at the Oregon 
coast harbors, intended to be proposed by him to the sundry 
civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. 'TELLER submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $180,000 to pay to the executor or administrator of the 
late C. N. Vann and W. R. Adair, respectively, the balance due 
under the resolution of the national council of the Osage Nation 
of Indians passed and approved on June 26, 1873, etc., intended 
to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. y 


DAMS AND POWER STATIONS AT MUSCLE SHOALS, ALABAMA. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed. 

Mr. MORGAN. There is a concurrent resolution from the 
House of Representatives on the table. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
a concurrent resolution from the House of Representatives, 
proposing amendments in the enrollment of the bill (H. R. 297) 
to authorize the construction of dams and power stations on the 
Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals, Alabama. 

Mr. HALE. It was read yesterday. There is no necessity 
for reading it again. 

Mr. MORGAN. There is no occasion for reading it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It has already been read. The 
question is, Will the Senate agree to the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. FRYE. Does my colleague withdraw his objection? 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I arrested the resolution last 
night because I was not satisfied that it was in accordance with 
the usual method of procedure. I find that it is the process 
which has been resorted to heretofore in such cases. The bill 
came originally from the House, and this resolution comes from 
the House. I withdraw any further objections to its adoption. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

H. R. 10067. An act authorizing the disposition of surplus and 
allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the State 
of Washington, which can be irrigated under the act of Congress 
approved June 17, 1902, known as the “reclamation act,” and 
for other purposes, was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

H. R. 14396. An act to incorporate the Lake Erie and Ohio 
River Ship Canal, to define the powers thereof, and to facilitate 
interstate commerce, was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I ask that what is commonly 
known as the “ railroad rate bill” be laid before the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read by its title. 

The Secretary. A bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, this proposed rate legisla- 
tion raises some of the most important questions we have had 
to deal with since the civil war. It is so contrary to the spirit 


of our institutions and of such drastic and revolutionary char- 
acter that, if not in its immediate effect, at least as a prece- 
dent, the consequences are likely to be most unusual and far- 


ated by steam, its successors and assigns, 
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reaching. In view of these facts I make no apology for taking 
the time of the Senate to speak at length upon the subject, 
although upon this occasion I shall confine myself chiefly to the 
legal questions arising. I do not speak for anybody else, only 
for myself. 

It may be helpful, as a sort of preface, to briefly sketch the 
development of our railroad system, indicate the present situa- 
tion, and make some general observations that have no refer- 
ence to any particular bill or any particular plan that has been 
proposed, but which have application to the general proposition 
to confer the rate-making power on the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Speaking in this way, railroad building in this country 
commenced about 1830. Its beginning was like that which 
we are now witnessing as to interurban electric railroads. 
At the beginning all railroad companies were organized under 
the State laws, and, as a rule, to build only short intra- 
State lines. The principal cities were first connected. The 
less important connections followed. Branches, spurs, and 
lateral lines came later. In that early period the different 
railroads were so separate and distinct in their organization 
and operation, and considered themselves such competitors of 
each other, that they resisted all suggestions of cooperation or 
of common use of tracks and cars. They went so far, in some 
instances, as to construct their tracks of different gauge, for the 
purpose, among others, of making it impossible for the cars of 
one line to pass over the tracks of any other line. In that day 
there were no through routes for either passengers or freight. To 
travel by rail from St. Louis, Chicago, Detroit, Cincinnati, Colum- 
bus, or Cleveland to New York involved repeated changes of cars. 

The railroad business of the country continued upon these 
lines of separability and individual corporate action with but 
very little, if any, consolidation until the civil war, when the 
necessity for the prompt transportation over long distances of 
troops and supplies demonstrated the advisability and necessity 
of through lines and harmonious systems with accompanying 
cooperation in management. Then commenced in a general way 
the wiser policy of connecting lines and operating them in har- 
mony and for the better accommodation of their patrons, 
Finally there came, as an authority and encouragement for this 
new policy, the Act of Congress of June 15, 1866, which provided: 

That every railroad company in the United States whose road is oper- 


be, and is hereby, authorized 


to carry upon and over its road, boats, brid and ferries all pas- 


sengers, troops, Government supplies, mails, freight, and property on 
their way from one State to another, and to receive com tion 
therefor, and to connect with roads of other States so as to form con- 
tinuous lines for the transportation of the same to the place of destina- 
tion. (R. S., sec. 5258.) 


Under the protection and impetus given by this legal sanction 
the policy of cooperation rapidly developed, and although the 
period following the civil war was one of declining values until 
the resumption of specie payments, the construction of railroads 
rapidly increased, particularly in the Western States, into which 
the tides of population were pouring. During this period there 
was not only a constantly increasing demand for united and 
cooperative and interdependent relations, which led to the ex- 
penditure of many millions of dollars to reconstruct roads 
according to a standard gauge and reequip them to correspond, 
but there was also n universal demand for new roads and new 
lines of roads. New settlements brought new demands, and the 
rapid growth of population, towns, cities, and industries gave 
promise of such increasing and widespread prosperity that rail- 
road building was in many instances unduly stimulated. In con- 
sequence, roads were built not only where there was immediate 
necessity, with fairly remunerative returns upon capital in- 
yested, but they were in many instances improvidently or prema- 
turely built, and as a result there were in such instances for 
years less than fair returns, while in many cases there were no 
returns, but only losses for the investors. This rapid construc- 
tion, spreading over the whole country, in all directions, but 
much of it unremunerative, led to the fiercest competition. Each 
road struggled not only to develop business on its own lines, but, 
by reducing rates, to carry the products of its own patrons to 
the most distant markets possible, invading new territory wher- 
ever they could. This brought about a conflict of interest in 
both the origination of business and in the finding of markets 
for that business. Roads that were built prematurely, or built 
improvidently, seeking for business sufficient to pay operating 
expenses and fixed charges, resorted to every method that com- 
petition could suggest to control patronage. In this behalf not 
only low long-distance rates but secret rebates, preferences, and 
discriminations of almost every character were resorted to. 
Many roads failed to get sufficient business and passed into the 
hands of receivers and were reorganized, some of them repeatedly. 

The situation became so unsatisfactory that finally Congress 
passed the Interstate Commerce Act of February, 1887. That 


law, reenforced by a number of amendatory and supplementary 
statutes, has been in force ever since. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission, by it provided, has rendered much valuable sery- 
ice. Through the operation of these statutes, under the admin- 
istration of this board, many of the eyils originally complained 
of leading to the enactment of the statutes have been remedied. 
It is commonly conceded that the railroad situation in the 
United States is better to-day, measured by the efficiency of 
its service, the cost of that service, and the treatment of ship- 
pers and passengers in the rendition of that service, than it has 
ever been before, notwithstanding there are many evils remain- 
ing that should be in some suitable manner provided against. 

In the meanwhile the railroad business of the country has 
grown to enormous proportions. From the last annual report 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission it appears that the 
total railroad-track mileage amounts to about 212,000 miles; 
that the equipment of the same amounts to 46,743 locomotives, 
1,798,561 cars, and that on account of these properties there 
have been issued in the aggregate almost $14,000,000,000 of 
bonds and stocks, which are held almost altogether in this 
country, the owners consisting of thousands of individuals, in 
addition to savings banks, trust companies, insurance companies, 
and other kinds of institutions whose stockholders, numbering 
into the millions, are thus interested in these securities. It 
further appears from this report of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission that there are about 1,300,000 individuals, officers, 
agents, and employees on the pay rolls of these companies, to 
whom these railroads pay out annually in salaries and wages 
about $800,000,000. It is further shown by this report that 
these roads carried the equivalent last year of more than two 
billion passengers the distance of one mile, and that the freight 
was the equivalent of the carriage for one mile of 174,522,089,577 
tons; that the passengers were carried at the rate of about two 
cents per mile, and the freight at the average rate of .78 of a 
cent per ton mile; that the gross earnings aggregated almost 
$2,000,000,000; while their operating expenses amounted in 
round figures to $1,338,000,000; that the net earnings amounted 
in round figures to $636,000,000. 

These figures show the ‘enormous, almost incomprehensible 
aggregate of values invested in railroad properties, and the 
tremendous, far-reaching character of the business of these 
carriers; the great number of persons immediately employed 
in connection therewith, and that there are millions of people not 
immediately connected with the railroads who are interested in 
their prosperity as holders of their securities and otherwise. 

It is not to be wondered at that the upbuilding of such 
great interests should have been attended with many abuses 
and evil practices. It would be strange if it had not been. 
Rather the wonder is that these abuses and evil practices have 
not been greater than they have been. It would be strange, 
indeed, if there were not now, notwithstanding the improve- 
ments in the railroad situation, evil practices and abuses still 
remaining for which a remedy should be provided. 

These evils are generally speaking of three classes—excessive 
rates, rebates, and discriminations. : i 


EXCESSIVE RATES. 5 2 


Of these, excessive rates are the least serious. Taking the 
whole country over the general average for the transportation of 
freight per ton per mile is less than it is in any other country. 
There has been some advance during the last five years, owing 
largely to the increased cost of labor and general operating 
expenses, but the average cost at this time is shown by the last 
report of the Interstate Commission to be, as we have seen, 
only 0.78 of a cent per ton mile, which is less than one-third of 
what it was twenty-five years ago and materially less than it is 
in any other country of the world. While all this is true there 
are, nevertheless, some instances, perhaps many in the aggre- 
gate, where rates in and of themselves are excessive, and yet, 
comparatively, these are but few and unimportant. This is 
shown by the testimony of all who have spoken on the subject. 
The Interstate Commerce Commissioners in their annual reports 
have repeatedly stated in effect what they said in their report 
for 1893, that “extortionate charges are seldom the subject of 
complaint” and that “rates as a whole are low enough.” 

Mr. Clements, a member of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, testified before the Senate Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, page 2237, volume 4, “The Commission has repeatedly 
asserted, and, I think, established by its official statistics, that, 
taken as a whole, the American rates are reasonably low, par- 
ticularly upon the bulk of low-grade raw materials.” 

Mr. Fifer, another member of the Commission, testified before 
the Interstate Commerce Committee of the Senate, at page 3349, 
as follows: “I want to add in closing that I do not believe, ex- 
cept in some instances where I have stated, that the ratlroad 
rates throughout this country are excessively high at all. I 
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have never believed that, and neither do I believe there would 
be, or ought to be, any great disturbance of these rates, what- 
ever powers the Commission might be invested with.” 

On this subject President Roosevelt said in his remarks to the 
railroad employees who called upon him at the White House in 
November, 1905, to protest against this proposed legislation. on 
the ground that they feared it might prejudice them by putting 
their wages in jeopardy: “ There has been comparatively little 
complaint to me of the railroad rates being, as a whole, too 
high.” 

Numerous other witnesses might be cited to this same general 
effect, but it is sufficient to say that all witnesses—shippers, 
railroad men, and others—without regard to whether they fa- 
vored the proposition to confer the rate-making power on the 
Interstate Commerce Commission or were opposed, testified in 
substantial concurrence with the quotations made. 

Nevertheless there should be some prompt and effective rem- 
edy provided by the law against excessive rates to whatever ex- 
tent they may be indulged in and wherever they may be found. 


REBATES. 


A more serious class of evils, because more prejudicial in 
their consequences and results, are rebates. They are granted 
under many forms and guises, and include not only money pay- 
ments, but all kinds of discriminations between shippers, such 
as undue allowances for terminal charges, eleyator charges, 
refrigerator charges, icing charges, and private cars, false 
weights, improper classification, under billing, and many others 
too numerous to mention. The practice of giving rebates was a 
result of sharp competition between roads for business. At one 
time almost, if not quite, every road in the country indulged in 
the practice. Shippers who secured such preferences had an 
unjust advantage over their competitors, and the railroads 
that granted them suffered in the loss of revenues. The strong- 
est and most prosperous railroads, although, like the others, 
granting these rebates, were always, as a rule, anxious to put a 
stop to the practice. In that behalf many traffic agreements 
and arrangements, of one kind and another, were entered into, 
including many others that were known as pooling arrange- 
ments. All these arrangements and agreements. proved ineffec- 
tual to a greater or less extent. The pooling arrangements were 
more nearly observed than any others, but they were unfor- 
tunately named, and because they prevented, in some measure 
at least, free and active competition they were always unpopu- 
lar. In consequence they were prohibited by the interstate- 
commerce act of 1887. Subsequent to that statute traffic agree- 
ments and arrangements were chiefly relied upon. They were 
in effect simply agreements between competing roads as to what 
were regarded as reasonable schedules of rates, coupled with 
the further agreement to maintain the same. 

But the Supreme Court of the United States in what is known 
as the Trans-Missouri case, reported in volume 166, page 290, 
U. S. Reports, and the Joint Traffic case, reported in 171 U. S. 
Reports, 576, held that these traffic arrangements were in vio- 
Tation of the Sherman anti-trust law, which, until that liti- 
gation was commenced, was not generally understood to apply 
to railroads; they being fully regulated, as it was thought, by 
the Interstate Commerce Act. The prohibition against pooling 
and the inyalidity, as established by these decisions, of traffic 
agreements and arrangements left the roads without any ade- 
quate remedy against the practice of rebates, which each 
road felt compelled, in justice to itself, to indulge in because 
its competitor did; the weak roads to get business, the strong 
roads to hold it, Very largely on this account the tremendous 
consolidations of railroad properties resulted which have oc- 
curred during the last five or six years. These consolidations 
haye been made until practically the entire railroad system 
of the United States has been brought under the control of some 
six or seyen general systems, such as the Pennsylvania, the 
Vanderbilts, the Rock Island, ete. The effect of these consoli- 
dations upon rebates and discriminations as to persons and 
places was no doubt to restrict them somewhat, but the practices 
continued to such an extent, and with such consequent dis- 
satisfaction, on the part of shippers and railroads alike, that 
the Congress, to provide an efficient remedy against them 
enacted, February 19, 1903, what is known as the Elkins law. 


THE ELKINS LAW. 


The general scope, character, purpose, and salutary effect of 
this law are set forth fully by the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, in its Seventeenth Annual Report, dated December 15, 1903, 
from which I quote as follows: 

Its provisions are mainly designed to prevent or more effectually 
reach those infractions of law, like the payment of rebates and kindred 
practices, which are classed as misdemeanors. 

In the first place, the recent amendment makes the railway corpora- 
tion itself liable to prosecution in all cases where its officers and agents 
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are liable under the former law. Such officers and agents continue to 
be liable as heretofore, but this liability is now extended to the cor- 

ration which they represent. This change in the law corrects a 

efect which has always been a source of embarrassment to the Com- 
mission, as has been explained in previous reports, because it gave 
immunity to the principal and beneficiary of a ilty transaction. As 
a practical matter, it is believed that much benefit will result from the 
fact that pr ings can now be taken against the corporation. 

The amended law has abolished the penalty of imprisonment, and 
the only punishment now provided is the imposition of fines. As the 
corporation can not be imprisoned or otherwise punished for misde- 
meanors than by money Itles, it was deem expedient that no 

ater punishment be visited upon the offending officer or agent. 

he various arguments in favor of this change have been stat in 
former reports and need not here be repeated. Whether the good 
results claimed by its advocates will be realized is by no means cer- 
tain, but the present plan should doubtless be continued until its 
utility is further tested. 

* * * * „ . * 

Without further reference to the changes effected by this 3 
legislation the Commission feels warranted in saying that its beneficia 
bearing became evident from the time of its passage. It has proved 
a wise and salutary enactment. It has corrected serious defects in 
the original law an tly aided the attainment of some of the pur- 
poses for which that law was enacted. 
conditions can expect that rate cutting and other secret devices 
immediately and wholly disappear, but there is basis for a confident 
belief that such offenses are no lon, characteristic of railway N 
tlons. That they haye tly diminished is beyond doubt, and their 
recurrence to the extent formerly known is altogether unlikely. In- 
deed, it is believed that never before in the railroad history of this 


country have tariff rates been so well or so generally observed as they 


are at the present time. 
* * >, . 7 7 s 
In its present form, the law appears to be about all that can be 
vided inst rate cuting in the way of prohibitive and punitive 
islation. Unless further experience loses defects not now perceiv 
we do not anticipate the need of-further amendments of the same char- 
acter and designed to accomplish the same purpose. 
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No one familiar with reer: 
w 


eg: 


In its Nineteenth Annual Report, under date of December 14, 


1905, the Interstate Commerce Commission, at page 13, said: 
REBATES AND THE ELKINS LAW. 


In our annual report for 1903 we endeavored to explain the can: 


in the regulating statute effected b; 


the Elkins law, so called, ch 


was approved in the previous February, and made some favorable 


comments upon its operation. 
report made a year ago. Further experience, however, com 
modify in some degree the hopeful 
only have various devices for evading the law been brought into use, 
but the actual payment of rebates as such has been here and there 
resumed. Instances of this kind have been established by convincing 
proof, on which prosecutions have been commenced and- are now 
pending. More frequently the unjust preference is brought about by 
methods which may escape the — — of the law, but which 7 
operate to defeat its purpose. his does not imply any want of satis- 
faction with the act of 1903, which we regard as a most admirable 
measure, nor any belief that there is a meral return to former 
ractices, for the fact is undoubtedly otherwise; but it 2 Pad mean that 
his type of evil has by no means disappeared and that it is liable to 
increase unless effectively restrained. 

They might haye added that all that was necessary to “ effect- 
ively restrain” that “type of evil” was to enforce the law; 
and that the enforcement of the law was in the hands of them- 
selves and the Department of Justice under the general control 
of the President, and that the law against murder, burglary, 
robbery, arson, and similar crimes is as good as man has been 
able to devise, but that nevertheless we still occasionally hear 
of the commission of these offenses. 

But there is further testimony as to the character of the 
Elkins law. 

Speaking on the subject of the Elkins law and rebates, Mr. 
E. P. Bacon, in his statement before the Senate Interstate Com- 
merce Committee, said, January 16, 1905, page 16, et seq., vol. 1, 
Interstate Commerce Committee Hearings : 

I consider that the difficulty of discrimination between individual 
shippers is fully met by the Elkins Act of 1903. I do not see how the 
English language can prohibit that in any clearer terms than is done 
by that act, nor do I see how any means of enforcing that prohibition 
beyond what is provided in that act can be formulated. 

I wish to say, further, that while the Elkins Act of 1903 went as far, 
it seems to me, as it is possible to go, yet it remains with the Commis- 
sion on its part, and the Department of Justice on its part, to enforce 
the provisions of that act. If they are thoroughly enforced, the evils 
of rebates will be effectually remedie 

I 5 regard rebates, however, as having been fully provided for 
by the Elkins Act of 1903, and with the addition of some machinery I 
believe that the practice of paying rebates can be wholly prevented. 

Mr. Bacon further testified on this subject, page 1764, vol. 3, 
as follows: 

The suppression of rebates is only one of the evils that have been 
aimed at by the commercial organizations. That evil has been con- 
sidered by the associations as having been effectually remedied by the 
passage of the Elkins Act of 1903. 

S. H. Cowan, esq., one of the leading and one of the ablest of 
all the advocates of the proposition to confer the rate-making 
power on the Interstate Commerce Commission, said, on the 
same subject in his testimony before the Senate Interstate Com- 
merce Committee, at page 112, vol. 1: 

Fortunately, rebates have stopped: It was a fortunate thing that 
they did, because it was made the means of discriminations between 


A similar opinion was expressed in the 
ls us to 


individuals where the neighbor can engage in the purchase and sale of 
articles because he gets lower rates. 


expectations then entertained. Not- 
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Governor Cummins of Iowa said on this subject in his testi- 
mony before the Interstate Commerce Committee of the Senate, 
at page 2052-3, Vol. 3— 

I do not think rebates and discriminations will ever disappear wholly, 
and I say frankly that I do not believe they will ever disappear so long 
as there is the element of competition. In business you may find some 
way of awarding favors, but Í do not know of any way in which you 
can make the law more perfect on that point than it is now. 

Commissioner Clements, of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, said in his testimony before the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee, page 3238, Vol. 4, speaking of the Elkins Act: 

* * * The Elkins Act is an act against all forbidden discrimina- 
tions. * * * We have said that it has had a tremendous effect in 
the diminution of these abuses. * * I have not a doubt in the 
world that the practice has been greatly diminished since the Elkins 
Act was passed. 

Commissioner Knapp, chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, said in his testimony at page 3306, Vol. 4: 

Now, if I might add one word as to the Elkins bill. A more effective 
and complete measure for its purpose has not come within my observa- 
tion. It is invaluable. 

Commissioner Prouty, of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, testified, at page 2911, vol. 4: 

+ > * I think that the payment of rebates, as such, practically 
ceased when the Elkins bill went into effect, and it has only been re- 
sumed in aggravated instances, where apparently there could not be 
anything else done. . 

Numerous other citations might be made of similar statements 
from those who haye been in such relation to railroad transpor- 
tation as to enjoy special opportunities for knowing the nature 
and effect of the Elkins law as measured by its practical opera- 
tion. In fact, all such witnesses who spoke on the subject testi- 
fied to practically the same effect. This testimony, therefore, 
warrants the statement that the Elkins law has proven a most 
efficient measure for good, and that since its passage the prac- 
tice of giving rebates and allowing discriminations among ship- 
pers has been largely discontinued, and that in so far as there 
are still violations of the statute of that character they can be 
broken up altogether by a mere enforcement of its provisions. 

There has been no serious attempt to enforce this law to pre- 
vent discriminations as to localities, but a glance at its pro- 
visions will suffice to show that it is as broad, direct, explicit, 
and efficient to remedy that kind of an evil, wherever it may 
exist, as it has been found to be-as to personal discriminations. 
That the law has not been tested in this respect is not due to any 
fault of the law, but because no one has seen fit to invoke it. 

This law has been upheld by the Supreme Court; first, in the 
case of the Missouri Pacific Railway Company v. United States, 
189 U. S., 274, which was a case of alleged discrimination 
against a locality, commenced before the passage of the act. 
The court held that the proceedings there under consideration 
could be maintained under that statute and remanded the case 
for further proceeding. 

It has been again upheld and its efficiency has been again 
strikingly demonstrated by the decision of the Supreme Court 
rendered only a few days ago in the Chesapeake and Ohio and 
New Haven coal case, where shipments at less than the pub- 
lished rates, under the guise of delivering coal that the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio had sold to the New Haven, was enjoined imme- 
diately on the filing of the bill of complaint, the parties to that 
important controversy thus getting full relief almost from the 
very moment when they instituted their proceedings therefor. 

All this was virtually admitted by the House Committee when 


they said in their report that no further legislation was neces- 


sary as to classification or relative rates, and that— 


The law of to-day would be fairly satisfactory to all shippers if the 
irit of fairness required by it had controlled the conduct of the car- 
riers and the necessity for the proposed legislation is the result of and 
is made necessary by the misconduct of rties who are now most 
clamorous against additional restraint. the carriers had in good 
faith accepted emng statutes and obeyed them there would have 
no necessity for increasing the powers of the Commission or the 
enactment of new coerciye measures. 

It would have been nearer the truth if the committee had 
said that the law we now have is practically sufficient, if prop- 
erly enforced, and that the fault, giving rise to conditions that 
are supposed to call for additional legislation, is not with the 
existing law, but with the officials who have not enforced it. 

Such was the general situation when, in December, 1904, a 
demand arose for legislation giving the rate- making power to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

This demand had no place in the discussions of the political 
eampaign of that year. It was not heard of until after the 
election. 

It had been set forth a number of times in a general way in 
Democratic platforms, but it meyer commanded any serious 
attention until the President mentioned it in his annual 
message. 
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His popularity was so great and he so thoroughly commanded 
the confidence of all classes of people, that there was an imme- 
diate and very general acceptance of his recommendation. 

This found expression in the Esch-Townsend bill, which 
passed the House at the last session almost unanimously, but 
failed to receive favorable consideration in the Senate. 

The President renewed his recommendation in his last an- 
nual message, and the House has now, with even greater 
unanimity, passed the Hepburn bill. 


HEPBURN BILL, 


This bill increases the powers of the Commission in many 
respects, but I shall call attention to only its most important 
provisions of this character. 

It makes the order of the Commission condemning a rate 
effective and thereby disposes of that rate, and then authorizes 
the Commission to name a new rate and put it into operation in 
place of the condemned rate. 

It authorizes the Commission to compel disagreeing rail- 
roads that have nothing in common except a physical connection 
to operate jointly as through routes on such rates and terms as 
it may impose. 


It dispenses with jury trials in an important class of actions 
to recover money by providing a procedure that makes such \ 


trials impossible. 


It imposes such extreme, unreasonable, and burdensome pen- - 


alties as to probably invalidate the measure in that respect. 
It does not provide for a proper review by the courts of the 
orders of the Commission, but seeks to exclude the same. 

There are other provisions that merit attention, but these 
raise all the questions I care to discuss at this time. 

There is a common agreement that, although the railroad situ- 
ation is vastly improved as compared with what it was only a 
few years ago, there are still, as there probably always will be, 
many evils to remedy, and to that end there should be some kind 
of appropriate legislation. 

The principal difference of opinion is as to whether to accom- 
plish this common purpose the legislation to be enacted should 
be of an amendatory character, such as to work out these reme- 
dies in the courts, where ordinary controversies are settled, or 
should be such as to confer the rate-making power to be exer- 
cised in the way proyided by this bill on the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. 

I believe in the court plan, as contradistinguished from the 
rate-making plan, not alone because it is, as I shall endeavor to 
show, much simpler, much more expeditious, much more efficient, 
and without expense to the shipper, but because, in addition to 
all that, it avoids all legal and constitutional questions, while 
the rate-making plan as set forth in this bill encounters a num- 
ber of such questions that are of the most serious character, and 
some of them, in my judgment, fatal. 


HAS CONGRESS THE POWER TO MAKE RATES? 


In the first place, there arises at the very beginning of this 
controversy a most serious question as to the power of Congress 
to fix rates at all. 

I know it has been assumed throughout all this discussion, 
as it has been in framing this bill, that we have that power and 
that it is unquestioned, and I know that there are many expres- 
sions to be found in the opinions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States that indicate a similar assumption on the part of 
that court, but nevertheless, the fact remains that the court has 
neyer yet passed on that question, and there are many eminent 
lawyers who are of the opinion that the court will hold, when it 
does decide that question, that Congress does not have that power. 

Their reasoning seems to me to be sound, and the effect of it 
absolutely fatal to this entire scheme of legislation. 

I am confirmed in this opinion by what the Supreme Court 
said in the Northern Securities case (193 U. S., 343), where, 
after discussing the nature of the combination there under con- 
sideration and the evil consequences thereof, Mr. Justice Harlan, 
speaking for the court, said: 

Will it be said that Congress can meet such emergencies by prescribing 
the rates by which interstate carriers shall be governed in the trans- 
portation of freight and passengers? If Congress bas the power to fix 
such rates—and upon that question we express no opinion—it does not 
choose to exercise its power in that way or to that extent. 

This statement, apparently not necessary to the disposition 
of that case, is, at least, an announcement to the legal profes- 
sion that the question of the power of Congress to fix rates in 
the exercise of its power to regulate commerce is an open one, 
upon which the court will hear argument whenever that question 
may be presented. If it be an open question for the Supreme 
Court, so, too, is it an open question for the Senate, and no mere 
assumption should be allowed to dispose of it. We can not 


dispose of it by ignoring it. It must be argued in the courts, 
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and I shall, therefore, -discuss it now, at the beginning, where 

it properly belongs. 

CONGRESS HAS NO POWER WITH RESPECT TO INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
EXCEPT THAT WHICH IS CONFERRED BY THE COMMERCE CLAUSE OF 
THE CONSTITUTION “TO REGULATE COMMERCE WITH FOREIGN NATIONS, 
AND AMONG THE SEVERAL STATES, AND WITH THE INDIAN TRIBES, 
5 ENACT ALL LEGISLATION NECESSARY TO GIVE EFFECT TO THIS 
The controlling questions arising upon the construction of 

this clause are, first, what is “commerce,” and, second, what is 

included in the power “ to regulate?” 

It was stated in 9 Wheaton, 229— 

Commerce, in Its simpliest signification, means an exchange of goods; 
but in the advancement of society, labor, transportation intelligence, 
care, and various mediums of ange me commodities and enter 
into commerce; the subject, the vehicle, the agent, and their various 
operations become the objects of commercial regulations. 

Mr. Justice Curtis said in Cooley v. The Board of Wardens, 12 
Howard, 316: 

The power to late navigation is the power to prescribe rules in 
conformity with which navigation must be carried on. It extends to 
the persons who conduct it as well as to the instruments used. 

Mr. Justice Field said in Ferry Gompany v. Pennsylvania, 114 
United States, 203: 

Commerce among the States consists of intercourse and traffic 
between their citizens, and includes the transportation of persons and 
property and the navigation of public waters Tor that purpose, as well 
as the purchase, sale, and exchange of commodities. The power to 
regulate that commerce with foreign nations, vested in Congress, Is the 
power to prescribe the rules by which it shall be governed. 
The power embraces within its control all the instrumentalities by 
which that commerce may be carried on. 

Numerous other cases to the same effect might be cited. 

This power to regulate commerce is, therefore, as to interstate 
commerce, a power to regulate railroads, because they are a 
facility for the transportation of passengers and freight, and 
this general power necessarily includes the power to regulate 
all cars or vehicles that may be used, together with all appliances, 
agencies, equipments, and conveniences that may be employed in 
the transportation of persons and property. It also embraces 
trains, crews, the conductors, brakemen, switchmen, engineers, 
firemen, train dispatchers, freight, and passenger depots. 

In maritime commerce with foreign nations this power to 
regulate extends to and regulates the vessels employed, the 
officers and crews navigating such vessels, the places and con- 
yeniences for embarkation and landing, appliances and equip- 
ment for the protection, safety, and comfort of passengers, and 
the protection and safety of property on board, including the sig- 
nals and rules to be observed by the carrier or his employees and 
servants in navigation, and others of like character and purpose. 

These definitions of “commerce” are broad and numerous, 
but broad and numerous as they are no one has ever yet named 
the price at which the carrier should sell his service of trans- 
portation as included within the term. Apparently until re- 
cently it has not occurred to any one to contend that the charge 
for this service is either an article or an instrument or a facility 
of commerce falling within the power of Congress to regulate 
The reason is plain. No-one has included it because it is not 
commerce nor the subject of commerce. 

It is an elementary proposition that the law, whether statu- 
tory or constitutional, is what the framers of it intended it 
should be, if that intention can be ascertained and be not in 
conflict with the language employed, and that it never is what, 
in the nature of things, it could not have been intended to be. 

What, then, was the intent of the framers of the Constitution 
when they put the commerce clause into that instrument? 

I shall not stop to gather this intent from the debates of the 
convention, from contemporaneous history, or from the restric- 
tions imposed by the Constitution upon the exercise of this 
power, all of which show that rate making was not within the 
mind of the framers of the Constitution, but shall confine my- 
self to adjudicated cases and reco; rules of construction. 

In Gibbons v. Ogden (9 Wheat., 194) it was held, Chief Justice 
Marshall delivering the opinion of the court, that the word 
“commerce” as here used “is a unit, every part of which is 
included by the term.” He further said in that opinion: 

If this be the admitted meaning of the word in its application to 


foreign nations, it must carry the same throughout the sen- 
tence and remain a unit, unless there be some plain in om Snr parans 
$ a „ 


which alters lt. It is the power to regulate 
prescribe the rule by which commerce is to be governed. 

In that same case Mr. Justice Johnson, concurring, at page 
228, says: : 

The power to regulate foreign commerce is given in the same word 
and in the same breath, a were, with that over the commerce o 


si 
the States. * But the which grants power as to one 
description of commerce grants it as to all, 


In Brown v. Huston (114 U. S., 630), the court said: 


The power to regulate commerce among the several States is granted 
to Congress in terms as absolute as is the power to regulate commerce 
with foreign nations. 


In the case of Bowman v. Chicago, ete, Railway Company, 
(125 U. S., p. 482), the Supreme Court said: 

The power conferred upon Con to regulate commerce among the 
States is, indeed, contained in e same clause of the Constitution 
which confers upon it power to regulate commerce with foreign nations, 
The grant is conceived in the same terms and the two powers are 
undoubtedly of the same class and character and equally extensive. 

In the case of Crutcher v. Kentucky (141 U. S., 47), the court 
said, pp. 57-58: 

It has frequently been laid down by this court that the power of 
Congress over interstate commerce is as absolute as it is over for- 
eign commerce. + * And the same thing is exactly true with 


regard to interstate commerce as it is with regard to foreign com- 
merce. No difference is perceivable between the two. 


Mr. Justice Field said in Pittsburg, etc., v. Bates (156 U. S., 
587): 
The power to regulate commerce among the several States was 


granted to Congress in terms as absolute as is the power to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations. 


These authorities and others that might be cited establish 
the proposition that the power conferred upon the Congress as 
to interstate commerce is precisely the same as the power con- 
ferred upon Congress as to foreign commerce; neither more nor 
less. 

This power, being identical in both cases, can not include the 
power to fix rates to be charged for transportation in the one 
unless also in the other. During the whole period of our 
country’s existence no one down to this moment has ever 
claimed, or even suggested, either at the bar or on the bench, 
that it was the intention of the framers of the Constitution to 
confer on Congress by the commerce clause power to fix rates 
of compensation for the carriage of passengers or freight in 
foreign commerce. This is not alone, because the fixing of the 
carrier’s compensation is not an article of commerce to be 
transported, not an element in the conduct of commerce that 
affects one way or another the question of safety or conven- 
ience in transportation of either life or property, but also be- 
cause, aside from all questions about treaties and international 
relations generally, it would be utterly impracticable to exer- 
cise such a power with respect to international commerce. To- 
day but little of it is carried in ships of American registry. 
Less was carried when the Constitution was framed. Then as 
now the great bulk of international commerce was carried in 
ships and transports over which we could not have, if we so 
desired, any control whatever, except only while the same might 
be in our ports or within our jurisdiction. Whatever we might 
be able to do as to American ships we could not fix rates for 
foreign ships. The mere suggestion of the situation as to for- 
eign commerce, how it is carried on, and the impossibility of in- 
telligent action in prescribing rates of charges is enough to show 
that such an exercise of power was not and could not have been 
contemplated by the framers of the Constitution when they con- 
ferred on Congress the power to regulate foreign commerce. 

But if this power was not conferred as to foreign commerce 
neither was it as to interstate commerce. 

POWER OF THE STATES. 

The assumption that Congress has the power to fix rates as a 
part of the power to regulate commerce is largely due to the 
fact, no doubt, that the States undeniably have this power. But 
the one does not follow from the other. The cases are wholly 
different. The States are complete sovereignties, except only as 
they have delegated their powers to the Federal Government. 
Among the powers they have reserved is the power to grant 
franchises to be a corporation. It is in this proprietary power 
to create corporations and give them authority to conduct a des- 
ignated public business, such as that of a common carrier, that 
the power is included to prescribe as one of the terms and condi- 
tions of such franchises that the State shall haye authority to 
fix rates and prescribe any terms and conditions it may see fit 
to impose. This power is unquestioned, because the corporation 
is the creation of the State. It gets its every right and privi- 
lege from the State and must, therefore, accept its life and its 
powers and rights and privileges, subject to such conditions as 
the State may see fit to impose. 

The Federal Government has this power also with respect to the 
corporations that it creates, and it has exercised it with respect 
to the railroad corporations it has chartered; but it does not 
derive this power from the commerce clause of the Constitution, 
which is a distinct and substantive power in and of itself, but 
from its general sovereign powers to promote the public welfare, 
establish post-roads, and provide for the national defense. 

The adyocates of rate-making legislation cite decisions of the 
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Supreme Court to the effect that the power to regulate commerce 
conferred upon Congress by the commerce clause is a complete 
plenary power. This is true, but the complete power spoken of 
by the court is the power to regulate. The question remains 
whether or not within this complete power to regulate is in- 
cluded the power to fix rates of compensation for a carrier to 
charge for the service he is to render; and for the reason that 
it is not necessary to the execution of the power “to regulate,” 
which goes properly no further than may be necessary to insure 
comfort, safety, and uniformity of regulations in the transporta- 
tion of passengers and property, and because, in the nature of 
things, such a power can not be exercised and never could be 
exercised with respect to foreign commerce, it never could have 
been the intention of the framers of the Constitution that any 
such power should be conferred. 
This does not leave us at the mercy of the carriers. 


IN OTHER WORDS, IF IT BE HELD THAT THE CONGRESS HAS NO POWER TO 
FIX RATES, IT DOES NOT FOLLOW THAT THERE IS NO POWER IN THE 
GOVERNMENT TO CONTROL CHARGES TO BE MADE FOR THE TRANSPORTA- 
TION OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE. 


It does not so follow, because all carriers of interstate com- 
merce, like all other public utilities, are required, in the absence 
of any statutory provision, simply because of the common-law 
rule, to charge only reasonable and just rates, and to abstain 
from the practice of unreasonable discriminations between indi- 
vidual shippers and between independent localities. This rule 
of the common law has been universally recognized in this coun- 
try, and has always been enforced in courts of equity when their 
jurisdiction in such cases has been invoked. If, therefore, there 
were no legislation on the subject, any shipper who might be 


charged an excessive rate could either pay and recover back in an- 


action at law, in a law court of proper jurisdiction, or, to avoid 
a multiplicity of suits, he could exhibit his bill of complaint in 
a court of equity and secure relief by injunction. These propo- 
sitions are elementary and do not need a citation of authorities 
for their support, but the books are full of cases in point. 

In the case of Scofield v. Railroad Co. (43 O. S., 571), in a most 
elaborate and carefully prepared opinion, the court reviews the 
leading cases on the subject and grants relief by injunction 
against a discrimination in rates. The discrimination in this 
case consisted in giving lower rates to the complainant’s com- 
petitor on the ground that this competitor was entitled to it by 
reason of the larger shipments it was making. 

In the case of C. & O. R. Co. v. The People ex rel., etc. (67 
III., 11), the court says: 

Another perfectly well-settled rule of the common law in regard 
to common carriers is that they shall not exercise any unjust and in- 
jurious discrimination between individuals in their rates of toll. 

The supreme court of New Hampshire in McDuffee v. Rail- 
road (57 N. H., 447), says at page 451: 

The common and equal right is to reasonable transportation sery- 
ice for a reasonable compensation. 

In Railway Co. v. People (56 III., 365), the court said: 


The carrier is under obligation to receive and carry goods for all 
persons alike without injurious discrimination as to terms. 


In Chicago, etc., R. R. Co. v. Minnesota (134 U. S., 418, 458), 
the court said: 


The guestion of the reasonableness of a rate of charge for trans- 
portation by a railroad company involving, as it does, the element of 
reasonableness both as regards the company and as regards the public, 
is eminently a question for judicial investigation, requiring due process 
of law for its determination. 


In Reagan v. Farmers’ Loan and Trust Co. (154 U. §.), at 
page 397, Mr. Justice Brewer, speaking for the court, says: 


+ + œ It has always been recognized that, if a carrier attempted 
to charge a og an unreasonable sum, the courts had jurisdiction 
to inquire into that matter and to award to the shipper any amount 
exacted from him in excess of a reasonable rate; and also in a reverse 
ease to render judgment in favor of the carrier for the amount found 
to be a reasonable charge. The province of the courts is not changed, 
nor the limit of judicial inquiry altered, because the legislature instead 
of the carrier prescribes the rates. 

In the case of St. Louis and San Francisco Railway v. Gill 
(156 U. S., 659), the court say: 

Mr. Justice Miller, in his concurring opinion, said (in the case of 
Chiacgo Railway Company v, Minnesota, 134 U. S., 460): “ * * œ 
Until the judiciary has been appealed to to declare the regulation made, 
whether by the legislature or by the Commission, voidable for unrea- 
sonableness, the tariff of rates so fixed is the law of the land and must 
be submittel to both by the carrier and the parties with whom he deals; 
that the proper, if not the only, mode of judicial relief against the 
tarif of rates established by the legislature or by its commission is by 
a bill in chancery asserting its unreasonable character and its conflict 
with the Constitution of the United States, and asking a decree of the 
court forbidding the corporation from exacting such fare as excessive, 
or establishing its rights to collect the rates as being within the limits 


of just compensation for the service rendered.” 


At page 666 of the above-eited case of Railway Company v. 
Gill (156 U. S.) the court say, again citing Mr. Justice Miller: 


That the remedy for a tariff alleged to be unreasonable should be 
sought in a bill in equity or some equivalent proceeding, wherein the 


rights of the public, as well as of those of the company complaining, ca 

be protected. 

Numerous other citations might be made to show, as these do, 
that at common law, without any legislation, carriers are bound 
to transport for all who apply and that they are bound to 
charge only reasonable and just rates; and that they are not 
allowed to discriminate between shippers, commodities, or places, 
and that if they violate any of these duties they are liable for 
damages, in an action at law, at the suit of the aggrieved party ; 
or he may, to avoid a multiplicity of suits, go into a court of 
equity and enjoin the carrier from such illegal charges or 
practices, 

The framers of the Constitution did not, therefore, when they 
conferred on Congress the power to regulate interstate com- 
merce without coupling with it the power to fix rates, leave ship- 
pers and travelers at the mercy of the carriers as to rates of 
charges, discriminations, or other wrongful practices, but, on 
the contrary, provided for them complete remedies in the system 
of courts for which they made provision. 

BUT IF IT SHOULD BE THAT I AM MISTAKEN IN CLAIMING THAT THR 
POWER TO FIX RATES IS NOT COMPREHENDED WITHIN THE POWER TO 
REGULATE INTERSTATE COMMERCE, AND IT BE ASSUMED THAT CONGRESS 
HAS THE POWER TO FIX THE COMPENSATION OF A CARRIER FOR THE 
TRANSPORTATION HE SELLS, THEN THE FURTHER QUESTION ARISES, 
HOW SHALL CONGRESS EXERCISE THAT POWER? 

Manifestly it is utterly impossible for Congress by statute to 
fix all the rates for interstate commerce. It must resort to some 
plan under which it can avail itself of the help of some kind of 
board, commission, tribunal, or agency. But when it undertakes 
Ae do this it must take heed lest it undertake to do it in such a 
way as to delegate legislative authority and thus make its effort 
unconstitutional and unavailing, for it will be conceded that it is 
unconstitutional for Congress to delegate legislative power. } 

The chief provision of the Hepburn bill is that if after hear- 
ing a complaint the Commission— 
be of opinion that any rates are AA peed ed unreasonable, or unjustly 
discriminatory, or unduly preferen or prejudicial, 
it shall haye power— 
to determine and prescribe what will, in its judgment, be the qut and 
reasonable and fairly remunerative rate or rates to there- 
after observed in such case as the um to be charged 
and to make an order that the carrier shall cease and desist from such 
violation * and shall not thereafter publish, demand, or col- 
lect any rate * * in excess of the — eA rate * © 2 


prescribed. Such order shall go into effect thirfy days after notice to 
the carrier. 


THE FIRST QUESTION RAISED BY THIS PROVISION IS WHETHER OR NOT ALL 
THREE OF THE POWERS OF GOVERNMENT, LEGISLATIVE, JUDICIAL, AND 
EXECUTIVE, CAN BE CENTERED AND COMMINGLED IN A POLITICAL BOARD, 
CLAIMED TO BE ADMINISTRATIVE IN ITS CHARACTER. 

This proposed legislation is radically different in this respect 
from the interstate- commerce act. By that act the Interstate 
Commerce Commission was empowered to hear complaints as to 
unreasonable rates, and if upon such hearing it concluded that 
the rates challenged were unreasonable, it could condemn them 
and order the railroad to desist from further charging the 
same; but the Commission had no power to enforce this order, 
and if the railroad refused to comply with it the only remedy 
was for the Commission to sue the road in court upon the order, 
to secure there, by judicial decree, its enforcement. = 

The hearing of the complaint and the making of a finding and | 


order with respect to a rate were to that extent in the nature 


of a judicial procedure, but it was not judicial in fact, because 


the Commission had no authority or power to give effect to itz ) 


order when it made one. The net result of what it was author- 
ized to do was, to employ the language used in the Minnesota 
statute hereinafter quoted, to make a recommendation, for that 
is all its action amounted to.- If the road did not see fit to 
accept the conclusion of the Commission, resort must be had to 
the courts, where alone judicial power could be exercised. 

I mention this with particularity to show that the very able 
lawyers who, as members of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, framed the interstate-commerce act of 1887, care- 
fully avoided conferring on the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion any kind of power except only executive power, for they 
stopped short of giving it judicial power by refusing to it au- 
thority and power to execute its orders and decrees, and they 
carefully refrained, as the Supreme Court held, from conferring 
upon it the legislative power of making a new rate to be sub- 
stituted for a condemned rate. They gave only the one kind of 
power, because they were familiar with the rule, and by their 
action showed their respect for it, that two kinds of power, 
much less three kinds of power, could not be conferred on what 
they clearly intended should be in legal effect, as well as in 
practice, only a purely executive or administrative board. This 
Hepburn bill, however, gives to the Commission the additional 
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power of executing its judgment of condemnation of a rate, 
which makes the power purely judicial, and then in addition 
gives to the Commission the power to substitute a new rate for 
the one it has condemned and put out of existence, which is a 
purely legislative act. 

In addition to these two new powers, judicial and legislative, 
never heretofore by any act conferred on the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, it is allowed by this Hepburn bill to retain 
all the executive power with which it was originally invested, 


| with much more power of that character added. 


. = pr the powers confided to the others, but that each shall b; 
0 


That the bill is unconstitutional, because of this commingling 
of all these powers, appears beyond question. 

Ours is a constitutional government. It is a fundamental 
proposition embodied in our organic law that there shall be 
three separate, independent, and coordinate departments of 
government, and that there shall not be any commingling of these 
powers in any one authority. It is, therefore, in contravention 
of our constitution to confer judicial powers upon the legisla- 
tive department or to confer legislative powers upon the judicial 
department or to confer either of these powers upon the execu- 
tive department. 

Mr. Moody, the Attorney-General, in an opinion given to the 
chairman of the Senate Interstate Commerce Committee, under 
date of May 5, 1905, calls attention to the proposition, at page 
12 of his opinion, in the following language: 

A case arising under the laws of Kansas signally illustrates the prin- 
ciple that the nature of legislative and judicial powers is such that 
they can not be joined ye pig and vested in the same body consist- 
ently with the theory which underlies the Constitution of the United 
States and those of many, if not all, the States. 

Where the question arises it makes no difference whether the 
attempt of the legislature is to confer legislative power upon the 
judiciary or judicial power upon the legislature. The sole ques- 
tion is whether there is power to confer more than one of the 
powers upon the same body; to commingle them. If it be at- 
tempted, the effort is a nullity, because in conflict with the 
theory which underlies the organic law of our institutions. 

In Kilbourn v. Thompson (103 U. S., 190) the Supreme Court 
said: 

It is believed to be one of the chief merits of the American system of 
written constitutional law that all the wers intrusted to govern- 
ment, whether State or national, are divided into the three grand 
departments—the executive, the legislative, and the judicial. That the 
functions appropriate to each of these branches of government shall be 
vested in a separate bddy of public servants, and that the perfection of 
the system requires that the lines which separate and divide these 
departments shall be broadly and clearly defined. It is also essential to 
the su working of this system that the persons intrusted with 
power in any one of these branches shall not be permitted to 5 

ts creation be limited to the exercise of the powers appropriate to its 
own department and no other. 

The wisdom of this constitutional provision for the separa- 
tion of these coordinate powers of government is strikingly 
manifested by the jumble attempted in this instance. The propo- 
sition would be alarming if its utter unconstitutionality were not 
as apparent as is its unreasonableness. It involves the general 
supervision by a political board, appointed by the President, of a 
business so tremendous as to be practically incomprehensible, 
and so complicated and difficult in its character as to be almost 
beyond the power of human intellect to master it, with author- 
ity to change rates with the stroke of a pen, affecting revenues 
to the extent of millions of dollars, and to make new regulations 
of every character affecting the operation of more than 200,000 
miles of railways, and affecting also, because of their relation to 
the railroads and their dependence upon them, almost every 
other kind of important business conducted throughout the 
length and breadth of the country; and in this behalf this 
board, to the judgment of which these vast interests are to be 
subjected, is authorized to be legislator, prosecutor, judge, jury, 
and marshal, all combined. In all the legislation of more than a 
century no such proposition has ever before been successfully 
presented to the American Congress. It would be an absolute dis- 
aster to the country if it should be successfully presented now, 
were it not that it is impossible for such a measure to receive 
the sanction of the courts, not alone because of the bad results 
which would follow from this particular legislation, but also 
because if such a commingling of power can be sustained as to 
legislation of this vastly important character it will be a prec- 
edent of such commanding force that it will be idle to ever 
hereafter in connection with legislation talk about three inde- 
pendent and coordinate departments of government, the powers 
of which are not to be blended and merged. It will be a fitting 
time, when we vote on this bill, to demonstrate that there are 


_ still three departments of government and that they are still, 


as our fathers intended, separate and independent as well as 
coordinate, 


A SECOND QUESTION, EQUALLY FATAL TO THIS LEGISLATION, AT ONCH 
ARISES—WHETHER THE PROVISION QUOTED AMOUNTS, IF SUSTAINED, 
TO A DELEGATION OF LEGISLATIVE POWER. 


The power conferred is “ to determine and prescribe what will, 
in its judgment, be the just and reasonable and fairly remuner- 
ative rate * * +” and then by proper order put it into 
operation. 

“Just and reasonable and fairly remunerative” are indefi- ~ 
nite terms. $ 

Different minds might, and most probably would, reach widely 
different conclusions as to what they required in almost any 
given case. All any commission could do would be to act accord- 
ing to its best judgment, and that is just what the bill recognizes, |) 
and requires, for its requirement is “ to determine and prescribe \ 
what will, in its judgment, be” the proper rate, etc. d 

The effect of this provision can not be avoided by a juggle of 
words intended to show that the Commission does not fix any 
specific rate and put it into operation, but only that it names a 
rate which, in its judgment,” is a reasonable and just rate, and 
thereupon the law operates to give that judgment effect as a 
maximum rate, for the fact remains that it is the judgment of 
the Commission and not the judgment of Congress that pre- 
scribes the rate, and according to the best authorities that is 
fatal to the measure. 

In Dowling et al. v. Insurance Company, 92 Wisconsin, page 
63, a statute was held invalid because in the opinion of the court 
it delegated legislative power. 

The court adopted the rule laid down by Judge Ranney in 
ist Ohio State, that the— 
true distinction is between the delegation of power to make the law. 
which necessarily involves a discretion as to what it shall be, and : 
5 authority or discretion as to its execution, to be exereised 


under and in 1 of the law. The first can not be done; to the 
latter no valid objection can be made. 


The statute under consideration in this Wisconsin case pro- 
vided that the insurance commissioner should— 
prepare, approve, and adopt and — the form in blank of a contract 
or policy of fire insurance, together with such provisions, agreements, 
or conditions as may be indorsed thereon or added thereto and form 
a part of such policy and contract, and such form shall, as near as 
the same can be made applicable, conform to the type and form of the 
New York standard fire ce policy, so called and known. 

The court held that this was a delegation of legislative power, 
and that it was therefore unconstitutional and void. ¥ 

In discussing the question the court said, at page 71: 

The act, in our judgment, wholly fails to provide definitely and 
clearly what the standard pog should contain, so that it would be 
put in use as a uniform po cy required to take the place of all others, 
without the determination of the insurance commissioner in respect 
to matters involving the exercise of a legislative discretion that could 
not be delegated, and without which the act could not possibly be put 
in use as an act in conformity to which all fire insurance policies were 
required to be issued. 

It will be noted that the statute, approximately at least, gave 
a standard by which the insurance commissioner was to be goy- 
erned in preparing the form of policy to be adopted, for it pro- 
vided that it should— 
as near as the same can be made applicable, conform to the type and 
form of the New York standard fire-insurance policy. 

The court say upon this point: 

Evidently the conformity to “type and form“ of the New York 
standard policy had reference to the form of that licy as embrac 
the substance of the provisions of the contract, and as to the size an 
kind of type to be used in printing the policy to be adopted. Had the 
commissioner wholly declined to prepare, approve, and adopt any form 
whatever, it would not have been possible to have carried into effect so 
imperfect or uncertain an enactment, or to transact business under it. 
Within the lines indicated, a discretion was reposed in the commis- 
sioner as to the form of the policy which embodied the substance of 
the contract, and which was to have the sanction and force of law. 
The effect clearly was to transfer to him bodily the legislative power 
of the State on that subject. Within the limits preser: he was to 
jespere just such a policy or contract as, in his judgment and discre- 

ion, would meet the legal exigencies of the case, and no one could 
certainly predict what the result of his action might be. 

In the case of The State ex rel. Adams v. Burdge and 
others (95 Wis., p. 390), the question before the court was 
whether or not a statute which undertook to authorize the 
State board of health, a purely administrative body, to make 
such regulations “as may in its judgment be necessary for the 
protection of the people” from contagious diseases, and give the 
power to designate what diseases “ are dangerous or contagious 
to the public health,” was obnoxious to the objection that it was 
a delegation of legislative power, and therefore unconstitutional 
and void, and the court held that it was. 

The statute under consideration in this case authorized the 
board of health to make such regulations “as may, in its judg- 
ment, be necessary for the protection of the people” from con- 
tagious diseases, and gave them power to designate what dis- 
eases were contagious or dangerous to the public health. The 
court held that this statute was an unwarranted delegation of 
legislative power, 
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The court in this case again cites the rule laid down by Judge 
Ranney as drawing the true distinction between statutes that 
delegate legislative power and those which do not, and held the 
statute invalid because on its face it intrusted to the board of 
health the exercise of its judgment and discretion, which be- 
longed only to the legislature. 

In the case of Clark v. Field (143 U. S., 649), and again in 
the case of Buttfield v. Stranahan (192 U. S., 470)—the tea 
case—the Supreme Court sustained the statutes there under 
consideration enacted by Congress, which were attacked on the 
ground that they delegated legislative power, not by holding 
that it was competent for the Congress to delegate legislative 
power, but by so construing the statutes as to show that they 
did not delegate legislative power; that what the President was 
authorized to do under the McKinley tariff law was not legis- 
lative, but purely administrative, and what the board of experts 
and the Secretary of the Treasury were required to do, which 
was under consideration in the tea case, was likewise admin- 
istrative and not legislative. 

The Supreme Court in these cases, recognizing and announcing 
the rule that legislative power can not be delegated, found that 
the provisions of the statutes under consideration were such that 


>~ no legislative discretion was left with the President in the one 


case or with the board of experts or the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury in the other. 

In answer we are told by the advocates of this bill of the 
statutes under which the Postmaster-General and the Secretary 
of the Interior are invested with authority to decide various 
questions arising in their respective Departments, according to 
their judgment and discretion, which have no application what- 
ever to the question under consideration, for the obvious reason 
that in all those instances the Government is dealing with its 
own and has a right to do so on its own terms and conditions. 

So, too, they have cited as an authority for them what Chief 
Justice Waite said in the Munn case (94 U. S.), as follows: 

With the fifth amendment in force, Con; in 1820, conferred 
power upon the city of Washington to regulate the rates of wharfage 
at private wharves, the 88 of chimneys, and to fix the rates of 
ets E A — Bear N —. — eo 3 — ste 
rates of fare of the same, and the rates of 5 by cartmen, wag- 


oners, carmen, and draymen, and the rates of commission of auction- 
eers. 

And so on, at length. 

In citing this as an authority they overlook the fact that the 
conferring by the legislature of a State upon a municipality of 
such powers of local government as are enumerated in the stat- 
ute quoted is an exception to the general rule as to the delega- 
tion of legislative authority. Cooley's Constitutional Limita- 
tions, sixth edition, page 226, says: 

+ * The legislature can 2 delegate its s pomer to make laws; 
but 3 as this maxim is, it is so qualified by the customs of 
N and by other maxims which regard local government, that the 

t of the legislature, in the entire absence of authorization or pro, 
Hilden, to create town and other inferior municipal organizations, and 
to confer upon them the powers of local government, and especially of 
local-taxation and the police ation usual with such corporations, 
would always pass unchallenged. The legislature in these cases is not 

regarded as delegating its authori use the regulation of such 
local affairs as re commonly left o local boards and officers is not 
understood to belong properly to the State. 

Congress sustains the same relation to the city of Washington 
that a State does to the municipalities within its borders. 

The essence of all these decisions is given in the case of Field 
v. Clark, page 693, where, as stating the true rule, they quote 
Judge Ranney, as the Wisconsin cases did, as follows: 

The true distinction is between the delegation of power to make the 
law, which necessarily involves a discretion as to what it shall be, and 
conferrin; 3 or discretion as to its execution, to be exercised 
under an mrsuance of the law. The first can not be done; to the 
latter no alt objection can be made. 

I repeat this quotation to emphasize it. 

This rule indicates the distinction running through all the 
well-considered cases on the subject of the delegation of legisla- 
tive power. According to this rule the test is whether or not 


the party on whom the authority is conferred is intrusted with 


any discretion to make the law; if so, the statute is unconsti- 
tutional. If, on the other hand, no discretion be conferred, but 
only an administrative duty be enjoined, the statute is valid. 


/ Discretion may be allowed as to its execution, but none as to 
what the law shall be. 


Applying this rule we see what must be the character of the 
legislation enacted by Congress conferring the rate-making 
power on the Interstate Commerce Commission, or any other 
tribunal, to make it valid, namely, that no discretion to make 
rates, according to its opinion or judgment, can be conferred, 
but standards or guides and tests must be prescribed to govern 
the action of the Commission. To illustrate, Congress may pre- 
scribe that rates shall not exceed so much per mile per pas- 
senger, or so much per ton per mile for freight, or that on roads 


making a net earning of so much per mile rates shall not ex- 
ceed a maximum named, while on roads making less or greater 
earnings that maximum shall be varied to correspond. In such 
instances, with such standards by which to be governed, the 
action of the board of commissioners or the tribunal or agency 
selected will be purely administrative, because it will have 
nothing to do in order to arrive at the rate to be fixed beyond mak- , 
ing a calculation and working out results and then naming them. ~ 

It has been contended that the Supreme Court of the United 
States has sustained State statutory provisions that did not con- 
form to this rule authorizing State commissions to make rates 
within the States; and it is further pointed out in support of 
the right of Congress to confer the rate-making power on the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, that the Supreme Court in 
the Maximum Rate case, and in other cases, indulged in ex- 
pression which indicate, although that question was not before 


the court, that it would sustain such legislation as is now pro- ye"! 


posed if it should be enacted. 

It is true that the Supreme Court has upheld statutes enacted 
by the States conferring this power on State commissions or 
commissioners, and it is true that the Supreme Court did in- 
dulge in the Maximum Rate case, and perhaps in other cases, 
in the character of expressions referred to, but it is also true 
that the precise question now presented was not presented to 
the court in any of these cases. And it is also true that the 
Supreme Court of the United States has never yet upheld a 
State statute conferring power to make rates on a railroad 
commission or commissioner as to that particular point which 
did not make the power so conferred purely administrative in 
character, or which was not enacted by virtue of a constitutional 
provision that authorized such legislation. 

The leading cases relied upon are what are known as the 
Granger cases, reported in 94th U. S., the Stone case, the Reagan 
case, the Minnesota case, and the Maximum Rate case. 

The first of the Granger cases was that of Munn v. The State 
of Illinois, 94 U. S., 113. The question involved in that case 
was whether or not the legislature of Illinois could fix maxi- 
mum rates of elevator charges. In that case the legislature had 
provided that the maximum charge for the storage and handling 
of grain, ete, should be 2 cents per bushel for the first thirty 
days, and additional specified charges for longer periods of time. 


There was no question in this case as to the power of the 


legislature to delegate legislative authority. 

The next case is that of the Chicago, Burlington and Quincy 
Railroad Company v. The State of Iowa, reported at page 155; 
94th U. S. This case arose under “An act to establish reasona- 
ble maximum rates of charges for the transportation of freight 
5 on the different roads of Iowa,“ approved March 

+ 

A number of questions were involyed in the case, but the par- 
ticular question under consideration was not and could not have 
been one of them. The statute is found at page 61, Laws of 
Iowa, 1874, but the nature of the statute is set forth at page 
163 of the opinion of the court, which was delivered by Mr. 
Chief Justice Waite, as follows: 


The statute divides the railroads of the State into classes, accord- 
ing to business, and establishes a maximum of rates for each of the 
classes. It e pleia uniformly on each class and this is all the Con- 
stitution requires. 

From this statement it appears that the commission provided 
for by the statute had only the administrative duty to perform 
of ascertaining to which class a particular railroad belonged 
and then applying the rates provided for that class. The classi- 
fication was on the basis of net earnings, and maximum rates 
were named by the statute for each class on all articles shipped. 

All this appears more fully from the following proyisions of 
the statute: 

All railroads in this State 1 be 1 ee — the 
amount of their respective annual earnings within per eon 
for the 3 year, as follows: Cisse. “A” ball Melude ban ral 
aoe wise oss annual earnings, pe r mile, shall be four thousand 

Class 


) or more. PShall include all railroads whose 
—— coreg Canne per mile, shall be three thousand dollars 


$3,000) or any sum in excess thereof less than four thousand dol- 
lars ($4,000). Class “C” shall include all railroads whose 
182600 e: per mile, shall be less than three thousand dollars 


SEC. E. All — . 5 


assenger, 
hie been 


SEC. 
be considered the basis on which to compute the compensation for 
transporting freights, goods, merchandise, or property over any Hne 
of raliroads within this State: 
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Schedule of tariff rates. 
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Distances, in miles, 23 25 
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rels or over. 


1 and less than 2......... —— s.s.s.. 10.67 | 9. 8.00 | 10.67 | 12.73 
Š 11.06 | 9. 8.20 10.89 12.99 
11.46 | 9. 8.40 | 11.11 | 13.25 
11.85 | 10. 8.60 11.33 | 13.51 
12.25 | 10. 8.75 11.55 13.78 
12.56 | 10. 8.90 | 11.77 | 14.04 
12.83 | 10. 9.02 | 11.99 | 14.30 
13.18 | 11. 9.14 | 12.21 | 14.56 
13.48 | 11. 9.26 | 12.43 | 14.83 
13.80 | 11. 9.38 | 12.65 | 15.09 
14.10 | 11. 9.50 | 12.87 | 15.35 
14.40 | 12. 9.61 | 13.09 | 15.61 
14.70 | 12. 9.72 13.31 | 15.88 
15.01 | 12. 9.83 | 13.53 | 16.14 
15. 12. 9.94 | 13.75 | 16.40 
15. 61 | 12. 10.05 | 13.97 | 16.66 
15.92 | 13. 10.16 | 14.19 | 16.92 
16.23 | 13. 10.27 | 14.41 | 17.10 
16.52 | 13. 10. 38 17.45 
16.83 | 13. 10. 49 17.71 
17.06 | 13. 10. 60 17. 98 
17.30 | 14. 10. 70 18.24 
17.53 | 14. 10. 80 18. 
17. 76 | 14. 10. 90 18. 76 
18. 14. 11. 00 19. 02 
14. 11.10 19.29 
14. 11.20 19.55 
15. 11.30 19.81 
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Then follow 14 similar pages of this schedule of tariff rates 
showing the cost of transportation according to the table given, 
up to a distance of 876 miles. And then follow many pages, all 
a part of the statute, on which are set forth a basis for com- 
puting the tariff charges on every kind of an article that the 
legislature could think of as likely to be transported by railroad 
earriers in the State of Iowa, of which the following is a sam- 
ple: 
CLASSIFICATION OF FREIGHTS. 

.5. The followi lassificati r freights, explanatory of the 
seceding schedules. shall be taken and held 0 ae the Classification in 
orce in this State under the provision[s] of this act: 

0 EXPLANATION OF CHARACTERS. 


The class as given opposite each article, 1, 2, 3, 4, stands for first, 
second, third, 8 fourth clashes, respectively ; 11 for once and a half 
first class, and D 1 for double first class. 

Articles not enumerated will be classed with similar articles. 


D1 
1 
4 
Class A 
machines » =. 5 5 5 ee = D1 
Cultivators, corn planters, harrows, shovel plows, and shear- 
ing machines „„ 13 
Iron cultivators, wooden horserakes, reapers, mowers, har- 
vesting, machin plows, seed drills, and feed cutters 1 
Cultivators, corn F anters, shovel plows, and f: mills, 
when knocked down and taken apart os 1 
Sulky horserakes, knocked down and teeth taken out 1 
Iron corn shellers -------------.--~-~--. —̃ ä — 1 


S888 SDBSGSSS8 88888888288 


2 b — D 
ag | & 42 3 3 
2 = 5 F 3 j 
ge jf |3 „ 
133 3 43 |3| 3 
= > 2 — — 
1 „ „% „ a3] 2 | 8 
2 88 E es E Pisi 4 
52, 3 3 8 e | 28] 2 
8. 3 © E C] z 
no g 3 
32 = 8 G] 8 © 
Šg 8 © E bz] — © S E 
25 s -|£ 8 E : $: 
2 2 7 2 8 o a < 6 
-Bg g 2 3 3 
JANE 5 18 la 
rs] w 8 E 5 
4.26 4.68 8.27 9.00 8.00 7.00 9. 60 8. 68 
4.35 4.78 8.44 9.35 8.24 7.20 9.87 8.95 
4.44 4.88 8.62 9.70 8.48 7.40 | 10.15 9.22 
4.53 4.98 8.80 | 10.05 8.72 7.60 | 10.43 9.49 
4.62 5.08 8.98 | 10.40 8.96 7.80 | 10.71 9.76 
4.70 5.17 9.15 | 10.68 9.20 7.95 | 10.99 10. 03 
4.79 5. 26 9.32 | 10.96 9.44 8.10 | 11.29 | 10.31 
4.86 5.36 9.49 | 11.20 9.68 8.25 11.58 10. 59 
4.97 5. 46 9.66 | 11. 52 9.92 8.40 | 11.86 | 10.90 
5.06 5.56 9.83 | 11.80 | 10. 16 8. 55 12.14 11.15 
5.14 5.65 | 10.00 | 12. 08 10.40 8.70 | 12.44 | 11.40 
5.23 5.75 | 10.17 | 12.36 10.64 8.85 | 12.73 11.67 
5.32 5.85 | 10.35 | 12.64 | 10.88 9.00 | 13.01 | 11.94 
5.41 5.95 | 10.52] 12.92 | 11.12 9.15 | 13.81 | 12.22 
5.50 6.05 | 10.69 f 13.20 11.36 9.30 | 13.60 12. 50 
5.58 6.14 | 10.86 | 13.48 11.60 9.45 | 13.88 12.77 
5.67 6.23 | 11.08 | 13.76 11.84 9.60 | 14.16 | 13.04 
5.76 6.33 | 11.20 | 14.04 | 12.08 9.75 | 14.46 | 13.31 
5.85 6.43 | 11.37 | 14.32 12.32 9.90 | 14.74 | 13.58 
5. 94 6.53 | 11.54 | 14.60 12. 56 10. 05 15.04] 13.86 
6.02 6.62 | 11.71 | 14.80 | 12. 80 10. 20 15.34 13. 99 
6.11 6.72 | 11.87 | 15.00 | 12.92 10.35] 15. 62 14. 11 
6. 20 6.82 | 12.04 | 15.20 13.04] 10.50 15.91 14.23 
6.29 6.91 | 12.23 | 15. 40 13. 16 10.65 16. 19 14.36 
6.38 7.01 | 12.40 | 15.60] 13.28 10. 80 16.48| 14.49 
6.46 7.10 | 12.57 | 15.80] 13. 40 10. 95 16.73 | 14.62 
6.55 7.20 12.74 16. 00 13. 52 11. 10 17.01 14.75 
6.64 7.30 | 12.91 | 16.20 | 13.64] 11.25 17.29 14.87 
6.73 7.40 | 13.08 16. 40 13.76 | 11.40] 17.54 14.99 
6. 82 7.50 | 13.25 | 16. 60 13.88] 11.50 17.75 | 15.12 
6. 90 7.59 ] 13.43 | 16. 80 14.00] 11.60 17.98 15.25 
6. 99 7.68 | 13.60 17.00 14.12 11. 70 18.22 15.36 
7. 08 7.78 | 13.77 | 17.20 14.24] 11.80] 18.46] 15.50 
7.17 7.88 | 13.94 | 17.40 14.36 | 11.90] 18.72 15.62 
7.26 7.98 | 14.11] 17.60 | 14.48 | 12.00] 18. 96 15.75 
7. 84 8.07 | 14.28 | 17.80 14.60 | 12. 10 19. 20 15.88 
7.43 8.17 | 14.45 | 18.00 | 14.72 | 12.20] 19.45 16.00 
7.52 8.27 | 14.62 | 18.20 | 14.84] 12.30] 19. 70 16.13 
7.61 8.37 | 14.80 | 18.40 | 14.96 | 12. 40 19.94 16.25 
7.70 8.47 | 14.96 | 18.60 | 15.08 | 12. 50 20. 19 16.38 
7.78 8. 58 | 15.14 | 18.80] 15.20 | 12. 60 20.43 16. 50 
7.87 8.66 | 15.31 | 19. 00 15. 82] 12. 70] 20.68 16.62 
7. 90 8.75 | 15. 48 19.20 15.44] 12. 80 20. 92 16.76 
8. 05 8.85 | 15.65 19. 40 15.56 12.90] 21.18 16.88 
8.14 8.95 | 15.82] 19.60 15.68] 13.00 21.42 17.01 
8.22 9.04 | 15.99 | 19. 80 15. 80 13. 10 21.67 | 17.14 
8.31 9.14 | 16.16 | 20.00) 15. 92 13. 21.91 | 17.26 
8.40 9.24 | 16.33 | 20. 20 16.04] 13.30 | 22.17 | 17.39 
8.49 9.33 | 16.50 | 20. 40 16.16 | 13.40 | 22.41 | 17.51 
8.58 | 9.43) 16.67] 20.60] 16.28) 13. 50 22.68 17.64 


Threshers, one, at half-car rate. 
Plows, knocked down and boxed 
Alcohol 
Alcohol, 10 barrels or more.. 
Alcohol, 20 barrels or over 
Ale, 20 barrels or over 
Ale, less than 20 barrels 
Ale, in glass, packed 
Fo T ee a eae TS 
Almonds, in sacks 
13 in barrels or boxes 
A lene RSE ee ͤ T...... SO RO 
Ammunition, fixed. (See Government supplies.) 
8 erude 
nvils 


rates, 
Ashes, pot, pearl, and soda_ 
Ash boilers or kettles, large and heavy. 
Asphaltum 
. 
Ax handles, boxed 
Ax handles, in bundles 
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Class C, in dollars, per carload. 


Doop 
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Coal, in dollars and cents, per ton, 


per carload. 
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Baking powders 
Baking powders, 100 boxes or more 
Balance wheels, 8 feet or less in diameter. 
Bandboxes 
Bandboxes, 
O T TEEN DEA REE 
Bark mills 
Bark, tanners’ 
Bark, tanners’, in carloads. 
Barley, pearl 
Barrela, ‘ante in carloads__- 
Barrels, empty 
T 


on carloads 


Belting, rubber or ſeather——— oe 
Benzine, same as coul oll. 

—.— sne a 5 are 

Berr eat oh A aai = oe ee ee 

Bird e: ft eG ES ITE IGE AEE ERT SOI oe Ras 


100 
Black lead, in barrels or 
Blacking, shoe __ 
Bleaching salts 
Blankets wee 


Boats, when mee .. —-— 
Boiler flues 


Boil 8 OURS ͤ ...... 
er 711 
Boller plates 
Bonnets, 


Brick, common, non, in carloads. 
Broke! vec cnt 
Brick, fire, in carloads_..-____-_.._..._..__.....--4 
Brick’ for stove Mists oneness 
Brick for stove linings, in boxes or barrels 
Brimstone, in boxes or kegs 
Brimstone, in barrels or hoeaheads . 
Brittanis waro: ee a eS ES ee ea 


es, loo: 
ep een packed je 9s Sire PACE SY eo ES Oe EN 


Buckets 


Ca binet 
a organs SAL EES A Nase 
Caissons 


. h eS N TA SE 

Candles 

Srna, 2000 pounds:‘or DOTE: v 
as 
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More might be quoted from this statute to advantage, but the 
quotations made are sufficient to show its character and tbat 
the duties of the officials charged with the execution of the law 
were purely administrative, involving no discretion whatever. 

The next case of this series was that of Peik v. The Chicago 
and Northwestern Railroad Company, reported at page 164, 94th 
U. S. 

The nature of the statute under which this case arose is 
shown at page 166, where occurs the following: 


Chapter 273 classifies railroads in the State, fixes the limit of fares 
for the 5 of any person, classifies freights and the maxi- 
mum rates erefor, and prescribes certain penalties and forfeitures 
for hai. any greater rate or compensation for carrying freight or 
passengers than the act provides. It appoints railroad commissioners 
and prescribes thelr duties and powers. 


The full text of the statute on this point is as follows: 


SECTION 1. All railroads in the State of 8 are hereby divided 
into three classes, to be known as Class A, Class B, and Class Class 
A shall include all railroads or parts of railroads in the State of Wis- 
consin now owned, operated, ma or leased either by the Milwaukee 
and St. Paul Railway Company, he Chicago and Northwestern 

wey. Company, or the Western hion Railway Company. Class B shall 
include all railroads“or parts of railroads owned, operated, mana 
or leased by the Wisconsin 8 8 peed the Green y 
and Minnesota Railway Company, the West nsin Railway Com- 
panyo Caa C shall include all other a ee Ap eey parts of railroads in 
8a e 

Sec. 2. Any individual, company, or corporation owning, operating, 
maani or leasing any railroad or part of a railroad in the several 
classifications, as herein preseri shall be limited to a compensation 
per mile for 1 ation of any with ordinary baggage 
follows: Class 


not ex PO Panga yet in Brat as 3 cents; 
Class B, 33 . ed, That no such vid ual, 
company, or corporation 8 air N demand, or receive an f tho rage of 


any railroad or part 
is State are here! = four general classes, 


5 5 — first, second, 10 


sper lasses, to be desi 

hall comprise all grain in carloads; Class E 
flour in lots of 50 barrels or more, and lime in lots of 24 
more; Class F shall comprise salt in lots o or ase and 
cement, water lime, and stucco in lots of 255 barrels or more; Class G 
shall comprise Iumber, lath, e tee dee carloads ; Class H shalt 
comprise live stock in carloads ; Class I shall comprise agricultural 
imp W 5 furniture, and wagons ; Class J shall com rise coal, brick, 


seven 


sand, stone, and heavy fourth-class articles in carlo ; and in addi- 
tion to the ‘poversi articles in the said special classes shall be added other 
articles 155 and in the manner hereinafter prescribed, except into 


Classes D, 1 oa H; 2 one 5 25 5 p Above 9 ted are 2 
ent se nto 

1 in 250 belong to the four pe ad cinanes, to Be classed by by the 

railroad commissioners hereinafter provided to be — 1 as said 

articles were classified by the Milweakee and St. Pa ‘allway, „len 

classification went into effect on the 15th day of June, 1872. 

These quotations are sufficient to show that the Wisconsin 
statute was, so far as the principle is concerned, modeled after 
the Iowa statute. 

In legal effect they were identical in character, and no ques- 
tion as to the delegation of legislative power was involved in 
either case, for the legislature had in both instances denied the 
use of judgment or discretion, and provided a rule which left 
nothing to be done to ascertain what the rate should be which 
the Commission was to prescribe, except only to ascertain to 
what class the road belonged, which was a purely administrative 
matter. Having ascertained to what class the road belonged, 
it remained only to apply the rate prescribed by the statute. 

In the case of the Railway Co. v. Minnesota (134 U. S., 418), 
the statute under consideration is printed in the margin of the 
report of the case and the general nature of it is sufficiently 
shown by the following provisions: 

Paragraph (e), section 7, page 423, 134th U. S., reads as 
follows: 

That in case the Commission shall at any time find that any part of 
the tariffs of rates, fares, charges, or classifications = filed and pub- 
lished, as hereinbefore provided, are in any respect nal or unrea- 
sonable, it shall vane e power and is —— fin iieo directed 

any common carrier to change the same and ad 5 pa 5 
arge, or classification as said Commission shall 

equal and reasonable. To which end the Commission shall, in ae 
inform such 5 carrier — wane Caner 3 t of rates, 
fares, charges, classification: unreasonable, and 
shall SecommnenA "what tariffs shall "he wrubatituted * Tena 

(£) makes it the duty of the common carrier to publish the 
rates so recommended and put them in operation, and the 
railroad failing to do so, then the Commission shall do so. 

(g) provides that— Š 
if any common carrier shall refuse or neglect to carry out such recom- 
mendation made and published 2 such Commission, such common car- 
rier shall. be subject to a writ of mandamus, to be issued b any By droge 
of the Su apres Conme bg of any of the district courts o 
upon application of th on to compel „ with 

requirements of this i and with the recommendation of the 
Commision, and failure to compi with the requirements of said writ 
of mandamus shall be punishable as and for contempt, and the said 
Commission, as complainants, may also tn for a writ 


to any j 
of injunction against such common ag OF 


from receiv 


<i | 
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porting property or passengers. within this State until such common 
carrier shall have complied with the requirements of this section and 
the recommendation of said Commission, etc. 


In other words, the authority of the Commission was to 
recommend new rates to be substituted for condemned rates, 
ibut it had no power to put such rates into operation except 
by an appeal to the courts for a mandamus or injunction. 
The case of Stone v. The Farmers’ Loan and Trust Company 
(116 U. S., 307), arose under a statute which created a railroad 
commission and empowered it in certain contingencies to es- 
tablish, determine, and revise railroad rates and charges, but 
that statute undertook to make the work of the commission 
administrative, and perhaps did so, for the language it employed 
was “in revising or establishing any and every tariff of charges, 
it shall be the duty of said commission to take into consideration 
the nature of the services to be performed and the entire busi- 
ness of such railroad, together with its earnings from the pas- 
senger and other traffic, and so reyise such tariffs as to allow a 
fair and just return on the value of such railroad, its appur- 
tenances, and equipments.” 

But whether this language was sufficient*to make the work 
of the commission merely administrative is immaterial so far 
as the decision of the Supreme Court in that case is concerned, 
for, assuming that the question was involved in the case, it 
was not expressly passed on by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

The question upon which that case was mainly argued and 
disposed of was as to whether or not the statute under con- 
sideration was in conflict with the charter rights of the railroad 
company. The supreme court of Mississippi held that it was 
not, and the Supreme Court of the United States affirmed that 
opinion, confining itself in its opinion almost exclusively to the 
discussion of that question. But the Supreme Court of the 
United States was careful to say in upholding the statute in the 
last paragraph of the syllabus: The provisions of the statute 
of Mississippi of March 11, 1884, creating a railroad commis- 
sion, are not so inconsistent and uncertain as to necessarily 

render the entire act void on its face.” 

Both the supreme court of Mississippi and the Supreme Court 
of the United States called attention in their opinions to the 
fact that the statute had not yet gone into operation, and that 
there might arise questions under it when put into operation 
that they would not undertake to decide in advance. What all 
this may have meant we can only conjecture, but it is fair to 
assume that the very able lawyers who were familiar with that 
decision, and who framed the constitution of Mississippi, adopted 
in 1890, deemed it necessary, in order to make such legislation 
valid beyond question, to provide as they did in that constitu- 
tion for the creation of a commission, and the conferring upon 
it by the legislature of the powers which under the statute it 
was authorized to exercise. 

This provision of the constitution of Mississippi is as follows: 

Section 186. The ve, gee shall pass laws to prevent abuses, un- 
just discrimination, and extortion in all charges of express, telephone, 
sleeping-car, telegraph, and railroad com ies, and shall enact laws 
for the supervision of railroads, express, telephone, telegraph, sleeping- 
car companies, and other common carriers in this State, by commission 
or otherwise, and shall provide adequate en to the extent, if nec- 
essary for that purpose, of forfeiture of their franchises. 

Very similar comments can be made as to the Reagan case, re- 
ported in 154 U. S., 362. 

- The case was not disposed of upon a question of delegation of 


M legislative power, but aside from that fact the constitution had 


w 
de 


been so amended as to authorize the creation of the commission 
and the exercise by it of the power involved, and for that reason 
the question, as here presented, could not arise. 

The following is the amendment referred to: 


CONSTITUTION OF TEXAS. 


Amendment of 1890: The legislature shall pass laws to regulate rail- 
road freight and passenger tariffs, to correct abuses, and prevent unjust 
discrimination and extortion in the rates of freight and passenger 
tariffs on the different railroads in this State, and enforce the same by 
adequate penalties, and to (the) further accomplishment of these ob- 
jects and purposes may provide and establish ali requisite means and 
a 3 this State with such powers as may be deemed adequate and 
advyisa e 

In recognition of the fact that general power to make rates 
can not- be conferred on commissions, the different States have 

foes in recent years amending their constitutions so as to give 
such authority. 

The States of California, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missis- 
sippi, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Vir- 
ginia, and Washington have carefully provided in their consti- 
tutions that railroad commissions shall be in some cases, and 
may be in others, created with power to fix rates and prescribe 
regulations governing railroads operating within their respec- 
tive territories, or that the legislature may prescribe maximum 
rates and provide for the enforcement of them, and establish 


regulations and enforce obedience to them by commissions or 
such other means or agencies as the legislature may see fit to 
prescribe. 

In some States this has not been done, but no case has yet 
come to the Supreme Court of the United States involying the 
right of a State commission to fix rates for roads within the 
State where such duty has not been made administrative, as in 
Iowa and Wisconsin, or where the statute has not been, like that 
in Minnesota, where it only authorized the commission to rec- 
ommend rates; or where the commission has not been provided 
for by the constitution of the State, and where it has not been 
provided by the constitution that such commission when created 
should exercise the power involved. 

When it is remembered that the States, except only as to the 
powers by them delegated, are complete sovereignties, and when 
it is remembered that they have complete sovereign power as to 
rates and railroads within their borders, there can not be any 
question of the right of the State, acting through its legislature, 
when all legislative power is conferred upon the legislature, or 
acting through commissions, where the constitution provides for 
the creation of a commission and for the exercise by it of legis- 
lative power, as in the States of Mississippi, Texas, Louisiana, 
Virginia, and other States, to make rates, and to prescribe regu- 
lations, and to do, generally speaking, all the things they have 
been authorized in such States to do; but the case is wholly 
different as to the Federal Government, which has no power, 
except that which is delegated and such as is necessary to be 
exercised to give effect to that which is delegated. 

The Constitution of the United States expressly provides that 
all legislative power shall be vested in Congress, and it further 
provides that the Congress shall have power to regulate inter- 
state commerce. There is here no division of legislative power, 
nor is there any authority to the Congress to delegate to any 
commission, board, or tribunal, or agency any part of its legisla- 
tive power. The legislative power conferred upon Congress can 
not, therefore, be exercised by any authority except only the 
Congress itself, and the only question remaining is whether or 
not the conferring of the power to make rates upon a commis- 
sion or tribunal is a delegation of that power, and that question 
must be determined by the terms of the statute conferring the 
power. If Congress has the power to fix rates, a commission 
can be created and it can be utilized in the fixing of rates. But 
it can be utilized only under some such statute as those enacted 
by the legislatures of lowa and Wisconsin, when, in 1873 and 
1874, they passed their respective statutes, classifying the rail- 
roads according to earnings, and providing that the officials 
chosen to execute them should, by computation, taking the classi- 
fication as a basis, determine what statutory rates should apply. 
That was administrative. 

The Congress could also utilize the Commission in the fixing 
of rates if it should see fit to resort to the policy of a mileage 
basis. But for the Congress to simply declare what is already 
the law, for it is only declaratory of the rule at common law, 
that rates shall be reasonable and just, and then create a com- 
mission and empower that commission to say what in its judg- 
ment a rate shall be, is, most clearly, to confer legislative power, 
because the rate to be fixed is the law to be enacted, and that 
is to be determined by the discretion of the Commission instead 
of the discretion of the Congress. And not only is it a delega- 
tion of legislative power, but it is a delegation of all the power 
the Congress has on the subject, for Congress can not constitu- 
tionally make a rate that is not a reasonable and just rate. If 
extortionate the courts would enjoin at the suit of the shipper, 
and if conflscatory they would enjoin at the suit of the carrier— 
in both cases on the ground that property was being taken with- 
out due process of law. 

BUT If THIS BILL BE ENACTED AND BE UPHELD, NOTWITHSTANDING 
THESE OBJECTIONS, THEN ANOTHER SERIOUS LEGAL QUESTION ARISES. 
BY THE SIXTH PARAGRAPH OF THE NINTH SECTION OF ARTICLE I OF THE 
CONSTITUTION IT IS PROVIDED THAT “ NO PREFERENCE SHALL BE GIVEN 
BY ANY REGULATION OF COMMERCE OR REVENUE TO THE PORTS OF ONB 
STATE OVER THOSE OF ANOTHER. n 

For many years what are known as differentials have been 
allowed as between the important Atlantic coast ports of entry. 
Taking New York as the standard, a differential has been 
allowed in favor of Philadelphia of 2 cents per hundred weight 
on all freight for export carried by the railroads to that port, 
while a differential of 3 cents has been allowed as compared 
with New York in favor of Baltimore and Newport News, while 
the same rate is allowed to Boston for export, although the 
domestic rate ranges from 7 cents, first class, to 2 cents on sixth 
class, domestic. Still larger differentials have been and are 
allowed in favor of the ports of New Orleans and Galveston. 
The fixing of rates being in the hands of the carriers, they have 
been at liberty to make these differentials by agreement. They 
had their origin in an endeavor to express, in the differentials 
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agreed upon, the disadvantages of the respective ports of entry 
as compared with New York. These disadvantages consisted 
not only of differences in the length of haul, but also differences 
in the adequacy of the harbors and in the extent to which the 
respective ports were furnished with shipping facilities and 
accommodation for ocean carriage. These differentials were the 
subject of agreement not only on the part of the railroads, 
but also on the part of the cities named, acting through their 
respective boards of trade, chambers of commerce, and other 
commercial bodies and organizations. 

These differentials were from the beginning the subject of 
much dispute and controversy, and much study and labor have 
been devoted to their equitable adjustment. 

As early as January, 1882, Hon. Allen .G. Thurman, Hon. 
E. B. Washburn, and Hon. Thomas M. Cooley were selected by 
the Trunk Line roads to act as an advisory commission to hear 
evidence, fully investigate, and make a report as to what differ- 
entials should be allowed as between the cities of New York, 
Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore upon freight carried east- 
wardly from Chicago and common points to these ports and 
from these ports to Chicago and other western points. They 
made a yery thorough investigation, and wrote a very compre- 
hensive report, which is found at page 1243, volume 2, of the 
Hearings of the Senate Interstate Commerce Committee. Their 
conclusion is found at page 1268, and I quote from it as follows: 


It only remains for us to state that no evidence has been offered 
before us that the existing differentials are unjust, or that they oper- 
ate to the prejudice of either of the Atlantic seaboard cities. if- 
ferential rates have come into existence under the operation of com- 
petitive forces; they bear the same relation to relative distance and 
relative cost of service; they recognize, as we think, the relative ad- 
vantages of the‘several seaports, and they are subordinate to the great 

rinciple which compels the carriers of property competing between 

e same points and offering equal facilities to their customers to 
jaave toe same rates. We therefore can not advise their being dis- 
turbed. 


This commission is known as the Thurman Commission. lt 
simply approved and affirmed the differentials already estab- 
lished. These differentials as to these Atlantic seaboard cities 
were continued until the year 1904, practically without change, 
although there were some changes in conditions that caused 
much dissatisfaction with them. Finally this dissatisfaction 
was expressed by the commercial organizations of Boston, New 
York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore in an application to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission “ asking that it examine the 
whole subject of differential rates to and from these four cities, 
and determine whether the present differentials should be abol- 
ished, or, if retained, modified.” In response to this application 
the Commission undertook the work as requested. They made 
a thorough examination of the whole subject, heard the state- 
ments of witnesses, arguments of counsel, and wrote an elabo- 
rate report and opinion, published as No. 746, In the Matter 
of Differential Freight Rates to and from North Atlantic Ports, 
Decided April 27, 1905.” Their conclusion is found at page 60 
of their report and opinion. To state it in a word, they slightly 
modified the differentials and continued them. In reaching this 
conclusion they say, at page 62: 


+ „ * a fair differential is one which would giye to these several 
ports the traffic to which they are entitled * * New York 
urges that its facilities upon the ocean must not be interfered with 
while Baltimore and Philadelphia assert with equal positiveness that 
they must not be deprived of their advantages upon the land . 

The ideal condition would be the establishment of such rates that 
1 44 85 at either port in the way of improvement in service or 
facilities might be rewarded by increased business and that there might 
exist that healthy struggle of ory 5 1 8 A which is fhe 
best security for proper commercial development. This is justly de- 
manded by the interests of the communities involved. 

In disposing of this question the interests of the carriers which 
serve these communities should be none the less kept in view. If, again, 
it can be properly done, these rates should be so adjusted that this 
competitive traffic will be fairly distributed between the different lines 
of railway which serye these ports. Each one of these four cities is 
reached by two or more great railway systems. The prosperity of these 
cities and systems can not be separated. The ability of a railroad to 
adequately discharge its duty for a reasonable charge cepends upon the 
business which it can obtain, and no one of these systems should be 
deprived of its fair portion of this enormous export traffic. The pur- 

ose of these differentials from the first has been to distribute this 
Bains between the different carriers, and we said in our former report 
that this was not . unless the means used were improper. 

It should be noted that this discussion is confined entirely to the four 
ports, Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. White others 
are directly affected by these differentials, they have not been repre- 
sented upon this hearing, and are not considered, except in so far as it 
may be necessary to keep in mind the effect of our conclusions here 
upon conditions elsewhere. 

No fact has been more persistently urged upon our attention than 
the location of Baltimore and Philadelphia, as compared with New York 
and Boston, in point of distance. Baltimore is 111 miles, and Philadel- 
pos 90 miles, nearer than New York to Chicago. The greater part of 

he traffic to which these differentials apply does not originate at Chi- 
cago, but we have seen that Chicago may be taken as a representative 
point of origin without injustice to New York. This difference in dis- 

ce, if there were no competitive conditions, would justify a lower 
rate to Philadelphia, and a still lower rate to Baltimore. 

These differentials have undoubtedly been established in the past with 


a view almost entirely to their influence upon the movement of export 
business. 
* * * s * 


* * 

This traffic, in point of fact, originates at a great number of interior 

oints, and reaches numerous foreign destinations, but we may assume. 
‘or the purpose of illustration, that it all comes from Chicago and all 
goes to Liverpool. It is apparent that it may be transported between 
these points by any of the four ports in question. The distance by rail 
is somewhat shorter to Baltimore and Philadelphia than to Boston and 
New York. Upon the other hand, the water distance is somewhat less 
from Boston and- New York than from Philadelphia and Baltimore. 
The entire through distance does not greatly vary. In other words, 
this traffic is fairly competitive, and rates ought, therefore, to be so 
adjusted that rival routes can fairly compete for it. 

Apply for a moment the rule Mg JAP by Baltimore and ee 
to the movement of this traffic. he domestic rate to Baltimore 3 
cents lower and to Philadelphia 2 cents lower than to New York. The 
domestic rate to Boston is 2 cents higher than to New York upon low- 
grade freight, and considerably more upon the higher classes. Now, 
what would be the result if carriers were compelled to charge their 
domestic rates upon export traffic? Plainly it would shut up the port 
of Boston. This fact has been obvious from the first, and it has always 
been conceded that oppor: rail rates to Boston might be lower than 
domestic rates and not higher than export rates to New York. * * » 

The real question is, on what basis shall rates be equalized through 
the various ports? New York and Boston insist that the through rates 
should be made the same in amount by all the ports. The through 
rate is made by adding together the inland-rail rate from the interior 
to the port of export and the water rate from the port of export to 
the foreign destination. These localities contend that if the water 
rate from a given port is higher, the rail rate to that yort may be cor- 
respondingly lower, but only sufficiently lower to make the through rate 
the same. They further contend that water rates are in fact substan- 
tially the same from Baltimore and Philadelphia as from Boston and 
New York, and that therefore the inland-rail rates to those rts 
should also be the same. Baltimore and Philadelphia urge that there 
are certain advantages at New York and Boston in the water route 
which upon the same through rate would attract traffic to those ports 
at their expense, and they urge that these advantages shall also be 
equalized so that not the through rate but the advantages of trans- 
portation through the several pora shall be made equal. To 
accomplish this result Boston is allowed to charge a lower export rate 
than its domestic rate. New York is also permitted, in some instances, 
to apply a lower differential to export than is fixed for domestic traffic. 
Now, when New York is allowed to reduce this differential on export 
traffic there is taken away from Baltimore a part of its natural ad- 
vantages for the benefit of New York in order that New York mar com- 
pete for this traffic. But just as Baltimore has an advantage in dis- 
tance, so New York has certain advantages in ocean facilities. If, now, 
Baltimore is 5 to sacrifice its superiority upon the land for the 
benefit of New York, why should not New York be required to give u 
sorne porton of its superiority on the water for the benefit of Balti- 
more 

We do not wish to be understood as saying that this principle should 
be extended to the making of rail rates between competing lines. It 
may be that in such case the rate by every line should be the same, 
and that each line should sustain whatever disability it has. If in 
this case it were possible to definitely establish the same through 
rate by all these ports, if it ever had m possible to do so, the ad- 
visabillty of such an adjustment would deserve serious consideration. 
It is, however, impossible to apply that rule in fact. The ocean rate 
from every port is continually uctusting and is seldom the same for 
two days in succession. It even varies from hour to hour. The rate 
may be higher from Baltimore to-day and from New York to-morrow. 
It can not, therefore, be determined what inland differential would 
produce equal rates through all the ports. 

In view of the fact that Baltimore and Philadelphia have natural 
advantages in location, that Boston and New York have certain natural 
advantages in the way of ocean facilities, that it is impossible to make 
and maintain the same rate through all the ports, we think the true 
inquiry in adjusting this differential is, what will equalize the adyan- 
tages of transportation through these various ports. What part of the 
advantage which Baltimore and Philadelphia enjoy on the score of the 
inland haul shall they be allowed to retain to compensate them for 
their disadvantage in the water haul. 

ü 5 important factor in determining the route is undoubtedly 
he rate, 

It was said in testimony * * * that a difference of from one- 
fourth to one-eighth of a cent a bushel will determine the port by 
which grain shall be Spore Other traffic is not equally sensitive, 
but it must follow with respect to this low-grade freight that the 
through rate by all lines should be suhstantlally the same. There 
are, however, other considerations. The item of insurance, quicker 
and more reliable service, more frequent sailings, the ability to reach a 

reater number of ports, superior banking facilities, and better storage 
acilities all influence the movement of this traffic, and in all these 
respects New York is superior to its competitors. The elements 


‘which enter into the problem are so various and so complex that it is 


manifestly impossible by any a priori process of reasoning to determine 
what inland differential will equalize all these advantages and dis- 
advantages. 

From the quotations made, and others that might be made, it 
is clearly shown that the purpose of these differentials is to 
measure as nearly as may be the respective advantages and dis- 
advantages of the ports of entry named; and what is true as to 
New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore is equally true 
as to Newport News, New Orleans, Galveston, and other ports 
of entry, and the purpose of these differentials has no relation, 
except indirectly and incidentally, to railroad rates, but have 
reference solely and directly to their effect on the respective 
ports of entry. 

Railroads are not restrained by any law or constitutional pro- 
vision from making agreements of this character. That they 
are of the highest importance not only to the ports with respect 
to which they are made, but to the whole country, is universally 
conceded. Without these differentials there would be a natural 
tendency to concentrate exports at the port haying the hest 
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harbor and shipping facilities, provided it could be substantially 


as easily reached by rail from the interior. The differentials 
are, therefore, essential to the maintenance of the system of 
diffusion and distribution that is now in force as to our export 
traffic, and which is of such vast importance not only to the 
railroads and these different cities, hut to the whole country. 
But to maintain these differentials means that cities are not to 
have the benefit of their natural advantages, for they are to be 
offset or overcome by the differences in rates that are agreed 
upon. In other words, Philadelphia and Baltimore are to be 
preferred as ports of entry, to the extent of the differentials 
agreed upon, to New York, and Boston is to be preferred to the 
extent that she shall have a lower export rate from the inland 
than her domestic rate, and enough lower to put her on an 
equality with New York; and this purpose of these differentials 
is to give the cities they favor a direct preference as to export 
business to the amount of their respective differentials for the 
express purpose of putting them on an equality with New York. 
To withdraw these differentials would be, as the Commission 
say, to close up the port of Boston. The same remark might 
be made in stich a contingency as to New Orleans and Galveston, 
to which ports a growing volume of exports has been diverted 
because of the equality of opportunity for such business secured 
to them by the differentials they enjoy. 

The entire history and purpose of these differentials show 
that they are not indirect nor incidental preferences for the 
ports they favor, but that they are direct and intentional for 
the express purpose of overcoming the results of natural ad- 
vantages and natural competition. Preferences are their prin- 
cipal purpose, not an incident. The cities themselves recognize 
this, for it was the cities and not the railroads that asked for 
the recent hearing before the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sioners, sitting as arbitrators, when they had occasion to deliver 
the opinion from which I have quoted. 

Now, as to the application of all this. If Congress under- 
take to exercise its power to regulate interstate commerce, it 
must exercise that power subject to all the restrictions and 
limitations imposed upon it by the Constitution. It must, there- 
fore, avoid, in the exercise of this power to regulate, coming in 
conflict with any other constitutional provision that has applica- 
tion to it. 

In the case of Pennsylvania v. The Wheeling and Belmont 
Bridge Co., 18 Howard’s Reports, 421, the Supreme Court held 
that the incidental results of the construction of the bridge at 
Wheeling, by which interstate commerce on the Ohio River was 
affected, did not constitute a violation of the constitutional pro- 
vision above quoted that “ No preference shall be given by any 
regulation of commerce or revenue to the ports of one State 
over those of another,” for the reason that the prohibition ap- 
plied only to cases of direct preferences. The suggestion of the 
Attorney-General that these differentials, which have direct ref- 
erence to the export: trade, and, therefore, to the respective 
points they favor, would be merely incidental to the execution 
of a law requiring reasonable, just, and impartial rates, is re- 
futed by the facts; and the further suggestion that if the con- 
trary rule be adopted the law now in force must be held to be 
in violation of this provision does not help the matter. It does 
not help the matter because under the statute now in force 
there is no restriction upon the rate-making power, except only 
that rates in and of themselves, without reference to ports of 
entry, shall be reasonable and just, and no question of unreason- 
ableness or discrimination has been or can be raised under the 
law as it now stands. 

But, recurring to the original suggestion, it is not an argument 
to say that differentials would be only a legitimate incident to 
the making of reasonable, just, and impartial rates. That is 
mere assertion. Besides it-conflicts with one of the great pur- 
poses of those seeking the kind of legislation that has been pro- 
posed, to secure to each locality its own particular rightful ad- 
yantages of location, and thus avoid the preferring in the mak- 
ing of rates of one locality to the prejudice of another. That, 
with discrimination between individual shippers, is the very 
essence of this entire movement. Unless that purpose be accom- 
plished there will be widespread and positive disappointment 
among the advocates of such legislation. They commonly de- 
nounce the present practice by which localities are denied what 
they term their rightful advantages, and are put on an equality 
with other localities that are at a disadvantage as compared 
with them, as directly and unjustly and grossly discriminatory. 
The advocates of rate legislation know this and yet they have 
carefully omitted every provision from the Hepburn bill that has 
been proposed that would apply to this evil—if it be an evil, as 
they loudly proclaim. 

It seeks thus to avoid the question by entirely ignoring differ- 
entials in connection with its expressed purposes. This is open 


confession that Congress has no power, acting directly by com- 
mission or otherwise, to observe these differentials in the making 
or fixing of rates. Thus the authors of that bill acknowledge 
that the whole system of differentials is founded on a purpose to 
give direct preference to the ports respectively favored at the 
expense of other ports, and, therefore, if done by Congress, in 
contravention of the constitutional provision under considera- 
tion. 

But the bill does not escape the trouble by ignoring it. It 
is rather only another case of the ostrich hiding its head in the 
sand. If the Commission is to make rates to be substituted for 
challenged rates that it condemns, the question will at once arise 
and will haye to be met, for with respect to these differentials 
there is most acute dissatisfaction, and in the very nature of 
things it must be expected that this dissatisfaction will promptly 
manifest itself. In such contingency the Commission must act. 
What its action must of necessity be appears from its opinion 
already quoted from. It says: ; 


* „ è When New York is allowed to reduce this differential on 
export traffic there is taken away from Baltimore a part of its natural 
advantages for the benefit of New York, in order that New York may 
compete for this traffic. * * * 

If this be true, as it is, so, too, is the converse of the propo- 
sition equally true. To deny the differential “plainly would 
shut up the port of Boston.” 

“We have endeavored,” they say, “to find some fundamental prin- 
ciple by the application of which 9 might be laid at rest, 
but 3 without success. * * * here is no just 8 
which would compel this company (the Pennsylvania], against its will, 
to apply at New York the same rate as at Philadelphia when the cost 
of rendering t service is distinctly greater. It might as a matter 
of competition see fit to do so, but it could not in justice be compelled to.” 


Again they say: 

If in this case it were possible to definitely establish the same 
through rate by all these ports, if it ever had been possible to do so, 
the advisability of such an adjustment would deserve serious consider- 
ation. It is, however, impossible to apply that rule in fact. 

From these quotations it appears that the Commission clearly 
understands that the sole purpose of the differentials is to 
interfere with and affect the results of natural competition, thus 
directly and intentionally aiding one city to the corresponding 
prejudice of others. This is something carriers, unrestrained 
by law, are at liberty to do, and something that is of great 
advantage to the whole country, but which the Congress is 
expressly prohibited from doing, because it shall give no prefer- 
ence whatever as between the ports of different States. 

But if we invest the Interstate Commerce Commission with 
the power to make rates it must exercise that power subject to 
this prohibition of the Constitution that there shall be no prefer- 
ence for the ports of one State over those of another. The 
whole system of differentials must in consequence be abandoned. 
As a result each city will then be entitled to its natural ad- 
vantages, not only of location but of railroad and shipping 
facilities and every other kind of advantage it may possess. As 
a practical result New York will at once haye over Boston; 
Philadelphia, Baltimore, Newport News, and all the other com- 
peting ports of entry, respectively, the advantages measured by. 
their respective differentials. 

The great importance of the observance of this rule is shown 
by the following statement of the Commission as above quoted. 
The Commission says: 

The most important factor in determining the route is undoubtedly 


the rate. * * A difference of from one-fourth to one-eighth of a 
cent p bushel will determine the port by which the grain shall be 
exported. 


As a consequence, not only would the port of Boston be 
closed up, but all the other ports would be at least most seri- 
ously affected. The general business that could be taken as 
well to one port as another under present conditions would then 
concentrate at the most favored port. 

This is not disputed, and can not be, certainly not by the 
Commission itself, for its own language supports the contention. 
This is made more plain by Commissioner Clements, who, in his 
dissenting opinion, speaking to another point, says: 

+ * © The facts disclosed do zon in my judgment, justify the 
conclusions reached, for the reason that I believe they do violence to 
the great principle of . ea pe which the Congress and the Su- 

reme Court have so jealdusly and consistently nourished as one of the 

ndamental rights of the people. In declaring as between competing 
lines and competing ports what differentials shall govern, assumin 
that they will govern, we hamper competition, and by this regulation o. 
distribution effect in reality a division of territory, a division of traffic, 
and a division of earnings, which in substance and effect tend to defeat, 
not only the purpose of the antitrust act against the restraint of trade, 
but the pooling provision of the Interstate Commerce act, with the en- 
forcement of w: the Commission is charged. 

It follows that the effect of conferring the rate-making power 
on the Commission will be, in the event of a differential rate 
being challenged, to raise a question that can not be decided 
except against the continuance of these differential rates, and, 
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as a consequence, the whole system of differentials as to ports 
of entry will have to be abandoned. What the effect of this 
will be can better be imagined than described. That it means 
disruption of existing conditions with attendant confusion and 
dissatisfaction so great that it can not well be exaggerated, no 
one who is informed can doubt. 

THROUGH ROUTES AND JOINT RATES, 

The Interstate Commerce Act of February 4, 1887, provided 
for the supervision by the Interstate Commerce Commission of 
through routes and joint rates, but the provision of that act with 
respect to through routes and joint rates applied by its terms 
only to the common carriers “ subject to the provisions of the 
act.” 

The provisions of that act applied to common carriers “en- 
gaged in the transportation of passengers or property wholly by 
railroad, or partly by railroad and partly by water when both 
are used, under a common control, management, or arrangement, 
for a continuous carriage or shipment, from one State or terri- 
tory of the United States, or the District of Columbia, to any 
other State or Territory of the United States,” ete. 

In other words, the provisions of that act as to through routes 
and joint rates were limited in their application to carriers en- 
gaged in transportation wholly by railroad and transportation 
partly by railroads and partly by water, which carriers were 
“under a common control, management, or arrangement for a 
continuous carriage or shipment,” ete. The provisions of the 
statute applied when the carriers, if they were separately 
owned and entirely distinct from and independent of each other, 
themselves established a through route and made an agreement 
as to the terms and conditions upon which freight and passen- 
gers should be transported over it. There was no attempt to 
compel carriers that could not so agree, or, for any reason, would 
not so agree, to submit to tle establishment of through routes 
and joint rates, and the apportionment of the same by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. 

But the first section of the Hepburn bill amends the first sec- 
tion of the interstate commerce act of 1887 so as to make it read 
in this particular as follows: 


That the provisions of this act shall apply to any common carrier or 
carriers enga in the transportation of 3 or property 
wholly by railroad (or partly by railroad and partly by water when 
both are used under a common control, management, or arrangement for 
a continuous carriage or shipment) from one State or Territory of the 
United States to another, etc. 


The effect of this amendment is to make all its provisions 
applicable to all railroads without regard to whether they are 
under a common control, management, or arrangement or not, 
and to routes made up partly of rail and partly of water trans- 
portation only in a certain contingency, namely, when, as under 
the old statute, they are subject to a common control, manage- 
ment, or arrangement. 

The first comment that this provision excites is that there is 
no uniformity in the operation of the statute upon common car- 
riers engaged in interstate commerce, for it applies in the one 
case to all railroads without regard to whether there is a com- 
mon control, management, or arrangement, while as to routes 
made up of railroad and water transportation the statute ap- 
plies only when those conditions exist. This is emphasized by 
the fact that all through water routes for interstate transporta- 
tion are excluded from the provisions of the statute, such as 
from Chicago to Cleveland by lake, or from Cincinnati to New 
Orleans by river, or from Maine to Florida, or New York to 
Charleston or Savannah, in the coastwise trade, and many other 
routes of similar character that might be mentioned. They 
are exempted from the act, notwithstanding rebates and dis- 
criminations may be granted and practiced with respect to such 
shipments as well as with respect to shipments over the routes 
and by the carriers mentioned in the statutes, and just as 
harmful in their results as when granted by the railroads. 

But the question of uniformity aimed at by the commerce 
clause of the Constitution in the regulation of interstate com- 
merce, under the provisions of this act, thus indicated, sinks 
into unimportance, serious as it may be, by comparison with 
what follows. By one of the provisions of the first section it is 
made the legal duty of railroads that are not under “a com- 
mon control, or a common management, or a common arrange- 
ment,” to “establish through routes and just and reasonable 
rates applicable thereto.” 

Through routes are desirable, and as a rule they are now 
everywhere established and being operated by agreement of the 
railroads, but there are some instances where through routes 
have not been established and for the reason that the roads 
have been unable to agree among themselyes as to the appor- 
tionment of rates or the other terms and conditions under which 
there should be a mutual use of their tracks. 


To meet such cases the second paragraph of section 15 of the 
interstate-commerce act is to be amended by section 4 of the 
Hepburn Act, so as to read as follows: 


The Commission may also, after hearing on a complaint, establish 
through routes and joint rates as the maximum to be cha and pre- 
scribe the division of such rates as hereinbefore provided, and the terms 
and conditions under which such through routes shall be operated, when 
that react be necessary to give effect to any provision of this act and 
the carriers complained of have refused or neglected to voluntarily estab- 
lish such through routes and joint rates, provided no reasonable or 
satisfactory through route exists. 


The provision, by reason of the amendment of section 1, al- 
ready pointed out, applies to all railroads without regard to 
whether they have any interest in common or not, and by the 
terms of this clause the provision applies when the “ carriers 
complained of have refused or neglected to voluntarily establish 
such through routes and joint rates.” In other words, it is 
proposed by this provision of the Hepburn bill to compel inde- 
pendent railroads that have no relation to each other, except 
possibly a physical connection, to enter into an agreement for an 
exchange of business and to pass all their cars over the lines of 
each other upon such joint rates as the Commission may estab- 
lish and upon such apportionment of the same as the Commis- 
sion may determine and upon such other “ terms and conditions 
as the Commission may prescribe.” The effect of this provision 
is to compel railroads that are unable to agree to submit in all 
such cases to whatever arrangement the Commission may see fit 
to prescribe. 

To illustrate, suppose a railroad originating in Ohio or some 
other State, building eastward and desiring a trunk line into 
New York should tap the Pennsylvania road at Pittsburg or 
some other place and demand an agreement as to through rates 
on terms the Pennsylvania could not and would not accept. It 
might well be that the Pennsylvania, an old and expensive road, 
especially on account of her terminals in the great cities of the 
East, and particularly in New York, where they have cost hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars, would demand, as only fair and 
equitable, a greater proportion of the joint through rate than 
the connecting road would be willing or able to allow. There- 
upon this road would make its complaint to the Commission and 
the Commission on hearing would say, “It is made the duty of 
connecting roads to make through routes and joint rates. It is 
so provided in the first section of the Hepburn Act. You have 
neglected or refused to come to an agreement. We therefore 
make one for you. Whether your business is such on your own 
lines as to enable you to accommodate the cars and trains of the 
connecting road or not, we compel you to accept the same and 
pass them over your lines, and we fix the joint rate and your 
share of it at so much and the other terms and conditions nec- 
essary to be observed for this mutual interchange of business in 
the operation of the two roads are as follows.” They order 
accordingly, and that is the end of it if this provision be 
constitutional. 

What is thus done in the one case may be done in two, or a 
dozen, or a score, or a hundred other cases as to that same road 
if it is unable to agree with connecting lines seeking to use its 
tracks for through business. Thus it will come to pass that 
connecting lines wanting to have through trunk lines will see 
that it is unnecessary to go to the trouble and expense of build- 
ing them, because they can appropriate, to the extent necessary, 
the Pennsylvania, or the Baltimore and Ohio, or the New York 
Central, or, going westward, the Union Pacific, or Southern 
Pacific, or Northern Pacific, or any other trunk line. 

What it is thus proposed to do can be done, and done legiti- 
mately, but it can not be done in the way provided in this bill. 
What this bill thus provides for is a taking of private property 
for public use, and although that property, if you take again 
the Pennsylvania road for illustration, is already subject to 
a public use, it may be put to an additional public use, namely, 
a use by the connecting carrier or carriers to the extent indi- 
eated, but private property taken for a public use, although it 
may be a railroad already devoted to public use, can not be 
taken without making just compensation. The ascertainment 
of what is just compensation in such a case is like the ascer- 
tainment of what, is just compensation in any other case, a 
purely judicial function that can not be exercised by a board, 
but only by the courts. In determining what is just compensa- 
tion in such a case not only must rates of fare and the appor- 
tionment of the same be considered, but the franchises and 
every other element of value that may be taken or affected must 
be taken into the account. 

Congress has no power to dispossess the courts of their juris- 
diction to fix this compensation, neither can Congress prescribe 
a rule by which the compensation shall be ascertained. All this 
is settled in the case of Monongahela Navigation Co, v. The 
United Statese(148 U. S., p. 312). 


3116 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 28, 


I read as follows from page 327: 


By this legislation Congress seems to have assumed the right to 
determine what shall be a measure of compensation. But this is a 
judicial and not a legislative question. The legislature may determine 
what privats property is needed for public. purposes—that is a ques- 
tion of a political and legislative character; but when the taking has 
been ordered, then the question of compensation is judicial. It does 
not rest with the public—taking the property, through Congress or the 
legislature, its representative—to my what compensation shall be paid, 
or even what shail be the rule compensation. The Constitution 
has declared that just compensation shall be paid, and the ascertain- 
ment of that is a judicial inquiry. In Charles River Bridge v. Warren 
Bridge (11 Pet., 420, 571) Mr. Justice McLean, in his opinion, referring 
to a provision for compensation, found in the charter of the Warren 
Bridge, uses this language: “ They (the legislature) provide that the 
new company shall pay annually to the colle in behalf of the old 
one, one hundred poun By this provision it appears that the legis- 
lature has undertaken to do what a ary of the conn only could 
constitutionally do—assess the amount of compensation to which the 
complainants are entitled.” See also the following authorities: Com- 
monwealth v. Pittsburg and Connellsville Railroad (58 Penn. St., 26, 
50); Penn. Railroad v. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, 60 Maryland, 263 ; 
Isom v. Mississippi Central Railroad (36 ge rages 300). 

In the last of these cases, and on page 315, will be found these ob- 
servations of the court: “The right of the legislature of the State, by 
law, to apply the pe rty of the citizen to the public use, and then to 
constitute itself the 1 — 5 in its own case, to determine what is the 
* just compensation’ it ought to pay therefor, or how much benefit it 
has conferred upon the citizen by thus taking his property without his 
consent, or to extinguish any part of such ‘compensation’ by pem 
tive conjectural- advantage, or in any manner interfere with the just 
powers and province of courts and juries in administering right and jus- 

ice, can not for a moment be admitted or tolerated under our Constitu- 
tion. If anything can be clear and undeniable, upon principles of 
natural justice or constitutional law, it seems that this must be so.” 

We are not, therefore, concluded by the declaration in the act that 
the franchise to collect tolls is not to be considered in estimating the 
sum to be paid for the property. ; 

The case is precisely in point. The Monongahela Navigation 
Company was a company incorporated under the laws of Penn- 
sylvania for a public service, and the Congress undertook in 
authorizing its condemnation for another public use to prescribe 
the rule that should be followed in ascertaining and fixing just 
compensation and undertook to eliminate from such compensa- 
tion the franchise that belonged to the corporation. The Su- 
preme Court held, as we have seen, that this could not be done. 
Every question passed on in the Monongahela case would arise 
the very moment the Commission would undertake to establish 
a through route and to fix the joint rates and other terms and 
conditions upon which the through route so established should 
be operated, and there is no room for doubt as to how the 
courts would decide. 

HE BILL ELIMINATES JURIES IN CASES WHERE THE PARTIES ARE EN- 
TITLED TO THEM. 

Section 5 of the Hepburn bill purports to amend section 16 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act as amended March 2, 1889. It 
would be more correct to have provided that what is set out 
in section 5 should be a substitute for section 16, because of 
tthe great dissimilarity not only in language but also in legal 
effect between section 16, as it now stands, of the interstate 
commerce act and the section as it will read if amended as pro- 

. Section 16 of the interstate commerce act as amended 
March 2, 1889, authorizes the Commission, or any party inter- 
ested in any order the Commission has made under the provi- 
sions of that act, to apply by petition to the circuit court of the 
United States, sitting in equity, to enforce such order on com- 
plaint that the same is being violated, and the court may, in 
ordering compliance, make also an order for the payment by the 
carrier of such sum of money not exceeding $500 per day for 
each day that the carrier shall fail to obey its order of injunc- 
tion or other process. ‘This is in the nature of a fine for con- 
tempt, and therefore clearly within the power of the court to 
impose. 

Controversies requiring a trial by jury are especially ex- 
empted from the operation of this provision of the existing 
statute. 

As to controversies requiring a trial by jury a special pro- 
vision is made whereby that constitutional right is carefully 
protected and preserved to each and every party to such pro- 
ceeding. 

Section 5 of the Hepburn bill amends this section so as to 
eliminate trial by jury altogether. The provision of this amend- 
ment is that if “ the Commission shall determine that any party 
complainant is entitled to an award of damages, * * * the 
Commission shall make an order directing the carrier to pay 
the complainant the sum to which he is entitled on or before 
a day named.” That is simple, straightforward, and easily un- 
derstood, but without precedent in legal proceedings. 

The amendment further provides, referring to these awards, 
that “If a carrier does not comply with an order for the pay- 
ment of money within the time limit in such order, the com- 
plainant * + + may file in the circuit court of the United 
States for the district in which he resides * * g petition 
setting forth briefly the causes for which he claims damages, 


and the order of the Commission in the premises. Such suit 
shall proceed in all respects like other civil suits for damages, 
except that on the trial of such suit the findings and order of 
the Commission shall be prima facie evidence of the facts therein 
stated, and except that the petitioner shall not be liable for 
costs in the circuit court, nor for costs at any subsequent 
stage of the proceedings, unless they accrue upon his appeal. 
If the petitioner- shall finally prevail he shall be allowed a 
reasonable attorney’s fee, to be taxed and collected as a part 
of the costs of the suit * * + In such suits all parties in 
whose favor the Commission may have made an award for 
damages by a single order may be joined as plaintiffs, and all 
of the carriers parties to such an order awarding such damages 
may be joined as defendants, and such suit may be maintained 
by such joint plaintiffs and against such joint defendants in 
any district where any one of such joint plaintiffs could main- 
tain such suit against any one of such joint defendants; * * + 
In case of such joint suit recovery, if any, may be by 
judgment in favor of any one of such plaintiffs, against the 
defendant found to be liable to such plaintiff.” 

It can not be claimed for the framers of this provision that 
they overlooked the fact that under the seventh amendment to 
the Constitution, in any action brought to recover money, if the 
amount involved be more than $20, the parties are entitled to a 
trial by jury, for the provision of law now in force, which they 
were amending, was framed with careful reference to that fact 
and so as to preserve that right. It would seem, therefore, 
that they have intentionally framed this section in plain dis- 
regard of that constitutional provision, for surely the character 
of action provided for is one in which a jury trial must be 
allowed if the amount involved be large enough to meet the 
constitutional requirement in that respect, and either party to 
the action may so demand a jury. This provision would there- 
fore be unconstitutional if these contemplated actions for which 
provision is thus made involved only one complainant and one 
defendant, but the section expressly provides that “in such 
suits all parties in whose favor the Commission may have made 
an award for damages by a single order may be joined as 
plaintiffs and all of the carriers parties to such order award- 
ing such damages may be joined as defendants, and such suit 
may be maintained by such joint plaintiffs and against such 
joint defendants,” etc. 

This provision is of such character that it is not unreasonable 
to suppose that whenever such an order is made there are likely 
to be a number in most cases, perhaps, a great number of ship- 
pers in whose favor an award is made, and this award may be 
made under this order not against one carrier alone, but against 
a number of carriers. The statute by this provision clearly con- 
templates that there may be numerous parties in whose favor 
such an award may be made, and that each order making such 
awards may run against a number of carriers. 

In the nature of things the awards thus allowed by the Com- 
mission would not be the same to each shipper or the same 
against each carrier. All men do not necessarily ship the same 
commodities or the same amounts of a particular commodity. 
One man ships one kind of freight and another something else. 
The damages for which the award provided by this section is to 
be made will vary in amount. Perhaps no two shippers out of 
twenty, fifty or one hundred will receive an award exactly equal 
in amount to that of any other shipper provided for in the award. 
Under the same order, as the statute contemplates, one man’s 
award may be against one particular carrier, and another man’s 
award against another particular carrier, and so on indefinitely. 
Each man’s award will, however, be his own individual claim, 
in his separate and individual right, as against the cafrier or 
carriers named in the order. In other words, each individual 
shipper who is named in such an award will have a separate 
and independent right of action against the carrier or carriers 
damaging him, as named in the order. 

Assuming now that an award order has been made, and that 
the carriers refuse to pay, and a suit is brought. There may be 
in the case 10, 20, 50, or even 100, or perhaps more complainants 
in whose favor these varying but separate and independent 
awards are made by the order, and there may be two, a half 
dozen, or even a dozen carriers named as defendants. Mani- 
festly a jury trial would be impracticable and impossible in 
such a case. Perhaps that is the reason why the framers of 
this bill eliminated that Constitutional requirement by making 
no provision for its observance, but that does not change the 
fact that the bill in this particular is a grotesque absurdity, to 
enact which would discredit the intelligence of the Congress. 


PENALTIES. 
There are many other provisions of this bill that might be 
justly and severely criticised, but I have called attention to 
enough to warrant the conclusion that if it should be passed 
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there will be many orders made affecting the rights of car- 
riers, especially under section 15, as this act proposes to amend 
it, of the interstate commerce act, which seeks to empower the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to change rates and establish 
through routes, which the carriers will desire to litigate. 

What the Commission regarded as a slight and reasonable 
change of rates in the Maximum Rate Case amounted to a 
difference in revenue to the railroads of $3,000,000 per annum. 

The change in rates made by the Commission in the Dressed 
Meats and Packing House Products case amounted during a few 
months, for which a computation was made, to a difference in 
revenue to the railroads of almost $2,000,000, and so it is likely 
to be in every change of rates that the Commission may make 
that there will be, aside from all other considerations, a large 
amount of money involved, to the surrender of which the car- 
riers may feel they haye no right to submit without an appeal 
to the courts, but in no such case can they appeal to the court 
under the provisions of the bill as ft passed the House without 
subjecting themselves to the following provision as to penalties: 

Any carrier, any officer, representative, or agent of a carrier, or any 
receiver, trustee, lessee, or agent of either of them, who kno y 
fails or neglects to obey any order made under the provisions of section 
fifteen of this act, shall forfeit to the United States the sum of five 
thousand dollars for each offense. Every distinct violation shall be 
a separate offense, and in case of a continuing violation each day shall 
be a separate offense. 

If an order be made that a carrier shall charge only a certain 
rate for the transportation of a certain article between given 
points, every charge of a different rate for such transportation 
will be a separate offense. There may be, therefore, many 
offenses for each day that the order is not observed. There will 
surely be as many as there are shipments charged for at a rate 
other than that fixed by the Commission. And there will be as 
many more as there are officers, agents, etc., of the carrier 
participating in the offense. Upon this theory the result to the 
railroad would be as many penalties of $5,000 each as there were 
shipments at rates other than those prescribed by the Commis- 
sion, increased by the number of officers, agents, etc., participat- 
ing in the offense. ‘There might be ten or twenty or a hundred 
` of these offenses, or even thousands, in a single day. On top of 
all this, in case of a continuing violation, there is to be for each 
day an additional $5,000. It has been claimed that the entire 
penalty in case of a continuing violation is to be only $5,000 a 
day. The language employed does not admit of this construc- 
tion. But assuming that this construction is correct, then the 
penalty prescribed would be $5,000 per day, or at the rate of 
$150,000 per month. 

It is fair to presume that any such litigation as a carrier 
would be required to resort to for protection against an order 
it might deem unreasonable and unjust would extend over a 
period of months if not years. During all such period this 
penalty would be piling up against it, to be paid by it in the 
event of a final decision upholding the order of the Commission, 
for while the court might have power to suspend the payments 
of these penalties thus imposed from day to day during the 
litigation, it would not have power to grant relief from the 
cumulative obligation in the event it should be decided that 
the railroad had without just cause contested the validity of 
the Commission’s order, for in that event the restraining order 
would have been wrongfully issued. When it is considered that 
this penalty is to run against the carrier and against every 
officer, agent, or employee of the carrier who knowingly fails or 
neglects to obey any such order it is apparent that the penalties 
thus prescribed are of such extreme, cumulative, and burden- 
some character as to deter a carrier from resorting to the 
courts, except only where either the case is entirely clear as 
to its final outcome or the consequences of an obeyance of the 
order are of such bankrupting character as to make it impos- 
sible, with due regard for the rights of its creditors and stock- 
holders, for it to submit. 

In the ease of Cotting v. Kansas City Stock Yards Co., 183 
U. S., 79, the court, although finding it unnecessary to decide the 
point, took occasion to discuss the effect of cumulative and bur- 
densome penalties upon the rights of parties to appeal to the 
courts, At page 100, Mr. Justice Brewer said, after speaking of 
the character of penalties under consideration in that case: 


In this feature of the case we are brought face to face with a ques- 
tion which legislation of other States . Do the laws 
secure to an individual an equal protection when he is allowed to 
come into court and make his claim or defense subject to the condition 
that upon a failure to make good that claim or defense the penalty for 
such failure either appropriates all his property or subjects hin to 
extravagant and unreasonable loss? Let us make some illustrations to 
suggest the scope of this thought. 

Suppose a law were passed that If any laboring man should bring or 
defend an action and fail in his claim or defense, either in whole or in 


part, he should in the one instance forfeit to the defendant half of 
the amount of his claim, and in the other be punished by a fine equal 
to half of the recovery against him, and that such a law, by its terms, 


appilet only to laboring men, would there be the slightest hesitation in 
holding that the laborer was denied the equal protection of the laws? 
The mere fact that the courts are open to hear his claim of defense is 
not sufficient if upon him and upon him alone there is visited a sub- 
stantial penalty for a failure to make good his entire claim or defense. 
Take another illustration: Suppose a statute that every corporation 
failing to establish its entire claim, or make good its entire defense, 
should, as a penalty therefor, forfeit its corporate franchise, and that 
no penalty of any kind, except the matter of costs was attached to like 
failures of other litigants, could it be said that the corporations re- 
ceived the equal protection of the laws? Take still another ilustra- 
tion: Suppose a law which, while opening the doors of the courts to all 
litigants, provided that a failure of an plaintif or defendant to make 
his entire claim or entire defense should subject him to a forfeiture 
of all his property or to some other great penalty; then, even if, as all 
litigants were treated alike, it could be said that there was equal pro- 
tection of the laws, would not such burden upon all be adjudged a 
denial of due process of law? 
f course, these are extreme illustrations, and they serve only to 
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the question would be very different from that here presented. 
when the legislature, in an effort to prevent any inquiry of the validity 
of a cular statute, so burdens any challenge thereof in the courts 
that the party affected is necessarily constrained to submit rather than 
take the chances of the penalties imposed, then it becomes a serious 
3 whether the party is not deprived of the equal protection of 

This language, so employed by Mr. Justice Brewer, might 
well have been uttered with special reference to this penalty 
provision of the Hepburn bill. The penalty is large; it is cumu- 
lative; it is burdensome. No railroad can afford to run the risk 
of it, except only in desperate cases that compel a choice between 
evils, and manifestly the provision was made, to quote the lan- 
guage of Mr. Justice Brewer, “in an effort to prevent any in- 
quiry of the validity of this particular statute.” Such a provi- 
sion is wholly different from one imposing a burdensome and 
cumulative penalty for the continuing violation of a statute after 
its validity has been upheld in the courts. If this provision is 
to remain in the bill in the form in which it is expressed, it 
should be amended by the addition of a proviso that in the event 
of an appeal to the courts there should be an absolute suspension 
of the penalties during the full period that any order of such 
suspension may be in force while the litigation is in progress; 
otherwise the courts will no doubt hold it invalid. 


THE BILL DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR ANY PROPER REVIEW BY THE COURTS, 


Many other objections and imperfections might be pointed 
out, but enough have been mentioned to show why the framers 
of this bill should seek by the terms of it to prohibit a full re- 
view by the courts of the orders and proceedings of the Com- 
mission, except only as to whether they have been “ regularly 
made,” which means nothing more than a review of the ques- 
tion in any given case, whether an order of the Commission con- 
demning a rate and fixing another to take its place has been 
made in conformity with the proceedings and requirements of 
the statute, not whether the rate condemned was or the rate sub- 
stituted is reasonable or just or fairly remunerative as the bill 
allows and requires. 

The points mentioned are sufficient, however, to show that if 
by any possibility this bill should be both passed and upheld by 
the courts, the powers conferred by it upon the Commission are 
so vast that there is a special reason in that fact alone for sub- 
jecting the exercise of them to the most careful scrutiny and 
review by the judicial department of the Government, not only 
on behalf of the railroads, but also on behalf of the shippers. 

Fortunately some of the most important of the questions to 
which attention has been called can not be withheld from the 
courts. But the power to review the question as to whether a 
rate condemned or a rate made by the Commission in a given case 
is reasonable is, unfortunately, not one of these. The making 
of a rate is a legislative act, and legislative discretion of the 
Commission in determining what is a reasonable rate can not 
be interfered with by the courts in the absence of special 
statutory authority, unless the rate be fixed so high that it is 
extortionate to the shipper, or so low that it is confiscatory as to 
the carrier. There is some room for a difference of opinion, be- 
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cause of some of the expressions of the courts in some of the 
cases as to what will be regarded as extortion on the one hand, 
or confiscation on the other, but none as to the general rule. 

But between extortion on the one hand, and confiscation on 
the other, there is, in most cases, a considerable latitude within 
which the action of the Commission, without special statutory 
provision for review of it by the courts, would be final and con- 
clusive. 

In a given case a dollar might be a point at which a rate 
would become extortionate, and 60 cents a point at which it 
would become confiscatory. A rate anywhere between these 
figures would be, in a legal sense, reasonable, and beyond the 
power of the courts, without special statutory provision, to review 
it, because it expressed the legislative will. If the rate were 
fixed at 90 cents it might yield a net revenue to the carrier of 6 
per cent; if fixed at 80 cents a net revenue of 4 per cent; if 
fixed at 70 cents a net reyenue of 2 per cent; if fixed at 60 cents 
no revenue at all. 

Even 6 per cent might be, under certain circumstances, an 
unreasonably low return for the carrier. Much more might this 
be true as to 4 per cent or 2 per cent, and yet as the bill is 
framed the courts are denied jurisdiction to review all such 
questions, and in this denial there is strong probability, if not 
absolute certainty, that great and irreparable wrong may be 
done. 

But this denial extends also to the action of the Commission in 
condemning the original rate, which is a purely judicial function, 
and without which precedent judicial action the legislative ac- 
tion of fixing a new rate can not be had. Whatever may be said 
as to the propriety of investing the court with jurisdiction to re- 
view the legislative act of fixing a new rate, it is difficult to per- 
ceive how there can be any difference of opinion as to the 
propriety of the courts having power to review the judicial act 
of denouncing and setting aside the old rate. But the bill denies 
this power by the restriction of the review to the question of 
“regularity,” for the Federal courts, unlike the courts of the 
States, are not courts of general jurisdiction, but courts that 
have only the power and jurisdiction conferred by the Constitu- 
tion, and such additional power and jurisdiction as may be ex- 
pressly conferred by statute. 

This same denial extends to orders as to rules and regulations 
of every character that the Commission may prescribe, and the 
same kind of objection to such restriction may be made. 

Why should this jurisdiction be withheld from the courts? 
Who distrusts them? Only violators of the law have ever had 
occasion to fear the justice they administer. 

They have been from the beginning of the common law the 
sure bulwark of the liberties and rights of the Anglo-Saxon 
race. 

Unmoved by passion, prejudice, or public clamor, they have 
ever been the conservative, steadying, reassuring factor in 
American Government. 

Why should the advocates of this measure, affecting as it does 
the highest interests of the American people, seek to exclude 
them from their appropriate participation in the determination 
of the great questions that such legislation is sure to precipi- 
tate? That there is this unwillingness to allow the courts an 
unrestricted review is enough not only to excite distrust of this 
measure, but to condemn it. 

All this is intensified by the fact that in the law as it now 
stands there is a complete provision for this review, as well as 
for the protection of the right of trial by jury. 

Section 16 of the interstate commerce act, as it now stands, 
provides that whenever any common carrier shall fail to obey 
any “lawful” order of the Commission, “not founded upon 
a controversy requiring a trial by jury,” it shall be lawful for 
the Commission, or any person interested, to apply to the court 
to enforce such order, and the court shall have power to hear 
and determine the matter “ speedily as a court of equity” * + + 
“in such manner as to do justice in the premises; and to this 
end such court shall haye power * * + to make all such in- 
quiries as the court may think needful to enable it to form a 
just judgment, * * * and if it be made to appear to such 
court * * * that the lawful order * * * drawn in question 
has been violated or disobeyed, it shall be lawful for the court 
to enforce it,” ete. 

Aside from all legal questions involved, there is just ground 
for questioning the wisdom of conferring upon a statutory 
board appointed by the President, such autocratic powers as 
this bill confers upon the Commission with respect to such tre- 
mendously important interests. But it becomes alarming when 
it is seriously proposed in the form of a bill that has already, 
with practical unanimity, passed one House of Congress, to 
exclude from review and supervision and control by the courts 
the exercise of that power, except only to the extent of in- 


quiring and determining whether or not the proceedings under 
the statute have been regular. Thoughtful men may well take 
fright when they recall that these powers are to be given to a 
commission to be thus exercised without supervision or con- 
trol, which, according to the decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States, has erroneously decided almost eyery im- 
portant case upon which it has passed judgment during the 
whole period of the nineteen years of its existence. 

To the long list of such reversals another was added on last 
Monday, when the Supreme Court reversed the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in the Fruit Growers’ case. That case strik- 
ingly illustrates both the unwisdom and the injustice of con- 
ferring upon the Interstate Commerce Commission powers that 
are not to be supervised by the courts. 

The question in the case was whether the shipper or the ini- 
tial road should determine the routing of fruit shipped from 
California to eastern cities. 

The testimony showed coriclusively—in fact, there was no con- 
tention to the contrary—that the shipper insisted upon routing 
his fruit shipments so that he might secure rebates from the 
eastern connections of the initial California road. 

These rebates were of large amounts, aggregating, for the next 
four years preceding 1900, to one of the complainants alone 
$175,000. 

The roads took the routing into their own hands to break up 
this practice of rebating, and the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion held against the right of the roads to do this. The effect of 
their decision, if allowed to stand, was to restore the wholesale 
practice that had previously been indulged in of granting re- 
bates, or the encouragement of the most serious complaint that 
has eyer been made against the railroads. If the Supreme 
Court had not had power to review and reverse, that decision 
would have stood, to the great detriment of all the interests in- 
volved and to the constant encouragement of a violation of the 
interstate- commerce act. 

But, passing all that by, there is no necessity for any such 
legislation. 

Under the Elkins law, if enforced, all kinds of rebates and 
discriminations as to both persons and places can be broken up 
and prohibited as nearly as any kind of offense against the law 
can be suppressed; but, if it were otherwise, this law would not 
help matters, but only make them worse. 

It does not profess to deal with rebates or to prevent carriers 
engaging in other kinds of business, and has not one line in it 
that affords any remedy whatever against these, the greatest 
and most serious and most complained-of evils of all that have 
been mentioned. 

It does not undertake to meet the demand, whether well or ill 
founded, for uniform classification; neither does it undertake to 
oo with the “relation of rates” or discrimination as to local- 
ities. 

The House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce in 
its report on this bill said with respect to it: 

This bill does not SOR to give power to the Commission to read- 


just classifications of freig 
* ~ 2 » . * * 


As but little complaint has been made to the committee concerning 
classification, it was not deemed wise at this time to suggest new legis- 
lation upon that subject. So, too, with the question of the relation of 
rates. The committee has not deemed it wise at this time to suggest 
new legislation to change existing law upon that subject. It is one of 
very great importance—interesting, however, as a rule—to certain par- 
ticular communities rather than to the punur at large. It involves 
conflicts between towns and cities rather than the public generally, and 
it relates more to the building up of certain local interests of a local 
nature rather than to the interests of the people of the whole country. 
Therefore we thought best not to hamper or hinder the subjects of the 
bill by adding to them those other less urgent considerations. 

In this heartless way are dismissed the appeals for relief 
that have been coming up to the American Congress for the last 
twelve months from hundreds of places which, like Cincinnati, 
have been claiming that they are unjustly discriminated 
against. 

No wonder the committee felt constrained in concluding its 
report to say that— 

No member of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 
believes that the provisions of this bill will be satisfactory to all per- 
sons who may be affected by it, nor that it will be satisfactory eyen 
to those who desire legislation upon the lines of the bill. 

And yet this bill, thus confessedly unsatisfactory to every 
member of the House committee and probably to every member 
of the House of Representatives, passed the House without 
amendment, because, as the newspapers announced, “the order 
had gone forth” that, while there might be debate, no amend- 
ment—no matter how necessary it might appear—should be al- 
lowed. The bill came to the Senate, and, so far as the com- 
mittee is concerned, there has been a repetition of that experi- 
ence. No matter what may be its defects and no matter what 
this, that, or the other Senator may think, not an “i” shall be 
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dotted nor a “t” shall be crossed of all this important meas- 
ure. To even suggest that the bill is filled with unconstitu- 
tional provisions or that it will prove impracticable in opera- 
tion is heralded as a species of treason and disloyalty—to whom 
or to what nobody knows. The whole proceeding is without a 
precedent in my experience as a member of this body and prob- 
ably without a precedent in the history of the nation. If we 
are to abdicate our functions and permit such an imperfect, ill- 
advised, and ill-considered bill to become a law, discredit will 
attach and disappointment will follow, not only to “those who 
desire such legislation,” as the House committee suggested, but 
to all the people of the whole country. 

It will prove thus disappointing because if it does not fail and 
perish in the courts, experience will shortly demonstrate the 
utter impracticability of satisfactory rate making by a commis- 
sion. 

Approximate successes in small areas, if there are any such 
precedents, do not afford a safe guide for the vast field pre- 
sented by the whole country, embracing every section and pre- 
senting every possible complication and difficulty that can be 
involved in railroad operation. 

These roads with their innumerable ramifications spread over 
the whole country, penetrating every section, crossing and re- 
crossing each other at all important points, and wherever they 
cross or come in contact, and in some cases where they are thou- 
sands of miles apart or even run in opposite directions, they are 
in sharp competition with each other. 

As a result of it all rates are adjusted with such nicety that 
the gross revenues of the roads are so closely calculated to meet 
interest, dividend, and operating expenses that a reduction of 
1 mill on the cost of transporting a ton of freight per mile 
would so reduce the aggregate as to make it impossible for the 
roads to pay one dollar of dividends on their stock; and a 
further reduction of 11 mills per ton per mile would make it 
impossible to pay one dollar of intrest on their bonded 
obligations. 

We should hesitate to disturb such conditions. 

The answer made to this suggestion is that the Commission 
will have so little rate-making power that no harm can result 
from its exercise. If there be but little, then there must be but 
little necessity. But the difficulty seems to lie in the fact, not 
fully and properly appreciated, that rates are so interwoven and 
interdependent that it is impossible to disturb one without affect- 
ing many, and that since there will be no mode of relief afforded 
under this bill except through maximum rate making, if we give 
such an inyitation for them as this bill amounts to, there are 
likely to be the most serious disturbances resulting from the 
exercise of this power. It matters not that the Commission, as 
it has been contended, will consider only one rate at a time. If 
it should make a change in that rate all other rates in any man- 
ner dependent upon it would have to be correspondingly changed. 

A change of rates on the products of the cotton mills of New 
England to Chicago and western points would necessitate a 
corresponding change of rates on the products of the cotton 
mills of the South to the same points, for they are all adjusted 
with reference to each other, 

A change in the rates on coal and iron from Pennsylvania 
and West Virginia to northern and western points would neces- 
sitate corresponding changes on coal and iron from all points 
in the South to the same markets. 

A change of rates on lumber from Michigan and the North- 
west to the prairies of Nebraska and other States would necessi- 
tate a corresponding change not only in the rates from the 
lumber States of the South, but also on lumber from the far 
distant Pacific coast States. 

A change in the rates on cotton from Memphis over the short 
haul across the country to the cotton mills of Georgia and the 
Carolinas would necessitate a corresponding change in the rates 
on cotton over the long haul from Memphis north and east, 
through Cincinnati, to the cotton mills of New England. Other- 
wise the roads that carry for the cotton mills of New England 
would lose their cotton business to the roads that carry to the 
cotton mills of the South, or lose it to the Mississippi River and 
the roads that compete with that highway to New Orleans and 
the other ports of the South. 

Ocean transportation in the coastwise trade compels low rates 
over the Atlantic Coast Line to the principal points of the 
South. This compels the Seaboard Air Line, which parallels, to 
give like low rates or lose its business to the Coast Line; and 
the Southern Railway must meet this competition or lose its 
business to its competitors, and so on indefinitely. In other 
words, the rates over all these roads from these great cities of 
the North to all these great cities of the South are dependent 
one upon the other, and all are governed by water transporta- 


tion and the conditions of nature, which constitute a power 
greater than the railroads, greater than the Congress, greater 
than any earthly power. 

To touch the rates on any one of these lines is to touch the 
rates on all of them. 

To touch the rate on any one commodity on any one of these 
lines is to touch the rates for that commodity over all these 
lines. 

To touch the export rates over the lines from the Missouri 
and Mississippi valleys to New York and other North Atlantic 
ports is to touch the rates from the same points of origination 
over the lines to New Orleans and Galveston and other Southern 
ports, for they all haye carefully adjusted relations to each 
other. 

“The opening of new mines, the building of new factories, the 
starting of new furnaces and mills and shops, the building of 
new roads, the location and development of new settlements and 
towns and cities, the constant fluctuations of the markets at 
home and abroad, peace and war, droughts and floods, long and 
short crops, famine, pestilence, and the plague, all, whether 
occurring in Europe, Asia, Africa, South or North America, 
affect supplies, influence markets, and control the prices of 
transportation.” 

Illustrations and suggestions might be multiplied indefinitely, 
but enough has been said to show that it is idle to talk about 
the “restricted” exercise of the power of rate making, which 
it is proposed to confer on the Commission. No such thing is 
possible. It is as broad as the dependence of rates on each 
other and as difficult as the laws and forces of trade and com- 
merce, and broader by far and more difficult than it is possible 
for any commission to deal with. 

This work is done to-day by thousands of expert rate makers 
scattered throughout the country, familiar by long experience 
with the business, familiar with local conditions, and familiar 
with the requirements of changes in conditions as from time to 
time they suddenly come to pass. They may not be doing their 
work perfectly. Nobody claims they are. No human effort 
can be perfect, but they are doing this work better than it is 
possible for any commission to do it that we may create. All 
these considerations impel me irresistibly to the conclusion, 
irrevocable in the absence of new light, that it will be a serious 
mistake to enact this measure. 

Many other objections might be urged, but time and strength 
forbid pursuing the subject further for the present, so I hasten 
to conclude. 

What, then, are we to do? The answer is plain. We can ac- 
complish everything desired by simply amending the Elkins law 
so as to broaden and strengthen it and make it more available. 

This is easily done. An amendment making such provision 
will be offered at the proper time. I shall try to find opportu-. 
nity to speak upon it then at such length as may be necessary 
to fully explain it. For the present it is enough to say that the 
purpose of this amendment will be not only to preserve the bene- 
fits of this salutary law, but to make them ayailable, for every 
kind of case that can possibly arise, to the humblest shipper 
in all the land. This may be done by extending the provisions 
of the third section of the Elkins law to excessive rates, and by 
making it specifically applicable to every kind of rebates and 
discriminations as to both persons and places, and by making 
it the duty of the Interstate Commerce Commission not to act 
as judges, and legislators, and prosecutors, and sheriffs, but to 
address themselves to the purely executive duties of hearing 
complaints, exercising their powers of conciliation, and, where 
these powers fail and they find there is probable cause, sending 
the case at once, through the Attorney-General, to the proper 
court for immediate proceeding, in the name of the Government, 
for the benefit of all parties interested, without expense to the 
shipper. 

The great difficulty shippers have had in the enforcement of 
their rights against the railroads has been that no shipper single 
handed and alone can, as a rule, afford to resort to the law with 
a railroad for his antagonist. The disadvantage is too great 
on many accounts, and particularly because the shipper is 
likely to be subjected to an expense he should not be required 
to bear; but if he can invoke the protection of the courts in the 
name of the Government, and without expense to himself, he 
will not fear to assert his rights, and if the railroad knows that 
it is charging him an unjust rate, or subjecting him to an 
unlawful discrimination, and that if it does not desist from 
such practice it will be called to account in the courts, where 
it will have the Government for prosecutor, it will in most 
if not in all cases make baste to agree with him. 

I regret that it has seemed necessary for me to so long de- 
tain the Senate. There is much more I would say if it were 
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not that I fear I would overtax your patience. I reserve all 
that for some future opportunity, and content myself for this 
occasion with the addition of a word somewhat personal. 

It is not either easy or agreeable to differ with the Presi- 
dent. He is the head for the time being, not only of the nation, 
but also of the political party of which I am proud to be a mem- 
ber. I believe that the welfare of the nation is most beneficially 
affected and promoted by the supremacy of Republican policies, 
and on this account think every man who believes in the policies 
of that party should do all in his power to secure harmony of 
purpose and unity of action among its members with respect to 
national affairs. In this behalf he should be willing to make 
concessions in minor matters; but when questions arise of such 
commanding importance as those now under consideration it is 
the duty of every man who has an official responsibility to dis- 
charge with respect to them to make careful investigation and 
then act in accordance with the convictions he may reach as a 
result. To the best of my ability I haye done that, 

I dislike exceedingly, as every other public man does, to be 
arraigned before the country by unfriendly critics as prompted 
by unworthy motives in the attitude assumed, and to suffer in 
consequence in the esteem of the people. It is far pleasanter 
to go with the tide of public sentiment and enjoy the benefits 
of harmonious relations with coworkers in the public service 
and have the acclaim instead of the disapprobation of constitu- 
ents; but no man who allows himself to be controlled against his 
judgment, by considerations of this character, can do his duty, 
or maintain his self-respect, or be entitled to retain the respect 
and confidence of his colleagues and constituents. If we enact 
this measure and it proves disappointing, as I believe it will, 
the people will not hear us to say in our defense that we 
legislated in response to their demands. They expect their 
representatives, especially in this body, with respect to ques- 
tions of this character, to act intelligently, patriotically, and 
in accordance with their judgment and their oath of office which 
binds them to disregard public clamor and legislate for the pub- 
lic welfare as they see and understand it. We owe it to our- 
selves, as well as our constituents, to meet this just expectation. 

During the delivery of Mr. FORAKER’S speech, 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Ohio sus- 
pend for a moment? The hour of 2 o’clock haying arrived, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, which 
will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. 
called. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I ask that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside until the Senator from Ohio shall have 
concluded his remarks. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am much obliged to the Senator. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE. 

After the conclusion of Mr. FORAKER's speech, 

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I ask unanimous consent for the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 13308) to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Arkansas River at Pine Bluff. 
It is a small bill that will provoke no discussion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, may I ask what the re- 
quest is? 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Arkansas has 
asked unanimous consent for the present consideration of a 
bridge bill, which is being read for the information of the 
Senate. Upon the completion of the reading the question will 
be whether consent shall be given. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will give consent. 

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I will state that it is a House 
bill which passed the House, and it is pending here. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I understand. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will proceed with 
the reading of the bill. 

The Secretary resumed and concluded the reading of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill which has just been read? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have no objection. I intend to con- 
sent to its consideration; but when I requested that the un- 
finished business be temporarily laid aside it was until the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] should conclude his remarks. 
That is the way the Recorp now has it. Therefore, in order 
that the Senator may have his bill passed, I again request that 
the unfinished business shall be temporarily laid aside. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. Is there objection to the present consideration of the 
bill which has just been read? 


House bill 12707—the “statehood bill,” so 


There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SCHOOL LAND AT ST. AUGUSTINE, FLA. 


Mr. TALIAFERRO. Will the Senator from Indiana yield 
to me to call up a bill? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The unfinished business, at the 
request of the Senator from Indiana, has been temporarily laid 
aside. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO. Then I ask leave to call up the bill (S. 
1726) making provision for conveying, in fee, the piece or strip 
of ground in St. Augustine, Fla., known as “The Lines,” for 
school purposes. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


WESTERN JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA. 


Mr. LATIMER. I ask leave to call up the bill (S. 395) to 
provide for the appointment of a district judge for the western 
judicial district of South Carolina, and for other purposes. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

THE FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


Mr. ALDRICH. I ask unanimous consent to call up the joint 
resolution which I introduced yesterday for the extension of the 
tribal relations of the Five Civilized Tribes. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be read 
for the information of the Senate: 

The Secretary read the joint resolution (S. R. 37) extending 
the tribal relations and government of the Five Civilized Tribes 
of Indians in the Indian Territory ; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I offer an amendment to the 
joint resolution. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment will be 
read. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I understand the Senator from Minnesota 
desires to strike out all after the resolving clause and insert 
the words which he sends to the desk. 

Mr. TELLER. Let it be read. 

Mr. CLAPP. I prepared it very hastily. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read. 

The Secretary. Strike out all after the resolving clause and 
insert : 

That the tribal relations of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, 
and Seminole tribes or nations shall continue unaffected until all prop- 
erty of such tribes or the proceeds thereof shall be distributed among 
the individual members of said tribes. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. That presents, as I hear it read, 
an altogether different question and condition of affairs from the. 
joint resolution which was introduced by the Senator from 
Rhode Island. It seems to me that it ought to be considered, 
and there ought to be given a little time to consider it. 

Mr. ALLISON. Let it be read again. 

Mr. TELLER. Let us have it read again. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be again read. 

The Secretary. Strike out all after the resolving clause and 
insert: 

That the tribal relations of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, 
and Seminole tribes or nations of Indians in the Indian Territory 
shall continue until all p: 1 of such tribes or the pr ereot 
shall be distributed among dividual members of sald tribes. 

Mr. BAILEY. Does not the Senator want to say “ the tribal 
existence? ” 

Mr. CLAPP. I was going to state to the clerks that it shoald 
read as follows: 

That the tribal existence and tribal relations of the tribes— 


Reciting their names— 


— continue unaffected until all property of such tribes or the pro- 
s 
tribes. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Perhaps the Senator who offered 
this substitute can relieve my mind by explaining the difference 


thereof shall be distributed among the individual members of seid 
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between his resolution and the one introduced yesterday, and 


the different purposes that may be sought by it. 

Mr. CLAPP. I will state the principal difference. As I 
recall the one of yesterday, it sought to continue the govern- 
ment of these nations. There is a vast difference between that 
organization which the Federal Government recognizes as the 
government of these tribes and the tribal existence and the 
relation of the tribes themselves. For instance, in many States, 
as in my own State, there are Indian tribes where the tribal rela- 
tion and tribal existence continue, but they do not have govern- 
ments which this Government recognizes. 

The difficulty in the Indian Territory is that these tribes 
have had governments which are recognized. The objection 
to the continuation of those relations is very serious on the 
part of the Department, as it would seriously interfere with the 
working out of the processes for the settlement of their affairs. 

Those tribes have recognized for years that their tribal goy- 
ernment will cease. They have become, in a measure, recon- 
ciled to that condition. Now, to turn back the wheel and con- 
tinue those governments would result in very serious objection, 
it seems to me, and such is the view of the Department. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the Senator permit a ques- 
tion? Would not the effect of the Senator's amendment be to 
take all the line from the Indian Territory which we now have in 
relation to those governments and center all power in relation 
to them, in regard to their property, in regard to their personal 
rights, in regard to their tribal relations, in the hands of a 
single Department of the Government? 

Mr. CLAPP. Under the form of the resolution, as I first had 
it, that, perhaps, would be true. Under the form we have it 
now, it leaves the whole matter in Congress, to be disposed of 
as we see fit from time to time. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Certainly there should be some 
head or some guiding hand upon the line. If it be not in the 
Indian tribes there or in Congress here it must be in the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. It should not be left in the air. I 
understand, just from hearing the resolution of the Senator 
read, that the effect of it would be to put all this matter di- 
rectly under the control of a single man, to wit, the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Mr. CLAPP. Not in the form of this resolution. 
it with Congress to deal with just as we see fit. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President e 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure. 

Mr. McCUMBER, Just for a question. I was out when the 
resolution was read. Does it continue both the government and 
the tribe? 

Mr. CLAPP. It does not. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It simply continues the tribal relation? 

Mr. CLAPP. It provides that the tribal existence and the 
tribal relation shall continue unaffected until all the property 
of such tribes shall be distributed. 

Mr. McCUMBER. What objection would the Senator haye 
to also continuing in the same resolution the present govern- 
ments until otherwise provided by law? Then you continue 
the matter and keep it in status quo, exactly the same as it 
11 e the present time. Can there be any serious objection to 
that? 

Mr. CLAPP. The objection to that largely is that those 
tribes have been brought to feel for years that their tribal 
governments would cease. There is a yast difference there 
between the government of each of those tribes, as we have 
recognized it, and the tribal relation and tribal existence. 

Mr. McCUMBER. But, if the Senator will permit me, they 
have also been brought to believe their tribal relations would 
be discontinued on the 4th day of March. So the one is as 
broad as the other. 

Mr. CLAPP. No. 

Mr. LONG. From what source have they a right to believe 
that that would be done? 

Mr. McCUMBER. As to the tribal relations? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Because the discontinuance of the goy- 
ernment as understood by them and, I think, as understood by 
everyone—I will differentiate in the case of the Senator—was to 
the effect that the dissolution of the government meant the 
dissolution of the tribe. 

Mr. LONG. There are provisions in the bill now pending 
for the continuance of the tribal relations, for making a defi- 
nite and complete roll of each tribe, which shall govern in the 
distribution of the tribal property. 

Mr. McCUMBDR. Yes; but that is not continuing the gov- 
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ernment. That is simply continuing the persons who before 
had something to do with the government in certain positions 
for the purpose of carrying out some new provision. It is cre- 
ating a certain office, if I may say, that is purely a Federal 
office, and for the purpose of signing papers. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator has reference to the government. 

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator will permit me, the whole pur- 
pose of that is simply to insure the proper distribution of the 
property. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Nothing more. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is all. The tribal relations there are 
practically destroyed to-day. The Indians are on their separate 
allotments, to which they either already have a deed or to which 
they are now entitled to receive a deed. They have no longer 
any tribal court. They still have a tribal government, but after 
the 4th day of March they resort to the courts of the United 
States to assert their rights or to protect their rights. Therefore 
there is nothing but what the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Lone] 
himself described yesterday as the shell of a government there, 

Mr. LONG. That is all. 

Mr. BAILEY. Now, I want to state to the Senator the pur- 
pose I have in this, and I make no concealment of it. I am 
trying to prevent the railroad from obtaining that land. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think we all agree with the Senator on 
that. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am sure of that. I am not so sure, however, 
that any of us can accomplish the result which we all desire 
unless the improvidence of a former Congress was protected by 
that proviso, which seems to have been inserted as a sober sec- 
ond thought, and to stipulate that this grant shall not become 
effective until the land becomes the public land of the United 
States. 

I do not know enough about the public-land laws of this 
country, I do not know enough about the public-land decisions 
of our courts, to know precisely when land does become public 
land. It happens that the whole, or practically the whole, of 
my professional life has been spent in a State that had no acre 
of United States public land, and I never had a lawsuit in my 
life which involved that question in any way. Therefore I do 
not pretend to know when land does become public land, but 
I do know that if it is ever allowed to become public land this 
grant attaches, and nothing we can do can defeat it. 

The condition of the grant to the Chickasaws and Choctaws 
is that it will inure—I think T quote the exact words“ to them 
and their descendants so long as they exist as a tribe and 


occupy it.” 
Mr. McCUMBER. “As a nation,” which means “a tribe.” 
Mr. BAILEY. I thought the very words were “as a tribe.” 


That is my recollection of it. I remember once haying read the 
deed, and I think it declares “as a tribe.” But whether it be 
tribe or nation, the condition upon which that title fails is 
when they cease to be a tribe or nation. It is not important 
within that grant that they should continue a government, but 
that they shall continue a tribe; and what I insist upon here 
is that this resolution shall continue the tribal existence. 

I agree with the Senator from North Dakota and the Senator 
from Wyoming (and T tender my apology to the Senator from 
Minnesota for having intervened), that they ought to continue 
their tribal government so as to prevent either a lapse of all 
government or a devolution of the government of those 000 
people upon the Secretary of the Interior. 

There was a proposition presented this morning by the Sen 
tor having charge of the bill to do that. I protest against any 
man in this country being made the government of 80,000 peo- 
ple, even if they are Indians. That is a little too much au- 
thority to confer upon any man. If the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior were as wise and as just as he was yesterday described to 
be by my friend from Wisconsin, I would not agree to confer 
upon him that extraordinary power. But even if I could con- 
sent to confer such a power upon anybody, the present Secre- 
tary of the Interior is the last man of my acquaintance upon 
whom I would consent to confer it. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I made the suggestion of 
the continuance of the government because of the seeming ob- 
jection on the part of a few Senators that it would place the 
matter of government wholly in the hands of the Secretary of 
the Interior. I will admit that there is nothing but the shell of 
a goyernment left. That being so, we are committing no error, 
we are doing at least no harm, if we continue not the old goy- 
ernment that existed some years ago, but the mere shell of the 
government as it exists now. I do not understand that there is 
much of a shell left in the matter of a government. I do not 
understand that they are performing any legislative or any 
executive or judicial functions among the Indian tribes. So, 
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practically, there is no government left. If some one takes the 
position that there is a government there at the present time 
which is doing the work that otherwise would devolve upon the 
Secretary of the Interior, then I have no objection, and I can 
not see that anyone else should have objection to the continu- 
ance of such authortiy if it exists. 

But I wish to call the Senator’s attention to the other propo- 
sition he makes, and that is the question as to when this be- 
comes public land. In construing any section of an act or in 
construing the act itself it should always be construed for the 
purpose of effectuating its purpose. Therefore the words “ pub- 
lic land ” as used in one instrument might have a restricted con- 
struction, and as used in another instrument a very broad con- 
struction. 

Now, what was the purpose of the act? The act itself is prac- 
tically an agreement. The United States said through Congress 
to a certain railway company, “If you will build a certain rail- 
way in a certain territory you shall have every odd section of 
land for a distance of 10 miles on each side of the center line 
of your track.” Now, there is a contract. 

The Government also, to guard itself, uses this language in 
substance: “ This land has already been granted to a tribe, the 
title to yest in such tribe or nation so long as it exists as a 
nation.” Therefore, so long as that tribe exists as a nation it 
will have the right of occupancy; when it ceases to exist the 
Government will reinvest itself with that title. But the Gov- 
ernment of the United States reserves to itself the right to sell 
or dispose of that property in any way before the tribe becomes 
extinguished. What does the railroad understand by that con- 
tract, and what would the courts say was understood by that 
contract? I think any court would have to construe that con- 
tract to mean that it was the intent of both parties to the con- 
tract that as soon as the title of the tribe became extinguished, 
it not having been disposed of before that time, it would revert 
to the Government of the United States, and would therefore 
become public land—that is, land of the United States, 

Now, can we go further and say that the railway company 
understood the Government to mean that there must be some- 
thing else than a reversion to the Government of the United 
States; that there must be, in addition thereto, an executive 
order on the part of the Government placing that land open to 
settlement? I do not believe that public land, as used in that 
connection and to effectuate that particular purpose, will ever 
be construed to mean that it is conditioned not only upon the 
Government becoming the owner in fee again, but also upon 
the further condition that it shall make an executive order 
thereon and open to settlement; that if it does that, then the 
title of the railroad accrues. If it does not do it, then the rail- 
way company shall have no title. That would be against the 
spirit of the law itself. Therefore I think we should construe 
the words“ public lands“ simply to be lands of the Government 
of the United States which may be thrown open for a public 
purpose, and not which must necessarily as a condition prece- 
dent be thrown open for public purposes before the right of the 
railway can attach. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I disclaimed any knowledge of 
the public land laws or decisions. I did that because I did not 
wish to be understood as asserting any opinion; but I am by 
no means sure that, entirely without reference to what may be 
public lands or what may not be public lands, the provision 
here is a provision that these lands shall become public lands 
before the railroad grant attaches. The words may be read to 
mean that wheneyer this title is extinguished, by treaty or 
otherwise, the lands become public lands under this act. 

The proviso is a short one, and it could easily have been ex- 
pressed without any ambiguity. It looks to me like an after- 
thought; but, at any rate, it runs: 

Provided, That said lands become a part of the public lands of the 
United States. 

That might mean that that proviso was a condition upon 
which, and only upon which, the grant should take effect fol- 
lowing the other conditions, that the tribal title should be ex- 
tinguished; or it might have meant—and there is strong reason 
for thinking it does mean—simply and only that when the tribal 
title was extinguished by treaty or otherwise the railroad grant 
vested, coupled with the condition, not that the lands which 
the railroad would obtain should be public lands of the United 
States, but that all tribal lands of the Indians whose titles 
should be extinguished should become public lands of the 
United States, and that from those public lands the railroad 
could select its alternate sections with indemnity according 
to other public land grants. In other words, that proviso may 
be construed merely as defining the character of all tribal lands 
whose title has been extinguished and not as a condition 
precedent to the railroad grant. 
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I express no opinion as to whether it means the one or the 
other. I hope it means that they must become public lands 
before the railroad grant attaches. If it does not, I very seri- 
ously doubt if anything which this Congress can do can ulti- 
mately defeat the claim of the railroads to those lands. 

Those lands are probably worth to-day $90,000 to the mile, a 
sum sufficient to discharge the enormous debt of the M., K. & T. 
Railroad—for that is what it is, it being the successor of the 
road to which the grant was made—enough to discharge that 
enormous amount of bonded indebtedness and declare a divi- 
dend of 100 per cent upon its stock. Of course when the grant 
was made the land was probably worth only 10 or 15 cents an 
acre, but in the course of time it has increased, so that if the 
grant is now made, it will be worth not less than $90,000 to the 
mile. I do not believe that the Government of the United 
States can grant a qualified fee to A, retaining the reversion, 
and then after granting that reversion to B can enter into an 
arrangement with A which practically continues that qualified 
fee forever and thus defeating the revisionary right of B. A 
reversion is as much a vested interest in the land as the In- 
dians’ fee, and if it be true that that proviso is not a condition 
precedent to the taking effect of the grant, then there is no law 
Congress can pass, in my judgment, which can prevent the rail- 
road from recovering that land. 

Mr. CLAPP. I think the Senator is right about that. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think that is the same position that the 
committee has taken. I think we are all agreed in the desire 
to protect the Indians if we can do so. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, there is not any necessity just 
now for the dissolution of the Indian government in the Indian 
country. It may not be the best government that could be es- 
tablished there, but it has been in existence for a long time. 
While I understand there has been complaint of some irregu- 
larity of conduct on the part of members of the council by way. 
of increasing fees, or something of that kind, it is a mere baga- 
telle which amounts to nothing compared with the amount of 
money at stake with reference to the lands we are now dealing 
with, It would be very much better indefinitely and for all 
time to continue the government that exists there than it would 
be to take the chance of allowing these lands to be absorbed by, 
the railroad company. 

We have a mere chance, Mr. President, in my opinion, to get 
rid of the effect of this land grant, but we certainly will not do 
so, in my opinion, if the tribal relation ceases. There is not a 
lawyer anywhere who will controvert the proposition that the 
title vests in the sovereign—that is, in this case, the United 
States. It has been the law for thousands of years in every 
civilized country in the world that the title to vacant, unappro- 
priated lands without an owner should vest in the crown. It 
was so under the Roman law when Rome had a king, and it was 
so in the government after Rome ceased to have a king. In 
England the title to such lands vests-in the crown. That has 
been the law of the world, as I have said. There must be some- 
body to own the land now in question when the Indian tribes 
cease fo exist. 

We can make it possible to get rid of this land honestly and 
properly, without any evasion, provided we keep the title where 
it is now. We do not ask to put it anywhere else; but to leave 
it where it is, and leave it where it was when they took this 
grant. 

Mr. President, there is not any excuse why anybody should 
stand here and deny that these Indians should have the benefit 
of this extension. It is in the interest of the Indians, and it is 
not in the interest of anybody else. I do not care what the ob- 
jection to it may be at the Department 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. TELLER. In a moment. I do not care what the ob- 
jection may be. They may not want to be bothered with that 
government down there, but they ought to be bothered with it, 
and we ought to be bothered with it, for we have passed uncon- 
sidered and hasty legislation with reference to these matters 
and we are not discharging our duty as a trustee for these 
Indians. 

I am going to insist, if I can do so, Mr. President, with no 
prospect of this bill passing in time to saye that title in the 
tribes, that we must have this matter disposed of before any, 
other business is done in this Senate. 

Mr. CLAPP. Does the Senator prefer Senate joint resolution 
87? 

Mr. TELLER. I do not care what the resolution may be. 
The only objection to the joint resolution is that it merely ex- 
tends the time two months. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Three months, 
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Mr. TELLER. Well, three months. That is not long enough. 
We ought to extend it until we can have another session of 
Congress and until we can fully consider this question. I defy 
any man to show that any interest of the public or of the In- 
dians will suffer by such an extension. 

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator a question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. TELLER. I do. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask the Senator if he has any objection 
to supporting the joint resolution if it be amended so as to 
provide for the continuation of the tribal relations until other- 
wise provided by law? 

Mr. CLAPP. If the Senator from Colorado will permit me, I 
will suggest that we change the word “relations” to “ exist- 
ence,” change June“ to March,“ and also change “six” to 
seven; “ so as to read: 

That the tribal existence and government of the Choctaw, Chicka- 
saw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes or nations are hereby contin- 


ued in full force and effect for all purposes until the 4th day of March, 
A. D. 1907, ete. 


Mr. TELLER. I am entirely willing to agree to that. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Let there be inserted the words “ unless 
otherwise provided by law.” : 

Mr. BAILEY. “ Until otherwise provided.” 
deal with it. 

Mr. TELLER. I am entirely content. I only want something 
done in this matter. 

Mr. CLAPP. I call for a vote on the joint resolution. I 
should like to get action upon it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, only a word. 

Mr. CLAPP. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SPOONER. I have been very much interested in this leg- 
islation so far as it involves protection of the Indian lands from 
this railroad grant. I am not a member of the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, but I should like, before this matter passes 
and while it is being considered, to bring to the attention of 
the Senate a blunder—an obvious blunder—in the patent, and 
also another historical fact, which ought to be in the Recorp, 
and which, I think, makes it less dangerous to the Indians 
than would seem to be true if there had been no error in the 
patent. 

The treaty, in language as clear as it is possible for anything 
to be expressed, not only guaranteed, but solemnly pledged 
the seven millions and seven additional millions, to the Chero- 
kee Indians forever. That was the treaty. In 1830 Congress 
provided for a patent. There is a provision as to a reverter 
in the act of May 28, 1830, chapter 148 of the laws of 1830: 

That in the making of any such exchange or exchanges— 


This related to the whole subject of moving the Indians be- 
yond the Mississippi River and exchanging the lands they left 
for lands west of the river. 


That in the making of any such exchange or exchanges it shall and 
may be lawful for the President solemnly to assure the tribe or nation— 


Using the words as synonymous— 
with which the exchange is made that the United States will forever 
secure and guaranty them, and their heirs or successors, the country so 
exchanged with them, and, if they prefer it, that the United States 
will cause a patent or grant to be made and executed to them for the 
same. 

Well, they did prefer it, and it was under the provision of this 
act of 1830 that the patent was executed. The patent pre- 
scribed the conditions which I read to the Senate yesterday— 
but the proviso of the act of 1830, to which the patent refers, 
is this: 


Provided always, That such lands shali revert to the United States 
if the Indians become extinct or abandon the same. 


That is, abandon the lands. The patent says: 


Therefore, in execution of the agreements and stipulations contained 
in the said several treaties, the United States have given and granted, 
and by these presents do give and grant, unto the said Cherokee 
Nation, the two tracts of land, so surveyed and hereinbefore de- 
scribed, containing in the whole fourteen millions three hundred and 
seventy-four thousand one hundred and thirty-five acres and fourteen 
hundredths of an acre, to have and to hold the same, together with all 
the rights, privileges, and appurtenances thereto belonging to the said 
Cherokee Nation forever— 


Subject to this proviso— 


And subject also to the condition provided by the act of Congress 
of the 28th of May, 1830, referred to in the above-recited third article, 
and which condition is that the lands hereby granted shall revert to 
the United States if the said Cherokee Nation becomes extinct, or 
abandons the same. 

It might make a very great difference—— 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a 
question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Texas? 


Then we can 


Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. BAILEY. In the Senator’s opinion, which would con- 
trol—the treaty or the patent? 

Mr. SPOONER. The law and the treaty are alike. 

Mr. BAILEY. I understand; but the patent is the instru- 
ment by which the Indians acquired the title, 

Mr. SPOONER. No. 

Mr. BAILEY. Suppose I make a contract with the Senator 
from Wisconsin to convey him land upon certain conditions, 
but when I come to execute the deed, the deed does not follow 
the contract. The Senator acquires his title through the deed, 
and he might have a cause of action against me, because I 
made a deed contrary to the contract; but whoever became en- 
titled under his deed would acquire all the rights that he 
acquired, and no more, I think. The trouble here, to my mind, 
is that we are dealing with this land according to the con- 
veyance and not according to the contract under which it was 
conveyed. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, that would be so under ordi- 
nary circumstances, and perhaps it is so now; I am not ex- 
pressing a definite opinion as to that; but I am putting in the 
Recorp, for use hereafter, what is the discrepancy between the 
act under which this patent was executed by the executive offi- 
cers of the Government and the patent itself. The condition of 
reverter fixed by the act of 1830 was not the dissolution of 
the Cherokee Nation or the extinction of the Cherokee Nation 
as a nation, but the extinction of the Indians—the Cherokee 
Indians or their abandonment of the lands. 

Now, you have the grant in the treaty of the 7,000,000 acres 
and the 7,000,000 additional, which were guaranteed by the 
Government, to be vested in the Indians and their heirs forever. 

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator a question right 
there? 

Mr. SPOONER. In a moment. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Just a brief question. 

Mr. SPOONER. Very well. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Suppose there were but two Indians left 
of the tribe, would the Senator think that the treaty was in- 
tended to convey the 14,000,000 acres to be held by those two 
Indians? 

Mr. SPOONER. I am getting at the law and not the result 
of it. The patent made a departure from the act, and could 
not operate to minimize the title which the Indians had. The 
patent was only evidence of title. The patent conveyed the 
same land that the treaty described. 

Mr. BAILEY. The treaty did not convey to the Indians and 
the act did not convey to the Indians any more than a con- 
tract could convey to an individual. 

Mr. SPOONER. But the treaty was a contract for convey- 
ance. 

Mr. BAILEY. I want to say that I asked the Senator his 
opinion, not for the purpose of suggesting the doubt which I 
did suggest, but in the hope that he would say that the rule 
applying to a great public transaction like this is not precisely 
the rule that would obtain between individuals, and that, inas- 
much as the railroad or any other grantee taking under a patent 
which referred to the law or to the treaty, would be charged 
with notice of the whole transaction. I think that is the better 
rule. 

Mr. SPOONER. The railroad company would be charged 
with notice of this act of Congress. 

Mr. BAILEY. I think so. 

Mr. SPOONER. The railroad company and every citizen 
of the United States would be charged with notice that the act 
of Congress had made this reverter to depend upon the extine- 
tion of the Indians, but whether our wards would be charged 
with that notice or not is another thing. But one thing seems 
to be very clear, Mr. President, and that is the mistake of the 
executive department in the drafting of this patent could 
not be operative to diminish or narrow the real title which the 
act of Congress, as well as the treaty, intended to vest in those 
Indians. 

There is another thing I want to say about that, and I do 
not pretend to have definite opinions regarding it. The whole 
thing is intricate and troublesome. There was suggested yes- 
terday afternoon by the Senator from Utah [Mr. SUTHERLAND] 
a construction of section 9, which is entitled to great considera- 
tion, especially in view of this history and of the blunder in 
this patent: 

That the same grants of lands rong’ said Indian Territory are 
hereby made as provided in the first section of this act whenever the 
Indian title shall be extinguished by treaty or otherwise. 

Now, we know the duration of the Indian title by the treaty. 
It was not to be a base fee. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, the Senator mistakes the fee 
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that I described as a base fee. That is not the fee of the Chero- 
kees, but of the Chickasaws and Choctaws, which is different. 

Mr. SPOONER. Very good; but we have under the treaty a 
conveyance forever by the Government, or a contract to convey 
forever by the Government 7,000,000 acres and 7,000,000 addi- 
tional to the Cherokees. We have a provision in the treaty 
entitling them to a patent for these same lands if they wish it. 
The patent would be evidence of title at least, and perhaps more, 
but to the same lands. There is only one possible contingency 
in which the Government in that situation would have contem- 
plated the restoration of those lands to the public domain or a 
grant or a bestowal of those lands upon the railway company, 
and that would be, of course, after the Indian title had ceased 
to exist; and so they say here: 

eet the Indian title shall be extinguished by treaty or other- 
wise. 

If extinguished by treaty, it would be extinguished by con- 
sent of the Indians, and the suggestion of the Senator from 
Utah was that the word “ otherwise,” used in connection with 
the word “treaty,” under the doctrine of noscitur ex sociis, 
might very well be construed to mean some other means, such 
as the purchase by the Government independent of treaty or 
some other method involving the consent of the Indians. Cer- 
tainly no court, I think, would say, taking the whole history of 
this business, that Congress eyer intended to deprive these In- 
dians of this land, granted forever, without their consent, unless 
the Indians themselves became extinct and incapacitated from 
giving consent. 

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. PETTUS. I desire to ask the Senator if it is possible 
1 patent could be of any force unless it was authorized by 
aw? 

Mr. SPOONER. The patent might be of force as a convey- 
2 but if the proviso did not conform to the statute it would 

void. 

Mr. PETTUS. Would it not necessarily be void 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes. 

Mr. PETTUS. If the officer who made the patent did not 
have any authority to make it—unless it conformed to the law? 

Mr. SPOONER. He had no authority to change the phrase- 
ology of that condition at all. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. May I interrupt my colleague to ask a 
question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the senior Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the junior Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Would not the court reform that patent? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly; and the evidence would be the 
statute and the patent. The Government could now issue a new 
patent in accordance with the act of 1830. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, these grants are different. 
Some of them were in fee simple; some were not, and I doubt 
if any one of them can be described by any language the writers 
on real estate law have ever used, because the same rules that 
apply to contracts between two citizens will not always apply 
between the Government and another nation. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. TELLER. Yes. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I am extremely anxious, as the time is very 
limited, that this joint resolution shall pass. The questions 
which are now raised are not really pertinent to this resolution. 

Mr. SPOONER. They may be more pertinent than the Sen- 
ator thinks. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Possibly, but I baye not seen the connection 
as yet. 

Mr. TELLER. I want to say that if the Senator from Wis- 
consin is right, there is still just as much necessity for this 
legislation as if he is wrong. 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes. I was only putting in the RECORD, 
in order that it might be utilized in defense of these Indians 
hereafter, the discoyery of this mistake. 

Mr. TELLER. I do not care to discuss the real-estate law, 
which is exceedingly intricate and very interesting to those 
who make it a study. i 

Mr. BAILEY. And very obscure. 

Mr. TELLER. And sometimes obscure, and with all the leg- 
islation on this subject you will find it very obscure. 

Mr. ALDRICH. So far as I can I accept the amendment sug- 
gested by the chairman of the committee, as to fixing the time 
on the 4th of March, 1907. 


shall be transacted to-day. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution as modified at the 
suggestion of the Senator from Minnesota will be stated again 
to the Senate. 

The Secretary read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the tribal existence and renee of the Choc- 


taw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes or nations of 
Indians in the Indian Territory are hereby continued in full force and 


effect for all purposes until the 4th day of March, A. D. 1907, and all 
acts ang parts of acts, so far as they conflict herewith, are hereby 
repealed. 


Mr. ALLISON. That phraseology will continue these tribal 
relations until the 4th of March, no matter what legislation 
happens in the meantime. 

Mr. TELLER. Oh, no; we can repeal it. 

Mr. CLAPP.. Oh, no. Any law incompatible with existing 
law would pro tanto repeal the existing law. 

Mr. ALLISON. This is a right given to these Indians to 
occupy the tribal lands. 

Mr. TELLER. I do not think there is any question but what 
we could repeal this law to-morrow if we wanted to. 

Mr. ALLISON. I think it would be safe to say “ unless other- 
wise provided by law.” 

Mr. ALDRICH and Mr. CLAPP. There is no objection to 
that. 

Mr. ALLISON. I think that would be the safe thing to do. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa make 
that motion? 

Mr. ALLISON. I will make that motion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Secretary. After the words “nineteen hundred and 
seven” it is proposed to insert“ unless otherwise provided by 
law.” 

Mr. ALLISON. I think I will modify that amendment by. 
making it read “ unless sooner provided by law.” 

Mr. ALDRICH. Oh, no. 

Mr. ALLISON. What I want to secure is that the arrange- 
ment shall continue until the 4th of March, 1907, unless it is 
changed hereafter. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Then let the word “ hereafter” be inserted, 
so that it will read “unless hereafter otherwise provided by 
law.” 

Mr. ALLISON. Very well. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment as modified will ba 
stated. 

The Secretary. After the words “nineteen hundred and 
seven“ it is proposed to insert “ unless hereafter otherwise pro- 
vided by law; so as to make the joint resolution read: 

Resolved, etc., That the tribal existence and government of the Choc- 
taw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes or nations of 
Indians in the Indian Territory are hereby continued in full force and 
effect for all purposes until the 4th of March, A. D. 1907, unless here- 


after otherwise provided by law; and all acts and parts of acts, so 
far as they conflict herewith, are hereby repealed. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. \ 

Mr. ALLISON. I think it safe enough now. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, 
and the amendments were concurred in. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A joint resolution 
(S. R. 37) extending the tribal existence and government of the 
Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian Territory.” 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. What is the further pleasure of the 
Senate? 

Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After fifteen minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened. 


CONSIDERATION OF PENSION AND MILITARY RECORD BILLS, 


Mr. McCUMBER, I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of unobjected pension bills on the 
Calendar and also unobjected bills to correct military records. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Kean in the chair). The 
Senator from North Dakota asks unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of unobjected pension bills 
on the Calendar and also those to correct military records. 

Mr. LODGE. And nothing else to be done this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And that no other business 
Is there objection to the request? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The Secretary will 
report the first bill on the Calendar under the order just made. 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE. 


3125 


HOWARD ELLIS. 


The bill (S. 969) granting an increase of pension to Howard 
Ellis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Howard Ellis, 
late of Company H, Second Regiment Minnesota Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN W. REED. 


The bill (S. 2346) granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Reed was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John W. Reed, 
late of Company G, One hundred and thirty-seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

HENRY B. BURTON. 


The bill (S. 325) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
B. Burton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry B. Bur- 
ton, late of Company, B, One hundred and second Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

SAMUEL E. JOHNSON. 


The bill (S. 2882) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Ð. Johnson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, after the word “Infantry,” to insert 
“and first lieutenant and adjutant, Sixty-sixth Regiment 
United States Colored Volunteer Infantry ;” and in line 10, be- 
fore the word “dollars,” to strike out “thirty” and insert 
* twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samuel 

ohnson, late of Company D, Thirteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Huta 3 and first lieutenant and adjutan Sixty-sixth Regiment 


United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, an im a pension at 
the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is Dew rockivings 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
Amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
GARRETT ROURKE. 


The bill (S. 2863) granting an increase of pension to Garrett 
Rourke was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty ” and insert“ thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Garrett 
Rourke, late of Company E, Twenty-fourth Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer e and pay him a pension at the rate of 830 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM M. SMITH. 


The bill (S. 725) granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty-six” and insert “thirty;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub; to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
M. mith, late of Company B, Twenty-second Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
umendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS MILLIMAN. 


The bill (S. 2406) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Milliman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause, and to 
insert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, sub to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas Milliman, late of 
Company B, Seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and Company 
B, One hundred and sixty-sixth Regiment Ohio National Guard Infantry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 3 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


JULIA L. PLIMPTON. 


The bill (S. 1228) granting an increase of pension to Julia L. 
Plimpton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out 
“of” and insert “captain ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sabject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Julia L. 
Plimpton, widow of Emory M. Plimpton, late captain Company M, 
Fourth Regiment Michigan Volunteer 1 and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
FRANK D. SMITH. 


The bill (S. 4188) granting an increase of pension to Frank 
D. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Frank D. Smith, 
late of Company D, Second Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

NATHANIEL E. SKELTON. 


The bill (S. 4187) granting an increase of pension to Nathan- 
iel E. Skelton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Nathaniel 
E. Skelton, late of Company A, Twenty-third Regiment Maine 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CARLTON A. WHEELER. 


The bill (S. 4100) granting an increase of pension to Carlton 
A. Wheeler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Carlton A. 
Wheeler, late of Company D, Third Battalion Rifles, Massachu- 
setts Militia Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

SAMUEL J. BURLOCK. 


The bill (S. 3866) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
J. Burlock was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel J. 
Burlock, late of Company F, Eighth Regiment Wisconsin Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EDWIN E. NEEDHAM. 


The bill (S. 203) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
E. Needham was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Edward E. 
Needham, late of Company E, Thirty-second Regiment Iowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
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ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
FREDRICH BEHRENS. 

The bill (S. 200) granting an increase of pension to Fredrich 
Behrens was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Fredrich Behrens, 
late of Company B, Twenty-first Regiment Iowa Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 5 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JAMES H. LEWIS. 

The bill (S. 466) granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Lewis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert twenty-four;”so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 8 la the name of James 
H. wis, late of Company A, Secon ment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ABRAHAM WALTERS. 


The bill (S. 656) granting an increase of pension to Abraham 
Walters was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty“ and insert twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Abra- 
ham Walters, late of Company E, Ninety-eighth Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT D. CORDNER, 


The bill (S. 3800) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
D. Cordner was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty ” and insert twenty-four: ” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 
D. Cordner, late of Battery G, First Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer 
Light Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JOHN H. M’KENZIE. 


The bill (S. 4227) granting an increase of pension to John H. 
McKenzie was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions, with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ guide,” to strike out 
“in the military service of the United States” and insert 
“United States Army;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
H. McKenzie, late scout and guide, United States Army, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed-for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES E. BISHOP. 

The bill (S. 655) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Bishop was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions, with 
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an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty“ and insert twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: — 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
E ishop, late of Company B, First Regiment District of Columbia 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving: * 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS EDSALL. 


The bill (S. 1978) granting a pension to Thomas Edsall was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension roll the name of Thomas Edsall, late of Company 
E, Ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him 
a pension of $50 per month. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MARGARET HALLETT. 


The bill (S. 4181) granting an increase of pension to Mar- 
garet L. Hallett was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the name “ Hallett,” to strike 
out the letter“ L;“ and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to 
strike out “ fifty“ and insert“ thirty; so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension Jaws, the name of Mar- 
garet Hallet, widow of William P. Hallett, late captain Company I, 
Thirteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Margaret Hallett.” 


HENRY JORDAN. 


The bill (S. 1399) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Jordan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out 
“colonel ” and insert“ lieutenant-colonel ; ” and in line 8, before 
the word “ dollars,” to strike out “ forty ” and insert thirty; “ 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Hen 
Jordan, late lieutenant-colonel Seventeenth Regiment Indiana Vol- 


unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
In Heu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CARTER. From the Committee on Public Lands 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under the agreement no other 
business than pension and military record bills was to be 
transacted. 

Mr. CARTER. Then I recall the request. 


AMOS M. RUNKEL. 


The bill (S. 482) granting an increase of pension to Amos M. 
Runkel was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word “late,” to strike out 
“ Runkle” and insert“ Runkel ;” and in line 8, before the word 
“dollars,” to strike out“ thirty“ and insert twenty-four ;” so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to sige on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Amos 
M. Runkel, late of Company K, Ninety-third Regiment Pennsylvania 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 r 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. $ RS 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. s 
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The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an 
increase of pension to Amos M. Runkel.” 


HENRY C, JOHNSON. 


The bill (S. 4020) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
C. Johnson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out 
“of” and insert captain;“ and in line 8, before the word 
„dollars,“ to strike out “thirty” and insert “ twenty-four ;” so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pennon laws, the name of Henry 

ohnson, late captain Soopan , Thirty-third Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and py im a jon at the rate of $24 per 
month in leu of t he is now 8 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JOHN RAUCH. 


The bill (S. 2250) granting an increase of pension to John 
Rauch was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Rauch, 
late of Company E, One hundred and second Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

DAVID RANKIN. 


The bill (S. 3932) granting an increase of pension to David 
Rankin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of David Rankin, 
late first lieutenant Company H, Sixty-first Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PETER BETZ. 


The bill (S. 1624) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Betz was considered as in Committee on the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to paes on the pension roll, subjeet to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Peter 
Betz, late of Company H, One hundred and twenty-eighth Regiment 
na nig Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


-The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
ALFRED M’PHERRAN, 


The bill (S. 527) granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
Mebpherran was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike out 
“ seventy-two” and insert “ thirty ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension Jaws, the name of Alfred 
MePherran, late of Company C, One hundred and twenty-fifth i- 


ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
nmendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
SOLOMON R. RUCH. 


The bill (S. 1634) granting an increase of pension to Solomon 
R. Ruch was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee om Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty ” and insert thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 


rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the nam 
R. Ruch, late of Company A, Fourteenth Regim 


2 
ent United States In- 


fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. ; 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
FRANK WESTERVELT. 


The bill (S. 3031) granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Westervelt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “late,” to insert “of 
Company B and; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Frank 
Westervelt, late of Company B and hospital steward Fifth Regiment 
New York Volunteer pan Artillery, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
SARAH A. TYLER. 


The bill (S. 1420) granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 
Tyler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Sarah A. Tyler, 
widow of William H. H. Tyler, late of Company G, Third Regi- 
ment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOSEPH W. LEGRO. 


The bill (S. 180) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
W. Legro was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph W. 
Legro, late of Company D, Twenty-second Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PARTHENIA W. BAKER. 


The bill (S. 3125) granting a pension to Parthenia W. Baker 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Parthenia W. Baker, 
widow of Alpheus W. Baker, late second lieutenant Company H, 
Twenty-third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay her a pension of $15 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE L. JAQUITH. 

The bill (S. 2840) granting an increase of pension to George 
L. Jaquith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George L. 
Jaquith, late of Company G, Twenty-first Regiment Massachu- 
setts Volunteer Infantry, and Company G, Forty-seventh Regi- 
ment Massachusetts Volunteer Militia Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $25 per month in lieu of that he is now | 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LA FORREST C. DARLING. 

The bill (S. 3478) granting an increase of pension to La For- 
rest C. Darling was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of La Forrest 
C. Darling, late of Company I, Twelfth Regiment Vermont Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ANDREW SMITH. 

The bill (S. 22) granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Andrew Smith, 
late of Company G, Thirty-third Regiment Massachusetts Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
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dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JOHN P. BAMBUSH. 


The bill (S. 2091) granting an increase of pension to John 
P. Bambush was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John P. Bam- 
bush, late of Company K, Thirty-fourth Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. A 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
. SARAH E. ADAMS. 

The bill (S. 2090) granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Sarah E. Adams, 
widow of George H. Adams, late of Company A, Eleventh Regi- 


‘ment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pen- 


sion of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE W. HALE. 

The bill (S. 2968) granting a pension to George W. Hale was 

considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 


on the pension roll the name of George W. Hale, late of Com- 


pany B, First Regiment United States Infantry, war with 
Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JAMES B. KELLOGG. 


The bill (S. 3474) granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Kellogg was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 7, before the words “ United States Navy ” 
to insert “ U S. S. Ohio, Princeton, and Mohican; ” so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
B. ellogg, late of U. S. S. Ohio, Princeton, and Mohican, United States 
Navy, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lien of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM BENKLER. 


The bill (S. 790) granting an increase of pension to William 
Benkler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike out 
thirty“ and insert“ twenty ; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Wil- 
liam Benkler, late of Company C, Third Regiment Connecticut Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JAMES M. FERNALD. 


The bill (S. 1173) granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Fernald was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“ thirty ” and insert“ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
ħereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
M. Fernald, late of Company H, Fifth.Regiment Maine Volunteer In- 
7 and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ALPHONSO B. HOLLAND. 


The bill (S. 19) granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
B. Holland was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 


The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Alphonso B. Holland, late 
of Com y G, Second Regiment District of Columbia Volunteer Infan- 
try, and Companies H and K, Twenty-ninth ment Maine Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, 


OSCAR B. CASWELL, 


The bill (H. R. 10582) granting an increase of pension to 
Oscar B. Caswell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Oscar B. 
Caswell, late unassigned, Sixth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIAS SMITH. 


The bill (H. R. 10258) granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Elias Smith, late 
of the U. S. S. North Carolina, United States Navy, and to pay 
17 80 pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


APPLETON GIBSON. 


The bill (H. R. 10007) granting an increase of pension to Ap- 
pleton Gibson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Appleton Gib- 
son, late of Companies F and B, Twenty-fifth Regiment Massa- 
chusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM BODE. 


The bill (H. R. 8649) granting an increase of pension to 
William Bode was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Bode, late of Company B, Twenty-fourth Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SUSAN E. ISRAEL, 


The bill (S. 3888) granting an increase of pension to Susan E. 
Israel was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to insert“ first; ” 
in line 7, after the word “ Company,” to strike out the letter 
“F” and insert“ K;“ and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” 
to strike out “ twenty-five” and insert“ twelve; “ so as to make 
the bill read: ` 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to eee on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Susan 
E. Israel, widow of Jeptha M. Israel, late first lieutenant Company K, 
First Regiment North Carolina Volunteers, war with Mexico, and pay 
her a pouto at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recelying. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
STEPHEN M. DAVIS. 


The bill (S. 3547) granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
M. Davis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Stephen M. Davis, 
late of Company A, Second Regiment North Carolina Volunteer 
Mounted Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
JOHN R. COTTON. . 

The bill (H. R. 11302) granting an increase of pension to 

John R. Cotton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 


1906. 


It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John R. 
Cotton, late first lieutenant Company A, Seventy-ninth Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY BROWN. 


The bill (H. R. 9104) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry 
Brown, late of Company D, Fourth Regiment Tennessee Volun- 

. teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALTA M. WESTENHAVER, 


The bill (H. R. 10459) granting a pension to Alta M. Westen- 
haver was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Alta M. Westen- 
haver, widow of Jackson C. Westenhaver, late of Company F, 
Fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month, and $2 per month addi- 
tional on account of each of the minor children of said Jackson 
C. Westenhaver until they reach the age of 16 years, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY SISTRUNK. 


The bill (S. 1739) granting a pension to Henry Sistrunk was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension roll the name of Henry Sistrunk, late of Capt. 
L. G. Lesley’s company, Florida Volunteers, Seminole Indian 
war, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. . 

HELEN B. READ. 


The bill (S. 2153) granting an increase of pension to Helen 
Read was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the name “Helen,” to insert the 
initial“ B.;“ in the same line, after the word “ late,” to insert 
“first lieutenant Company D and;” and in line 9, before the 
word “dollars,” to strike out “twenty” and insert “seven- 
teen;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Helen 
B. Read, widow of Ira B. Read, late first lieutenant Company D and 
captain Com y E, One hundred and first Regiment Ohto Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Helen B. Read.” 


JOHN M. ODENHEIMER. 


The bill (S. 1527) granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Odenheimer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out 
“of” and insert “first lieutenant;“ so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pacs on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
M, G late first lieutenant Company L, Sixth Regiment Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer 5 and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RICHARD M. OGLE. 


The bill (S. 3310) granting an increase of pension to Richard 
M. Ogle was considered as in Committee of the Whole. ‘ 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ forty ” and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make the bili 
read: 8 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pau on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Rich- 
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ard M. Ogle, late of Company F, Twenty-third Regiment Missouri Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. ; 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


DAVID M. PEARSON. 


The bill (S. 597) granting an increase of pension to David 
M. Pearson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “fifty” and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
M. Pearson, late of the First Independent Battery Kansas Volunteer 
Light Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH L. PRENTISS. 


The bill (S. 589) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
L. Prentiss was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pree on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph L. Prentiss, late 
acting medical cadet and acting assistant surgeon, United States Army, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month, 


Mr. TELLER. I move to amend the amendment by striking 
out, in line 2, before the word “dollars,” the word “ twelve” 
and inserting “ twenty-four.” 

Mr. McCUMBER. I agree to that amendment to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT 8. BLAKE. 


The bill (S. 1138) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
S. Blake was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word“ Company,” to strike 
out of; and in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“ fifty ” and insert“ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws; the name of Albert 
S. Blake, late captain Company M, Second Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
LIZZIE BREMMER, 


The bill (H. R. 10457) granting a pension to Lizzie Bremmer 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Lizzie Bremmer, widow of 
Charles Bremmer, late of Company F, Third Regiment United 
States Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES H, EVERITT. 

The bill (H. R. 10522) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles H. Everitt was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Charles H. Everitt, late of Company C, One hundred and forty- 
third Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

DILLON F. ACKER. 

The bill (H. R. 10308) granting an increase of pension to 

Dillon F. Acker was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
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It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Dillon F. 
Acker, late of Company I, Eighty-fourth Regiment New York 
State Militia Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN ALVES. 


The bill (H. R. 8242) granting an increase of pension to John 
Alves was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Alves, late 
of Company A, Fourteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES B. JORDAN. 


The bill (H. R. 11653) granting an increase of pension to 
James R. Jordan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James R. 
Jordan, late of Company K, One hundred and forty-fifth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN H. PARKER. 


The bill (H. R. 10588) granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Parker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John H. 
Parker, late passed midshipman, United States Navy, war with 
Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOSEPH L. BOSTWICK, 


The bill (H. R. 10623) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph L. Bostwick was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Joseph L. Bostwick, late of Company L, Ninth Regiment, and 
Company M, Second Regiment, New York Volunteer Heavy Ar- 
tillery, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SILAS d. ELLIOTT. 


The bill (H. R. 8187) granting an increase of pension to Silas 
G. Elliott was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 

proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Silas G. 
Elliott, late of Company A, Twenty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM SHANNON. 


The bill (H. R. 7680) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Shannon was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Shannon, late second lieutenant Company I, Thirteenth Regi- 
ment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SIDNEY R. SMITH. 


The bill (S. 3933) granting an increase of pension to Sidney 
R. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word “ Volunteer,” to strike 
out “Infantry ” and insert “Cavalry;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the W of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed 9 on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and imitations of the pension laws, the name of 


Sidney Smith, late of Company L, Eleventh Regiment New York 
Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pei 


nsion at the rate of $24 per month 

in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ELEANORA A. KEELER. 


The bill (S. 1273) granting an increase of pension to Eleanora 
A. Keeler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 


The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Fe hereby, authorized 
and direc 


ted to place on the pension roll, sub: o the provisions and 


3 — the pension laws, the name of . A. Keeler, widow 


of George W. 8 late eutenant Captain O'Neill's Company E, 
Second Oregon Volunteers, Oregon and Washington 
Territory mares seats and pay her a —— at the rate of $12 per 


month in lieu of that she is now receivin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


DELIA A. HOOKER. 


The bill (S. 3029) granting an increase of pension to Delia A. 
Hooker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line | 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out fifty ” and insert thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to Frees on the pension roll, subject to 
= 5 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Del 

ooker, widow of Ambrose E. Hooker, late captain, Ninth Regiment 
United States Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
ALBERT WINES. 


The bill (S. 94) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Wines was considered as in Committee of the Whole. : 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word “ Volunteer,” to strike 
out Infantry“ and insert Cavalry; so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., 8 the Secretary ott the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to mayen on the pension roll, subject to 
provisions and ‘imitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 
Wines, late of Com y I, First Regiment 2 Volunteer cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in leu of that he s 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

JOHN M’OOY. 

The bill (S. 3903) granting an increase of pension to John 
McCoy was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, before the letter H,” to strike out 
“ Company and insert Battery; so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., Ge eo ar of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and d lace on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and. a carota of, the pension laws, the name of John 
McCoy, late of Battery H, Second ent United States Artillery, and 
pay iin a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he now 
receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JAMES CAIN. 


The bill (S. 4226) granting an increase of pension to James 
Cain was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word “ Volunteer,” to strike 
out “Infantry ” and insert “ Cavalry;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and oar eect to place on the pension roll, subject to 

e provisions and limita’ e pension laws, the name of James 
aie late of Company L, OS Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in liew of that he 
is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM CARR. 


The bill (S. 548) granting an increase of pension to William 
Carr was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 


1906. 
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The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, after the word “ Volunteer” to strike 
out Infantry“ and insert Cavalry; “ and in line 8, before 
the word “ dollars,” to strike out“ fifty“ and insert “ thirty ;” 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Carr, late of Company D, First Regiment Nebraska Volunteer Cavalry, 


and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. ~ 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reađing, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JAMES M. GARRITT. 


The bill (S. 3905) granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Garritt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James M. 
Garritt, late of Company B, Sixth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN J. QUIMBY. 


The bill (H. R. 11620) granting an increase of pension to 
John J. Quimby was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John J. 
Quimby, late captain Company B, Fourteenth Regiment Maine 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PATRICK J. DONAHUE, 


The bill (H. R. 10323) granting an increase of pension to 
Patrick J. Donahue was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Patrick J. Donahue, late of Company I, Twenty-first Regiment 
Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS J. MARTIN. 


The bill (H. R. 9944) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas J. Martin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ twenty“ and insert “ thirty ; ” so as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
J, Martin, late of Company D, Thirtieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 


8 and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


ABRAM J. HILL. 


The bill (H. R. 10872) granting an increase of pension to 
Abram J. Hill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Abram J. 
Hill, late of Company H, One hundred and ninety-fourth Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to, the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN J. BREWER. 

The bill (H. R. 10611) granting a pension to John J. Brewer 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of John J. Brewer, late sec- 
ond lieutenant Company A, Tenth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $15 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JACOB M. LONGSWORTH. l 
The bill (H. R. 9416) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
M. Longsworth was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob M. 
Longsworth, late of Company D, Eighty-first Regiment Ohio 


Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN KELLER. 


The bill (H. R. 8926) granting an increase of pension to John 
Keller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Keller, late 
of Company E, Twenty-fourth Regiment New Jersey Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PHILIP B. THOMPSON. 


The bill (H. R. 8847) granting an increase of pension to Philip 
B. Thompson was considered as in Committee of the Whole, It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Philip B. 
Thompson, late captain Company C, Second Regiment Kentucky 
Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS TODD. 


The bill (H. R. 8846) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Todd was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas 
Todd, late captain Company I, Third Regiment Kentucky Vol- 
unteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


S. HARRIET MORRIS. 


The bill (H. R. 7838) granting an increase of pension to S. 
Harriet Morris was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of S. Harriet 
Morris, widow of Caleb M. Morris, late captain Company C, 
One hundred and ninety-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay her a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EVA B. KOCH. 

The bill (H. R. 6859) granting a pension to Eva B. Koch was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension roll the name of Eva B. Koch, widow of 
Christian Koch, alias Christian Cook, late of Company E, Sev- 
enth Regiment United States Infantry, and to pay her a pension 
of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

THOMAS J. STEVENS. 


The bill (H. R. 6613) granting a pension to Thomas J. 
Stevens was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas J. Ste- 
vens, late of Company D, Third Regiment Kentucky Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Spain. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ANNA M. CASE. 


The bill (H. R. 6076) granting a pension to Anna M. Case 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Anna M. Case, depend- 
ent mother of Charles C. Case, late of Company K, First Regi- 
ment United States Cavalry, and to pay her a pension of $12 
per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE W. BRUMMETT. 

The bill (H. R. 7576) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Brummett was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
George W. Brummett, late of Company H, Twelfth Regiment 
Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANDREW M. DUNHAM. 

The bill (H. R. 7001) granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew M. Dunham was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Andrew M. 
Dunham, late of Company F, Fighty-sixth Regiment New York 
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Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 


in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES WHITE. 


The bill (S. 218) granting an increase of pension to James 
White was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
= amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
nsert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of t nsion laws, the name of James White, late of 
Battery H, Fourth Regiment United States Artillery, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JONATHAN F. GATES. 


The bill (S. 220) granting an increase of pension to Jonathan 
F. Gates was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
8 5 thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name Jona- 
than F.. Gates, late of Company C, Twenty-seventh Regiment Iowa Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

BRIDGET EVANS. 


The bill (S. 623) granting an increase of pension to Bridget 
Evans was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
m twenty-five ” and insert twelve;“ so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Evans, widow of James Evans, late of Com D, Tenth Regim 
Tennessee Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a on at the rate of $12 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. . 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed. 
JAMES M. CONRAD. 


The bill (S. 641) granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Conrad was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “twenty-five” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pension laws, the name of James 


M. Conrad, late of Com y H, Forty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


FREDERICK W. PARTRIDGE. 


The bill (S. 1834) granting an increase of pension to Freder- 
ick W. Partridge was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out “ of 
the” and insert “ acting master;” and in line 7, after the word 
“of,” to strike out thirty“ and insert twenty-four ;” so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of t usion laws, the name of Fred- 
erick W. Partridge, late acting master, United States Navy, and pay hima 
pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


1 The amendments were agreed to. 
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amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ASHLEY A. YOUMANS. 


The bill (S. 2332) granting an increase of pension to Ashley 
A. Youmans was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Ashley A. You- 
mans, late of Company G, Ninth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. ; 

HERMAN A. KIMBALL. 


The bill (H. R. 9142) granting an increase of pension to Her- 
man A. Kimball was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Herman A. 
Kimball, late of Company G, Fifty-ninth and Fifty-seventh 
Regiments Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him 
a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE H. RICE. 


The bill (H. R. 6538) granting an increase of pension to 
George H. Rice was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George H. 
Rice, late of Company D, One hundred and thirty-fourth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALFRED 8. ISAACS. 


The bill (H. R. 6977) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
fred S. Isaacs was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Alfred S. 
Isaacs, late of Company G, Ninety-fifth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY ANN GAUNT. 


The bill (H. R. 10439) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Ann Gaunt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary Ann 
Gaunt, widow of James M. Gaunt, late of Company B, Second 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. MORRIS. 


The bill (H. R. 10266) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Morris was considered as Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Morris, late of Company E, Second Regiment Kansas Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LEOLA V. FRANKS. 


The bill (H. R. 4826) granting a pension to Leola V. Franks 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Leola V. Franks, widow 
of Thomas B. Franks, late captain Company E, Fifth Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and to pay 
her a pension of $20 per month and $2 per month additional on 
account of the minor child of said Thomas B. Franks until he 
reaches the age of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LEMUEL HERBERT. 


The bill (H. R. 11160) granting an increase of pension to 
Lemuel Herbert was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Lemuel 
Herbert, late of Company D, Tenth Regiment Minnesota Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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LEWIS PRATT. 


The bill (H. R. 11144) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis Pratt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Lewis Pratt, 
late of Company K, Thirty-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOSIAH NICHOLSON. 


The bill (H. R. 9789) granting an increase of pension to 
Josiah Nicholson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Josiah 
Nicholson, late of Company A, One hundred and twentieth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES WASHBUEN. 


The bill (H. R. 6947) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Washburn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles 
Washburn, late first lieutenant Company A, Thirty-fifth Regi- 
ment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ANGEL HAUSKER. 


The bill (H. R. 8044) granting an increase of pension to 
Angel Hausker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Angel Haus- 
ker, late of Company E, Seventh Regiment Minnesota Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LAFAYETTE DODDS. 


The bill (H. R. 8043) granting an increase of pension to La- 
fayette Dodds was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Lafayette 
Dodds, late of Company K, Eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WESLEY J. BANKS. 


The bill (H. R. 7665) granting an increase of pension to Wes- 
ley J. Banks was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Wesley J. 
Banks, late of Company A, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 

‘dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM J. CHENOWETH. 

The bill (H. R. 10362) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Chenoweth was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William J. Chenoweth, late surgeon Thirty-fifth Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ANNIE M, SMITH. 


The bill (H. R. 7607) granting an increase of pension to 
Annie M. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Annie M. 
Smith, widow of George F. Smith, late of Company E, Six- 
teenth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GLAWVINA A. PINNELL. 

The bill (H. R. 7240) granting a pension to Glawvina A. Pin- 
nell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Glawvina A. Pinnell, 
widow of Willis O. Pinnell, late captain Company H, Seventy- 
ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a 
pension of $20 per month, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL O’TOOL. 


The bill (H. R. 7231) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel O’Tool was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel 
O’Tool, late of Company C, One hundred and twenty-fifth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALICE GEARKEE, 


The bill (H. R. 6941) granting an increase of pension to Alice 
Gearkee was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Alice Gearkee, 
widow of John H. Gearkee, late captain Company B, and major, 
Twenty-second Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
her a pension of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY DUFFY. 


The bill (H. R. 6992) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Duffy was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Mary Duffy, 
widow of Michael Duffy, late of Company G, Seventy-third 
Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. ; 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JONATHAN CARR. 


The bill (H. R. 8288) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan Carr was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jonathan 
Carr, late first lieutenant and captain Company I, First Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN C. MESSERSCHMIDT. 


The bill (H. R. 8596) granting an increase of pension to John 
C. Messerschmidt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John C. 
Messerschmidt, late captain Company E, Fifty-second Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CARLON B, OSBORN. 


The bill (H. R. 7941) granting an increase of pension to Car- 
lon B. Osborn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Carlon B. 
Osborn, late hospital steward, First Regiment Missouri State 
Militia Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN DOLAN. 


The bill (H. R. 8253) granting an increase of pension to John 
Dolan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Dolan, late 
of Company A, and second lieutenant Company C, First Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Mounted Rifles, and to pay him a 
pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM H. FLINT. f 


The bill (H. R. 10722) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Flint was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Flint, late of Company B, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

NATHAN W. JOSSELYN. 

The bill (H. R. 10918) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathan W. Josselyn was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Nathan W. Josselyn, late of Company H, Third Regiment Mas- 
sachusetts Volunteer Cavalry, and second lieutenant Company 
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O, Seventy-fifth Regiment United States Colored Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES F. HUBBARD. 


The bill (S. 672) granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hubbard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James F. 
Hubbard, late of Company K, Second Regiment Wisconsin Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. Å 

ULRIKA BOTTCHER. 


The bill (S. 675) granting a pension to Ulricke Boettcher 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word “ widow,” to strike out 
“ Ulricke Boettcher“ and insert Ulrika Bottcher;” and in line 
7, before the word “ late,” to strike out “ Boettcher” and insert 
“ Bottcher ; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ulrika 
Bottcher, widow of John Bottcher, late of Company B, Forty-fourth 


Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $8 per month. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a pen- 
sion to Ulrika Bottcher.” 


RICHARD PHILLIPS, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 6962) granting an increase of pension to 
Richard Phillips, jr., was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Richard Phillips, jr., late of Company B, Eighth Regiment Mas- 
sachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered toa third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SION B. GLAZNER, 


The bill (H. R. 11096) granting an increase of pension to 
Sion B. Glazner was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sion B. 
Glazner, late of Captain Killion’s company, North Carolina Vol- 
unteers, Cherokee Indian disturbance, and to pay him a pension 
of $16 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES WILKINSON, 


The bill (H. R. 10552) granting an increase of pension to 
James Wilkinson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James Wil- 
kinson, late of Captain Ross’s company, Texas Volunteer 
Mounted Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EZEKIAL POLK. 


The bill (H. R. 10551) granting an increase of pension to 
Ezekial Polk was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Ezekial Polk, 
late of Company E, Third Regiment United States Dragoons, 
war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN G. HARRIS. 


The bill (H. R. 9579) granting an increase of pension to John 
G. Harris was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John G. Harris, 
late of Company G, Second Regiment Texas Mounted Volunteers, 
war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN F. CLULEY. 


The bill (H. R. 10521) granting an increase of pension to John 
F. Cluley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John F. 
Cluley, late of Battery F, Second Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Light Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


VOLLIE A. M’MILLEN. 


The bill (H. R. 9253) granting a pension to Vollie A. McMil- 
len was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Vollie A. McMillen, 
widow of Newton D. McMillen, late of Captain Highsmith's 
company, Texas Mounted Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to 
pay her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN J. MEELER. 


The bill (H. R. 7636) granting a pension to John J. Meeler 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of John J. Meeler, late of 
Company L, Second Regiment Arkansas Volunteer Infantry, war 
with Spain. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM HOLLAND. 


The bill (H. R. 7599) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Holland was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William Hol- 
land, late of Company D, First Regiment Arkansas Mounted 
Infantry Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN WELCH. 


The bill (H. R. 7600) granting an increase of pension to John 
Welch was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Jokn Welch, late 
of Company C, Bell’s regiment, Texas Mounted Riflemen, war 
with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN SARVIS. 


The bill (H. R. 6993) granting an increase of pension to John 
Sarvis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Sarvis, late 
of Fourth Battery, Indiana Volunteer Light Artillery, and to 
pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HARRIET E. ST. JOHN. 


The bill (H. R. 11630) granting a pension to Harriet E. St. 
John was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Harriet E. St. 
John, widow of Thomas H. St. John, late of Company D, Fit- 
teenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a 
pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARTHA E. HALLOWELL. 

The bill (H. R. 12054) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha E. Hallowell was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Martha E. Hallowell, widow of William Hallowell, late of Com- 
pany K, First Regiment Massachusetts Volunteers, war with 
Mexico, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ROBERT C. GREGG. 

The bill (S. 3156) to grant an honorable discharge from the 
military service to Robert C. Gregg was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. It authorizes the Secretary of War to 


review and to revoke the order dismissing Robert C. Gregg 
from the service as a first lieutenant of the Forty-ninth Regi- 
ment United States Volunteer Infantry, and to issue a certificate 
of honorable discharge for him to date from the 31st day of 
March, 1900, and that said Gregg shall thereafter be held and 
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considered to have been honorably discharged from the military 
service of the United States on said date; but no pay, bounty, 
or other emoluments shall become due or payable by virtue of 
the passage of this act. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CHARLES W. HOWARD. 


The bill (S. 2484) for the relief of Charles W. Howard was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It provides that 
Charles W. Howard shall be held and considered to have been 
honorably discharged, upon tender of his resignation on account 
of disability, from the military service of the United States as 
a second lieutenant of the Second Regiment Missouri Artillery 
Volunteers, on the 10th day of December, 1863. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

WILLIAM B. M’CLOY. 

The bill (S. 8411) to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of William B. McCloy was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole, 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Military Affairs 
with an amendment, to add at the end the following proviso: 

Provided, That no pay, bounty, or other emoluments shall accrue by 
reason of this act. 

So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to remove the charge of desertion standing 
against the name of William B. McCloy, 3 private in Company 
F. One hundred and nineteenth Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, to 
amend his military record accordingly, and to grant to said William B. 
McCloy an honorable 3 ‘ovided, at no pay, bounty, or 
other emoluments shall accrue by reason of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
PETER GREEN. 


The bill (S. 660) granting an honorable discharge to Peter 
Green was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It directs 
the Secretary of War to correct the military record of and grant 
an honorable discharge to Peter Green, late a member of the 
Sixth Wisconsin Battery Light Artillery Volunteers, and now 
a resident of Harvard, Nebr. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PETER FLEMING. 


The bill (S. 1925) granting an honorable discharge to Peter 
Fleming was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
directs the Secretary of War to grant an honorable discharge to 
Peter Fleming, late of Battery E, Third Artillery. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ASHER S. BOUDEN. 

The bill (H. R. 9051) granting an increase of pension to Asher 
S. Bouden was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Asher S. 
Bouden, late of Company D, Ninety-first Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H, LOBANCE, 


The bill (H. R. 8944) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Lorance was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William H. Lorance, late of Company C, Fifth Regiment Ten- 
nessee Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a 
pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


STOUT SHEARER. 


The bill (H. R. 8794) granting an increase of pension to Stout 
Shearer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
to place on the pension roll the name of Stout Shearer, 
late of Company G, One hundred and twenty-second Regiment 
United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving, 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH BAILEY. 


The bill (H. R. 6516) granting an increase of pension to Jo- 
seph Bailey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph Bailey, 
late of Company E, Forty-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES R. ELLIS. 


The bill (H. R. 7224) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles R. Ellis was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles R. 
Ellis, late of Company E, One hundred and forty-ninth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. ` 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY P. JOHANNES. 


The bill (S. 4159) granting an increase of pension to Mary P. 
Johannes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ forty ” and insert thirty; ” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary E; 
Johannes, widow of John G. Johannes, late lieutenant-colonel Eighth 
Regiment and colonel Eleventh Regiment Maryland Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $80 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JACOB RICH. 


The bill (H. R. 4685) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Rich was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob Rich, late of Com- 
pany K, Sixty-seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM J. STURGIS. 


The bill (H. R. 4962) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Sturgis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William J. 
Sturgis, late sergeant-major Fifth Regiment Minnesota Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

STEPHEN DICKERSON. 

The bill (H. R. 4741) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen Dickerson was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Stephen Dickerson, late of Company C, Seventh Regiment Penn- 
Sylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANDREW J. HULL, ALIAS SPENCER J. HULL. 

The bill (H. R. 8918) granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew J. Hull, alias Spencer J. Hull, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll 
the name of Andrew J. Hull, alias Spencer J. Hull, late of 
Company H, Second Regiment Illinois Volunteer Light Artil- 
lery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ADELLE D. IRWIN. 

The bill (S. 2142) granting an increase of pension to Adella 
D. Irwin was considered as in Committe of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 

sert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Adelle D. Irwin, widow of 
David A. Irwin, late first lieutenant, Fourth Regiment United States 
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Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $25 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Adelle D. Irwin.” 


ANDREW RICKETTS. 


The bill (H. R. 10269) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Ricketts was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Andrew 
Ricketts, late of Company B, First Regiment Potomac Home 
Brigade, Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NATHAN C. BRADLEY. 


The bill (H. R. 12027) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathan ©. Bradley was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Nathan C. Bradley, late of Company K, One hundred and forty- 
fourth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him 
a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PHILIPP CLINE, ALIAS FRANCIS KLEIN. 


The bill (H. R. 8216) granting an increase of pension to 
Philipp Cline, alias Francis Klein, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll 
the name of Philipp Cline, alias Francis Klein, late musician, 
Twelfth Regiment United States Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM A, M’DONALD. 


The bill (H. R. 9234) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam A. McDonald was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William A. 
McDonald, late of Company A, Second Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MATTHEW A. KNIGHT. 


The bill (H. R. 10175) granting an increase of pension to 
Matthew A. Knight was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Matthew A. Knight, late of Capt. George Holmes's independent 
company Florida Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay 
him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

THOMAS J. DAVIES. 

The bill (S. 4286) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
J. Davis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word “late,” to strike out 
the name “ Davis” and insert Davies;” and in line 8, before 
the word “ dollars,” to strike out “thirty ” and insert “ twenty- 
four;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
J. Davies, late of Company D, Second Regiment New York Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to make the bill read: “A bill 
granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. Davies.” 

DANIEL D. NASH. 

The bill (S. 3751) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
D. Nash was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “fifty” and insert “thirty;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Daniel 

D. Nash, late major, One hundredth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 

tny and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
e 


that is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


AMANDA L. HILL, 


The bill (H. R. 1979) granting an increase of pension to 
Amanda L. Hill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Amanda L. 
Hill, widow of James M. Hill, late second lieutenant Company 
K, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $15 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EMORY EDWARD PATCH. 


The bill (H. R. 9795) granting an increase of pension to 
Emory Edward Patch was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Emory Edward Patch, late of Company E, Thirty-third Regi- 
ment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HARRY C. THORNE. 


The bill (H. R. 1978) granting an increase of pension to Harry 
©. Thorne was considered as in Cemmittee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Harry C. 
Thorne, late of Company C, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM HOUSE, 


The bill (H. R. 1975) granting an increase of pension to 
William House was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
House, late of Company E, Twenty-first Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHAUNCEY P. DEAN, 


The bill (H. R. 2954) granting an increase of pension to 
Chauncey P. Dean was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Chauncey P. Dean, late of the United States steamship Te- 
cumseh, United States Navy, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS O'CONNOR. 


The bill (S. 861) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
O'Connor was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty ” and insert“ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
O'Connor, late of Company D, Second Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 


58 and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lleu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


DAVID D. GRIFFITH. 


The bill (S. 162) granting an increase of pension to David 
D. Griffith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the 
bill read: . 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 


D. Griffith, late of Company H, Twenty-first Regiment Iowa Volunteer 


1906. 


Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN L. CLARK. 

The bill (S. 2393) granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Clark was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ of,” where it occurs 
the second time, to strike out “Company” and insert “ Bat- 
tery ;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
L. Clark, late of-Battery C, First Regiment Illinois Volunteer Light 
Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. : 


DANIEL WOOLLEY. 


The bill (S. 3242) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Woolley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty“ and insert “twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill 
read: - 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, ard he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Daniel 
Woolley, late of Company C, Bighty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. $ 


The amendment was agreed to. ; 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY H. HILL, 


The bill (S. 555) granting an increase of pension to Henry H. 
Hill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty“ and insert “ thirty ; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the rye and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
H. Hill, late sergeant-major, and second lieutenant Company B, Four- 
teenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay kim a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RICHARD T. FRIED. 


The bill (S. 859) granting an increase of pension to Richard 
T. Fried was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Richard T. Fried, 
late of Company A, Forty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HENRY RUSSELL. 


The bill (S. 165) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Russell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Henry Russell, 
late of Company M, Eleventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PETEE BURNS. 

The bill (S. 1251) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Burns was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
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an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and- 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized. 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Peter Burns, late of Com- 
pany H,-Second Regiment Pennsylvania Reseryes Volunteer Infantry, 
and U. S. S. Wabash, Saratoga, and Vermont, United States Navy, an 
pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading. read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM F. WILSON. 


The bill (S. 1246) granting an increase of pension to William 
F. Wilson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
ER thirty“ and insert twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, eta, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized dnd directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of William 
F. Wilson, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and. pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month’ 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. S 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. r 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 
ELIJAH J. SNODGRASS. 

The bill (H. R. 4957) granting an increase of pension to 
Elijah J. Snodgrass was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Elijah J. Snodgrass, late of U. S. S. Mound City, United States 
Navy, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 7 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SAMUEL JESTER. 

The bill (H. R. 3966) granting an increase of pension to Sam- 
uel Jester was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel Jester, 
late of Company H, Fortieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 1 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. ` 

MATTIE SETTLEMIRE. : 


The bill (H. R. 2108) granting a pension to Mattie Settlemire 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Mattie Settlemire, widow 
of John W. Settlemire, late of Company B, Seventh Regiment 
Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay her a pension of $8 
per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL HAYS. 


The bill (H. R. 2116) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Hays was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Daniel Hays, 
late of Company B, Fourteenth Regiment United States Infan- 
try, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. ; 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. ' 

BENJAMIN F. BIBB. ' 

The bill (H. R. 2114) granting an increase of pension to Ben- 
jamin F. Bibb was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Benjamin 
F. Bibb, late of Company B, Second Regiment Tennessee Volun- 
teers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SARAH A. CHAUNCEY. 


The bill (H. R. 8939) granting an increase of pension to Sa- 
rah A. Chauncey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sarah A. 
Chauncey, widow of John D. P. A. M. Chauncey, late second lieu- 
tenant Company B, Third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
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war with Mexico, and captain Company D, Thirteenth Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $16 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


RACHEL E. WARE. 


The bill (H. R. 2156) granting an increase of pension to 
Rachel E. Ware was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Rachel E. 
Ware, widow of James Ware, late captain Company E, Tenth 
Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM M. SHULTZ. 


The bill (H. R. 1889) granting an increase of pension to 
William M. Shultz was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William M. Shultz, late of Company B, Twelfth Regiment Ten- 
nessee Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GILBERT FORD. 

The bill (H. R. 1902) granting an increase of pension to Gil- 
bert Ford was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Gilbert Ford, 
late of Company E, Third Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN T. M’GARRAUGH. 


The bill (S. 4381) granting an increase of pension to John T. 
McGarraugh was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John T. Me- 
Garraugh, late of Company E, Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 3 

AURELIA COTTEN. 

The bill (S. 4380) granting a pension to Amelia Cotten was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the m laws, the name of Aurelia Cotten, dependent 
mother of Theodore L. Cotten, late of Company B, Seventh Regiment, 
and Company C, Fourteenth Regiment, Iowa Volunteer Infantry ; Tsaac 
S. Cotten, late of Company A, Twenty-seventh Regiment, and Company 


K, Twelfth ne 842 olunteer Infantry; Gaylord M. Cotten, 


late of om pany Š rd Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
Charlies M. Cotten, late of Company I, Third Regiment, and Company 
F, Second Regiment, Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 


at the rate of $24 per month. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bil was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a pen- 
sion to Aurelia Cotten.” 

MARY C. DUANE. 


The bill (S. 446) granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Duane was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” strike out 
“thirty” and insert “twenty;” and in line 9, after the word 
“receiving,” to insert the following proviso: 


Provided, That in the event of the death of Frank Duane, imbecile 
and dependent child of said Daniel J. Duane, the additional pension 
herein granted shall cease and determine: And provided further, That 
In the event of the death of Mary C. Duane the name of the said Frank 
Duane shall be placed on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
- limitations of the pension laws, at the rate of $12 per month from and 
after the date of death of said Mary C. Duane; 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub; 

pomes laws, the name of Mary 

C. Duane, widow of Daniel J. Duane, late first lieutenant Company A, 

Third ent Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 8 at the 
rate of $ © month in lieu of that she is now receiving: Pro 


pe vided, 
That in the event of the death of Frank Duane, inbecile and dependent 


child of said Daniel J. Duane, the additional pension herein granted 
shall cease and determine: And provided further, That in the event of 
the death of Mary C. Duane, the name of the said Frank Duane shall 
be placed on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations 
of the pension laws, at the rate of $12 per month from and after the 
date of death of said Mary C. Duane. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LENA SHERMAN, 


The bill (S. 3472) granting an increase of pension to Lena 
Sherman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out the 
word “of” and insert “second lieutenant and captain;” and 
in line 9, before the word “ dollars,“ to strike out thirty“ and 
insert“ twenty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to goe on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pension laws, the name of Lena 
Sherman, widow of Buren R. Sherman, late second lieutenant and 
captain Company E, Thirteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a — at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
CHARLES s. PARRISH. 


The bill (S. 4006) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
S. Parrish was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “Regiment,” to insert 
“and colonel One hundred and thirtieth Regiment;” and in 
line 8, after the words“ rate of,” to strike out “ fifty“ and in- 
sert “forty;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, 4 — ta 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
8. rrish, late 8 Eighth Regiment and colonel One hundred and 
thirtieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

DAVID W. MAGEE. 


The bill (S. 2216) granting an increase of pension to David 
W. Magee was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the ion Jaws, the name of David W agee, late of 
Company F, First ment Indiana Volunteers, war with Mexico, and 
lieutenant-colonel iow Sg op Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, 
and colonel Forty-seventh Regiment Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

OLIVER BRENTON. 


The bill (S. 3640) granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
Brenton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Oliver Brenton, late of Company F, Third Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month iu 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES L. NOGGLE. 


The bill (S. 2473) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
L. Noggle was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
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The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 


and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles L., D oggle, late of 
Twelfth Independent Battery Wisconsin a Si Artillery, and first lieu- 
tenant, Second Regiment United States Infantry, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JOHN J. BUFFINGTON. 


The bill (S. 2182) granting an increase of pension to John J. 

Buffington was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty ” and insert“ twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
John J. Buffington, late of Company E, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Cayalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE N. DUTCHER. 


The bill (H. R. 1585) granting an increase of pension to 
George N. Dutcher was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name cf 
George N. Dutcher, late captain Company I, Fifth Regiment 
Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $40 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SUSAN J. WILLIAMS. 

The bill (H. R. 1485) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan J. Williams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Susan J. 
Williams, widow of James H. Williams, late of Company G, 
Ninth Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

- JOSEPHINE E. QUENTIN. 

The bill (H. R. 1483) granting an increase of pension to 
Josephine E. Quentin was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Josephine E. Quentin, widow of Julius E. Quentin, late first 
lieutenant, Fourteenth Regiment, United States Infantry, and 
to pay her a pension of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN L. LOVELL. 

The bill (H. R. 1484) granting an increase of pension to John 
L. Lovell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John L. 
Lovell, late of Company D, One hundred and seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JACOB C. RARDIN. 


The bill (H. R. 6085) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob C. Rardin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob C. 
Rardin, late of Company F, Second Regiment West Virginia 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENRY G. GARDNER. 


The bill (H. R. 5692) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry G. Gardner was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 


Henry G. Gardner, late captain Company F and lieutenant- 


colonel Fourteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PETER CLINE. 


The bill (H. R. 13536) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Cline was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Peter Cline, 
late of Company H, Thirty-ninth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, - 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ASA M. FOOTE. 


The bill (H. R. 2478) granting an increase of pension to Asa 
M. Foote was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Asa M. Foote, 
late of Company A, Ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. > 

The bill was reported te the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PETER D. SUTTON. 


The bill (H. R. 2595) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
D. Sutton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Peter D. Sut- 
ton, late of Company H, One hundred and thirteenth Regiment 
Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MORRIS OSBORN. 


The bill (H. R. 3502) granting a pension to Morris Osborn 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Morris Osborn, dependent 
father of William L. Osborn, late first lieutenant Company B, 
Eleventh Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and Company 
G, Eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay 
him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM M. MARTIN. 


The bill (H. R. 3500) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam M. Martin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William M. 
Martin, late of U. S. S. Great Western, United States Navy, and 
to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES H. KANE. 

The bill (S. 187) granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Kane was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of James H. Kane, 
late first lieutenant Company I, First Regiment Connecticut Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EVERETT 8. FITCH. 


The bill (S. 3475) granting an increase of pension to Everett 
S. Fitch was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Everett S. Fitch, 
late first lieutenant Company C, Fifth Regiment New Hampshire 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ARTHUR THOMPSON. 

The bill (S. 1889) granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Thompson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Arthur Thomp- 
son, late of Company D, Eleventh Regiment New Hampshire 
Volunteer Infantry, and captain and assistant quartermaster, 
United States Volunteers, war with Spain, and to pay him a 
pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


3140 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 28, 


LEVI A. TRIPP. 


The bill (S. 17) granting an increase of pension to Levi A. 
Tripp was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Levi A. Tripp, 
late of Company C, Thirtieth Regiment Maine Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN E. WOODSUM. 

The bill (S. 1011) granting an increase of pension to John 
E. Woodsum was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John E. 
Woodsum, late of Company K, Eighth Regiment Vermont Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

NORMAN W. LOMBARD. 

The bill (S. 4096) granting an increase of pension to Norman 
iW. Lombard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Norman W. 
Lombard, late of Company C, Fourth Regiment Vermont Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $72 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE L. COOLEY. 

The bill (S. 784) granting an increase of pension to George 
L. Cooley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George L. 
Cooley, late of Company F, Tenth Regiment Connecticut Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LEVI E. CROSS. 

The bill (S. 1418) granting an increase of pension to Levi E. 
Cross was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike out 
thirty“ and insert twenty-four ; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Levi E. 
Cross, late of Company A, — no a ent New Hampsħire Volunteer 


Infantry, and pay him a pens rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
Phe bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JOHN o. THORN. 


The bill (S. 3086) granting an increase of pension to John 
O. Thorn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word Infantry,” to insert“ and 
One hundred and fourteenth Company, Second Battalion, Vet- 
eran Reserve Corps; so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 12 or laws, the name of John O. 
Thorn, late of Company F, Thirtie’ Regiment Maine Volunteer In- 
fantry, and One hnndred and fourteenth Company, Battalion, 
Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

- The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ALBERT C. ANDREWS. 


The bill (S. 2344) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
C. Andrews was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
* sixty-one” and insert “ fifty-five; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., Tha 
3 
C. ‘Andrews, late of Company H, Thirty-second Regiment Massachusetts 


Volunteer — ane pay him a pension at the rate of $55 per month 


in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
t was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
THEODORE H. HANSON. 


The bill (S. 716) granting an increase of pension to Theo- 
dore H. Hanson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pas on the pension roll, subject tọ 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Theo- 
dore H. „ late of Company K, Twenty-fifth Regiment Maine 
Volunteer 235 and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in Heu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES A. FAY. 


The bill (S. 836) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Fay was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert “twenty-four; “ so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the Fwy es and limitations of the sion laws, the name of Charles 
A. Fay, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment Vermort Volunteer In- 


fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. g 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


SARGENT R. EMERSON. 


The bill (S. 3575) granting an increase of pension to Sargent 
R. Emerson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8. after the word “of,” to strike out 
“fifty ” and insert “ twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sargent 
R. Emerson, late of Com y C, Thi nth ment, and Company E, 
Seventeenth Regiment, Vermont Volunteer In 3 and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JULIUS T. WILLIAMSON. 


The bill (S. 4097) granting an increase of pension to Julius 
T. Williamson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ Companies,” to strike 
out “A and B” and insert “B and A;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ce on the pension roll, subject to 
rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Julius 
T. Williamson, late of Compans B and A, Fifth Regiment Vermont 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 4 
LIZZIE M. M’LAUCHLAN, 


The bill (S. 712) granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 
McLauchlan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word “ of,” to insert“ U. S. S. 
Ohio, San Jacinto, and Sassacus; ” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he ig 
hereby, authorized and directed to — on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the —— laws, the name of Lizzie 
M. McLauchlan, widow of George H. McLauchlan, late of U. S. & Ohio, 
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San Jacinto, and Sassacus, United States Navy, and pay her a pension | Lebo, late of Company C, Ninth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, 


at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. ; 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HENRY D. HALL. 


The bill (S. 3043) granting an increase of pension to Henry D. 
Hall was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, after the word “ Infantry,” to insert “ and 
first lieutenant and captain, United States Revenue Marine 
Service;” and in line 9, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty ” and insert “forty;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
D. Hall, late of Company A, First Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, 
and first lieutenant and captain, United States Revenue Marine Service, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM A. EGGLESTON. 


The bill (S. 842) granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Eggleston was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 8, after the word “ First,” to insert “ Regi- 
ment;” in the same line, after the word “ Vermont,” to insert 
Volunteer; “ and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out“ fifty ” and insert thirty ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, gt ag to 
the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, the name of William 
A. agleston, late of Company E, Fifteenth Regiment Vermont Volun- 
teer Infantry, and Company A, First Regiment Vermont Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JOHN C. ESTES. 


The bill (S. 1665) granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Estes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, before the word “ Massachusetts,” to strike 
out “Eleventh Unattached Company” and insert “ Company 
L, Fourth Regiment;” in the same line, after the word “ Vol- 
unteer,” to strike out “Infantry” and insert Heavy Ar- 
tillery ;” and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“ fifty ” and insert thirty; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to po on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
C. Estes, late of Company L, Fourth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 


Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. p 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
BARNEY M’GIRL. 


The bill (S. 4337) granting an increase of pension to Barney 
McGirl was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Barney McGirl, 
late of Company I, Second Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JAMES LEBO. 

The bill (S. 3588) granting an increase of pension to James 
Lebo was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word “of,” to strike out 
“fifty ” and insert “thirty ;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 


and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


NANCY A. TEETERS. 


The bill (S. 3224) granting a pension to Nancy A. Teeters 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, after the word “ Regiment,” to insert 
“and Company F, Eighty-seventh Regiment;” and in line 9, 
before the word “dollars,” to strike out twenty“ and insert 
“eight; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piaco on tbe pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the nsion laws, the name of 
Nancy A. Teeters, widow of John Teeters, late of Company A, Eighty- 
fourt 5 and Company F, Eighty-seventh Regiment, Pennsyl- 
W Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $8 per 
mon 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JOHN HARPER. 


The bill (S. 8187) granting a pension to. John Harper was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out 
“of Company and insert“ unassigned; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pare on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations o she. pension laws, the name of 
John Harper, late unassigned, One hun and forty-ninth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a on at the rate of 
$12 per month. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ADAM COOK. 


The bill (H. R. 11320) granting an increase of pension to 
Adam Cook was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Adam Cook, 
late of Company F, One hundred and forty-second Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EGBERT P. SHETTER. 


The bill (H. R. 11561) granting an increase of pension to 
Egbert P. Shetter was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Egbert P. 
Shetter, late of Company F, First Regiment West Virginia 
Volunteer Infantry, and second lieutenant Company F, Second 
Regiment West Virginia Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NICHOLAS HERCHERBERGER. 


The bill (H. R. 10297) granting an increase of pension to 
Nicholas Hercherberger was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 


Nicholas Hercherberger, late of Company F, Eighty-eighth 


Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
LEMUEL P. WILLIAMS. 


The bill (H. R. 3483) granting an increase of pension to 


Lemuel P. Williams was considered as in Committee of the 


Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Lemuel P. Williams, late of Companies F and D, Thirty-first 
Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


3142 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 28, 


DAVID F. M’DONALD. 


The bill (H. R. 3552) granting an increase of pension to David 
F. McDonald was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of David F. Mc- 
Donald, late of Company D, Third Battalion, Fifteenth Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSIAH M. GRIER, 


The bill (H. R. 3544) granting an increase of pension to 
Josiah M. Grier was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Josiah M. 
Grier, late of Company I, Eighty-second Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES R. TODD, 


The bill (H. R. 3193) granting an increase of pension to 
James R. Todd was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James R. 
Todd, late of Company F, Forty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY V. HAMENSTAEDT. 


The bill (S. 3315) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
V. Hamenstaedt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty“ and insert “ thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of Henry 
V. Hamenstaedt, late of 8 econd Regiment Missouri Volun- 
teer Light Artillery, and pay a nsion at the rate of $30 per 
month lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC P. KNIGHT, 


The bill (H. R. 3973) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac P. Knight was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac P. 
Knight, late second lieutenant Battery B, First Regiment Ten- 
nessee Volunteer Light Artillery, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES W. STELL. 


The bill (H. R. 2306) granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Stell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of James W. Stell, 
late of Capt. J. S. Gillett’s company, Texas Mounted Riflemen, 
war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. ADAMSON. 


The bill (H. R. 2949) granting an increase of pension to 
George W.. Adamson was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll thè name of 
George W. Adamson, late of Company C, Twenty-fourth Regi- 
ment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. BYNON. 


The bill (H. R. 5909) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Bynon was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Bynon, late of Company A, Ninety-eighth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HARRY W. OMO. 


The bill (H. R. 6400) granting a pension to Harry W. Omo 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Harry W. Omo, late of 
Provisional Company F, First Regiment Colorado Volunteer In- 
fantry, war with Spain, and to pay him a pension of $12 per 
month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID HANNA. 


The bill (H. R. 6399) granting an increase of pension to 
David Hanna was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of David 
Hanna, late of Company G, One hundred and twenty-ninth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. HENRY. 


The bill (H. R. 6398) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Henry was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George W. 
Henry, late captain Company D, Eleventh Regiment Missouri 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH JONES MARTIN. 


The bill (H. R. 2307) granting an increase of pension to Jo- 
seph Jones Martin was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Joseph Jones Martin, late of Company F, Thirteenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CATHERINE B. CASEY. 


The bill (H. R. 9530) granting a pension to Catherine B. 
Casey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Catherine B. 
Casey, widow of William J. Casey, late of Company I, First 
Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and to 
pay her a pension of $12 per month, and $2 per month addi- 
tional on account of the minor child of said William J. Casey 
until he reaches the age of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH E. STINES. 


The bill (S. 2950) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
E. Stines was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph E. Stines, 
late of Company C, Second Regiment North Carolina Volunteer 
Mounted Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

AUGUSTUS WALKER. 


The bill (H. R. 12640) granting an increase of pension to 
Augustus Walker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Augustus 
Walker, late of Company C, Fourth Regiment United States 
Artillery, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third_reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN C. CAVANAUGH, ALIAS JOHN CARPENTER. 


The bill (H. R. 4192) granting an increase of pension to John 
C. Cavanaugh, alias John Carpenter, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll 
the name of John C. Cavanaugh, alias John Carpenter, late of 
Company E, Thirty-seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infan- 
try, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered te a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAIAH QUEMAN. 


The bill (H. R. 6408) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaiah Queman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaiah Que- 
man, late of Company D, Forty-first Regiment United States 
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Colored Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT M. HUNTER. 

The bill (H. R. 3679) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert M. Hunter was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Albert M. 
‘Hunter, late captain Company O, First Regiment Potomac Home 
Brigade Maryland Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JESSE HARRISON. 


The bill (H. R. 2849) granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Harrison was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jesse Harrison, 
late of Company A, First Regiment North Carolina Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM MONTEITH. 


The bill (H. R. 8213) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Monteith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William Mon- 
teith, late of Company K, Forty-eighth Regiment Wisconsin Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NATHANIEL BUCHANAN. 


The bill (H. R, 2174) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathaniel Buchanan was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Nathaniel Buchanan, late of Company ©, Fifth Regiment New 
Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SAMUEL P. CARLL. 

The bill (H. R. 5028) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel P. Carll was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel P. 
Carll, late of Company I, One hundred and sixty-seventh Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LEWIS L. DAUGHERTY. 

The bill (H. R. 3315) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis L. Daugherty was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Lewis L. Daugherty, late of Company K, Forty-eighth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FELIX G. STIDGER. 

The bill (H. R. 650) granting an increase of pension to 
Felix G. Stidger was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Felix G. 
Stidger, late of Company E, Fifteenth Regiment Kentucky Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES FALBISANER. 

The bill (H. R. 648) granting a pension to Charles Falbi- 
ganer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Charles Fal- 
bisaner, late of Troop D, Fourth Regiment United States Cay- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN D. MOORE. 


The bill (H. R. 1287) granting an increase of pension to John 
D. Moore was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 


poses to place on the pension roll the name of John D. Moore, 
late of Company B, Ninth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 


and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN G. PARKER, 

The bill (H. R. 1200) granting an increase of pension to John 
G. Parker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John G. 
Parker, late of Company D, and second lieutenant Company L, 
First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay 
him a pension of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES CASSADY,. 


The bill (H. R. 12016) granting an increase of pension to 
James Cassady was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James 
Cassady, late of Company M, Ninth Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CARL W. BLOCK. 

The bill (H. R. 6178) granting an increase of pension to Carl 
W. Block was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Carl W. Block, 
late of Fifth Battery, Wisconsin Volunteer Light Artillery, and 
to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES B. BABCOCK. 

The bill (H. R. 10477) granting an increase of pension to 
James B. Babcock was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James B. 
Babcock, late of Company F, First Regiment Wisconsin Volun- 
teer Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES T. HESLER. 

The bill (H. R. 10476) granting a pension to Charles T. Hes- 
ler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Charles T. Hesler, late 
of Company C, Fifteenth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Infan- 
try, war with Spain. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SYLVENUS HARDY, 


The bill (H. R. 5830) granting an increase of pension to Syl- 
venus Hardy was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sylvenus 
Hardy, late of Company H, Twentieth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FRANCIS L. BROWN. 

The bill (H. R. 5855) granting an increase of pension to Fran- 
cis L. Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Francis L. 
Brown, late captain Company L, Twenty-fourth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH DILL. 


The bill (H. R. 6117) granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Dill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Elizabeth Dill, 
widow of Henry C. Dill, late of Company A, First Regiment 
New York Volunteer Mounted Rifles, and to pay her a pension 
of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. ACKERT. 


The bill (H. R. 6109) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Ackert was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
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William H. Ackert, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EDWARD SARLLS. 


The bill (H. R. 6115) granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
ward Sarlls was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Edward 
Sarlls, late of Company E, One hundred and twentieth Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM FOAT. 


The bill (H. R. 4221) granting an increase of pension to 
William Foat was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William Foat, 
late of Company F, Twenty-second Regiment. Wisconsin Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES H. BEULEN. 


The bill (H. R. 8230) granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Beulen was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James H. 
Beulen, late of Company I, Eleventh Regiment, and Company 
E, Twenty-third Regiment, Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SYLVYENUS A. FAY. 


The bill (H. R. 524) granting an increase of pension to Syl- 
venus A. Fay was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sylvenus A. 
Fay, late first lieutenant Company F, Eighty-fifth Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY HASTINGS, 


The bill (H. R. 6385) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Hastings was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
the word “twenty-four” and insert “thirty;” so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
are authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 

mb age cae and limitations of the pennon laws, the name of Henry 

Hae ings, late of Company D, Fourth Regirgent Illinois Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay him a pension’ at the rate or $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 
read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE T. B. CARR. 


The bill (H. R. 1859) granting an increase of pension to 
George T. B. Carr was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George T. B. 
Carr, late sergeant-major Twenty-second Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS T. FALLON. 


The bill (H. R. 5708) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas T. Fallon was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Thomas T. Fallon, late of Company H, Thirty-fifth Regiment 
New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SADIE A. WALKER. 


Thea bill (H. R. 6098) granting an increase of pension to Sadie 
A. Walker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 


proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sadie A, 
Walker, widow of Richard L. Walker, late first lieutenant 
Company I and captain Company A, Nineteenth Regiment Ohio 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $17 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SUSAN WHORTON. 


The bill (H. R. 8570) granting an increase of pension to Susan 
Whorton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Susan Whorton, 
widow of James W. Whorton, late of Company A, Ninety-tirst 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving: Provided, 
That in the event of the death of Ella Nora Whorton, helpless 
and dependent daughter of said James W. Whorton, the addi- 
tional pension herein granted shall cease and determine: And 
provided further, That in the event of the death of Susan Whor- 
ton the name of said Ella Nora Whorton shall be placed on the 
pension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the 
pension laws, at the rate of $12 per month from and after the 
date of death of said Susan Whorton. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH J. SPARLING. 


The bill (H. R. 4751) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph J. Sparling was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Joseph J. Sparling, late of Company H, Second Regiment New 
Jersey Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARIA DYER. 


The bill (H. R. 6063) granting an increase of pension to 
Maria Dyer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Maria Dyer, 
widow of John N. Dyer, late captain Company D, Seventh 
Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension 
of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EDWARD J. M’CLASKEY. 


The bill (H. R. 5938) granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
ward J. McClaskey was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Edward J. McClaskey, late of Company G, Two hundred and 
tenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES E. CROWE. 


The bill (H. R. 6065) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles E. Crowe was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles E. 
Crowe, late of Company G, Eighty-sixth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GILES Q. SLOCUM. 


The bill (H. R. 5212) granting an increase of pension to Giles 
Q. Slocum was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Giles Q. Slo- 
cum, late of Company H, Seventy-fourth Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EBENEZER S. EDGERTON, 


The bill (H. R. 9059) granting an increase of pension to 
Ebenezer S. Edgerton was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Ebenezer S. Edgerton, late of Company G, One hundred and 
twenty-third Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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SALLIE H. MURPHY. 


The bill (H. R. 5753) granting an increase of pension to 
Sallie H. Murphy was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sallie H. 
Murphy, widow of John Murphy, late first lieutenant Company 
D, Fortieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
her a pension of $17 per month in lieu of that she is now 
rec ziving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
deed to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES W. FULTON. 


The bill (H. R. 5186) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles W. Fulton was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Charles W. Fulton, late of Company H, One hundred and fifty- 
fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JULIUS D. ROGERS. 


The bill (H. R. 2709) granting an increase of pension to 
Julius D. Rogers was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the mame of Julius D. 
Rogers, late of Capt. A. A. Stewart’s company, Florida Mounted 
Volunteers, Florida Indian war, and to pay him a pension of 
$12 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


STEPHEN WEEKS. 


The bill (H. R. 2703) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen Weeks was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Stephen 
Weeks, late of Capt. A. D. Johnston’s independent company, 
Florida Mounted Volunteers, Florida Indian war, and to pay 
him a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


OWEN DONOHOE, 


The bill (H. R. 4179) granting an increase of pension to Owen 
Donohoe was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Owen Dono- 
hoe, late of Company F, Sixty-ninth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM D. HATCH. 


The bill (H. R. 6340) granting an increase of pension to 
William D. Hatch was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William D. Hatch, late of Company A, Twenty-eighth Regiment 
Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALBIN L. INGRAM. 7 


The bill (H. R. 3342) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
bin L. Ingram was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Albin L. 
Ingram, late first lieutenant Company A, Sixth Regiment Iowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SARAH JOHNSON. 


The bill (H. R. 3220) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah Johnson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sarah 
Johnson, widow of Owen Johnson, late of Company I, Second 
Regiment United States Infantry, Florida Indian war, and to 
pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH F. CALDWELL. 

The bill (H. R. 10720) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph F. Caldwell was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
K, One hundredth Regi- 


Joseph F. Caldwell, late of Company 


ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES HOOVER. 


The bill (H. R. 12937) granting an increase of pension to 
James Hoover was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James 
Hoover, late of Company D, One hundred and forty-third Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and Fifty-second Com- 
pany, Second Battalion Veteran Reserve Corps, and to pay him 
a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES 8. PELLEY. 


The bill (H. R. 5605) granting an increase of pension to James 
S. Pelley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James S. 
Pelley, late of Company K, First Regiment West Virginia Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM U. MALLORIE. 


The bill (H. R. 5163) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam U. Mallorie was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William U. 
Mallorie, late of Company B, Tenth Regiment Pennsylvania Re- 
serve Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC HENRY OBER. 


The bill (H. R. 4206) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Henry Ober was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac Henry 
Ober, late of Company A, One hundred and ninety-ninth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN C. UMSTEAD. 


The bill (H. R. 4202) granting an increase of pension to John 
©. Umstead was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John C. Um- 
stead, late of Company C, Fifty-first Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BLANCHE DOUGLASS. 


The bill (H. R. 3983) granting a pension to Blanche 5 — 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Blanche Douglass, help- 
less and dependent daughter of Albert C. Douglass, late of Com- 
pany K, Eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DEXTEB E. W. STONE. 


The bill (H. R. 2204) granting an increase of pension to Dex- 
ter E. W. Stone was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Dexter 
E. W. Stone, late of Company I, Thirtieth Regiment Massachu- 
sets Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JEROME WASHBURN. 

The bill (H. R. 2059) granting an increase of pension to 
Jerome Washburn was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Jerome Washburn, late second lieutenant Twentieth unattached 
company Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOSEPH J. COOPER. 


The bill (H. R. 2048) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph J. Cooper was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph J. 
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Cooper, late of Company F, Thirty-ninth Regiment Massachu- 
setts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


RALPH A. ADAMS, 


The bill (H. R. 2054) granting an increase of pension to 
Ralph A. Adams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Ralph A. 
Adams, late of Company E, Fourteenth Regiment United States 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $72 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALEXANDER MILLER. 


The bill (H. R. 1909) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Alexander 
Miller, late of Company B, First Regiment Connecticut Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE M. DRAKE. 


The bill (H. R. 1658) granting an increase of pension to 
George M. Drake was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George M. 
Drake, late of Company A, Second Regiment New York Veteran 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY BAGLEY. 


The bill (H. R. 6133) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Bagley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary Bagley, 
widow of Alexander Bagley, late of Company A, Nineteenth 
Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of 
$16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY S. STOWELL. 


The bill (H. R. 6187) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry S. Stowell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry S. 
Stowell, late of Company F, Eighth Regiment United States 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DARIUS H. RANDALL. 


The bill (H. R. 5656) granting an increase of pension to 
Darius H. Randall was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Darius H. Randall, late of Companies G, and B, Twenty-first 
Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and second lieutenant 
Company H, Twenty-fifth Regiment United States Colored Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE D. STREET. 


The bill (H. R. 4246) granting an increase of pension to 
George D. Street was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George D. 
Street, late of Second Battery, Massachusetts Volunteer Light 
Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE A. BAKER. 

The bill (H. R. 3403) granting an increase of pension to 
George A. Baker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George A. 
Baker, late of Second Battery, Vermont Volunteer Light Artil- 
lery, and First Independent Company, Vermont Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM CHANDLER. 


The bill (H. R. 2762) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Chandler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Chandler, late of the U. S. S. Ohio, Gemsbock, and Rhode Is- 
land, United States Navy, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE BRUNER. 


The bill (H. R. 6226) granting an increase of pension to 
George Bruner was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George 
Bruner, late of Company I, One hundred and seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ABEL S. THOMPSON. 


The bill (H. R. 8251) granting an increase of pension to Abel 
S. Thompson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Abel S. Thomp- 
son, late of Company A, One hundred and twenty-third Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunt@er Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM M., M’CAY. 


The bill (H. R. 18457) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam M. McCay was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William M. 
McCay, late of Company I, First Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ABRAHAM MATHEWS. 

The bill (H. R. 5640) granting an increase of pension to 
Abraham Mathews was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Abraham Mathews, late of Company B, First Regiment Arkan- 
sas Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARQUIS DE LAFAYETTE BURKET. 


The bill (H. R. 4886) granting an increase of pension to 
Marquis De Lafayette Burket was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name 
of Marquis De Lafayette Burket, late of Company E, Thirty- 
third Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC H, WITHERWAX. 


The bill (H. R. 4878) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
H. Witherwax was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac H. 
Witherwax, late of Company F, Sixth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

AHIJAH BROWN. 


The bill (H. R. 4764) granting an increase of pension to 
Ahijah Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Ahijah 
Brown, late of Company G, One hundred and tenth Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENRY M. ROBINSON. 

The bill (H. R. 1859) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry M. Robinson was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Henry M. Robinson, late of Company K, Ninth Regiment Michi- 
gan Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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EUGENE GASKILL. 

The bill (S. 1230) granting an increase of pension to Eugene 
Gaskill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty-six” and insert “twenty-four ;” so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Eugene Gaskill, late of Company L, Eighth Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendinent was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


NATHANIEL R. KENT. 


The bill (S. 2096) granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
R. Kent was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word “ Infantry,” to insert 
“war with Spain; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Nathaniel R. Kent, late of Company E, rst Regiment District of 
Columbia Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CATHERINE COYLE. 


The bill (S. 3626) granting a pension to Catherine Coyle was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
„twelve“ and insert “ eight;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pas on the pension roll, subjèct to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Cath- 
erine Coyle, widow of Andrew Coyle, late of Company D, Twelfth Regi- 


ment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$8 per month. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY J. PATTERSON. 


The bill (S. 1227) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Patterson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the words “late of,“ to insert 
“Company G, Third Regiment, and;” and in line 9, before the 
word “dollars,” to strike out “thirty” and insert “ twenty- 
four;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Hen 
J. Patterson, late of company G, Third Regiment, and Company F, 
Fifth Regiment, Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
_ ORANGE S. MASON. 


The bill (S. 721) granting an increase of pension to Orange 8. 
Mason was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the words “late of,“ to insert 
“Company H, Eleventh Regiment, and;” and in line 9, before 
the word “dollars,” to strike out “ fifty“ and insert“ thirty ;” 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Orange 
S. Mason, late of Company H, Eleventh Regiment, and Company B, 
Eighth . Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN CONNOR. 


The bill (S. 4131) granting an increase of pension to John 
Connor was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Connor, late 
of Company K, First Regiment United States Artillery, and hos- 
pital steward, United States Army, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOSEPH NICHOLS. 


The bill (H. R. 5658) granting an increase of pension to Jo- 
seph Nichols was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph Nichols, 
late of Company F, Seventeenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PETER WETTEKICH. 


The bill (H. R. 5647) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Wetterich was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Peter Wetter- 
ich, late of Company G, Ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infan- 
try, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WARREN A. BLYE. 


The bill (H. R. 3425) granting an increase of pension to War- 
ren A. Blye was considered as in Committee of the Whole, It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Warren A. 
Blye, late of Company I, Ninth Regiment Michigan Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES M. NOBLE, 


The bill (H. R. 11842) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Noble was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James M. 
Noble, late of Company F, Twelfth Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. i 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EBER WATSON. 


The bill (H. R. 3571) granting an increase of pension to Eber 
Watson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Eber Watson, late 
of Company C, Third Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and to 
pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of tbat he is now 
receiying. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HARRISON WHITE. 


The bill (H. R. 3250) granting a pension to Harrison White 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Harrison White, late of 
Company I, Second Regiment Kansas State Militia, and to pay 
him a pension of $12 per month. < 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ORTON D. FORD. 


The bill (H. R. 2823) granting an increase of pension to Orton 
D. Ford was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Orton D. Ford, 
late of Company G, First Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HORACE HOUNSOM. 


The bill (H. R. 1043) granting an increase of pension to 
Horace Hounsom was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Horace 
Hounsom, late of Company D, One hundred and forty-second 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SETH PHILLIPS. 


The bill (H. R. 1032) granting an increase of pension to Seth 
Phillips was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Seth Phillips, late 
of Company G, Fifty-second Regiment Illinois Volunteer In- 
funtry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH CHANDLER, JR. 


The bill (S. 4507) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Chandler, jr., was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph 
Chandler, jr., late of Company G, Eleventh Regiment New 
Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and Company F, Third Regi- 
ment Veteran Reserve Corps, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JACOB G. ORTH. 

The bill (S. 1645) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
G. Orth was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob G. Orth, 
late of Company D, Twenty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ELIZABETH JANE KEARNEY. 

The bill (H. R. 13037) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Jane Kearney was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Elizabeth Jane Kearney, widow of Peter Kearney, late of Cap- 
tain Blanchard’s independent company, Louisiana Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay her a pension of $12 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENRY T. M’DOWELL. 

The bill (H. R. 11051) granting a pension to Henry T. Mc- 
Dowell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Henry T. Me- 
Dowell, late lieutenant-colonel Thirty-ninth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZA THOMPSON. 


The bill (H. R. 8317) granting an increase of pension to 
Eliza Thompson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Eliza 
Thompson, widow of William G. Thompson, late of Company A, 
First Regiment Louisiana Volunteer Cavalry Scouts, and to pay 
her a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. — 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


FRANCIS M. KELLOGG. 


The bill (H. R. 7982) granting an increase of pension to Fran- 


cis M. Kellogg was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Francis M. 
Kellogg, late quartermaster-sergeant Eleventh Regiment Iowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


FRANCIS A. JONES. 


The bill (H. R. 9146) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis A. Jones was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Francis A. 
Jones, late of Company G, One hundred and fifth Regiment 
Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES S. WORD. 


The bill (H. R. 9651) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles S. Word was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 


It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles S. 
Word, late of Capt. William Delay’s company, First Regiment 
Mississippi Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay 
him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LETITIA D. WATKINS. 


The bill (H. R. 10954) granting an increase of pension to 
Letitia D. Watkins was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Letitia D. Watkins, widow of James Watkins, late of Company, 
D, Fourth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay, 
ner a pension of $16 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARCELINA S. GROFF. 


The bill (S. 2735) granting a pension to Marcelina S. Groff 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Marcelina S. Groff, widow 
of J. J. Groff, late scout and guide, United States Army, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month and $2 per month additional on 
account of the minor child of said J. J. Groff until he reaches the age 
of 16 years. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES A. POWER. 


The bill (H. R. 8233) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles A. Power was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles A, 
Power, late of Company D, Thirty-first Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL ENGLE. 


The bill (H. R. 9077) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Engle was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel Engle, 
late of Company A, Fourth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infan- 
try, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENRY WASCHER. 

The bill (H. R. 8664) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Wascher was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry 
Wascher, late of Company F, Thirty-seventh Regiment Ohio 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FREDERICK A. AMENDE. 

The bill (H. R. 8663) granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick A. Amende was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Frederick 
A. Amende, late of Company A, One hundred and sixty-fourth 
Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension 
of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

STEPHEN D. COHEN. 

The bill (H. R. 9209) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen D. Cohen was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Stephen D. 
Cohen, late of Company F, One hundred and sixty-seventh Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CASPER YOST. 


The bill (H. R. 10437) granting an increase of pension to 
Casper Yost was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
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proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Casper Yost, 
late first lieutenant Company B, First Regiment Hlinois Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES SUTHERLAND. 


The bill (H. R. 13582) granting an increase of pension to 
James Sutherland was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James 
Sutherland, late of Capt. J. S. Williams’s independent company, 
Kentucky Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a 
pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FRANCESCO DEL GINDICE. 

The bill (S. 1908) granting an increase of pension to Fran- 
cesco Del Gindice was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ musician,” to insert 
„band; “ and in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
„thirty“ and insert twenty; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, the name of Fran- 
cesco Del Gindice, late musician, Tenth Regiment United States 


try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
EDGAR TIBBILS, 


The bill (S. 1905) granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Tibbits was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the name “ Edgar,” to strike out 
“Tibbits ” and insert Tibbils;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Edgar 
Tibbiis, late of Company F, Second giment Michigan Volunteer 5 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in leu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. > 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Edgar Tibbils.” 

JAMES RUTH. 


The bill (S. 3714) granting an increase of pension to James 
Ruth was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out “of” 
and insert captain; “ and in line 8, before the word“ dollars,” 
to strike out “ thirty“ and insert twenty-four; ” so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the on la the name of James 
th Regiment lowa Volunteer Cav- 


Buth, late captain Company F, 
i 4 t rate of $24 per month in lieu of 


al and pay him a pension a 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

SOLOMON F. WEHR. 

The bill (S. 2044) granting a pension to Solomon F. Wehr was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “forty ” and insert twelve; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Solo- 


mon F. Wehr, Iate acting assistant surgeon, United States Army, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


Six 
the 


JOHN G. BLESSING. 


The bill (S. 3121) granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Blessing was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
oat thirty“ and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: i 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John G. 
Blessing, late of Company A, Sixty-Ars ment Ohio Volunteer In- 

a 


t Regi 
fantry, and pay him a pension at rate $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GUNNERUS INGEBRETSON, 


The bill (S. 1911) granting an increase of pension to Gun- 
nerus Ingebretson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars” to strike 
out“ forty ” and insert “ thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Gun- 
nerus bretson, late of Company E, Eighteenth ent Wisconsin 


Volunteer Infantry, and him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is oie TODON me 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LORIN R. BINGHAM. 


The bill (S. 2103) granting an increase of pension to Lorin R. 
Bingham was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Lorin R. Bingham, 
late of Company D, Second Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, - 
and passed. 


GEORGE W. FLICK. 


The bill (S. 2868) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Flick was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George W. 
Flick, late of Company H, Ninety-third Regiment Ilinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

RUTH F. BENNETT. 


The bill (S. 2080) granting a pension to Ruth F. Bennett was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ruth F. Bennett, widow 
of Thomas Bennett, late of Company D, Tenth Regiment New Jersey 
Volunteer Infantry, and Company E, Twenty-second Regiment Veteran 
Reserve Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of $8 per month. 


The amendment was agreed to. ; 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

LORENZO D. STOKER. 

The bill (H. R. 7628) granting an increase of pension to Lo- 
renzo D. Stoker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Lorenzo D. 
Stoker, late of Company D, Sixteenth Regiment United States 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $50 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL V. LOWARY. 

The bill (H. R. 7721) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel V. Lowary was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Daniel Y. 
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Lowary, late of Company K, Twenty-ninth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE G. BRAIL, 


The bill (H. R. 9065) granting an increase of pension to 
George G. Brail was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George G. 
Brail, late of Company G, Sixty-fourth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM G. RICHARDSON. 

The bill (H. R. 9851) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam G. Richardson was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William G. Richardson, late of Company E, Sixty-eighth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM OSTERMANN. 

The bill (H. R. 8562) granting an increase of pension to 
William Ostermann was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole, It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William Ostermann, late of Company K, Fifty-second Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CROSBY PYLE WOODWARD, 

The bill (S. 4000) granting an increase of pension to Pyle 
Woodward was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ of,” where it occurs the 
first time, to insert the name “ Crosby;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the nsion- laws, the name of 
Crosby Pyle Woodward, late of Company One Sundred and twenty- 


fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Crosby Pyle Woodward.” 

ANDREW J. COULTON, ALIAS SAMUEL MYERS. 

The bill (S. 3199) granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Coulton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“twenty-five ” and insert“ twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Andrew 
J. Coulton, alias Samuel Myers, late of Company G, Third Regiment 
New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Andrew J. Coulton, alias Samuel Myers.” 

: WILLIAM F. DAVIS. 

The bill (S. 1437) granting an increase of pension to William 
F. Davis was considered as in Committee of the Whole, It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of William F. Davis, 
late of Company G, Second Regiment Maryland Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 3 > 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LOUCETTE E. GLAVIS. 

The bill (H. R. 7213) granting an increase of pension to 

Loucette E. Glavis was considered as in Committee of the 


Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Loucette E. Glavis, widow of George O. Glavis, late hospital 
chaplain, United States Volunteers, and to pay her a pension of 
$15 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JACOB DACHRODT. 


The bill (H. R. 9237) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Dachrodt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob Dachrodt, 
late lieutenant-colonel One hundred and fifty-third Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MILTON A. SAEGER. 

The bill (H. R. 10307) granting an increase of pension to 
Milton A. Saeger was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Milton A. 
Saeger, late of Company E, Two hundred and second Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 


“| dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CATHARINE BECHTOL. 


The bill (S. 3492) granting an increase of pension to Cath- 
arine Bechtol was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Catharine htol, widow 
of John W. Bechtol, late of Company D, Twentieth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer 2 and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GEORGIA BROWN. 


The bill (S. 3122) granting an increase of pension to Georgia 
Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Georgia D. Brown, widow 
of George M. Brown, late captain Company M, and major First Regi- 
ment Maine Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month In lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. BEARD. 


The bill (S. 1666) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Beard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out“ thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of George 
W. rd, late acting third assistant engineer, United States Navy, and 


pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MARY C. BISHOP. 


The bill (S. 1555) granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Bishop was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary C. Bishop, widow of 
John Bishop, jr., late second lieutenant Company G, a first lieu- 


tenant Company E, Twenty-ninth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer In- 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3151 


fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $25 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BENJAMIN F. PEIRCE. 

The bill (S. 4223) granting an increase of pension to Ben- 
jamin F. Peirce was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert“ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
rend: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ben- 
jamin F. Peirce, late of Company C, Forty-ninth Regiment Massachu- 


setts Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was con . 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HARVEY C. BROWN. 


The bill (S. 1421) granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
C. Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Harvey C. 
Brown, late of Company D, Fifth Regiment New Hampshire 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ORLANDO C. PINKHAM, 


The bill (S. 1857) granting an increase of pension to Orlando 
©. Pinkham was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the words “ late of,” to strike out 
“Company D, Third Regiment,” and insert“ Eighth Unattached 
Company; and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out sixty“ and insert forty; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Orlando 
C. Pinkham, late of Eighth Unattached Company, Massachusetts Volun- 
teer Hea Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per 
month in lieu of that he ts now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
LINDSAY KIRBY. 


The bill (S. 4422) granting an increase of pension to Lindsay 
Kirby was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub; to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of dsay 
Kirby, late of Company E, One hundred and th -ninth Regiment 
Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
ALPHONSO BROOKS. 


The bill (S. 4496) granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
Brooks was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Alphonso Brooks, 
late of Third Independent Battery, Iowa Volunteer Light Ar- 
tillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LOREN H. HOWARD. 

The bill (H. R. 8156) granting an increase of pension to Loren 
H. Howard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Loren H. How- 


ard, late captain Company C, Eleventh Regiment Michigan Vol- L 


— 


unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HEART ECHARD. 


The bill (H. R. 8061) granting an increase of pension to Heart 
Echard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Heart Echard, 
late of Company L, Sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, 
and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


RICHARD H. KELLY. 


The bill (H. R. 5711) granting a pension to Richard H. Kelly 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Richard H. Kelly, late of 
Company L, Thirteenth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Infan- 
try, war with Spain, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN BURNS. 


The bill (H. R. 9405) granting an increase of pension to John 
Burns was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Burns, late 
of Company C, Tenth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. } 8 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and 

MARY A. MEGRUE. 


. The bill (S. 599) granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 
Megrue was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out“ of ” 
and insert “captain;” and in line 8, before the word “ dol- 
lars,” to strike out “thirty” and insert “twenty;” so as to 
make the bill read: F 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interi 
hereby, authorized and directed to ‘piace on the pension, ati af ne — 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ma 
ocr Beant Onto Teatar Carel tad pay Bees pss d 
rate of $20 per month in lieu of that ae te now vecetyings ae 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
ISAIAH MITCHELL, 


The bill (S. 1130) granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Mitchell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
55 amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
nsert : - 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to E gee on the pension roll, subject to the visions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name Isaiah Mitchell, late of 
Company G, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment United States Colored 
Volunteer Infan , and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now — 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
OSCAR F. RENICK. 


The bill (S. 3312) granting a pension to Oscar F. Renick was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out“ twenty ” and insert twelve; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
F. ueniet, acting le rargeon, United States Arny, und PAY Mia 
a pension at the rate of $12 per month. A gazi 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

MARY C. MORGAN. 

The bill (S. 3721) granting a pension to Mary C. Morgan was 

considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
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The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out of ” 
and insert“ captain; ” and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” 
to strike out “ thirty“ and insert“ twenty; “ so as to make the 
bill read: ; 

Be it cnacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to view on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary 
€. Morgan, widow of William J. Morgan, late captain Company C, One 


hundred and sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES CONINE, 


The bill (S. 671) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Conine was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out“ thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: ; 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
he pronnan and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 

onine, late of Company E, Nineteenth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, nand the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


PHILANDER BENNETT, 


The bill (H. R. 9122) granting an increase of pension to 
Philander Bennett was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Philander Bennett, late of Company B, One hundred and 
twenty-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LEVI J. WALTON. 


` The bill (H. R. 7222) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi J. Walton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Leyi J. 
Walton, late of Company I, Thirtieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JONATHAN WOOD. 


The bill (H. R. 9052) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan Wood was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jonathan 
Wood, late of Company G, One hundred and thirty-sixth Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE GIBSON. 


The bill (H. R. 8714) granting an increase of pension to 
George Gibson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George 
Gibson, late of Company F, Sixty-eighth Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ORLEAN DE WITT. 


The bill (H. R. 9929) granting an increase of pension to 
Orlean De Witt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Orlean De 
Witt, late of Company M, Fifth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

: a DANIEL D. DIEHL, 

The bill (H. R. 10256) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel D. Diehl was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Daniel D. 


SAG T 


Diehl, late of Company H, Eighty-eighth Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC B. HEWITT. 

The bill (S. 2168) granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 
Hewitt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out “ of 
the” and insert“ acting first assistant engineer; ” and in line 8. 
before the word “dollars,” to strike out “twenty-four” and 
insert“ twenty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the 8 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Isane 
B. Hewitt, late acting first assistant engineer, United States Navy, 


and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


AMOS M'MANUS. 


The bill (S. 4595) granting an increase of pension to Amos 
McManus was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 7, before the word “and,” to insert war 
with Mexico; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pare on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Amos 
McManus, late of Company C, Palmetto Regiment South Carolina Vol- 
unteers, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


SALLIE F. SHEFFIELD. 


The bill (H. R. 8493) granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
F. Sheffield was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions witb an 
amendment, in line 8, before the word “and,” to insert “ war 
with Mexico; ” so as to make the bill read: 8 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the portons and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sallie 
F. Sheffield, widow of John Sheffield, late of Company B, Siebei's Ala- 
bama Battalion Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed, 


ELIZABETH RUTHERFORD. 


The bill (S. 3189) granting an increase of pension to Bliza- 
beth Rutherford was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Elizabeth 
Rutherford, widow of Hugh Rutherford, late of Company I, 
Eighty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ELIZABETH F. PARTIN. 


The bill (H. R. 13078) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth F. Partin was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Elizabeth F. Partin, widow of Andrew J. Partin, late of Com- 
pany E, First Regiment Virginia Volunteer Infantry, war with 
Mexico, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EMSLEY KINSAULS. 

The bill (H. R. 6813) granting an increase of pension to 
Emsley Kinsauls was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Emsley 
Kinsauls, late of Company E, Fourth Regiment United States 
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Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. - 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM DIXON, 


The bill (H. R. 18084) granting an increase of pension to 
William Dixon was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Dixon, late of Company A, First Regiment North Carolina Vol- 
-unteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of 
$20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARTHA MILLER. 


The bill (H. R. 12837) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Martha 
Miller, widow of William Miller, late of Captain Pouncey’s 
company, Alabama Volunteers, Creek Indian war, and to pay 
her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiy- 
ing. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID A. JONES. 


The bill (H. R. 8494) granting an increase of pension to 
David A. Jones was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of David A. 
Jones, late of Company C, First Regiment Alabama Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT RICHARD CLARK. 


The bill (H. R. 8949) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
bert Richard Clark was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Albert Richard Clark, late principal musician, field and staff, 
Second Regiment Ohio Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay 
him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES GALLT. 


The bill (H. R. 10483) granting a pension to James Gallt was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension roll the name of James Gallt, dependent father 
of Alexander Gallt, late of Company E, Ninety-seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $12 
per month, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARIE G. BONHAM. 


The bill (H. R. 9351) granting an increase of pension to 
Marie G. Bonham was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Marie G. 
Bonham, widow of William B. Bonham, late second lieutenant, 
Second Regiment United States Infantry, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving, and 
$2 per month additional on account of the minor child of said 
William B. Bonham until he reaches the age of 16 years. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MARTIN L. ADAMS. 


The bill (S. 251) granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
Adams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Martin 
L. Adams, late of Company C, Twenty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Tke bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
tbe third time, and passed. 


XL——198 


JESSE M. FURMAN. 


The bill (S. 2548) granting an increase of pension to Jesse M. 
Furman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
usert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the —- laws, the name of Jesse M. Furman, late of 
United States gun t Essex, United States Navy, and Company B, 
First Regiment Vermont Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the time, and passed. : 


DOMINICK CAVANAUGH. 


The bill (S. 3539) granting an increase of pension to Dom- 
inick Cavanagh was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word “ late,” to strike out the 
name “ Cavanagh” and insert “ Cavanaugh;” and in line 8, be- 
fore the word “dollars,” to strike out “fifty” and insert 
“ thirty ;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Dom- 
inick Cavanaugh, late of Company E, First Regiment Oregon Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Dominick Cavanaugh.” 

WILLIAM HUGHES. 

The bill (H. R. 6494) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Hughes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Hughes, late of U. S. S. Michigan, United States Navy, and to 
pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES W. REYNOLDS, ALIAS WILLIAM REYNOLDS. 

The bill (H. R. 7948) granting an increase of pension to 
James W. Reynolds, alias William Reynolds, was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension 
roll the name of James W. Reynolds, alias William Reynolds, 
late of Company B, Loudoun County (Va.) Independent Rang- 
ers, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELIZA C. JONES. 

The bill (H. R. 8169) granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
C. Jones was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Eliza C. Jones, 
widow of William M. Jones, late of Company H, Third Regi- 
ment Tennessee Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension 
of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HINMAN RHODES. 

The bill (H. R. 9906) granting an increase of pension to Hin- 
man Rhodes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Hinman 
Rhodes, late major and colonel Twenty-eighth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EDWIN BILLING. 

The bill (H. R. 12156) granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
win Billing was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Edwin Billing, 
late of Company E, First Regiment Nevada Volunteer Cayalry, 
and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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DAVID L. KRETSINGER. 


The bill (H. R. 12290) granting an increase of pension to 
David L. Kretsinger was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Dayid L. Kretsinger, late first lieutenant Company G, Fifty- 
sixth Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ESTELLE KUHN. 


The bill (H. R. 12297) granting a pension to Estelle Kuhn 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Estelle Kuhn, widow of 
Charles N. Kuhn, late first lientenant Company A and captain 
Company ©, Sixth Regiment Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay her a pension of $20 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC C. DENNIS, 


The bill (H. R. 10925) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac C. Dennis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac C. 
Dennis, late of Company M, Fourteenth Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM LEE. 

The bill (H. R. 10883) granting an increase of pension to 
William Lee was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William Lee, 
late of Company C, Eighth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

REANNA PILE. 

The bill (H. R. 11061) granting an increase of pension to 
Reanna Pile was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Reanna Pile, 
widow of William O’Brien Pile, late of Company D, Fifth Regi- 
ment Tennessee Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay her a 
pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN A. CONLEY. 

The bill (H. R. 11724) granting an increase of pension to 
John A. Conley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John A. 
Conley, late of Company E, Fourth Regiment Arkansas Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARY C. KIRKLAND. 

The bill (H. R. 12285) granting a pension to Mary C. Kirk- 
land was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Mary C. Kirkland, 
widow of John D. A. Kirkland, late of Company G, First Regi- 
ment Louisiana Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to 
pay her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ELIZABETH L. H. LABATT. 

The bill (H. R. 12583) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth L. H. Labatt was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Elizabeth L. H. Labatt, widow of David C. Labatt, late of Cap- 
tain Hyam’s company, Fifth Regiment Louisiana Volunteers, 
war with Mexico, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. $ 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

N WILLIAM G. CROCKETT. 

The bill (H. R. 13050) granting an increase of pension to 
William G. Crockett was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William G. Crockett, late of Captain Murray’s company, Second 
Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and 
to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 

dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
PINKNEY W. H. LEE. 

The bill (H. R. 18129) granting an increase of pension to 
Pinkney W. H. Lee was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Pinkney W. H. Lee, late of Company I, Sixth Regiment Ten- 
nessee Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CALAWAY G. TUCKER. 

The bill (H. R. 10969) granting an increase of pension to 
Calaway G. Tucker was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Calaway G. Tucker, late of Company C, Third Regiment Ten- 
nessee Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a 
pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MANSON B. SCOTT. 

The bill (H. R. 11777) granting an increase of pension to 
Manson B. Scott was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Manson B. 
Scott, late of Company E, Fourth Regiment Tennessee Volun- 
teer Mounted Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WEBSTER THOMAS. 

The bill (H. R. 11808) granting an increase of pension to 
Webster Thomas was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Webster 
Thomas, late first lieutenant Company D and captain Com- 
pany E, Forty-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HARVEY T. DUNN. 

The bill (H. R. 12388) granting an increase of pension to 
Harvey T. Dunn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Harvey T. 
Dunn, late of Company B, One hundred and twenty-third Regi- 
ment, and Company F, Sixty-first Regiment, Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


AUGUSTUS F. BRADBURY. 


The bill (H. R. 12713) granting an increase of pension to 
Augustus F. Bradbury was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Augustus F. Bradbury, late of Company I, Seventeenth Regi- 
ment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES H. BURLEIGH. 

The bill (H. R. 12038) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles H. Burleigh was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Charles H. Burleigh, late of U. S. S. Wabash, Philadelphia, and 
Princeton, United States Navy, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MAURICE HAYES. 


The bill (H. R. 8302) granting an increase of pension to 
Maurice Hayes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Maurice 
Hayes, late of Company D, Twenty-ninth Regiment Maine Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EDWARD L. KIMBALL. 


The bill (H. R. 11916) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward L. Kimball was considered as in Committee of the 


Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Edward L. Kimball, late of Company K, First Regiment New 
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Hampshire Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Sénate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ETHAN BLODGETT. 


The bill (H. R. 8556) granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Ethan Blodgett, 
late of Company A, Twenty-first Regiment Massachusetts Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PATRICK CURLEY. 


The bill (H. R. 9279) granting an increase of pension to 
Patrick Curley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Patrick 
Curley, late of Company D, Sixty-second Regiment Massachu- 
setts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY J. STECK. 


The bill (H. R. 5957) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Steck was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Henry J. Steck, late 
of Company C, Fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, war 
with Spain, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN T. HOWELL. 


The bill (H. R. 12506) granting an increase of pension to John 
T. Howell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John T. Howell, 
late of Company D, Thirteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now reeeiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. COLLIER. 


The bill (H. R. 12507) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Collier was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George W. 
Collier, late of Company D, Sixth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ENOCH BOLEN. 

The bill (H. R. 11343) granting an increase of pension to 
Enoch Bolen was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Enoch Bolen, 
late of Company H, Seventy-third Regiment Ohio Voluntecr 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JEREMIAH SPICE. 


The bill (H. R. 11205) granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jeremiah 
Spice, late of Company H, One hundred and eighty-sixth Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM LEIPNITZ. 


The bill (H. R. 7649) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Leipnitz was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William Leip- 
nitz, late of Company G, Ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL DUNNAN. 

The bill (H. R. 7711) granting an increase of pension to Sam- 
uel Dunnan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel 
Dunnan, late of Company B, First Regiment Pennsylvania 


Volunteer Light Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HORACE E. LYDY. 


The bill (H. R. 11132) granting an increase of pension to 
Horace E. Lydy was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Horace B. 
Lydy, late of Company C, One hundred and fourteenth Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JACOB J. LONG. 

The bill (H. R. 10807) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob J. Long was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob J. Long, 
late of Company F, Twenty-third Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

THOMAS CLARK. 

The bill (H. R. 10741) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Clark was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas Clark, 
late of Company C, Second Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteers, 
war with Mexico, and Company D, Second Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ` 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LEVI I. SHIPMAN. 

The bill (H. R. 10637) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi I. Shipman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Levi I. Ship- 
man, late of Company C, First Regiment West Virginia Volun- 
teer Infantry, and Company E, Second Regiment West Virginia 
Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LEVI N. BODLEY. 

The bill (H. R. 10564) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi N. Bodley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Leyi N. 
Bodley, late of Company K, 'Twenty-ninth Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALFRED F. WHITE. 

The bill (H. R. 8520) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
fred F. White was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Alfred F. 
White, late of Company G, Fifth Regiment West Virginia Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and Company G, First Regiment West Vir- 
ginia Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SUSAN W. SELFRIDGE. 

The bill (H. R. 8406) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan W. Selfridge was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Susan W. Selfridge, widow of James R. Selfridge, late captain, 
United States Navy, and to pay her a pension of $40 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM B. EVERSOLE. 

The bill (H. R. 12754) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam B. Eversole was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William B. 
Eversole, late captain Company L, Fourteenth Regiment Ken- 
tucky Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN M’WHORTER. . 

The bill (H. R. 12510) granting an increase of pension to 
John McWhorter was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
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It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John Me- 
Whorter, late of Eighty-second Company, United States Coast 
Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $17 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY R. PEASE, 


The bill (S. 4636) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
R. Pease was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
—— amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 

rt: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name Henry R. Pease, late of 
Company F, Twenty-fifth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and 
captain 8 A. 8 Regiment United States Colored 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I move to amend the 
amendment by striking out the word “thirty,” before the word 
dollars,“ in line 4, and inserting the word forty.” 

Mr. KEAN. I should like to know the reason for this in- 
crease. Forty dollars is rather a large pension. 

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator is very anxious, I have the 
report of the committee here, which is quite lengthy, and it may 
be read if he so desires. 

Mr. KEAN. I would not interrupt the proceedings for the 
length of time it would take to read the report, but I desire to 
inquire of the Senator whether this comes within the rule of 
the committee? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It does. 

Mr. KEAN. My attention has just been called to the report, 
from which I observe that the claimant is over 74 years of age. 
Therefore I can not see that there is any great objection to the 
pro increase. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumperr] to the 
amendment reported ‘by the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


PETER SHIPPMAN. 


The bill (S. 1023) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Shippman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and direeted to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Peter Shippman, late of 
Company I, Third Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Infantry, and cap- 
tain Company I, One hundred and thirteenth Regiment United States 
Colored Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. i 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM FLUEGEL. 


The bill (S. 4362) granting an increase of pension to William 
Fleugel was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word “ late,” to strike out the 
name “ Fleugel ” and insert Fluegel;” in the same line, after 
the word “ First,” to strike out “ Regiment” and insert “ Bat- 
tallon;“ and in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“thirty” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Fluegel, late of Company E, First Battalion Minnesota Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him n pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he ig now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
ments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an 
increase of pension to William Fluegel.” 


FREDERICK C. STURM, 


The bill (S. 4319) granting an increase of pension to Freder- 
ick C. Sturm was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out “ of 
Company” and insert captain; “ in line 7, before the word 
Battery,“ to insert Independent; and in line 8, before the 
word “dollars,” to strike out “fifty” and insert “ thirty-six; ” 
so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 1 laws, the name of Freder- 
ick C. Sturm, late captain Twenty-fifth Independent Battery, Indiana 
Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $36 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. $ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, reaé 
the third time, and passed. 


JERUSHA HAYWARD BROWN. 


The bill (S. 772) granting an increase of pension to Jerushe 
Hayward Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
—.— amendmenf, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 


e rate of $30 
per month, such pension to be in lieu of that she is now receiving under 
special act of Congress approved June 9, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a pen- 
sion to Jerusha Hayward Brown.” 


FREDERICK ZIMMERMAN. 


The bill (S. 4637) granting an increase of pension to Freder- 
ick Zimmerman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Frederick 
Zimmerman, late of Company D, Sixth Regiment Minnesota. 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BARNEY WHITNEY. 


The bill (S. 492) granting an increase of pension to Barney 
Whitney was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Barney Whitney, 
late of Company F, Seventy-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GOULD E. UTTER. 


The bill (H. R. 11658) granting an increase of pension to 
Gould E. Utter, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Gould E. 
Utter, late of Company F, Fortieth Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


KATHRYN G. HAYT. 


The bill (H. R. 12839) granting an increase of pension to 
Kathryn G. Hayt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Kathryn 
G. Hayt, widow of Stephen K. Hayt, late second lieutenant, 
Philippine Scouts, United States Army, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANDREW DUNNING. 

The bill (H. R. 12384) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Dunning was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Andrew 
Dunning, late first lieutenant Company D, Bighth Regiment 
Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MELVIN J. LEE. 


The bill (H. R. 11145) granting an increase of pension to 
Melyin J. Lee was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Melvin J. 
Lee, late of Company I, One hundred and forty-fourth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MICHAEL COMER. 

The bill’ (H. R. 11105) granting an increase of pension to 
Michael Comer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Michael 
Comer, late of Company H, One hundred and thirty-fourth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM K. SPENCER. 


The bill (H. R. 7525) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam K. Spencer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William K. 
Spencer, late of Company B, McLaughlin’s squadron, Ohio Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANDREW J. BAKER. 

The bill (H. R. 11101) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Baker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Andrew J. 
Baker, late of Company H, Thirty-third Regiment Indiana Yol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

NEWTON E. TERRILL. 

The bill (H. R, 7955) granting an increase of pension to New- 
ton E. Terrill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Newton E. 
Terrill, late of Company K, Fifth Regiment Iowa Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY J. ALLHANDS. 


The bill (H. R. 7241) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
J. Allhands was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary J. All- 
hands, widow of Francis M. Allhands, late first lieutenant Com- 
pany E, Thirty-fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay her a pension of $17 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM J. CAMPBELL. 


The bill (H. R. 7238) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Campbell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William J. 
Campbell, late of Company D, Eighty-eighth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FRANCIS M. HATTER. 

The bill (H. R. 6565) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis M. Hatter was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Francis M. Hatter, late of Company H, Thirty-fifth Regiment 
Kentucky Volunteer Mounted Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $20 per mosth in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HUGH LONGSTAFF. - 

The bill (H. R. 10216) granting an increase of pension to 
Hugh Longstaff was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Hugh Long- 
staff, late of Company B, First Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 


Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENDERSON ROSE. 

The bill (H. R. 9567) granting an increase of pension to 
Henderson Rose was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henderson 
Rose, late of Company H, Seventy-eighth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

AMON MILLER. ' 

The bill (H. R. 13579) granting an increase of pension to 
Amon Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Amon Miller, 
late of Company K, Twelfth Regiment United States Infantry, 
war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM A. SOUTHWORTH. 

The bill (H. R. 13141) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Southworth was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William A. Southworth, late of Company A, One hundred and 
fourteenth Regiment, and Company E, Eighty-ninth Regiment, 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILHELMINA HEALEY. — 

The bill (H. R. 12102) granting an increase of pension to 
Wilhelmina Healey was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It preposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Wilhelmina Healey, widow of James M. Healey, late of Com- 
pany I, One hundred and sixty-ninth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CLARA M. THOMPSON. 

The bill (H. R. 11846) granting a pension to Clara M. Thomp- 
son was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Clara M. Thompson, 
widow of Merrill C. Thompson, late of Company B, Twenty- 
first Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a 
pension of $8 per month, such pension to cease upon proof that 
the soldier is living. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FRANKLIN J. FELLOWS. 

The bill (H. R. 11672) granting an increase of pension to 
Franklin J. Fellows was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Franklin J. Fellows, late second lieutenant Company B, Eighth 
Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay him 
a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANTON RIEDMULLER. 


The bill (H. R. 7750) granting an increase of pension to 
Anton Riedmiiller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Anton Ried- 
miiller, late of the Ninth Independent Battery, New York Volun- 
teer Light Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE LARSON. 

The bill (H. R. 10967) granting a pension to George Larson 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of George Larson, late of 
Company D, Fifth Regiment United States Cavalry, and to pay 
him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES D. BLANDING. 


The bill (H. R. 12008) granting an increase of pension to 
James D. Blanding was considered as in Committee of the 
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Whole. 
James D. Blanding, late captain and acting commissary of 
subsistence, United States Commissary Department, war with 
Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 


STEPHEN A. STURTEVANT. 


The bill (H. R. 11908) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen A. Sturtevant was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Stephen V. Sturtevant, late of Company D, Seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES A. PHILLIPS. 


The bill (H. R. 6873) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles A. Phillips was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Charles A. Phillips, late of Company F, Eighth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MARY E. SCOTT. 

The bill (H. R. 6489) granting a pension to Mary E. Scott 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Mary E. Scott, late nurse 
Medical Department, United States Volunteers, and to pay her 
a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN GIBBONS. 


The bill (H. R. 6913) granting an increase of pension to John 
Gibbons was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Gibbons, 
late of Company K, Twentieth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EDWARD H. PINNEY. 

The bill (H. R. 8541) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward H. Pinney was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Edward H. Pinney, late captain Company F, One hundred and 
forty-third Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That completes the Calendar of 
pension cases. What is the further pleasure of the Senate? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, if there are no other Sena- 
tors present who desire the consideration of other business, I 
move that the Senate adjourn. : 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 28 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, March 
1, 1906, at 12.0’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate February 28, 1906. 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY. 

Carl Rasch, of Montana, to be United States attorney for the 
district of Montana. A reappointment, his term expiring March 
18, 1906. 

REGISTER OF LAND OFFICE. 

Robert D. Johnston, of Alabama, to be register of the land 
office at Montgomery, Ala., vice Robert Barber, whose term will 
expire May 19, 1906. 

PROMOTION IN REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 

First Assistant Engineer Urban Harvey to be a chief engineer 
with the rank of first lieutenant in the Revenue-Cutter Service 
of the United States, to rank as such from February 21, 1906, 
to succeed Daniel Francis Kelly, retired. 

POSTM ASTERS. 
ARIZONA. 

James H. McClintock to be postmaster at Phoenix, in the 
county of Maricopa and State of Arizona, in place of James H. 
McClintock. Incumbent’s commission expires March 18, 1906. 


ARKANSAS, 
John R. Greenwood to be postmaster at Stamps, in the county 
of Lafayette and State of Arkansas, in place of John R. Green- 
wood. Incumbent’s commission expires March 15, 1906. 


CALIFORNIA, 
William P. Ratliff to be postmaster at Tulare, in the county of 
Tulare and State of California, in place of William T. Ratliff. 
Incumbent's commission expires March 18, 1906. 


INDIAN TERRITORY. 
James A. Rose to be postmaster at Chickasha, in District 19, 
Indian Territory, in place of James A. Rose. Incumbent's com- 
mission expires March 1, 1906. 


= KANSAS, 


Harvey P. Donnell to be postmaster at Waverly, in the county 
of Coffey and State of Kansas, in place of Harvey P, Donnell. 
Incumbent’s commission expired January 16, 1906. 

Lair D. Hart to be postmaster at Westmoreland, in the county 
of Pottawatomie and State of Kansas. Office became Presiden- 
tial January 1, 1906. 

Clinton O. Kinne to be postmaster at Alma, in the county of 
Wabaunsee and State of Kansas, in place of Clinton O. Kinne, 
Incumbent's commission expires March 15, 1906. 

Bror A. Rosenquist to be postmaster at Osage City, in the 
county of Osage and State of Kansas, in place of Bror A. Rosen- 
quist. Incumbent’s commission expired January 16, 1906. 

MAINE. 

George T. Hodgman to be postmaster at Camden, in the 
county of Knox and State of Maine, in place of George T. Hodg- 
man. Incumbent’s commission expired January 31, 1906. 

MICHIGAN. 

Darwin F. Meech to be postmaster at Charlevoix, in the 
county of Charlevoix and State of Michigan, in place of Fred- 
erick J. Meech. Incumbent's commission expired January 21, 
1906. 

A. Brink Tucker to be postmaster at Otsego, in the county of 
Allegan and State of Michigan, in place of Gorham A. Sher- 
wood. Incumbent’s commission expires March 19, 1906. 

MINNESOTA, 

Carl A. Von Vieck to be postmaster at Lake City, in the 
county of Wabasha and State of Minnesota, in place of Joseph 
©. Bartlett. Incumbent's commission expires February 28, 1906. 

MISSOURI. 

John W. Smith to be postmaster at Thayer, in the county of 
Oregon and State of Missouri, in place of John W. Smith. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 

NEBRASKA. 


William E. Morgan to be postmaster at Greeley, in the county 
of Greeley and State of Nebraska, in place of William E. Mor- 
gan. Incumbent's commission expired February 10, 1906. 

NEW JERSEY. 


John G. Gaston to be postmaster at Somerville, in the county 
of Somerset and State of New Jersey, in place of George W. 
Cooper, removed. 

NORTH DAKOTA, 

James R. Carley to be postmaster at Hillsboro, in the county 
of Traill and State of North Dakota, in place of James R. Car- 
ley. Incumbent’s commission expires February 28, 1906. 

OKLAHOMA, 

William T. Little to be postmaster at Perry, in the county of 
Noble and Territory of Oklahoma, in place of William T. Little. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 15, 1906. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 


George D. Bonfoey to be postmaster at Sayre, in the county 
of Bradford and State of Pennsylvania, in place of James N. 
Weaver, removed. 

TEXAS. 

Milton O. Gleason to be postmaster at Hico, in the county of 
Hamilton and State of Texas, in place of Milton O. Gleason. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 4, 1906. 

Florence Sheasby to be postmaster at Elgin, in the county of 
Bastrop and State of Texas, in place of Florence Sheasby. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires March 25, 1906. 

Reese E. Troutman to be postmaster at Jacksonville, in the 
county of Cherokee and State of Texas, in place of Reese E. 
Troutman. Incumbent’s commission expires March 14, 1906. 

YER MONT. : 

Mark H. Moody to be postmaster at Waterbury, in the county 
of Washington and State of Vermont, in place of Mark H. 
Moody. Incumbent’s commission expires March 20, 1906. 
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VIRGINIA. 

Thomas Burroughs to be postmaster at Alexandria, in the 
county of Alexandria and State of Virginia, in place of Joseph 
L. Crupper. Incumbent's commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Robert L. Gillespie to be postmaster at Graham, in the county 
of Tazewell and State of Virginia, in place of Robert L. Gil- 
lespie. Incumbent's commission expired January 20, 1906. 

William L. Mustard to be postmaster at Pocahontas, in the 
county of Tazewell and State of Virginia, in place of William L. 
Mustard. Incumbent’s commission expires March 4, 1906. 

N. Clifford Nichols to be postmaster at Leesburg, in the county 
of Loudoun and State of Virginia, in place of N. Clifford Nichols. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 4, 1906. 

WEST VIRGINIA. 

Allison H. Fleming to be postmaster at Fairmont, in the 
county of Marion and State of West Virginia, in place of Alli- 
son H. Fleming. Incumbent's commission expires March 24, 


1906. 
WISCONSIN. 

Christopher C. Gittings to be postmaster at Racine, in the 
county of Racine and State of Wisconsin, in place of Hiram J. 
Smith. Incumbent’s commission expires March 18, 1906. 

Peter W. MacKenzie to be postmaster at Poynette, in the 
county of Columbia and State of Wisconsin, in place of Peter 
W. MacKenzie. Incumbent’s commission expires March 10, 
1906. 

Francis A. R. Van Meter to be postmaster at New Richmond, 
in the county of St. Croix and State of Wisconsin, in place of 
Francis A. R. Van Meter. Incumbent’s commission expires 
March 5, 1906. 5 

David C. Owen to be postmaster at Milwaukee, in the county 
of Milwaukee and State of Wisconsin, in place of Ellicott R. 
Stillman. Incumbent’s commission expired February 7, 1906. 

John M. Reese to be postmaster at Dodgeville, in the county 
of Iowa and State of Wisconsin, in place of John M. Reese, In- 
cumbent’s commission expires March 18, 1906. 

WYOMING. 

William F. Brittain to be postmaster at Sheridan, in the 
county of Sheridan and State of Wyoming, in place of William 
F. Brittain. Incumbent’s commission expires March 15, 1906. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations Onimo by the Senate February 28, 
CONSUL. 
Harry L. Paddock, of California, to be consul of the United 
States at Amoy, China. 
APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY. 
Maj. William P. Duvall, Artillery Corps, to be brigadier-gen- 


POSTMASTERS, 


CALIFORNIA, 
David W. Morris to be postmaster at Modesto, in the county 
of Stanislaus and State of California. 
CONNECTICUT, 
David L. Clinton to be postmaster at Clintonville, in the 
county of New Haven and State of Connecticut. 
James A. Howarth to be postmaster at New Haven, in the 
county of New Hayen and State of Connecticut. 


FLORIDA. 
John W. Garwood to be postmaster at Monticello, in the 
county of Jefferson and State of Florida. 
Eben B. Trask to be postmaster at Plant City, in the county 
of Hillsboro and State of Florida. 

Cyrus Lowrey to be postmaster at Clearwater (late Clear- 
water Harbor), in the county of Hillsboro and State of Florida. 
GEORGIA, 

Edwin F. Blodgett to be postmaster at Atlanta, in the county 
of Fulton and State of Georgia. 
F. G. Boatright to be postmaster at Cordele, in the county of 
Crisp and State of Georgia. 
W. J. Lewis to be postmaster at Dawson, in the county of 
Terrell and State of Georgia. 
INDIANA, 
David P. Burton to be postmaster at Gosport, in the county of 
Owen and State of Indiana. 
KANSAS. 
John B. Kennedy to be postmaster at Troy, in the county of 
Doniphan and State of Kansas. 
Daniel Stough to be postmaster at Sedan, In the county of 
Chautauqua and State of Kansas. 


MAINE. 


Jessie F. Fernald to be postmaster at Kittery, in the county of 
York and State of Maine. 
Lorenzo B. Hill to be postmaster at Togus, in the county of 
Kennebec and State of Maine, 
MASSACHUSETTS. 
Charles H. Mead to be postmaster at West Acton, in the 
county of Middlesex and State of Massachusetts. 

Harry S. Tripp to be postmaster at Spencer, In the county 
of Worcester and State of Massachusetts. 3 
MICHIGAN. 

Frank J. Battersbee to be postmaster at Oroswell, in the 
county of Sanilac and State of Michigan, 
Isaac Foster to be postmaster at Gladwin, in the county of 
Gladwin and State of Michigan. 
Allen ©. Wright to be postmaster at Pellston, in the county of 
Emmet and State of Michigan. 
MINNESOTA, 
Edwin Mattson to be postmaster at Breckenridge, in the 
county of Wilkin and State of Minnesota. 
MISSOURI. 
W. P. Brown to be postmaster at Princeton, in the county of 
Mercer and State of Missouri. 
Thomas Curry, to be postmaster at Oregon, in the county of 
Holt and State of Missouri. 

George L. Miller to be postmaster at King City, in the county 
of Gentry and State of Missouri. ; 
NEBRASKA, 

Clark Robinson to be postmaster at Fairmont, in the county 
of Fillmore and State of Nebraska. 
NEVADA, | 
Charles A. Beemer to be postmaster at Sparks, In the county 
of Washoe and State of Nevada. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE, 
Jesse C. Parker to be postmaster at Hillsboro Bridge, in the 
county of Hillsboro and State of New Hampshire. 
J. P. Wellman to be postmaster at Keene, in the county of 
Cheshire and State of New Hampshire. 
NEW JERSEY. 
Louis Sabow to be postmaster at Chrome, in the county of 
Middlesex and State of New Jersey. 


NEW YORK. 
Evert B. Du Bois to be postmaster at Wallkill, in the county 
of Ulster and State of New York. 
Melvin J. Esmay to be postmaster at Schenevus, in the county 
of Otsego and State of New York. 7 
Frank W. Hallock to be postmaster at Millbrook, in the county 
of Dutchess and-State of New York. 
Montressor Van Auken to be postmaster at Cobleskill, in the 
county of Schoharie and State of New York. { 
Nathan Van Wagenen to be postmaster at New Paltz, in the 
county of Ulster and State of New York. 
NORTH CAROLINA. 
Rufus R. Harris to be postmaster at Louisburg, in the county 
of Franklin and State of North Carolina. 
D. C. Pearson to be postmaster at Morganton, in the county of 
Burke and State of North Carolina. 
OHIO. 
Frank A. Knapp to be postmaster at Bellevue, in the county 
of Huron and State of Ohio. 
Samuel E. Nimmons to be postmaster at Plymouth, in the 
county of Richland and State of Ohio. 
Adelbert E. Shattuck to be postmaster at Wellston, in the 
county of Jackson and State of Ohio. 
John B. Strobel to be postmaster at Ironton, in the county of 
Lawrence and State of Ohio. 
SOUTH DAKOTA. 
John G. Ropes to be postmaster at Groton, in the county of 
Brown and State of South Dakota. 
TEXAS. 
Berry McGee to be postmaster at Italy, in the county of Ellis 
and State of Texas. 
UTAH. 
Arthur L. Thomas to be postmaster at Salt Lake City, in tho 
county of Salt Lake and State of Utah. 
WASHINGTON, 
Edwin L. Brunton to be postmaster at Walla Walla, in the 
county of Wallawalla and State of Washington. 
WEST VIRGINIA. 
James K. Hall to be postmaster at Wheeling, in the county of 
Obio and State of West Virginia. 
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WISCONSIN, 
D. C. Beebe to be postmaster at Sparta, in the county of 
Monroe and State of Wisconsin. 
William F. Bishop to be postmaster at Peshtigo, in the county 
of Marinette and State of Wisconsin. 


COPYRIGHT WITH JAPAN. 


The injunction of secrecy was removed February 28, 1906, 
from a copyright convention between the United States and 
Japan, signed at Tokyo on November 10, 1905. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Wepnespay, February 28, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved. 


FEDERAL COURT, MIAMI, FLA. 


Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the following bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of a bill which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 10080) to provide for sittings of the United States circuit 
and district courts of the southern district of Florida at the city of 
Miami, in said district. 


Be it enacted, etc., That from and after the passage of this act there 
shall be held at the city of Miami, in the southern district of Florida, 
a term of both the circuit and district courts of said district, on the 
third Monday in November of each year: Provided, That suitable rooms 
and accommodations shall be furnished for the holding of said courts 
at said place free of expense to the Government of the United States. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 
In line 6 strike out the word “ third“ and insert the word “fourth,” 


and in the same line strike out the word“ November“ and insert the 
word “April.” 


The SPEAKER. 
Chair hears none. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. CLARK of Florida, a motion to reconsider the 
last vote was laid on the table. 


DELEGATE FROM ALASKA. 


Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of Senate bill 956, providing for the 
election of a Delegate to the House of Representatives from the 
district of Alaska. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington [Mr. CUSH- 
MAN] asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of 
the following bill, the title of which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 956) providing for the election of a Delegate to the House 
of Representatives from the district of Alaska. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to hear the bill read 
first. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest that, as this is a 
longer bill than the Chair supposed, under all the circumstances, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. CUSHMAN] withdraw his 
request for the present. 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I gladly withdraw the request 
at this time. 


Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 


BRIDGE ACROSS CUMBERLAND RIVER. 


Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill (S. 4482) en- 
titled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act authorizing the 
construction of a bridge across the Cumberland River at or near 
Carthage, Tenn.’ ” 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill S. 4482, 
which the Clerk will read. 

The bill was read at length. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time; was accordingly 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee, a motion to recon- 
sider the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the 
table. A 

Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 


House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce be dis- 
charged from further consideration of the bill H. R. 15091 and 
that the same be laid on the table, a similar Senate bill having 
been passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


BRIDGE ACROSS TENNESSEE RIVER. 


Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 14589) to authorize the 
Cairo and Tennessee River Railroad Company to construct a 
bridge across the Tennessee River. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. James] 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of a bill 
which the Clerk will report. 

The bill was read at length. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. James, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE CUMBERLAND RIVER. 


Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 14590) to authorize the 
Cairo and Tennessee River Railroad Company to construct a 
bridge across Cumberland River. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. James] 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of a bill 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read the bill at length. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. James, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


SALE AND CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO STATE OF MINNESOTA, 


Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for present consideration of the bill (H. R. 10101) au- 
thorizing and directing the Secretary of the Interior to sell and 
conyey to the State of Minnesota a certain tract of land sit- 
uated in the county of Dakota, State of Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Davis] 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of a bill, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to sell and convey unto the State of 
Minnesota, under such provisions as he may direct, and for such com- 
pensation as he may deem adequate, the following tract of land, which 
was heretofore purchased by the United States for the pur of 
allotting the same to certain Sioux Indians, residing in the State of 
Minnesota, situated in the county of Dakota and State of Minnesota, 
Gescribed as follows, to wit: Southeast quarter of the southeast quarter 
of section 27, township No. 115, range 17. 

Src. 2. That the Aase arising from the sale of such land shall, 
if the Secretary of the Interior so elect, be paid to sald proposed allot- 
oe or thelr representatives, or lieu lands purchased Fy 
where. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I would like the gentleman to explain this bill. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, during the year 1888 
the sum of $10,000 was appropriated for purchasing certain 
lands, tools, and implements for the benefit of a few remaining 
Sioux Indians, who had severed their tribal relations and still 
resided within the State of Minnesota. 

The purchase of this land was for the purpose of allotting the 
same in severalty to said Indians. The matter has dragged 
along for years without such allotment being made of all such 
lands so purchased. The final inspection thereof was made in 
the year 1904, in which half a dozen or more small tracts were 
attempted to be allotted. The allotments were made and ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Interior as to all except a 40-acre 
tract lying in the county of Dakota, in the State of Minnesota. 
That tract was not considered to be suitable for an Indian 
allotment, owing to its barren condition, and being covered with 
water, hilly, sandy, and not useful for cultivation. Hence the 
allotment as to this tract was not approved by the Secretary, 
However, it has lain there dormant and useless for quite a num- 
ber of years previous hereto, except some being pastured and a 
yery small part slightly cultivated. During last year the State 
of Minnesota, through its board of control, desired to purchase 
this particular 40-acre tract; it is the only remaining tract of 
the so-called “ Sioux allotment.” The present bill for that pur- 


‘or them else-' 


pose has passed the Committee on Public Lands unanimously, 
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The Secretary of the Interior and the Commissioner of In- 
dian Affairs have approved it. It leaves to the Secretary of 
the Interior the sale of it to the State of Minnesota, desiring 
to purchase it for use in connection with the Minnesota Hospital 
for the Insane, located at Hastings, Minn. It is not a very val- 
uable tract; worth less perhaps than a thousand dollars in 
value; and at the present time the State of Minnesota is using 
it for the purpose of sanitary sewerage purposes, by and with 
the consent of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. How many of these Indians have not 
had lands allotted to them? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. 
particular tract. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. How many Indians still remain with- 
out land allotted to them? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Very few, if any. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. And were they all to be given allot- 
ment on this 40 acres? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Oh, no; there were various other 
tracts lying in other counties, some of them in the county of 
Wabasha, in the district of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
TAWNEY]. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. How did this bill go to the Committee 
on Public Lands? These are Indian lands. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Last year I introduced a bill and 
had it referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, upon the 
theory that the allotment had been made; but upon investiga- 
tion it was found that the Indian Affairs Committee had noth- 
ing to do with it, because there never had been any allotment; 
that the Government owned the land in fee; that the Secretary 
of the Interior refused to make the allotment, because it was 
not a kind of land that was useful for the Indians at all. Now, 
the proceeds from the sale of this land is to be used for the 
purchase of lieu land in place of it for the same Indians. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does this land adjoin a brick yard? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. It does not. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I would like to ask the gentle- 
man what is the necessity of this bill? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. The necessity is that the land will 
be made available for use by the Minnesota Hospital for the In- 
sane, located at Hastings; Minn., and they are very desirous of 
having it. The last inspector, Mr. Downs, who appraised the 
land, valued it at $640; but the Secretary of the Interior will 
sell it to the State of Minnesota at the best price possible. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How is it to be sold? To the 
highest bidder at auction, or by sealed bids? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. The sale is to be made to the 
State of Minnesota for the hospital for the insane; but if the 
price is not satisfactory, the Secretary of the Interior will not 
sell it. He certainly will not sell lower than the appraised 
value. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How are the rights of the Indians 
to be preserved? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. The money received therefor is to 
be distributed to the Indians, or, in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, other lands will be purchased of the value 
thereof and allotted to them. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
sale under your bill? 


All with the exception of this 


Who has authority to make this 


Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. The Secretary of the Interior 
alone. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Under either sealed bids or open 
bids? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. It does not provide that. It is to 


be made in such a manner as he deems proper. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does not the gentleman think 
that is a very unsafe provision? Ought it not to be at public 
auction or by sealed bids? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. 
necessary. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman think it best 
that it should be left so that the Secretary of the Interior shall 
make such trade as he sees proper? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I hardly think a matter of this 
importance would be crowding the discretion of the Secretary 
of the Interior very much, especially where he has had two or 
three appraisals of the value, and I can assure the gentleman 
that the sale will not be made for any less than the appraised 
value, and probably for considerably more. This tract of land 
is badly located, almost absolutely worthless for agricultural 
purposes. From one-half to three-fourths of it is covered by 
water from the Vermilion and Mississippi rivers two-thirds of 
the year. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 


The committee did not deem that 


All the bills that have been re- 


ported from the Committee on Indian Affairs have been safe- 


guarded by the provision that the lands shall be appraised and 
not be sold for less than the appraised value. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. This land has already been ap- 
praised twice, and there is a provision that it shall not be sold 
for less than the appraised value. 

I will inform the gentleman that the object of this is to leave 
it discretionary with the Secretary of the Interior, in order that 
he may get more than the appraisement. I think the chances 
are—in fact, I am confident from my knowledge of it—that he 
will obtain more by several hundred dollars than the $640 ap- 
praisement. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The insertion of the amendment suggested 
by the gentleman from Texas would not prevent the Secretary 
of the Interior from accepting more if he could get it. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Not at all, and I am very willing 
to have that amendment put in. 

Mr. TAWNEY. But it would prevent it being sold for less 
than the appraised value. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I think that amendment should 
go in, in order to make it conform to the rule. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I offer that amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is first on the committee 
amendments. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is some other amendment desired? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I offer the following proviso: 


we That the land shall not be sold for less than the appraised 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers an amend- 
ment to be reported by the Clerk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Add at the end of section 1 the words “ Provided, That the land shall 
not be sold at less than the appraised value.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Davis of Minnesota, a motion to reconsider 
the last vote was laid on the table. 


ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill making ap- 
propriations for the Army. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolyed itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 14397) making appropriation for 
the support of the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, 
with Mr. BoUTELL in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would state that there is a 
point of order under consideration, and the Chair is very de- 
sirous to hear the arguments of Members addressing themselyes 
to this subject. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, when the committee rose on 
yesterday the Chair had under consideration the point of order 
made by myself to the paragraph providing for an increase in 
the clerical force of the headquarters, divisions, and depart- 
ments of the Army, including the office of Chief of Staff. The 
point of order I make is that there is no law authorizing this 
increase of clerical force for these offices, and that therefore 
the paragraphs are not in order in so far as they involve that 
increase. The basis of that point of order is the fact that these 
offices in which these clerks are to be employed do not come 
under the head of the Executive Departments of the Government. 
They are not included within what are termed “the Executive 
Departments of the Government.” 

There was a decision by the Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole a few years ago, holding that increases of salaries for 
these clerks were in order; but subsequently, March 28, 1900, 
this same question again arose, and I find in the CON dRESSLONAV 
Record of the first session of the Fifty-sixth Congress, on page 
3442, this ruling: 5 

The Chair, in looking up the Recorp, discovers that the basis of the 


decision made by the gentleman from Illinois, while occupyin 
last year, was a statute which provides as follows— PEE Se NE 


Then follows the statute which I read on yesterday in regard 
to the provision in appropriation bills for increasing clerk hire 
for the Executive Departments of the Government. The Chair- 
man proceeds : 


So that the decision of the gentleman from Illinois last year was 
based upon a provision of law for whatever number of clerks Congress 
chose to appropriate in any particular Department—which is a propo- 
pened differing distinctly from that suggested by the gentleman from 

rkansas. 
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Now, I haye here the decision of the Attorney-General, as to 
what constitutes the Executive Departments, and it is only the 
Executive Departments that are included in section 169 of the 
Revised Statutes, giving the authority for the increase of cler- 
ical force in an appropriation bill. The Attorney-General, on 
page 267, volume 15, of the Attorney-General’s Opinions, says: 


The civil Executive Departments are 
of Government. They have no existence here. Only those bureaus 
and offices can be deemed bureaus or offices in any of these Departments 
which are constituted, as they are, by the law of its organization. The 
De nt with its bureaus and offices in contemplation of the law 
an establishment distinct from the branches of the public service an 
the offices thereof which are under its supervision. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask at what date that 
opinion was published? 

Mr. TAWNEY. May 16, 1877. That is all, Mr. Chairman, 
that I wish to call to the attention of the Chair at this time. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I feel like apologizing to the 
chairman for taking his time on this question, for it does not 
seem to me hardly an open question. The gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. TAwNeEy] refers to the increase of clerk hire; that is 
not involved here. He refers to places where the law fixes the 
salary of clerks on an appropriation bill and the change of sal- 
ary; that is not involved here. The question involved here is 
whether on this bill we have a right to provide for clerical force 
necessary for the Department, divisions, and Chief of Staff. 
That is all that is involved here. 

The same question was raised on exactly this same proposi- 
tion in the third session of the Fifty-fifth Congress when the 
gentleman from Alabama raised the point of order on a small 
increase in the clerical force—not a change of salary, but a 
small increase in the clerical force. He argued it at length, 
and I and other gentlemen participated in it; but the gen- 
tleman from Illinois, who is now Speaker of the House, threw 
more light on the subject than any of the rest of us, and I want 
to read his statement. It will be found on page 2403 of the 
Recorp of that session. 

Mr. Cannon. I want to say a word on the point of order. I do not 
know as to the propriety of specifically appropria for these clerks, 
but I do know that in all the Departments, as w as at the head- 
quarters of the Army, there is a clerical force under oe provision 
of law that is larger or smaller from yea f 
the service seem to indicate, and that it is always in order upon a gen- 
eral appropriation bill to increase or decrease the item for clerk hire. 

Then he quotes certain provisions of law. He was inter- 
rupted by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Unprrwoop] and 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Cox] and proceeded as fol- 
lows: 


law established at the seat 


and 
es of 


The Chairman, Mr. HorkINs of Illinois, after hearing further 
debate, rendered his decision: 

That under this statute it seems clear to the Chair that this is 
simply following what is authorized by law, and in this Department of 
War, and is not in violation of section 2 of Rule XXI, as contended for. 
The Chair therefore overrules the point of order. 


That question, Mr. Chairman, was raised on this identical 


provision of the Army bill. It was thoroughly discussed by. 


Members of the House and was settled, as I supposed, for all 
time. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. HULL. In one minute, after I have finished this sen- 
tence. The gentleman from Minnesota raises the point of order 
from line 4 down to and including line 18, I think. Line 4 
provides for a chief clerk and is for no increase, and yet it is 
just as much subject to a point of order as the other. There is 
no place where it is provided for by any law outside of an 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. TAWNBY. I beg the gentleman’s pardon, but my point 
of order is not made to line 4 nor line 5 nor line 6. lt com- 
mences at line 8. 

Mr. HULL. Then I misunderstood the gentleman’s point of 


order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Lines 8 and 9 provide for an increase of two 
clerks. 

Mr. HULL. That does not obviate what I wanted to say. 
What is proposed, Mr. Chairman, is this: Under the provisions 
of law certain divisions and d ts of the Army are au- 
thorized. The Office of Chief of Staff is organized under the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of War, and it has been conceded 
always that the Army bill cares for the General of the Army. 
Now, the Chief of Staff for the department and divisions and 
that part outside of the proper department clerks—that was all 
regulated by an amendment agreed upon by the gentleman from 


Massachusetts, representing the Committee on Appropriations, 
and myself a few years ago, whereby each of us agreed to keep 
our hands off the other’s territory. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if we can not increase the clerical force 
we can not appropriate for what are now on the rolls, because 
the appropriation bill expires on the 30th of June each year, and 
there is no permanent law by which we can appropriate for a 
single man. The Department asked for twenty-four clerks and 
we give them eleven, mostly of the lower grade. That will come 
up on another proposition if the Chair overrules the point of 
order. I do believe on this question that there is no basis for 
the foundation of the gentleman’s point of order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to say one word in 
reply to the gentleman from Iowa. There is no distinction be- 
tween the appropriation for increase of salary and for the in- 
crease of the clerical force, and the decision which was made by 
the Chair following the decision which he quotes, that of Mr. 
Hopxins, is identical in point here for the reason that there 
is no distinction between increasing the salary of the clerks and 
increasing the number of clerks in that Department. The point 
turned on this proposition. The only law on the statute books 
authorizing the appropriation of money for the payment of 
clerks or hiring clerks by Departments is section 169 of the 
Revised Statutes, which reads as follows: 

Each head of a Department is authorized to employ in his Depart- 
ment such number of clerks of the several classes recognized by law, 
and such messengers, assistant messengers, copyists watchmen, laborers, 
and other employees, and at such rates of compensation respectively 
as may be appropriated for by Congress from year to year. 

Now, the authority to employ clerks appropriated for in ap- 
propriation bills is limited to the heads of Departments, and 
under the decision of the Attorney-General holding or defining 
what the head of a Department is, clearly there is no authority 
in law then for the increase of the number of clerks in these 
several headquarters. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. The gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawnry] makes the point of order 
that the items upon pages 9 and 10 providing for an increase in 
the number of clerks, messengers, and laborers at headquarters 
of divisions and departments and the Office of the Chief of Staff 
are obnoxious to clause 2 of Rule XXI. So much of that clause 
as applies to this case is as follows: 

N 
35 0 
viously authorized by law. 

The first question is, What law authorizes this appropriation? 
The only law referred to is that contained in section 169 of the 
Revised Statutes, which is as follows: 

Each head of a artment is authorized to employ in his Depart- 
ment such number of clerks of the several classes recognized by law, and 
such messengers, assistant messengers, copyists, watchmen, laborers, 
and other employees, and at such rates of compensation, respectively, as 
may be appropriated for by from year to year. 

The next question, of course, is whether these clerks referred 
to in the items to which objection has been made are to be em- 
ployed by the head of a Department and in his Department. 
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Hutt] is quite correct in his 
statement of the ruling made by the occupant of the Chair [Mr. 
Horxins], as referred to on page 2404 of the Recorp, third ses- 
sion Fifty-fifth Congress, but it appears that at that time the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole was not familiar with 
the ruling of the Attorney-General, which has been submitted to. 
In that ruling, which was referred to in the following year in 
the decision made by the occupant of the Chair at that time 
[Mr. SHERMAN of New York], overruling the decision of Mr. 
Hopkins, are found these words, defining a Department: 

The Department, with its bureaus or branches, is in contemplation of 
the law an establishment distinct from the branches of the public sery- 
ice and the officers thereof which are under its supervision. 

This will be found in yolume 15 of the opinions of the Attor- 
ney-General, on page 267. It seems, therefore, that in arriving 
at a conclusion on this question the present occupant of the 
Chair must hold that a Department, as referred to in section 
169 of the Revised Statutes, refers to that branch of the Govern- 
ment technically known as an Executive Department, and pre- 
sided over by a member of the Cabinet, and located in the city 
of Washington. 

Now, then, are the clerks provided for in these items so em- 
ployed? On page 10 of this bill, in line 18, will be found the 
proviso : 


Provided. 


general appropriation bill, 
or any expenditure not pre- 


That no clerk, messen. or laborer at headquarters of 


divisions, departments, or Office of the Chief of Staff shall be assigned 
to duty with any bureau of the War Department. —* 


So that aside from what has been developed in the debate it 
would appear to the Chair that these clerks, messengers, and 
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laborers are to be employed outside of the Department, techni- 
cally so called, and7are to be employed in various parts of the 
country at headquarters of the Army, headquarters of the di- 
vision, and at other points. It will be seen that the decision ren- 
dered by Mr. SHERMAN directly overruled the decision rendered 
by Mr. Hopkins a year earlier, but this same question came up 
even later, on December 9, 1904, when the legislative appropria- 
tion bill was before the Committee of the Whole House, and an 
item in the bill provided for the increase in the number of clerks 
in the Civil Service Commission. A point of order was made 
for the same reason that has been assigned in the case under con- 
sideration, and the opinion was rendered by Mr. DALZELL, then 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole. In rendering his de- 
cision he referred specifically to the point made by the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. HULL], that if the ruling of the Attorney- 
General were correct, there was perhaps no law providing for 
any of these different clerks outside of the Department proper, 
except the appropriation bills of previous years, and the Chair- 
man then said: 


The enactment of an appropriation bill is not a provision of law any 
more than for the current year, and it gains no force by having been 
repeated for two, three, or any number of succeeding years. 


It would appear, therefore, from the ruling of the Attorney- 
General and from these decisions that the clerks of the Govern- 
ment outside of the Departments in Washington must be pro- 
vided for by specific law, and that items in an appropriation bill 
providing for such clerks or increasing their number beyond that 
previously provided by law would not be in order. The Chair, 
therefore, is constrained to sustain the point of order. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I shall not appeal from the de- 
cision of the Chair, because the Chair is generally very correct 
in his rulings. I can not agree with the Chair, but as there is 
another place where this can be remedied I suggest that the 
itenis in regard to clerks, messengers, captain of the watch, and 
everything connected with the Department outside of Washing- 
ton and affecting the War College go out of the bill, because, in 
my judgment, under the decision of the Chair we have no right 
to provide for a single clerk or messenger. I shall not raise 
a point of order to the few clerks left in the bill because a point 
of order has not been raised. They amount to nothing. If this 
is not corrected in another way public business must stop. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the chairman of the committee 
specify for the convenience of the Clerk the lines to go out with 
this understanding? 

Mr. HULL. I can state it. There is no increase in the first, 
office of Chief of Staff, $2,000 per annum, and there is no in- 
crease under the provision of $1,800. I should say lines S and 9 
would go out, because there is an increase there of 2. Ten 
and 11 will go out, because there is an increase of 1. Twelve and 
13 will go out, because there is an increase of 3. Fourteen and 
15 will go out, as there is an increase of 5. Then, I suppose, 
captain of the watch goes out; 3 watchmen go out, and all goes 
out from there down. One packer goes out. Messengers go 
out, because there is an increase of 5. 

Mr. TAWNEY. And lines 5 and 6, page 10. z 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. HULL. Ob, yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the gardener go out? 

Mr. HULL. Yes, sir; and laborers go out in line 8, page 10. 
Two laborers, at $600, in line 9, I understand, go out and 5 
charwomen go out. I think that is as far as they go out. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is it the intention of the gentleman 
from Iowa not to ask that the clerks now authorized be coy- 
ered? 

Mr. HULL. My judgment is, if we can not give what the 
Department think is necessary we have no right to appropriate 
at all. There are none authorized by law outside of this ap- 
propriation bill. If the gentleman from New York raises the 
point of order on the other clerks, I will cheerfully yield and 
say they ought to go out, as appropriations from year to year 
do not make law, and we have no right to keep any under the 
decision. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am not raising the point of order. I 
am asking the gentleman from Iowa if he is deliberately re- 
questing the House not to appropriate for clerks conceded to be 
required for the Department and against which no point of 
order has been made? g 

Mr. HULL. No, sir; I am only letting them go out where 
the point of order is raised. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The point of order, I understand, was 
raised against certain increases made. 

Mr. HULL. Certainly; that is my understanding, too. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But the gentleman does not ask that 


there be kept in the bill the number of clerks heretofore author- 
ized? - 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman is not asking any because they are 
not authorized by law. There is no law on the statute books 
of the country that provides for one of them. If the decision 
of the Chair is correct we could only provide for clerks by the 
favor of the Committee on Appropriations. I can not ask that. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. There is no law that provides for a 
great many clerks that are authorized without objection. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman from Iowa does not concede that 
it is any more important to appropriate for what we haye had 
heretofore than it is for the number that is now recommended. 
The Committee of the Whole and the House has no opportunity 
to pass upon whether they are necessary or not. It has passed 
beyond that point, and the gentleman from Iowa has nothing 
further to say on the subject. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will ask the gentleman whether that is 
what he meant by his statement a while ago when he said there 
x 3 place where these clerks could be provided for under 

e law. 

Mr. HULL. I did not mean the Appropriations Committee, 
I will say to the gentleman. 
ee 5 5 TAWNEY. I wanted to know whether they are in this 

Mr. HULL. No, sir; it is not in this bill, but I have no doubt 
it will be in the bill before it becomes a law. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I thought possibly they were in there now. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A parliamentary inquiry. 
ioe CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi will state 
i 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 
ment along here? 
„The CHAIRMAN. The section has been read for amendment, 
and the point of order that was made has just been decided, so 
the section would have to be open to amendment, except so far 
as amendments might relate to these paragraphs which have 
gone out. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What goes out of the bill by the point of 
order—fifteen of the clerks or the increase of two clerks? 

The CHAIRMAN. The entire paragraph. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then it would require a motion to pro- 
vide for thirteen clerks—putting that provision back in the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would require such a motion, and it 
would be necessary further to show that the amendment was in 
order upon this bill if a point of order should be raised. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So that the ruling of the Chair really is 
that not only the increase in clerkships and laborers, and so 
forth, go out, but even those that were in employ prior and are 
in employ now? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that it seems to be 
the condition in reference to many of the Departments that it 
is necessary to bring in a general statute providing for the 
clerks employed outside of the Departments, technically so 
called, in Washington. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And this committee can bring in a bill 
whenever it pleases providing for present existing force? 

: The CHAIRMAN. Or for any future increase in existing 
orce. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, in reference to this general 
matter, I desire simply to say that outside of any statute I 
have myself regarded the supply of such clerks as are needed 
from time to time in the management of headquarters of the 
Army as the carrying out of a great public work, and under 
the exception to the rule which provides for appropriations for 
that purpose the headquarters have to be maintained by those 
officers, and the necessary expense of maintaining those head- 
quarters seems to be within the purview of the bill. I say this 
with all deference to the Chair, because it may come up on a 
subsequent point of order, and I do not want to be barred from 
putting that point before the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In all, $329,040. 

Mr. HULL. This is a kind of addition, and it is impossible 
to make that at this time—to make an amendment covering the 
exact amount—and I move it be stricken out, as it is no part 
of the law, anyhow. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, which paragraph is that? 

Mr. HULL. It is simply the summing up—the total in line 
It will have to be changed to agree 


Is there still opportunity to offer an amend- 


15, on page 10, of the bill. 
with the change in the bill. 
Mr. SLAYDEN. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 


3164 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 28, 


The CHAIRMAN, 
Mr. SLAYDEN. 
paragraph covered by lines 16, 17, and 18 and the proviso from 

line 18 down to line 21, inclusive? 


The gentleman will state it. 
With that stricken out, what becomes of the 


The CHAIRMAN. 
read. 

Mr, SLAYDEN. I have an amendment to offer to that. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

And said clerks and messengers and laborers shall be employed and 
assigned by the Secretary of War to the offices and positions in which 
they are to serve: Provided, That no clerk, messenger, or laborer at 
headquarters of divisions, departments, or office of the Chief of Staff, 
shall be assigned to duty with any bureau in the War Department. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I think it is important to leave 
that, as far as clerks are concerned, because all of these divisions 
in the departments and the chiefs of staff now have seven 
clerks. They have no messengers or laborers. Therefore, I 
move to strike out the words “and messengers and laborers ” 
on line 16. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas effers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, before this amendment is 
read I would like to submit a statement to the House to the 
effect that the amendment is really more pertinent to page 6, 
under the head of “Pay of enlisted men,” and I would like 
if the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations will give 
me his attention for just a moment, in order that I may state 
the nature of this amendment. - 

Mr. HULL. It is hardly in order at this time to return to 
that. ‘The gentleman had better wait until we finish up that 
which we are on now, and then ask unanimous consent to return 
to that paragraph. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I will say to the gentleman from Iowa that 
my purpose was to offer it as an amendment here, preferably, 
if I can secure permission to return to the Pay of enlisted 
men.” 

Mr. HULL. It would be better to ask unanimous consent to 
return to that and offer it where the gentleman thinks it be- 
longs. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Then I will wait, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the words messen- 
ger or laborer,” occurring in lime 19, page 10, be stricken out. 

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 10, line 19, strike out the words“ messenger or laborer.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman from Texas will ask unani- 
mous consent to return to page 6 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I ask unanimous consent to return to that 
part of the bill which provides for the enlisted men, and offer 
this as an amendment on page 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to return to page 6 for the purpose of offering an 
amendment. Is there objection? 

Mr. YOUNG. Reserying the right to object, I would like to 
ask the gentleman what the amendment is. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. ‘The gentleman will hear it read. 

The CHATRMAN. Without objection, and pending the ob- 
jection reserved by the gentleman from Michigan, the Clerk 
will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Insert after line 17, page 6, the following: 

“Provided further, That hereafter the Secretary of War shall be au- 
thorized to detach from the Army at large such number ‘of entisted 
men as may be necessary to perform duty at the various recruit depots 
and the United States Military Prison, and of the enlisted men so 
detached, and while performing such duty, there shall be allowed for 
each depot and the prison one who shall have the rank, pay, and allow- 
ances of battalion or squadron sergeant-major, and for each recruit 
and prison company one who shall have the rank, pay, and allowances 
of first sergeant, five the rank, pay, and allowances of sergeant, and six 
the rank, pay, and allowances of corporal, of the arm of the service to 
which they respectfully belong.” 


Mr. TAWNEY. I reserve the point of order. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I will state, first, that the amendment, if it 
should become law, will actually result in a saving, not very 
great in amount it is true, but an annual saving in the charges 
upon the Treasury. It is for the more efficient and satisfactory 
management of these details that are now sent to recruiting 


That portion of the bill has not yet been 


stations and to recruiting depots. Since the reorganization act 
of the Ist of February, 1901, three recruiting depots have been 
established. It is necessary to have a number of men and of a 
certain rank—noncommissioned rank—at these various recruiting 
stations and depots. In order to provide for that, enlisted men 
have been given the rank and detailed to the duties. The terms 
of these men have expired from time to time, and they have 
been taken away and have gone out of the service upon the ex- 
piration of their enlistments, and new men have gone in, entailing 
the expense on the Government of transporting other details 
to the various recruiting stations and depots. I will ask the 
Clerk to read a letter from General Bates, Chief of Staff, as to 
the necessity for this change. 
The Clerk read as follows: s 


WAR DEPARTMENT, 
9 eA 3 hae 
ash on, Novomber 29, 1 
The SECRETARY or Wak. á 

Str: I have the honor te invite your attention to section 31 of the 
‘act of February 2, 1901, entitled “An act to increase the efficiency of 
the 8 military establishment of the United States.” This sec- 

on provides: 

“Sec. 31. That the Secretary of War is authorized to detach from 
the Army at large such number of enlisted men as may be necessary 
to perform duty at the various recruiting stations, and while per- 
forming such duty one member of each party shall have the rank, pay, 
and allowances of sergeant, and one the rank, pay, and allowances 
5 corporal ef the arm of the service to which they respectively 

ong. 

Since the passes of this act, in addition to the recruiting stations 
referred to therein, three recruit depots have been established, one at 
Jefferson Barracks, Mo., one at Columbus Barracks, Ohio, and one at 
Fort Slocum, N. Y. At each of these depots recrutt companies have 
been organized, to which recruits are sent, upon enlistment, for in- 
struction, until assigned to regiments or corps. Under the provisions 
of the act aboye quoted it is im ible to give these depots Phe neces- 
‘sary noncommissioned officers for the organizations now authorized. 
‘The noncommissioned officers now with those companies were obtained 
by increasing the number of sergeants and corporals in certain infantr 
and cavalry organizations, under the provisions of sections 2 and 1 
of the act of February 2, 1901, and then assigning such noncommis- 
sioned officers to the recruit companies at these three depots. This 
method is unsatisfactory and, in some measure, inefficient. 

As it is not — under the law to increase the number of 
sergeants of cavalry, the necessary sergeants for service with the re- 
cruit companies at Jefferson Barracks were detached from the Fif- 
teenth Cavalry and the Eleventh Cavatry, these sergeants being re- 
placed in their troops extra corporals authorized for those regi- 
ments under the law cited above. 

Nor is there any way by which a el eng mor for the recrult bat- 
talion at each of the three depots can be obtained, and the necessity 
for a sergeant-major in each of them is probably greater than in any 
other battalions in the service, the paper work concerning an enlisted 
05 pany greater at the time of his entry into service than at any 
other time. 

The number of noncommissioned officers provided by the method 
before Indicated is inadequate for the duty demanded of them, and has 
been so reported by the Inspector-General of the Army as a result of 
his inspection of these depots. Each recruit company should have 
the peace organization of an infantry company, i. e., one first sergean 
five sergeants, and six corporals, and each recruit battalion shoul: 
have one sergeant-major. 

therefore urge the submission to Congress at its coming session of 
the following bill: = 

“ Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is authorized to de- 
tach from the Army at large such number of enlisted men as may be 
necessary to perform duty at the various recruit depots, and of the 
enlisted men so detached, and while Lie nage 3 such duty, there shall 
be allowed for each depot one who shall have the rank, pay, and allow- 
ances of battalion or squadron sergeant-major, and for each recruit 
company one who shall have the rank, pay, and allowances of first 
sergeant, five the rank, pay, and allowances of sergeant, and six the 
rank, pay, and allowances of corporal, of the arm of the service to 
which they nie S 

* 


Very respectfu J. C. Bates, 
* Major-General, Acting Chief of Staff. 


The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota in- 
sist upon the point of order? 

Mr, TAWNEY. I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman! from 
draws the point of order. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move to strike out the last word. We 
have just had a little parliamentary experience that might be 
rendered profitable in its way. We have discovered that about 
$300,000 of this bill was there without any previous authoriza- 
tion of law, an(l that makes one a little bit prone to look in 
doubt at these fidditional expenses and increases, say $24,000, 
offered in this bill, and what a beautiful illustration it is. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman will allow just one correction 
there. I simply want to correct the statement, for I know he 
does not wish to misstate the facts. The $329,040 includes all in 
the bill that comprised these positions. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why did the gentleman ask unanimous 
consent to haye these items stricken out? 

Mr. HULL. Because it was a matter of addition. 


Minnesota with- 


It is 


no part of the law, as a matter of fact. In the short time 


1906. 
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allowed in the House it would be impossible to omit it and 
make the total what it should be. 

. WILLIAMS. How much of this was there in that 
shape? 

Mr. HULL. The amount stricken out is part of the clerk hire. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I understood the ruling of the Chair, 
in striking out the increases, it struck out existing appropria- 
tions as being equally without authorization of law. Whatever 
may be the amount, Mr. Chairman—let us say $100,000, what- 
ever it may be—we discover that there has been not only an 
attempt in this Congress of making new places and allowing 
increases of salary without authorization of law, but that past 
Congresses have been doing it simply because the point of order 
was not made under the rules. Se it is a beautiful illustration 
of the manner in which things are run. This illustrates the 
truth of the old saying about abuses that “grow by what they 
feed on—themselyes.” A few years ago the Army of the United 
States was 100,000 men. I believe it is claimed that it is now 
57,000 men; yet in this bill we find a proposition to increase by 
twenty-three thousand eight hundred and some odd dollars the 
clerical service that is necessary at headquarters of the various 
divisions and departments in the office of the Chief of Staff in 
order to keep note upon the Army and see that the Army is 
properly clericalized. 

In other words, it is well that the country should learn that 
even a decrease of the Army does not bring about very much of 
a decrease of expenditure, because right at the beginning of an 
increase of the Army the boys in harness, working with the 
party in power, have not found out where the jobs lie, and it 
takes them quite a long time to find out and to put new men in, 
and sometimes they do not find it out until the Army has been 
positively decreased. The illustration of this bill, that this Army, 
with fifty thousand and odd men, must have its clerical force 
increased by nearly $25,000 over and above what it was when 
the Army was very much larger, is a thing that I think ought 
to rest in the mind of the country. 

Now, of course, Mr. Chairman, not one of us is deceived by 
anything that the House does in a moment of strenuousness. 
The House rises on its hind legs now and then and postures 
through the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, and 
“undertakes to check expenditures.” Of course, every one of 
us who has been here beyond five weeks knows that when this 
bill gets back from the Senate it will get back with all these 
House committee increases on it and some Senatorial increases 
besides, and then the House will pass the bill just as it comes 
back from the Senate, swallowing all the increases and all the 
extravagance, after having made a record for itself as a lover 
of economy upon a brilliant heyday gala day that has gone into 
the past. 

If I could believe that we were going to stand here in confer- 
ence and resist these increases, I should feel very much better. 
Here are three increases at $1,600; here is one increase at 
$1,400; here are three increases at $1,200; here are five in- 
creases at $1,000; here is an increase at $900; here is an 
increase at $720, and then here is one gardener provided for at 
$720. I do not know just what the clerical duties of the gar- 
dener are, nor where the gardener carries on his gardening, but 
the bill will come back to us with the gardener in it, and all 
the balance of it, from the Senate. 

Mr. HULL. I ask unanimous consent that I may have two 
minutes. This is all by unanimous consent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before I sit down, if the gentleman from 
Iowa will excuse me, my mind has been enlightened, and I am 
told that the gardener belongs to the War College, which, I 
understand, has cost us something like a million dollars and 
now has about seven students. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Mississippi 
is too fair a man to want to send out the impression that these 
clerks and messengers at department and division headquarters 
are not needed, and that it has been an extravagance to have 
them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman did not say that. The 
gentleman said that these increases were not needed, and that 
they constitute an extravagance. 

Mr. HULL. Well, I do not believe the gentleman is informed 
eyen on that subject. The Department asked for an increase 
of twenty-four. The committee cut it down to eleven, refused 
to increase in the higher salaries, and gave increases, two at 
$1,600, one at $1,400, three at $1,200, and five at $1,000, and 
refused thirteen clerks that the hearings gave us very good 
proof they could use to good advantage, and that they insisted 
they must have. 

Now, I suppose it will be of some interest to the House to 
know where these clerks are located, and I have here a state- 
ment of them, which I will read: 


Assignment of clerks, o; of Chief of Staff, division and department 
. t g or oi ORE oT. 427 n 


. —.— Divisi 

Pacific Division 

Philippines Division. 
Head 9 Department 


8 
7 7 


E e] 


The gentleman will see by this that there are serving in the 
office of the Chief of Staff 46 clerks, 14 messengers, and 2 
laborers, Does the gentleman believe that number too many? 
I call the gentleman’s attention to these other figures. The 
total is only 214 clerks, 73 messengers, and 2 laborers, in all 
the division and department headquarters, the Philippines, 
Porte Rico, the Military Academy, twenty-two different offices, 
see grag all over this country, and on the other side of the 
world. 

The General of the Army, General Chaffee, a man whom I 
believe is just as anxious to save the public funds as the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi or any Member of this House can be; 
General Chaffee, who is a good soldier, an honest, upright man, 
who went over this carefully with the committee and showed 
where these additional clerks are needed, asked us to grant 
him 24 additional clerks. We cut down the 24 to 11. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before the gentleman passes that—were 
not all these headquarters and various other appendages to the 
Army in existence last year and doing the work that they are 
doing this year? 

Mr. HULL. Not entirely. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And just as important as they are this 
8 And if the Army itself has not grown, why must they 
grow 

Mr. HULL. The appropriations for the headquarters at the 
War College have grown on account of the increased labor. 
They haye been trying to fill these offices with detailed men 
and pay them extra-duty pay, but it has not worked well; they 
could not get the right work done. They asked us to give them 
clerks, and we divided the number asked for, and proposed to 
let them carry on the business in part with detailed men another 
year and see how it would work. 

Take the part of the bill the gentleman refers to as to the 
War College. He properly says that it has cost nearly a million 
of dollars. It has cost $800,000, but that is a public building 
authorized by law. Whether wisely or unwisely, it is too late 
to discuss now. Those that are familiar with military matters 
believe it is a wise provision to have a War College where the 
best officers who graduate in schools at Riley and Leavenworth 
and Fortress Monroe can have an additional post-graduate 
school for the highest training in matters pertaining to war. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question purely for information? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. What is the contemplation as to the 
number of persons that will attend this War College at any one 
time? 

Mr. HULL. About thirty. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. And it has cost $800,000? 

Mr. HULL. Nearly $800,000; but it is the headquarters for 
ali the General Staff, and it will be used largely for valuable 
maps and documents. It started with the proposition to have a 
$400,000 building, but it has grown away from that amount— 
whether wisely or unwisely, it is too late to discuss now. 

What I want to call attention to is that it is a public building 
that will be finished before this fiscal year we are now legis- 
lating for begins. It is necessary to care for that building, 
and yet there is no authority of law that authorizes the Gen- 
eral of the Army to employ these men, and never has been, 
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Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. HULL. In a moment. I suppose the Committee on Ap- 
propriations would hardly have jurisdiction over it, because it 
does not come under the Secretary of War directly as a bureau 
of his Department. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman’s committee has jurisdiction 
over all legislation pertaining to the Army, has it not? 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Is it not competent for the gentleman’s com- 
mittee to bring in a bill fixing the number of clerks by law to 
be employed in the different departments? 

Mr. HULL. The difficulty is to get the bill through; the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota would be the first one to raise a point 
of order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Oh, but the gentleman does not have to have 
unanimous consent to consider it. 

Mr. HULL. We have to have unanimous consent or else have 
a rule. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman’s committee has jurisdiction 
of the legislation, and the committee has never attempted it. 

Mr. HULL. No; it has never been held that we had to do it. 
Heretofore ample authority has been given to do this on appro- 
priation bill. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman from Iowa 
permit a question? 

Mr. HULL, Certainly. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I believe the gentleman has 
stated that the General of the Army is as desirous as the com- 
mittee to keep down expenses of the Government. 

Mr. HULL. I think his desire is to keep the appropriations 
under his jurisdiction as low as he can with efficiency. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I understood the gentleman to 
state that the General recommended twenty-four additional 
clerks and the committee had given them eleven. 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Well, which is correct, the Gen- 
eral or the committee? 

Mr. HULL. The future will have to determine that. After 
another year if he finds out that he can not do the business with 
the enlisted men with the extra-duty pay, he is correct. If he 
can do it, the committee is correct. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, But he asks for thirteen clerks 
that the committee thinks that he did not need. 

Mr. HULL. Oh, the gentleman from Texas is quibbling on a 
very small matter. The gentleman from Texas must realize 
that men of equal honesty, and equally desirous of promoting 
the public good, may have opposite yiews as to what the public 
good requires. I have even known the gentleman from Texas 
to differ with his colleagues whom he would admit were as 
honest as himself, and yet it is no imputation upon either one 
of them. But when the gentleman comes to me with that kind 
of a proposition, he is not seeking light, but only quibbling, as 
I know some attorneys in my State to quibble when practicing 
before a justice of the peace. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. In reply to the gentleman, let 
me say that the gentleman knows that the Department always 
asks for a great deal more than it expects to get, expecting to 
get it cut down in the House. 

Mr. HULL. That is not my experience with the depart- 
ments of the Army. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I think it of 
some importance that some statement be placed in the RECORD 
in answer to the statement of the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Witt1aMs] that appropriations have been made in past 
years for many of these clerks and messengers without warrant 
of law. 

I have been responsible in part for some years past for 
some of these appropriations, and I differ most respectfully 
with the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WmLrams] and with 
the ruling of the Chair. As I construe the law, there has 
been no necessity for any express provision for the employ- 
ment of any of these clerks or messengers. The very situa- 
tion of them, the duties they have to perform, shows the ne- 
cessity. During the civil war, and for a long time after, this 
work was performed by a “ general-service corps,” so called, of 
the Army, composed of enlisted men, as much a part of the 
Army of the United States as were the infantry, cavalry, ar- 
tillery, and the other branches of the service, and required no 
express provision of law for its existence. That was changed 
subsequently, but the same work of a military character re- 
mained. That work was then performed, in part by details of 
enlisted men, in part by the employment of these military 
clerks. These men do work partially military and partially 
civil in its character. They are under the orders of the Secre- 
tary of War the same as any officer of the Army. They are 


sent everywhere they are needed, wherever the Secretary of War 
decides they should go. This power exists under the general 
military authority of the Secretary of War. There is a prop- 
osition now pending somewhere, advocated by the War De- 
partment, reestablishing the general-service corps, which would, 
of course, take these clerks out of this bill, I believe it would 
be good policy for this reason. If every one of these clerks 
were eliminated from this bill, the service would yet have to 
be performed. Somebody would do it. It would be done by 
enlisted men from the Army detailed for that purpose and re- 
ceiving extra-duty pay. 

Now, that is a demoralizing thing to the Army. It is expen- 
sive, in the first place, to pay the soldier his usual monthly pay 
and 50 cents per day in addition. But, in addition to that, it 
has a very demoralizing effect upon the Army, and for this rea- 
son: These men are picked from various companies; they are 
private soldiers or noncommissioned officers. They are detailed 
to warm offices, comfortable quarters, and get extra pay for it. 
They are excused from the ordinary routine of a soldier’s life, 
excused from guard duty, excused from drills and things of that 
kind, and perform easier clerical work. That completely de- 
moralizes the discipline of the Army. It makes dissatisfaction 
with the men. It causes desertion, and is one of the things 
that the officers of the Army are extremely anxious to avoid. 
For that reason these clerks are needed in the various depart- 
mental headquarters of the country. They are engaged to pre- 
vent the use of extra-duty men, to prevent these breaches of 
discipline in the Army. So for that reason I desire to place on 
record my opinion that there was ample warrant of war for 
the employment of these clerks in the past; there is now; and 
they ought to be in the Army bill as a part of the military 
establishment of the country. One thing more. Some of these 
clerks are needed for divisions of the Army. I do not know how 
many, as I am not acquainted with the details of this bill. I 
think the creation of divisions in the Army is a mistake. I 
think they are only created for the purpose of employing our 
surplus major-generals. I think that it is an injury to public 
business to have military divisions. There should be nothing 
between the local military departments and the general War 
Department, and I apprehend that quite a number of these in- 
creases are needed for the military divisions, and if so, I confess 
I have not much sympathy with it. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman says it is demoralizing 
to the discipline of the Army to employ the enlisted men as 
clerks. Has it the same effect when they are employed as me- 
chanics at different places? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. The enlisted men 
of the Army are soldiers. They ought to be employed only in 
the duty of a soldier; they ought not to be employed in any 
other work. They are soldiers and should be used as such, 
and in that way only can the Army be serviceable as an Army. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But they are employed as carpenters, 
painters, and men of different trades. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. And no attempt has ever been made, as 
far as I know, to stop that. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Oh, I differ with the gentle- 
man. Various attempts have been made. Officers have con- 
stantly complained about it to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, and we have tried to stop it, and it ought to be stopped. 
The enlisted men of the Army ought to be soldiers and soldiers 
only, and they ought not to be clerks and mechanics in disguise, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I move to reinsert the last 
two words, for the purpose of asking a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from 
Mississippi may proceed for five minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, can the gentleman from 
Minnesota tell me how the amount of money sought to be 
appropriated in this bill for pay of clerks, messengers, or labor- 
ers at headquarters of divisions, departments, or oflice of the 
Chief of Staff compares with the amount appropriated under the 
same head when the Army was 100,000 strong? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I am not now 
a member of the Military Committee, and so I do not claim to 
have very much information on that subject. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will ask the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 


Hulu that question, if I can have his attention. 
Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentleman that 
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it has increased, and it has increased because there have been 
more divisions and more departments created. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then can the gentleman answer me this 
question: Why should there be more headquarters and more 
divisions and more officers, or chiefs of staff, or whatever it is, 
with an army of 57,000 than with an army of 100,000? 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I think the size of the Army 
would have very little to do with the proposition. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would have this much to do with it, 
would it not? While I will admit the number of divisions, etc., 
ought not to increase in arithmetical proportion to the increase 
of the Army, I suppose it would be admitted they ought not to 
increase at all with a decrease of the Army? 

Mr. HULL. I will say, Mr. Chairman, under the reorganiza- 
tion act, which provided for a very material increase in the 
line and staff of the Army, there was an increase of the clerical 
force, and I would say when we had a hundred thousand we had 
the same number of officers we have now; that is, the author- 
ized hundred thousand. At the time we had the larger Army 
and volunteers, it was largely in the field, and very little 
clerical work was entailed as a result of it. Now, in the 
Philippine Islands, when we had the army of a hundred thou- 
sand we had only one point—at Manila. Since that time we 
have spread out and divided the island into departments, com- 
manded by brigadier-generals. We did not have then the War 
College and the different schools for the instruction of the 
artillery, infantry, and cavalry, which have all made an addi- 
tional increase of clerical force necessary. The General Staff 
has largely increased the necessity for clerical force by the law 
putting upon these officers certain duties of investigation, the 
formulation of plans, the studying of questions, etc., which have 
increased the clerical force, and it will be just as much now 
as it would be if we had 100,000 men, unless we largely in- 
creased the officers. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I understand the 
chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs to admit that 
the clerical force here and the pay for them, “ Pay of clerks, 
messengers, and laborers at headquarters of divisions and de- 
partments,” and Office of the Chief of Staff has increased, al- 
though the Army has decreased. 

Mr. HULL. I will say there has been no increase since 1899, 
except what is proposed in this bill, with the exception of five 
two years ago. bs 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is proposed to increase them in this bill. 
I understand the gentleman to say that has become necessary by 
the evolution of events. That evolution of events has consisted 
chiefiy in a decrease in the efficient fighting force of the United 
States. Now, then, from that explanation I gather only this, 
that eyen if we decrease the efficiency of the fighting force of 
the United States we do not decrease the number of “ clerks, 
gardeners, captains of watch, messengers,” and things that are 
to take care of it. I understand that it might be possible, even 
under that same philosophy, that in proportion as we decrease 
the Army the other expenses connected with the Army would 
increase. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not a military expert. What I do not 
know about military affairs—although I spent two years as a 
cadet being taught the duty of not walking pigeontoed and 
getting up to a drumbeat and going to bed when. a horn 
blew—would fill three or four Encyclopedias Britannica; but it 
does seem to me that a little common sense ought to teach the 
fact there is some mysterious undermining influence somewhere 
that manages always when it will to keep in statu quo at any 
rate offices already created, notwithstanding the decrease of the 
Army itself, the thing which they serve, and manages to go 
beyond that and to create additional offices as mere appendages 
to the Army service when the Army itself is decreasing in fight- 
ing force and in every other way. The gentleman says it is 
largely due to the reorganization bill. Some of us had the no- 
tion at that time maybe the reorganization bill would provide, 
as the gentleman from Minnesota said, for a few extra major- 
generals at new divisions and things of that sort, and now we 
have the proof of it. Can it be possible that a great committee 
of this House can not put the Army of the United States, which 
ought to be a working machine, upon a working-machine basis? 
Is it not possible that they can cut off some useless expenses 
of a clerical, messenger, and labor character and put it where, 
in case of war, the money would be doing at least some good? 

I think we could get along with a lot less enlisted men and a 
lot less major-generals and one less Lieutenant-General and 
some less brigadier-generals and some less colonels, but at any 
rate we would be getting along with some less clerks, messengers, 
and laborers and gardeners and some less expensive provision 
for one of these war colleges, one of which I believe has now 


seven students and the other has eleyen, at least so I am in- 
formed, the two of which have cost us, as I am also informed, 
considerably over a million dollars. In fact, I am informed at 
one of them that it costs about $33,000 a year to take care of 
one student. That is the average when you divide it up. And 
now I see that in this bill we are going further; we are going 
to give them a gardener. Just for what express purpose I do 
not know, and I do not understand why it is necessary that 
they should have a gardener of their own instead of buying their 
vegetables from the market. Perhaps we will give them bar- 
bers after while, and it would not be a bad idea to furnish them 
with bootblacks at the expense of the Government. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Do you not think that they ought to have 
at least one gardener for the field service? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think they have at least one gardener 
for the field service as far as the War College goes. As an 
agricultural proposition, of course, a “ gardener for field” serv- 
ice is required, but as a military proposition it suggests only 
what an old friend once called the “inapproviousness of the 
interrogatory.“ I want to leave my injunction, which is al- 
ways taken so seriously by the gentleman from Iowa, who ad- 
mires my statesmanship and never by any means imitates it; 
and who envies my spirit of economy but never follows in my 
pathway—I want to enjoin upon him to use the great influence 
of this great committee to see if we can not get more bread iu 
proportion to the quantity of sack. The gentleman will re- 
member how Prince Hal was disappointed when he opened 
Jack Falstaff’s pockets and found an enormous number of bills 
for an enormous number of pounds’ worth of sack and only 6 
pennyworths of bread. It seems to me we might get along with 
less fringes, and adornments, and appendages, and clerks, and 
messengers, and gardeners, and all the balance of the sack, and 
have more Army in proportion: And, by the way, the system 
as it is would account partially for the reason that our Army 
costs us two or three times as much per man as any other army 
on the surface of the globe. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For additional pay to such offi 
with their current monthly oe 4208806. ee = 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, in line 22, page 12, of the bill, I 
move to strike out the words “ and fifty.” 

I want to say just a few words in reply to my genial friend 
from Mississippi [Mr. Wirt1ams]. I want to say to him that 
I would be glad if I could occasionally agree with him, for I 
like him, but it is impossible to do so on these questions. After 
listening to his argument with attention and to his wit with 
admiration, I am persuaded that when he said what he did 
not know of the Army would make a book equal to the Ency- 
clopedia Britannica, he was stating a fact. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we do pay our Army more than any other 
on earth. Why? Because under this Government we have the 
volunteer system only, not the conscription. In every other 
government, except England, a man is compelled to serve in the 
army, and the question of his pay does not enter into the propo- 
sition at all. We pay our soldiers more than three times as 
much as any other country, with the exception of Great Britain. 
Austria pays 90 cents a month to her soldiers, Japan pays 42 
cents a month to her soldiers, Germany pays two dollars and a 
half a month to her soldiers, France about the same, because in 
these Governments it is recognized that every man must serve 
in the army. England has a volunteer system, and pays $9 a 
month to her soldiers. We pay $13. And I want to tell you, 
gentlemen, that I hope the time will never come when we will 
not be able to pay at least the pittance we now pay the Army, 
so that we can depend upon the yolunteer soldier to carry our 
banner in time of peace or in time of war. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman certainly did not understand 
me = objecting to the $13 a month that is paid to our enlisted 
men 

Mr. HULL. No; but the gentleman said that we were paying 
three times as much as any other nation to keep up the Army. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I was saying that there was no use for 
these clerks. 

Mr. HULL. Now, Mr. Chairman, one other word. At the 
time when we were having our war with Spain and our larger 
Army there was a large army of civilian employees paid higher 
wages than is proposed by this bill. In most cases they haye 
now been discharged and mustered out. There has been no 
extravagance in this matter, in my judgment. I want to say 
to my friend from Mississippi that under the laws that are now 
upon the statute books we have the best working Army we have 
eyer had, and the equal of the working army of any country va 


3168 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 28, 


earth. In place of the officers spending their time in dissipation 
or idleness they are compelled to keep up their studies, remain 
abreast of the time in military information, or they are liable 
to lose their commission in the Army. That has led to the re- 
quirement of an elevated standard of the officers. Under the 
present laws, with your schools in different parts of the country, 
the officers are compelled to keep up or be mustered out. We 
have an Army that is to-day more effective than any this Re- 
public ever had before in its history; an Army of educated and 
accomplished officers, of brave and patriotic enlisted force. 
In place of being criticised for it, my judgment is the Congress 
of the United States and the Department of War, which has led 
to this reform, should be congratulated by the whole country on 
raising the standard of efficiency to its present high plane. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, before the gentle- 
man sits down, I would like to ask the gentleman from Iowa 
one guestion for information. Now, if these soldiers of Russia 
and Austria and these other places only get these odd cents a 
month, why do not they make them serve for nothing? Why do 
they give them the odd cents? 

Mr. HULL. I suppose they could answer that better than I, 
but that is the system they are paying them under, all the same. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. But you are an expert, and I am 
not. 

Mr. HULL. I am not an expert on matters of the armies of 
foreign nations, but the armies of several nations do pay more 
for the higher officers, much more, than this country pays for 
our officers of high rank. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 
them these few cents. 

Mr. HULL. I am not able to state. I only give the informa- 
tion as I have it. I suppose they could make them serve for 
nothing. I would suggest my friend write the State Depart- 
ment on this. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Iowa state his 
amendment again? 

Mr. HULL. Strike out, in line 22, page 12, the words “ and 
fifty.” 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 12, line 22, strike out the words “ and fifty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


RETIRED OFFICERS. 

F of officers on the retired list and for officers who may be 
placed 80 during the current year, $2,300,000: Provided, That 
retired officers of the Army above the grade of major, heretofore or 
hereafter assigned to active duty, shall hereafter receive their full 
retired y and shall receive no further y or allowances from the 
United States : Provided further, That a colonel or lieutenant-colonel so 
assigned shall receive the full pay of a major on the active list: Pro- 
vided further, That hereafter no officer holding a rank above that of 
éolonel shall be retired on his own application until he shall have 
served at least one year in such rank. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: - 

A d by striking out in line 16, of page 14, the words “on his own 
application: and — in lieu thereof the words “ except for disability, 
or on account of having reached the age of 64 years.” 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out from line 8, 
after the word “dollars,” down to and including the word 
list,“ in line 14, and insert in lieu thereof the words: 

That a colonel or lieutenant-colonel heretofore or hereafter assigned 
to active duty shall hereafter recelye the same pay and allowances as a 
retired major would receive under like assignment. 

Mr. Chairman, in support of this I desire to say that the in- 
tention is to give a colonel and lieutenant-colonel exactly the 
same pay on the active list when assigned to duty in the militia 
or to colleges or the recruiting service as a magor on the active 
list. That was intended to be done last session of Congress, 
but in fixing it on the floor we gave a colonel and lieutenant- 
colonel that served in the schools or detailed to colleges the 
same as a major received, but the language as fixed here in 
the bill by the committee reduced the pay of the colonel and 
lieutenant-colonel somewhat below that of a major, which is 
unfair, as everyone will admit. This change in the language 
authorized by the committee will make it so that each one of 
these officers will receive the same pay. I will ask that the 
Clerk read the argument which I send to the desk, which fully 
explains the amendment.- 

The Clerk read as follows: 

he 1 tands to-day— 

382200 pii AAR assigned to any duty, college or other- 
wise, receives his retired pay only, $343.75. 

A retired colonel or lieutenant-colonel assigned to any 8 receives 
the active pay and commutation of quarters of a major ($339.67 if he 
has had Sent’, years’ service) and mileage for travel performed under 
r etired major receiyes the same as a colonel or lieutenant-colonel 


I would like to know why they pay 


except for college duty; he does not receive commutation of quarters, 
$48 per month, nor mileage. 
Omcers below the grade of major are in the same status as that of 


major. 

Under proposed provision, page 14— 

The colonels and lieutenant-colonels will not receive commutation 
of quarters nor mileage for any duty. Thus a major assigned to duty 
with the militia, on recruiting duty, on courts-martlal, boards, etc., 
will receive $48 per month more than a colonel or lieutenant-colonel, 
besides mileage for travel. 


A brigadier-general assigned to any duty will receive his retired pay, 
$343.75, and mileage for travel performed under proper orders. 

A colonel, lieutenant-colonel, or major, for all duty except with col- 
leges, will receive the active pay and commutation of quarters of a 
major ($339.67 if he has had twenty years’ service) and mileaze. For 
cal ege duty he will not receive commutation of quarters, $48 per 

onth. 2 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of the 
amendment which I have sent to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 14, beginning with the word “Provided,” in line 8, strike 
out the balance of line 8 and all of lines 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 to 
and including the word list,“ and insert: 

“That a colonel or lieutenant-colonel heretofore or hereafter as- 
signed to active duty shall hereafter receive the same and allow- 
ances as a retired major would receive under a like assignment.” 

Mr. HULL. The word “Provided” should be retained in the 
bill. It should be, strike out all after the word “Provided.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, does that affect officers 
below these two ranks? 

Mr. HULL. Oh, no; not at all. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For additional pay to such officers, for len of service, to be paid 
with their current monthly pay, $5,250. 85 z 5: 

Mr. HULL. I move to strike out the word “ officers,” in line 
10, and to insert the word “veterinarians.” As a matter of 
fact, a veterinarian is not an officer. Therefore, the amendment 
should be adopted. 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Are veterinarians entitled to longevity 


ay? 

Mr. HULL. Yes; they have all the rights of lieutenants in 
the Army except the rank. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Heretofore there has been no appropria- 
tion for this. ' 

Mr. HULL. Because they have not served the five years until 
now in their new rank. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. This will only be earned during the 
coming year? 

Mr. HULL. This is simply an estimate of what will be 
earned during the fiscal year for which we are appropriating. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In that connection I wish to ask are dental 
surgeons also entitled to seniority pay? 

Mr. HULL. No, sir; they are contract dental surgeons en- 
tirely. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I notice in one place you have thirty dental 
surgeons and in another place you have an appropriation for a 
number of contract surgeons. 

Mr. HULL. The law authorizes the employment of thirty 
dental surgeons on the same terms that we employ contract sur- 
geons. A dental surgeon is a contract dental surgeon and the 
others are contract surgeons in the active practice of medicine. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the pending amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 15, line 10, strike out the word “officers” and insert “ vet- 
erinarians.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For mileage to officers and contract surgeons when authorized by 
law, $450, Provided, That hereafter officers, active and retired, 
when traveling under competent orders without troops, shall be paid 
7 cents per mile and no more; distances to be computed and mileage 
to be paid over the shortest usually traveled routes, with deduction 
as hereinafter provided; and payment and settlement of mileage ac- 
counts of officers shall be made according to distances and deductions 
computed over routes established and by milea tables prepared by 
the Paymaster-General of the a under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of War. The Secretary of War may determine what shall con- 
stitute travel and duty without troops within the meaning of the laws 
governing the payment of mileage and commutation of quarters to 
officers of the Army: Provided further, That officers who so desire 
may, upon application to the Quartermaster’s Department, be fur- 
nished under their orders transportation requests for the entire journey 
by land, exclusive of sleeping and parlor car accommodations, or by 
water; and the transportation so furnished shall, if travel was per- 
formed under a mileage status, be a charge against the officer's mile- 
age account, to be deducted at the rate of 3 cents per mile by the — 
master paying the account, and of the amount so deducted there shall be 
turned over to an authorized officer of the Quartermaster’s Department 
3 cents per mile for transportation furnished, except over any railroad 
which is a free or 50 per cent land-grant railroad, for the credit 
of the appropriation for the transportation of the Army and its sup- 
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plies: And provided further, That when the established route of travel 
shall, in whole or in part, be over the line of any railroad on which 
the troops and supplies of the United States are entitled to be trans- 
ported free of charge, or over any 50 r cent land-grant railroad, 
officers traveling as herein provided for shall, for the travel over such 
roads, be furnts with transportation requests, exclusive of sleeping 
and parlor car accommodations, by the Quartermaster’s Department: 
And provided further, That when transportation is furnished by the 
Quartermaster’s Department, or when the established route of travel 
is over any of the railroads above specified, there shall be deducted 
from the officer's mileage account by the paymaster paying the same 
8 cents per mile for the distance for which transportation has been or 
should have been furnished: And provided further, That when the sta- 
tion of an officer is changed while he is on leave of absence he will 
on joining the new station be entitled to mileage for the distance to 
the new station from the place where he received the order directing 
the change, provided the distance be no greater than from the old to 
the new station; but if the distance be greater he will be entitled to 
mileage for a distance equal to that from the old to the new station 
only: And provided further, That for all sea travel actual expenses 
only shall be paid to officers, contract surgeons, contract dental sur- 
geons, and veterinarians, to paymasters’ clerks, and to the expert ac- 
countant of the Inspector-General’s Department, when traveling on 
duty under competent orders, with or without troops; but for the pur- 
pose of determining allowances for all travel under orders, or for 
officere and enlisted men on discharge, travel in the Philippine Archi- 
pelago, the home waters of the United States, and between the United 

tates and Alaska shall not be regarded as sea travel and shall be 
pea fur at the rates established by law for land travel within the 

undaries of the United States. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I wish to reserve a 
point of order on this paragraph, until I find out what new legis- 
lation is contained in it. 

Mr. HULL. A great deal of this paragraph is the present 
law. The first change is the putting in of the words “and re- 
tired“ in line 23, page 16. Then it is largely the present law, 
almost entirely so, down to the bottom of page 17. The reason 
for putting in the proviso leaving out the bond-aided roads, 
which is about the only change until you come down to the 
provisos, is that there are no bond-aided roads now that we 
make any deductions from. In other words, those that were 
bond aided have paid the debt to such an extent that the Gov- 
ernment has taken a certain number of millions of their bonds 
as security and now pays them the full amount in place of de- 
ducting and applying it on their debt. 

Mane SMITH of Iowa. Does that apply to the Southern Pa- 
fic? 

Mr. HULL. Yes; to the Southern Pacific and the Oregon 
Short Line and those lines out there. 

The proviso on page 18, where the new legislation practically 
commences, is, beginning in line 14, that when the station of an 
officer is changed while he is on leave of absence he will on join- 
ing the new station be entitled to mileage for the distance to 
the new station from the place where he received the order 
directing the change, provided the distance be no greater than 
from the old to the new station; but if the distance be greater, 
he will be entitled to mileage, of course, equal to that from the 
old to the new station only. That is intended to cut off quite a 
charge upon the Government. Where officers about to be changed 
from one station to another get leave of absence and then get 
their mileage from the place where the order reaches them to 
their new station it makes a greater charge on the Treasury. 
This has added a great deal of expense to the Government on 
account of the increased amount paid out for mileage beyond 
what the committee believed should have been done. This pro- 
vision simply limits it so that the mileage they receive will be 
no greater than it would have been if they had remained at 
their station and received their orders for the change and gone 
from the old station directly to the new. And it is a further 
provision, that if they are on leave of absence and take their 
orders while on leave, under no circumstances shall they receive 
an amount greater than the amount of mileage from the old 
station to the new. 

This is expected to save a considerable sum out of this ap- 
propriation. Another provision there is in regard to sea travel. 
When the law was passed providing for sea travel, as we have 
it now, the committee understood that it would embrace all 
sea travel, but since that time a method has grown up of 
charging for the full mileage amount, in all sea travel except 
where the orders are direct from the United States to Manila 
or the Philippine Islands, and in that case they only get a 
dollar a day for subsistence while on the boat; but if ordered 
to Nagasaki, the officer gets mileage from San Francisco to 
Nagasaki; and if he is ordered to Manila by the way of Hong- 
kong, he gets mileage for the entire distance. If he is or- 
dered from here to Europe, he gets, under the present law, 
mileage for the whole distance. If he is ordered from here to 
Manila, by way of Europe, he gets a thousand dollars’ mileage. 
We are trying to cut that off. x 

We had one illustration given us of a military information 
bureau officer being ordered to South America to investigate 
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certain things there, and his total expense of the trip would 
have been about $160, as I remember it. He received about 
$500 for mileage. If this provision shall be incorporated in the 
bill, such cases as that will be impossible in the future. A man 
ordered to England or France—an officer on duty or a military 
attaché—would get only the actual transportation across the 
water. 

The Paymaster estimates that if we put on this provision we 
shall save $50,000 out of this sum, and, in my judgment, with 
no injury to any officer of the Army, because if he is ordered 
from one place to another and gets his actual expenses he has 
certainly no cause to find fault with the Government. 

In addition to the case of the officer, this peculiar situation 
was shown to be the fact—that the expert accountant and pay- 
master’s clerks ordered to Manila under the present law would 
get transportation and 4 cents a mile for the whole distance, so 
that the paymaster’s clerk traveling with the colonel of his 
corps, going in the same boat, ordered directly to Manila, would 
get his transportation from Washington to ‘Manila, if here is 
where he started from, and 4 cents a mile in addition; so for 
7,000 miles of sea travel it would be in the neighborhood of $280. 
As a matter of fact, the distance is great enough to give full 
$300. We want to cut that off, and so we put in this proviso 
restricting the paymaster’s clerks and civil employees as well as 
officers that when traveling by sea they shall receive only actual 
expenses. 

—95 PALMER. Will the gentleman allow me an interrup- 
tion? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. PALMER. I do not understand it that way. The bill 
provides “ that hereafter officers, active and retired, when trav- 
eling under competent orders without troops, shall be paid 7 
cents per mile, and no more,“ and if the quartermaster fur- 
nishes the transportation they shall be charged 3 cents a mile, 
and that leaves 4 cents to the good. 

Mr. HULL. And out of that he has to pay sleeping-car fare, 
his meals, and every other incidental expense of travel. 

Mr. PALMER. That is supposed to cover all his other ex- 


penses? 
Mr. HULL. Les. 
Mr. PALMER. In the second proviso you provide that the 


travel from the United States to the Philippine Islands shall 
not be considered as sea travel, but land travel. 

Mr. HULL. Oh, no; I do not. Travel in the Philippine Archi- 
pelago shall not be considered sea travel. But to the Philippine 
Islands is sea travel. 

Mr. PALMER. Between the United States and Alaska? 

Mr. HULL. So far as Alaska is concerned, that is exempted; 
but not to the Philippines. 

Mr. PALMER. Under this bill the officer will get his 7 cents 
a mile, less 3 cents for transportation furnished by the quarter- 
master, so that if he goes from here to Manila he gets 4 cents 
for every mile. 

Mr. HULL. No; if he goes from here to San Francisco he 
gets 7 cents a mile and can buy his own ticket and pay all of 
his own expenses. From Manila to San Francisco he is al- 
lowed $1 a day on board transport. 

Mr. PALMER. Where is that provision? 

Mr. HULL. It provides that he shall haye only actual ex- 
penses for all sea travel, and on the transport the only charge is 
$1 a day for subsistence. 

Mr. PALMER. Would it not be better to provide instead of 
mileage to officers, contract surgeons, and so on, active and re- 
tired, when traveling without troops, that they should have 
their actual expenses instead of giving them 7 cents per mile? 
Nr. HULL. That was the law for a good many years. In 
some parts of the country they got 10 cents a mile and actual 
expenses. It required an account of every penny paid out, and 
the estimate was that 7 cents a mile would not be any more 
charge upon the Government than the amount they received 
under the old law, and I think the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania will agree with me that except for the very long dis- 
tances the 4 cents a mile saved on the cost will not pay the inci- 
dental expenses of travel. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Iowa a question. In your efforts at economy, 
which, I think, are in the right line, how did it come that you 
asked for an increase of $50,000? 

Mr. HULL. -Because they have asked for a deficiency of over 


$50,000. 
Mr. LITTAUER. Will not the new provisions have a con- 
siderable effect in the way of economy? , 


Mr. HULL. The Paymaster-General, in reply to a question 
of mine, said he believed that if we adopted this provision that 
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we could at that time reduce the amount to $400,000, but the 
committee did not feel like adopting it. 

Mr. LITTAUER. In what way has the necessity for this in- 
creased mileage arisen? 

Mr. HULL. I think it has largely come from the abuses I 
have outlined. For instance, officers coming from here to 
Manila or going back to Manila, in place of being ordered to go 
to San Francisco, where there would be no mileage at all after 
reaching San Francisco, have been ordered by way of Europe 
from one point to another until they got to Manila. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Under the new way, those abuses would be 
wiped out. 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Why would not $400,000 be sufficient? 

Mr. HULL. My judgment is if we keep this in I will be 
willing enough to try it. I would be willing to reduce it to 
$400,000, but I would not reduce it a dollar unless this is put in. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does this include any class of men who 
are not now authorized to receive pay for mileage? 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Clerks and inspectors-general. 

Mr. HULL. They get their 4 cents a mile. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. And this puts them on the same basis 
as officers? F 

Mr. HULL. No; this will give them the same provisions on 
land that the law now provides for them, but cuts them off so 
that when they go to Manila or cross the ocean they shall then 
only get their actual expenses, which saves at least $300 on 
every one of the paymaster’s clerks and expert accountants 
that goes over. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the explanation is so 
satisfactory that I do net desire to press the point of order, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa withdraws his 
point of order. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, in order to put to a test the Pay- 
master’s statement, I move to strike out the words “and fifty,” 
in line 22, page 15, so that it will read“ $400,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 16, line 22, strike eut the words “and fifty.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Pay of enlisted men, $94,800. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 20, line 6, after the word “ dollars,” insert: “ For relief of the 
widow and minor child of Capt. Charles W. Dakin, of the San Fran- 
cisco fire department, who lost his life while fighting a fire on board 
of the United States Army transport Meade, $5,000. For relief of the 
widow and minor children of Thomas J. Hennessy, of the San Francisco 
fire department, who lost his life while fighting a fire on board of the 
United States Army transport Meade, $5,000.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order against this amendment. 

Mr. KAHN. I hope the gentleman from Alabama will re- 
serye the point of order until I can explain this matter. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of 
order. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, on the night of the 81st of Janu- 
ary last a fire broke out on the transport Meade. The vessel 
was to sail for Manila on the following day—on the Ist of Feb- 
ruary. The fire occurred in the hold, and these two members 
of the San Francisco fire department, with a number of other 
members of that department, went down into that hold and 
risked their lives in trying to save the property of the United 
States Government. As a matter of fact, Captain Dakin and 
Thomas Hennessy did lose their lives. They left families who 
were absolutely dependent upon them. The fire was within about 
15 feet of the compartment where the combustibles on the 
Meade were stored, and if it had not been for the action of 
these men the possibility is that the fire would haye reached 
this compartment, and the Meade would have been destroyed 
and dozens of other lives would have been wiped out by the 
catastrophe., I desire to read a letter which was submitted by 
General Funston to the War Department upon this subject. 
The letter is as follows: 


HEADQUARTERS DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA, 
. OFFICE OF THR COMMANDING GENERAL, 
San Francisco, Cal., February 12, 1906. 
THR MILITARY SECRETARY 


War Department, Washington, D. OC. 
Sin: During the disastrous fire that occurred on board the U. 8. 
Army transport Meade, lying at her wharf in this city, early on the 


morning of the Ist Instant, two members of the San Francisco fire 
department, Charles Dakin and Thomas J. Hennessy, lost their lives. 
These men, with a number of their comrades, had gone down into the 
hold of the ship and were making a heroic fight against the fire when 
mne were overcome by smoke and gases and perished. 
hey met their deaths not from some untoward accident, but solely 
as a result of their heroism in sticking to their post in the presence of 
great and evident danger. Both left families in absolutely destitute 
circumstances—Dakin a widow, Frances Dakin, and a son 12 years of 
age, and Hennessy a widow, Elien J. Hennessy, and three children, 4, 2, 
and 1 years of age, 8 
While it is Se fs that the families of these men haye no legal 
claim against the United States, I desire to submit that it would be a 
very p r and graceful thing for Congress to recognize their heroic 
services by removing their families from the fear of want in the im- 
mediate future by an appropriation of Zaoa for the relief of the 
widow of each of the men named, The Francisco fire department 
has on several occasions rendered highly valuable service during fires 
on the military reservations immediately contiguous to this city, and 
the present occasion gives an opportunity for the Goyernment to recog- 
their services in a highly appropriate manner. 
Very respectfully, 
FREDERICK FUNSTON, 
Brigadier-General, Commanding. 


This letter was sent to the War Department here and was ap- 
proved by the Quartermaster-General, and subsequently by the 
Lieutenant-General of the Army in the following words: 

[Third indorsement. ] 


Wan DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, 
Washington, February 21, 1906. 
Respectfully submitted to the honorable the Secretary of War, con- 
curring in the recommendations of General Funston and the Quarter- 
master-General. 


J. C. BATES, 
Ideutenant-General, Chief of Staff. 

Now, I submit, Mr. Chairman, that if these men had been 
sworn into the military service of the United States, and if they 
had lost their lives in that service, their widows and their or- 
phans would have been entitled to and would undoubtedly have 
received pensions, but under the circumstances of this case there 
is no manner in which the families of these men can be provided 
for. I therefore sincerely hope that the gentleman from Ala- 
bama will withdraw his objection and allow the amendment to 
be inserted in the bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has undoubtedly made a splendid appeal for some of his 
gallant constituents, and I do not know but that after the case 
has been properly considered and looked into by the proper com- 
mittee of this House they ought to receive proper compensation 
from the Government for the services they rendered in the fire 
that was about to destroy one of the Government transports. 
But, Mr. Chairman, the gentlemen on the other side of the 
House seem to overlook the fact that we on this side of the 
House represent a constituency; that we have claims of this 
kind, and many and many a time I have seen a bill of equal merit 
and equal claim to the one that the gentleman now offers on 
the floor of this House as an amendment to this bill, clearly out 
of order, clearly not in place here, objected to by the leaders 
on that side of the House. We have been told that if our con- 
stituents want anything there is a Claims Committee, and we 
can go to the Claims Committee, the proper committee to hear 
these matters, It was only last year when a claim was pre- 
sented here on one of the appropriation bills from a young lady 
who was injured for life by the absolute carelessness of an ele- 
vator conductor in one of the Government buildings, and the 
chairman of the committee refused to allow it to stay on the bill. 

Mr. KAHN. The gentleman does not intend to convey the 
impression that that is an analogous case to this, where these men 
deliberately went down to the seat of danger in order to pro- 
tect the property of the United States? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, well, it was a similar kind of a 
claim. Of course I recognize the fact that these constituents 
of yours were doing their duty, but they were paid to do that 
duty. As I understand it, the laws of your city very properly 
provide that they shall receive a pension from your city for the 
benefit they have rendered. I am not denying the proposition 
that it may be just to pay them more, and that they may be 
entitled to compensation from the Government of the United 
States, but I do say that we have a committee organized for 
that purpose, that it is their business, and every other Member 
of this House, no matter how meritorious his claim, is required 
to take those claims to the Committee on Claims for that com- 
mittee to pass on and to be brought before this House. Now, 
the gentleman from California knows that. He knows that 
what he has proposed here is against the rules of the House. 
The rules of the House are always invoked to prevent Members 
on this side of the House from ever having a short road to get 
an appropriation for their constituency. And I am surprised 
that my friend from California should expect under these cir- 
cumstances to have a matter of this kind go through by unani- 
mous consent. 
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman al- 
low me to ask him two questions? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. A dozen, if my friend from Iowa de- 
sires it. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I want to ask him whether his infor- 
mation was that the San Francisco fire department was in the 
discharge of its duty as a fire department in San Francisco in 
fighting this fire in the harbor? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know those facts. If it was 
investigated by the proper committee, the Committee on Claims, 
we would have a report before this House giving all of those 
facts in a satisfactory manner. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I want to ask the gentleman one fur- 
ther question. If it be conceded that there be no legal claim 
against the Government of the United States and appeal is 
made to Congress for what is in the nature of a gratuity, not 
in a legal sense, but in consideration of valuable services ren- 
dered to the Government, and to encourage like efforts and sac- 
rifices in the future, would the Committee on Claims then have 
jurisdiction at all in that kind of a case? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman knows that we have had 
a number of cases that were not legal claims. The old Ford's 
Theater claims were not legal claims against the Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask that I have five 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani- 
mous consent for five minutes more. Is there objection. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Kaun]. 

Mr. KAHN. I was going to suggest to the gentleman that in 
the first place this ship was not within the jurisdiction where 
the fire department of San Francisco operates. In the next 
place, the Committee on Claims, as I understand it, will not con- 
sider at the present time claims for personal injuries. But I 
agree with the statement of the gentleman from Iowa Mr. 
Smrru] that this is not a legal claim against the Government. 
It is in the nature of a gratuity, and that is the only way it can 
be looked at. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think probably it is a gratuity. I 
have no doubt that the claims we paid to the persons who were 
hurt in the old Ford’s Theater disaster were all gratuities. The 
claim that came before this House last year for the injury to a 
young lady employed in the Treasury building down here was a 
gratuity, and Congress has granted gratuities before. 

Mr. KAHN. If the gentleman will allow me, I will ask if 
those people in Ford’s Theater were engaged in saving the 
property of the United States? These men in San Francisco 
went down to save not only property but life. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman overlooks my proposi- 
tion. I am not contending against the justice of compensating 
these gentlemen. 

Mr. KAHN. There is no other way of doing it except by 
this kind of a bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, yes; there is. The last way this 
House provides for legislation of any kind is on an appropria- 
tion bill. If there is no other way to do it, then there is no 
way to do it here, because what the gentleman is seeking to 
do, and the gentleman knows it, is directly contrary to the rules 
of the House of Representatives. Now, there are committees 
that can consider this question and it is the proper way to leg- 
islate. I have no doubt that this is a proper case. Really, in 
my own mind, I have no doubt of it, but I have no real infor- 
mation on the question. I doubt if any other gentleman here 
has any real evidence or information as to what was done there, 
except what has appeared in the newspapers. 

Mr. KAHN. Did the gentleman listen to the reading of 
General Funston’s letter? He is in command there, and cer- 
tainly would not make such a report to the Department unless 
he had fully informed himself upon the subject. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I supposed possibly he had. I do not 
deny that. But I say that a matter of this kind should be 
looked into by a proper committee. That is what the rules of 
this House require. That does not stop the gentleman’s ef- 
forts to relieve his constituency, but it does prevent a prece- 
dent being made here for the next time that somebody has a 
claim to bring in here that has not properly been looked into, 
and not properly considered. And, Mr. Chairman, I dislike 
very much in a case of this kind, that naturally appeals to 
one’s sympathy, to raise an objection; but I do insist that it 
will be very bad legislation to start the putting of damage 
claims on appropriation bijis as a matter of sympathy. There- 
fore, I must insist on the objection I haye made. 


Mr. HAYES. I hope the gentleman will withhold his objec- 
tion for a moment. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. HAYES. I want to make a little additional statement 
to that made by my colleague. I want the gentleman to under- 
stand that this is not a legal claim against the United States. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I recognize that. 

Mr. HAYES. There is no committee in this House, as I un- 
derstand the rules, before which this claim can go. It must 
come in some such way as this if the widows and children of 
these men are to be provided for, and, as has already been 
stated, these men were not obliged to go to the place where this 
fire was. They were not paid for going there, as the gentleman 
states, at all. They were called upon as volunteers to go there 
and put out the fire in this ship belonging to the United States; 
that was not within the jurisdiction of the city of San Francisco, 
but in the bay, upon the waters of the bay of San Francisco. 
These men went there; they took their lives in their hands; 
they lost their lives. Now, as a matter of justice—I object to 
the proposition that it is a gratuity that we are asking of the 
Government of the United States, it is simply an act of justice. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. HAYES. Certainly. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Did these men go in this ship under the 
orders of the head of the fire department? 

Mr. HAYES. Undoubtedly; but not subject to go. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. And under such conditions would they 
not come within the regulations of the fire department of San 
Francisco 

Mr. HAYES. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. FITZGERALD (continuing). Making provision for the 
families of men who lose their lives in the conduct of their 
work? s 

Mr. HAYES. It probably would; but the provision for the 
widows and children of men who lose their lives under such 
circumstances is very inadequate, and I think this is simply an 
act of justice. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I do not know whether it is or not, be- 
cause I do not know what provisions are made. 

Mr. HAYES. I will state, as a matter of fact, that the pro- 
vision that is made is very slight and inadequate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A good deal of this thing is like these ap- 
propriations for giving of medals of honor to people who have 
done deeds of conspicuous heroism, except we put this in the 
shape of money instead of in the shape of a medal. 

Mr. HAYES. I presume it might have that appearance, but 
I want to state that 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I asked that question because I feel a very 
deep sympathy for these people myself, as far as I am personally 
concerned, and if the rules permit I expect they ought to be 
provided for. 

Mr. HAYES. Now, the city government of San Francisco, 
or, rather, the board of fire commissioners, state the facts 
as they have already appeared. I do not want to take the time 
of the House, but it appears that the work of these men saved 
many hundreds of thousands of dollars’ worth of property of 
the United States that must otherwise inevitably have been 
destroyed. And if the Congress should see fit to adopt the 
amendment of my colleague, it would not only be an act of 
justice, but would be regarded as a recognition of the courage 
that these men displayed in going down into the hold of that 
ship and putting the fire out, saving the ship, and saving the 
other property that undoubtedly would have been destroyed 
by the explosion if the explosives in that boat had been set on 
fire. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. How many men lost their lives 
in that fire? 

Mr. HAYES. Two men. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Firemen? 

Mr. HAYES. The captain and one subaltern. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, your case is somewhat like 
those where in cities they have refused to make appropriations 
to pay the widows and orphans of the firemen who haye lost 
their lives in putting out some very great conflagration. 

Mr. HAYES. Yes, sir; I should say it is a recognition of 
their heroic conduct. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I do not know how it is about 
other cities that have failed to make the appropriation, but I 
know that I and others have contributed where the city has 
failed to do that. But there is another class of cases, of another 
kind from your proposition, and that is these elevator men here 
in our Government buildings and elsewhere in public buildings 
who have been injured by falling elevators, and things of that 
sort, and Congress has invariably refused to appropriate for it. 
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Mr. HAYES. But property of the United States was not 
saved thereby. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. But your case is a much broader 
one, it seems to me, than the elevator cases. 

Mr. HAYES. Now, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If the gentleman will yield to me, I do 
not look upon this matter as a claim at all. 

Mr. HAYES. Not at all. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. “Claim” means a claim. It has the 
quality of a demand, as a matter of law, or of right. Now, the 
gentlema from Alabama [Mr. Unperwoop] knows perfectly 
well that if he insists on this point of order it will haye to be 
sustained, and that is an end to the doing of this righteous act 
that it seems to me the Government ought to be prompt to do. 
The gentleman from Alabama knows, when he says to take this 
to the Committee on Claims, that these bereaved widows and 
helpless orphans might as well forget that their fathers, their 
husbands, and their faithful men died in the service of the Gov- 
ernment. They will get nothing. There is no such thing as 
getting that sort of a proposition through the Committee on 
Claims. It stands in the same relation to law and generosity 
as the $5,000 which we usually give to the widows of dead Con- 
gressmen and the funeral expenses and balance of a year’s pay 
which we usually give the family of a dead Clerk or Doorkeeper 
of the House, a thing which we have done over and over again. 
It is upon the same footing precisely in principle, and it is not a 
gratuity in any proper sense. A gratuity means something for 
nothing. Here is a great Government, rich and powerful, that 
has benefited by the service of these two men, and now the 
question comes, shall those two widows and those children go 
to the poorhouse, or will this Government refuse and haggle 
over the question of immediate fairness? Oh, there is some- 
thing so infinitely pitiable in such a proposition that I can not 
discuss it! [Applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD rose. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman makes 
any statement, I just want to state that the suggestion of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garnes] strikes me as not 
right. This case is analogous to one that happened in my own 
town, where a large brewery just outside of the city limits 
caught fire. The firemen were not obliged to respond to any 
call to put out the fire in that brewery, but when they were 
called upon they volunteered. They went out and put out the 
fire, and the brewery, more generous than the gentleman from 
Alabama would have this great Government be, responded with- 
out any request, and sent a generous check, although no loss of 
life had come, rewarding those firemen for their gallantry and 
their fearless fight with the flames. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But the statement of the gentleman 
from California is not correct. I have not stated that I did not 
want these men rewarded. 

Mr. HAYES. I did not wish to be understood as so stating. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I understood you did. 

Mr. HAYES. I hope the gentleman from Alabama will not 
insist on his point of order, but will let the House do what 
clearly ought to be done to relieve these orphans and widows. 

Mr. Chairman, before I take my seat I ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the fire commissioners of San Francisco 
may be spread upon the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Unanimous consent is asked by the gen- 
tleman to print a certain document. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The statement is as follows: 


OFFICE or THE BOARD or FIRE COMMISSIONERS, 
San Francisco, February 7, 1906. 
Hon. E. A. HAYES 


2 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sin: On February 2, 1906, the board of fire commissioners of 
the city and county of San Francisco, in regular session assembled, 
adopted the following resolution: 

“Whereas on February 2, 1906, while engaged in the voluntary and 

urely patriotic service of saying one of our nation’s transports, the 
Meade, from destruction by fire, two of the gallant members of this 
department heroically gave up their lives: Therefore, be it 

‘Resolved, That the board of fire commissioners of the city and 
county of San Francisco does hereby place on record its testimonial to 
the bravery of Capt. Charles W. Dakin, of engine company No. 4, and 
Hoseman Thomas J. Hennessy, of ine company No. 22, and its sense 
of the loss to the department thro the death of these two men; and 
be it further 

“Resolved, That the Secretary of this commission extend to the fami- 
1 of the deceased its condolence in their bereavement; and be it fur- 


er : 

“Resolved, That it is the sentiment of this board that it would be 
eminently proper and just for Congress to recognise the brayat and 
gallantry of the deceased by making some provision for their icted 
widows and orphaned children, and the president of this board, together 
with the chief engineer of the department, are herewith authorized and 
requested to make such representations to the National Government 
8 Congressmen JuLivus KAHN and E. A. Hayes, of the Fourth and 


Congressional districts, as may best serve to bring needed relief to 
the distressed and afflicted families.” 
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In accordance with sald resolution, the undersigned respectfully 
bring to your attention the facts which led to the adoption of the reso- 
lution and the propriety of action by the Federal Government in the 


premises. 

On Wednesday, January 31, a fire occurred upon the transport Meade, 
lying at the United States transport pier in the Bay of San Francisco. 

otwithstanding the fact that the fire was outside of municipal juris- 
diction, both as to the site of the fire and the location of the vessel, the 
fire bes io Bag of San Francisco, with its usual pongo? A and heroism, 
responded to the call for aid and subdued the flames with much attend- 
ant danger and difficulty. In so doing, notwithstanding the exercise 
of the utmost care, the fumes arising from the burning hold ex- 
tinguished the lives of the two brave men whose names appear in 
2 . —— the subaltern losing his life in the vain endeavor to rescue 

superior. 

No more commendable acts of courage than those performed by these 
two men are recorded in the annals of local history. 

Their death leaves dependent on public support two widows and four 
little children, entirely destitute of this world’s goods. A charitable 
response has made by the people of San Francisco for the tem- 
porary alleviation of their condition. 

It would seem, under the circumstances, especially justifiable and 
prope to ask the Government of the United States to make some pro- 
vision for the families of these deserving men, not only for the schual 
necessities which inspire this communication, but as an encour- 
agement for further and future of valor on the part of the ever 
self-sacrificing membership of this department. 

Therefore we respectfully, but earnestly, request you in suitable man- 
ner to present these suggestions to the proper authorities for attention 
and consideration. 

Thanking you in advance for 
quest, we are. on behalf of the 
of San Francisco, 

Very respectfully, yours, 


r courteous compliance with our re- 
department of the city and county 


H. M. WREDEN, 
President Board of Fire Commissioners. 


D. T. SULLIVAN, 
Chief Engineer San Francisco Fire Department. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, in pressing this point of 
order, I wish to say that what the gentleman from Ohio says 
about this proceeding, insisting on the rules of the House, 
being contemptible, is no more so than the action of the gentle- 
man from Ohio many and many a time on the floor of this 
House. No matter how good a bill has come to this House for 
a charity, for a good purpose, the gentleman from Ohio could 
never, and never has in the history of his twenty years’ service 
on the floor of this House, been able to rise above partisan- 
ship—to recognize anything that ever came from this side of 
the House. And I say again, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If the gentleman will allow me, will the 
gentleman name one fair southern war claim, college claim, 
claim for the relief of the Methodist Book Concern, or any 
other just claim that ever came from the South, that I de- 
feated? If he can, I will resign my seat to-day. [Applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that his 
record is well known. I admit that he did support one of the 
college claims here from the South. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have supported more than twenty of 
the college claims. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But those claims came from the Com- 
mittee on Claims. I have no objection to supporting this propo- 
sition, and have said so, if it goes to the proper Committee on 
Claims, is considered, and the matter looked into and deter- 
mined legitimately, how much these people are entitled to. 

I have just heard the amendment read at the desk. I have 
had no opportunity to investigate it, but I understand the gentle- 
man asks for $5,000. Why should we give $5,000—I do not 
say it is a gratuity; the gentleman from California said it was 
a gratuity—but whether it be a gratuity or whether it be a 
claim, why should we give $5,000 to a widow for this service, 
no matter how valiant it may be, and only give $8 a month to 
the widow of a soldier killed in battle? 

Mr. KAHN. The $8 a month rises into the thousands of dol- 
lars as the years go on. Here is a widow with children. I 
believe the children in one case range from 1 to 4 years of age, 
to be taken care of, to be reared and brought up and educated. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not arguing against the legiti- 
macy of this claim. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order, and 
I would like the opinion of the Chair whether this discussion is 
in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is made by the gen- 
tleman from Alabama, and all discussion that does not relate 
to the point of order is by unanimous consent. The Chair is 
prepared to rule on the point of order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Alabama a question. Does not this stand upon 
a somewhat different basis in this, that but for this San Fran- 
cisco fire department this very valuable United States trans- 
port ship would have been destroyed? Is not there a sort of 
quantum meruit in this; is it a mere gratuity? Has not the 
United States Government received a magnificent return al- 
ready? 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have not asserted that it was a 
gratuity. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
this debate has run longer than it should, and I insist that it 
be confined to the question. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Chairman, I desire to con- 
fine myself to the question. I have yielded to interruptions 
and I merely wish to answer my colleague. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that he is prepared 
to rule upon the point of order made by the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Chair is ready to rule, I haye 
nothing further to say. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. LARRINAGA. Mr. Chairman, I was about to rise when 
the Clerk finished reading the paragraph on the Porto Rican 
regiment, but the gentleman from California was before me 
with his amendment, and I had to yield. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to make a few remarks on the provision of that bill relating 
to the Porto Rican regiment, as I do not know whether I shall 
be here when the matter comes again before the House or not. 
I am aware, Mr. Chairman, of the peculiar circumstances under 
which the Commissioner from Porto Rico rises on the floor of 
this House to speak in behalf of his country. I know full well 
that it is only through the courtesy of its Members that I am 
allowed to speak on the floor of this House. You will appre- 
ciate, therefore, the great difficulty and the unfavorable cir- 
cumstances under which I labor when I rise to say anything on 
matters pertaining to Porto Rico. 

The last time the question relating to the Porto Rican regi- 
ment came before this House there was a great controversy 
as to whether the regiment should be mustered out or should 
be retained. The news reached Porto Rico, and I tell you, gen- 
tlemen, that a great sorrow pervaded the whole island when it 
was learned that there was a movement on foot to muster out 
that regiment. It is a matter of sentiment, Mr. Chairman, but 
as Mr. Wilson, an able American writer who for many years 
was in Porto Rico, said in his book, Political Development of 
Porto Rico, “ sentiment is a power in- Porto Rico.” 

There are two reasons, Mr. Chairman, why this regiment 
should be kept in the American Army. The first is that that 
body of troops is not a useless factor in the American Army. 
On the contrary, it is, in my opinion, a very effective military 
unit in the Army as it now stands. 

In the next place, these Porto Rican soldiers have been trained 
and instructed by able, capable, and gallant American officers, 
and have become a very effective body of troops. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, at every moment I am brought face to 
face with matters that I feel it is not proper for me to touch, 
and I trust that the kindness and courtesy of the House will 
overlook any error that I may commit in this line. It is impos- 
sible to deal with certain topics without touching many other 
matters relating to it; but I wish to say that this subject of 
the Porto Rico regiment is connected with the present policy 
of the United States. But taking the facts as they are; start- 
ing from the basis that the United States has adopted a policy of 
expansion; that it has taken Porto Rico, has interfered to put 
order in financial matters in Santo Domingo, having made Cuba 
a free and independent nation, and having in general paved the 
way for that great enterprise of the Panama Canal, it seems to 
me that this Porto Rican regiment is destined to be a useful 
military unit, one that can not be replaced by any equal body 
of troops from the Northern States. 

To show that clearly, Mr. Chairman, I will mention some of 
the circumstances occurring in the case. Those soldiers have 
already been trained, as I said before. They are the most 
sober body of soldiers that you can get anywhere in the world. 
They are hardy, and to appreciate them properly you should 
see them marching up those hills every year. Those men are 
immune to all the climatic infiuences of tropical countries. 
They all speak the Spanish language, which is the language of 
all the South American northern border of the Caribbean Sea 
and of the border of the Gulf of Mexico and the West India 
Islands. Those soldiers have a military record behind them. 
Every one of you gentlemen knows that a bucket of water at 
the proper time will stop a fire which, if allowed to continue, 
would destroy a whole building or perhaps end in the con- 
flagration of a whole city; and I say, Mr. Chairman, that that 
body of troops in Porto Rico, like the bucket of water, would 
serve to stop at its inception any difficulty which might arise on 
the Panama Canal or other neighboring place. 

Those men are loyal and have always been loyal and true. 
That regiment in two hours can be placed on board of any 
United States transport and be sailing for any port on the Gulf 
of Mexico or the West Indies and arrive there a week ahead of 
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any troops which could be sent down from the United States. 
This Government has undertaken the task of digging the 
Panama Canal, and it has invited the nations of the world to 
steam through that channel, and it is proper for this country to 
keep the vestibule of that corridor in good order and in proper 


shape, as it has already begun to do it. The United States can, 


not shirk from the responsibility that it has assumed. That 


great and glorious work, which in my professional studies I 


have followed with special interest from its very inception, is 
not beyond the intelligence, the resources, and the power of this 
country, and it can be completed sooner than many people 
think, sooner than eyen many technical men have said, if the 
proper methods are used and adequate means are furnished to 
the efficient push of the President. Porto Rico stands in the 
front, at the entrance of that canal, and every ship coming from 


Europe or eyen from your own country north of Hampton Roads , 


will have to go close to our shores through the Mona Passage. 


There in the middle of the channel stands the little island of 


Mona, with the beacon of its lights that will show to the whole 
world the way to the Panama Canal. Porto Rico is one of the 
best illuminated islands in the world, and each ship coming 
from Europe will sight one of its fifteen lights. The first light 


seen will, by its flashes, by the color of the light, by the inter- 


vals of the revolutions tell the ship on which point of the sea 
she is, and from there be guided as by the hand clear into the 
Caribbean Sea and to the Panama Canal. 


I have not the time, Mr. Chairman, to finish my remarks, so 


I shall press on to the end. In closing, I wish to say of that 
Porto Rican regiment that it has a clear, clean military record 
behind it. In the sixteenth century they fought against the 
English for their country. In the seventeenth century they 
fought the Dutch and the French, and in the eighteenth cen- 
tury—in 1797—when Lord Abercrombie Ianded 7,000 troops in 
Porto Rico to take the island in the name of the King of Eng- 
land, it was the Porto Rican militia that went to fight the 
British troops and not the Spanish soldiers, because there were 


none in the island. Every one of these boys, when he goes to, 


his home in the high mountains, hears the story of his fore- 
fathers who fought the enemies of their country. When that 
boy goes into his home the family is proud of him, and all the 
neighbors gather around to see him and hear the old tales re- 
counted. Therefore they haye before them something to live 
up to—a record of honor. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if that Porto Rican regiment were to 
be disbanded and the news were to reach Porto Rico, the last 
lingering hope to get right and justice from the United States 
would disappear from the country. Our people has been given 
an organic law that we do not want. You have given us an 
organic law that we think was not fair to give to a people with 
a civilization four hundred years old, but when we saw that 
you gave us that Porto Rican regiment, because we were 
patriotic we did not lose hope. If you strike that Porto Rican 
regiment off, if you muster it out, our people will think that 
the last hope has vanished for a better future. We hope that 
you will soon amend the Foraker Act and we hope also that 
you will not disband—that you will not muster out our dear 
Porto Rican regiment. [Applause.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, ' 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. OTJEN having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, 
by Mr. Parr, one of its clerks, announced that the Senate had 
passed the following concurrent resolution: 


House concurrent resolution No, 22. 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring) 
That the action of the Speaker of the House of Representatives and o 
the Vice-President of the United States and President of the Senate in 
signing the enrolled bill H. R. 207—*“An act to authorize the construc- 
tion of dams and power stations on the Tennessee River at Muscle 
Shoals, Alabama — be rescinded, and that in the reenrollment of the 
bill the following amendments be made: 

Amend section 1 of the enrolled bill by striking out, after the word 
“elect,” at the end of line 5, section 1, page 1, the following: be- 
tween the mouth of Malletts Creek on the east, and“ in line 6 of said 
section, and insert in lieu thereof “and the Secretary of War may ap- 
prove between a point on the southern side of the river 8 to 0 
below the head or opening of the canal constructed by the United States 
on the north side of the river, on the east, and.” Insert after the word 
“River,” in line 10 of said section 1, page 1, the following: between 
the two points above mentioned.” Amend by adding after the word 
“War,” in line 13 of said section 1, page 1, of said enrolled bill, the 
following: “for the protection of navigation and the property and 


other interests of the United States,” so that said section 1 of the en- 
rolled bill when amended will read as follows: 

“ Be it enacted, etc., That any person, company, or corporation hav- 
ing authority therefor under the laws of the State of abama may 


hereafter erect, maintain, and use a dam or dams in or across the 
Tennessee River, in the State of Alabama, at such points at Muscle 
Shoals as they may elect, and the Secretary of War may approve, be- 
tween a point on the southern side of the river o ite to, or below 


pos 
the head or opening of the canal constructed by the United States on 
the north side of the river, on the east, and the western line of section 
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16, township 3, range 10 on the west, for the purpose of erecting 
operating, and . power station and to maintain inlet and 
outlet races or canals and to make such other improvements on the 
southern bank of the Tennessee River, between the two points above 
mentioned, as may be necessary for the development of water power 
and the transmission of the same, po’ seh always to the provisions and 
requirements of this act, and to such conditions and stipulations as 
may be imposed by the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War 
for the protection of navigation and the property and other interests 
of the United States.” 

Amend section 2, page 1, of said enrolled bill by striking out, after 
the word “ Canal,” in line 25, page 1, of said section, all down to and 
including the word“ River,” in line 35 of said section 2. Amend said 
section 2, pase 1, of the enrolled bill, by striking out after the word 
“Canal,” in line 28, page 1, all down to and including the word 
River,“ In line 29, and insert in lieu thereof the following: or the 
Tennessee River,” so that said section 2 of the enrolled bill, as 
amended, will read as follows: 

“ Sec. 2. That detailed plans for the construction and operation of a 
dam or dams and other appurtenant and 9 works shall be sub- 
mitted by the person, company, or corporation desiring to construct 
the same to the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War, with a 
map eat the location of such dam or other structures with such 
topographical and 8 data as may be necessary for a satis- 
factory understanding of the same, which must be approved by the 
Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War before work can be com- 
menced on said dam or dams or other structures; and after such ap- 
proval of said plans no deviation whatsoever therefrom shall be made 
without first obtaining the 5 of the Chief of Engineers and the 
Secretary of War: Provided, That the constructions hereby authorized 
do not interfere with the navigation of Muscle Shoals Canal or the 
navigation of the Tennessee River: And provided further, That said 
dam or dams and works shall be limited only to the use of the surplus 
water of the river not coy sit for the navigation of the Muscle Shoals 
Canal or the Tennessee River, and that no structures shall be built and 
no operations conducted by those availing themselves of the provisions 
of this act which shall injure or interfere with the navigation of the 
Muscle Shoals Canal or impair the usefulness of any improvement made 
by the Government in the interest of navigation.” 

Amend section 3, page 2, of said enrolled bill by striking out all 
after the word “ otherwise,” in line 17 of said section 3, page 2, down 
to and including the word“ damage,“ at the end of line 18 of said sec- 
tion and pase, and insert in lieu thereof the following: “in a court of 
competent jurisdiction,” so that said section 3 of said enrolled bill, 
after being so amended, will read: 

“Sec. 3. That the Government of the United States reserves the 
right, at any time that the improvement of the navigation of the Ten- 
nessee River demands it, to construct, maintain, and operate, in con- 
nection with any dam or other works built under the provisions of this 
act, suitable lock or locks or any other structures for navigation pur- 
poses, and at all times to control such dam or dams or other structures, 
and the level of the pool caused by such dam or dams, to such an extent 
as may be necessary to provide facilities for navigation; and whenever 
Congress shall authorize the construction of such lock or other struc- 
tures, the person, company, or corporation owning and controlling such 
dam or dams or other structures shall convey to the United States, 
under such terms as Congress shall prescribe, titles to such land as may 
be required for the use of such lock and approaches, and in addition 
thereto shall grant to the United States, free of cost, the free use of 
water wer for building and operating such constructions: Provided 
also, That the person, company, or corporation building, maintaining, 
or operating any dam or dams or other structures under the provisions 
of this act shali be liable for any damage that may be inflicted thereby 
upon private property, either by overflow or otherwise, in a court of 
competent jurisdiction. The person, company, or corporation ownin 
or operating any such dam shall maintain, at their own expense, suc 
lights and other signals thereon and such fishways as the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor shall prescribe.” 


The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following concurrent resolutions: 


Senate concurrent resolution No. 13. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of 5 concurring), 
That there be printed 10,000 extra coples of the testimony taken by the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce in the consideration of the 
so-called “ railroad rates bill,” 3,000 for the use of the Senate and 7,000 
for the use of House of Representatives. 

Senate concurrent resolution No. 12. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives Conon Ting); 
That there be printed 10,000 extra copies of the digest prepared under 
the direction of the committee of the testimony taken by the Senate 
Committee on Interstate Commerce in the consideration of the so-called 
“railroad rates bill,” 3,000 for the use of the Senate, and 7,000 for the 
use of the House of Representatives. 


ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For amount due certain Philippine scouts from Lieut. Andrus Shea, 


Philippine Scouts, to whom the amount was intrusted at St. Louis, Mo., 
and 1 absconded with the money, $1,722.50. 


Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of 
order against this paragraph. It is not authorized by existing 
law, it changes existing law, and it is not within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Committee on Military Affairs to report the item. 

Mr. HULL. I understand, Mr. Chairman, the point of order 
is on page 21, “Amount due certain Philippine scouts.” There is 
no question but the point is well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. OLMSTED), The Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Hereafter the annual compensation of officers, agents, and employees 
of the United States for services rendered shall be divided into twelve 
equal installments, one of which shall be the pay for each calendar 
month; and in maki ments for a fractiona rt of a month one- 
thirtieth of one of su Uments or of a monthly compensation shall 


be the rate to be pa for each day, For the pur of computing such 
compensation each and every month shall be held to consist of thirty 
days, without regard to the actual number of days in any month, thus 
excluding the thirty-first day of any month from the computation and 
treating Februa as if it actually had thirty days; and any person 
entering the military or naval service of the United States during a 
thirty-one day month shall be entitled to pay from the date of entry to 
the 30th day of said month, both days inclusive, and no more; and 
any person so entering said service during the month of February shall 
be entitled to one month’s pay, less as many thirtieths thereof as the 
number of days that may have elapsed during that month prior to the 
date of his entry: Provided, That for one day's unauthorized absence 
on the 3ist day of any month one day's pay shall be forfeited. 


Mr. HULL. On this proposition of annual compensation of 
officers and agents I have had drawn up quite a lengthy argu- 
ment here by the Pay Department of the Army, and that, with 
an amendment—striking the word “civil” out of the amend- 
ment—has been submitted to the gentleman from Iowa, a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee. I will ask now to have 
read first the paper which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For more than fifty years the Army was eon on a basis of thirty 
days constituting a month, this disposition of time being confirmed by 
Second Comptrollers Brodhead and Upton and adhered to by all suc- 
ceeding Comptrollers. (See Dig. 2d Comp. Dec., ed. 1869, pars. 531- 
534, and vol. 2, Dig. 2d Comp. Dec., pars. 1142 and 1146.) 

The Army Regulations of 1901 and many prior years copied almost 
the exact wording of Comptroller Brodhead’s decision (par. 534 above 
referred to) into the following paragraph: 

“733. When applicable, the following rules for the computation of 
time in oo or services will be observed : 

“(1) For any full calendar month's service, at a stipulated monthly 
rate of compensation, payment will be made at such stipulated rate, 
without regard to the number of days in that month. 

“(2) When service commences on an intermediate day of the month, 
thirty days will be assumed as the length of the month, whatever be 
the number of days therein. 

„ When the service terminates on an intermediate day of the 
month, the actual number of days during which service was rendered 
in that calendar month will be allowed. 

“(4) When the service embraces two or more months or parts of 
months but one fraction will be made, thus: From September 21 to 
November 25, inclusive, will be calculated—September 21 to October 
20, inclusive, one month; from October 21 to November 20, inclusive, 
one month; from November 21 to 25, inclusive, five days; making the 
time allowed two months and five days. 

A2 When two fractions of months occur and both are less than a 
whole month, as from mn, Hees 21 to September 10, the time will be 
determined thus: August 21 to 30, inclusive (ignoring the 31st), ten 
days; from September 1 to 10, inclusive, ten ys; making the time 
allowed twenty days. 

“(6) Service commencing in Februar 
the month contained thirty days, thus: From February 21 to 28 (or 29), 
inclusive, ten days. When the service commences on the 28th day of 
2 — suren days will be n if on the 29th, two days. 

“(7) service commences on the 31st day of any month, 
will not_be made for that day. zi z ag Sc 

Ayal For commutation of subsistence and for services of persons 
any 0 9 at a per diem rate payment will be made for the actual num- 

r of days. 

“(9) When services are rendered from one given date to an 
account will state clearly whether both dates ES included. 8 

tine ap eed — 1 8 persons emhioyed at a per diem 
allowance the day on which service begins and the day on 
ends will be allowed in the computation.” ay wate sk 

5 ae eh 3 — ae EF ope method of pay- 
ment, the following provision was inser n the Army a 
act of March 2, 1903 (32 Stat., 934) : 5 

“ Hereafter in all payments to be made under the provisions of Army 
os fyi ghee acts, when the rate of compensation is annual, payment 
shall made monthly at the rate of one-twelfth of the annual rate, 
and of such monthly rate and of all other monthly rates of compensa- 
tion one-thirtieth shall be the daily rate for compensation of pay for 
fractional parts of a month; and for the purposes of this act each 
and eyery month shall be held to consist of thirty days, whether the 
actual number of days be greater or less." 

With the intention of placing all civilian employees on the same 
basis with the Army regarding the computation of time, the followin 

ot har vas inserted in the sundry civil act of April 28, 1905 (33 

at., f 

“Sec. 4. That the annual compensation of officers, agents, and em- 
plovese of the United States for services rendered subsequent to June 

0, 1904, shall be divided into twelve equal installments, one of which 
shall be the pay for each calendar month; and in making 
for a fractional part of a month, one-thirtieth of one of such install- 
ments, or of a monthly compensation, shall be the rate to be paid 
for each day. For the pur of computing such compensation each 
and every month shall be held to consist of thirty days, without regard 
to the actual number of days in any month, thus excluding the 3ist 
day of any month from the computation, and treating February as if 
it actually had thirty days.” 

The following decision of the Comptroller, dated June 14, 1904, Is 
published in War Department circular No. 33 of that year: 

These two provisions concerning the method of computing pay are 
substantially alike. Each provides for exactly the same method of 
computation and is simply the same thing expressed in language some- 
what different, but meaning exactly the same thing. Each makes pro- 
vision for payments of annual and monthly salaries and compensations 
where the service is continuous during any given month in a year, and 
treats each month, regardless of its number of days, as thirty days in 
duration. Each likewise makes provision for the payment of such sala- 
ries or compensation where the service is not continuous during any par- 
ticular month, and each provides that in such case the person so serving 
a fractional part of a month shall be paid for such service at the rate 
of one-thirtieth of the monthly salary or compensation for each of 
said day's service.“ 

Since that date there have been more than forty published decisions 
of the Comptroller on the subject, many of them in conflict with others, 
and most of them at variance with the long established method of com- 
putations for Army payments. In some instances, following these de- 


will be calculated as though 


ayments 
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cisions, an injustice is done the officer or soldier, while at other times 

he receives more than he has ea In other words, the Comptroller 
has construed these laws to mean that thirty days constitute a month 
for the purpose of establishing a dally rate of pay for less than a 
month’s service under any one appointment; but in computation of 
time for services rendered, the actual number of days in each month 
must be considered. This, in spite of the fact that the law says each 
and eyery month shall be held to consist of thirty days. 


EXAMPLES. 


1. An officer, soldier, or civil employee, entering the service on Feb- 
ruary 28, 1905, received but one day's pay for February. The soldier 
will, therefore, have received pay to the expiration of his three-year 
enlistment, for two years, eleven months and twenty-eight days only. 

2. On the other hand, if an officer, soldier, or civil em eres enters 
the service on March 2 he receives a full month’s pay, and the soldier, 
at the expiration of his three-year enlistment, will ve recelved pay 
for three years and one day's service. 

3. If the soldier mentioned in No. 1 is discharged on February 27, 
1908, and reenlists February 28 he will lose one day's pay (as Febru- 
ary, 1908, will contain twenty-nine days). Although his service will 
have been continuous and he will be discharged for expiration of term 
of service, yet the Comptroller holds that he begins to serve under a 
new contract on February 28 and must be paid for each seryice under 
the rule for fractional parts of a month. 

|i 4. The above appiies also to soldiers discharged “for the good of the 
service,” in order that they may be reenlisted the next day for a tour 
of duty in the Philippine Islands, 

5. The same rule applies to court-martial forfeitures if they become 
affective on an intermediate day of a month—which method is clumsy 
and confusing and entirely unnecessary—while if the soldier is dis- 
charged before the forfeitures are collected, he gains or loses thereby 
according to the months involved in the transaction. 

610 5 17 been a ow Sermon — a Navy case which makes the same 
rule apply to commutation of quarters. 

6. ‘the question of promotion and reduction of an officer, enlisted 
man, or ciyil employees is one of the grossest misinterpretations of the 
intent of Congress of any of the Comptroller's numerous decisions. In 
a continuous service of twenty, thirty, or forty years, each time a man 
shall have a change in grade he may gain a day’s pay, or lose one or 
two days, as the case may be, viz: 


A brigadier-general’s pay for one month 18 $458. 33 

it ö to major-general February 28, he receives. 433. 00 
© Thus dosing De: ais promotions = oe eee ease $25. 00 

If promoted March 1, he receives pay for March of $625. 00 

If promoted March 2, he receives pay for March of- — 640. 28 
Thus gaining by one day's delay in promotion 15. 28 


‘A private's on first entry into the service is 
it 5 February 28, he receives pay for Febru- 


a 
If . — from corporal February 2, he receives pay for Febru- ; 
Vp RN EIS ES EIS ET OE rea Paya WE eee es O ep 12. 20 


The same rule of course appie to civil employees paid from Army 
appropriations and those in the Executive Departments, even to the 
transfer of what was known as “temporary clerks, War Department,” 
to the permanent roll, under the legislative act of February 3, 1905 (33 
Stat., 659) about which the Comptroller said (11 Comp., 485) : 

“Such transfer involves a different appropriation, and service in 
each position would represent seryice in a distinct position from 
service in the other and would involve a new appointment. The pay- 
ments involved therefore represent e for fractional parts of a 
month within the meaning of the act of April 28, 1904.” 

Yet these clerks were not promoted, nor transferred, nor their work 
changed in the slightest degree, but they were given a new appoint- 
ment and took a new oath of office. 

It would therefore seem wise that the following provision should 
be inserted in the Army appropriation bill for the fiscal year ending 
June 80, 1907. 


During the reading of the above, 

Nr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I would ask the Clerk to waive 
the reading of the argument. I think it will only be necessary 
to place that in the Rxconb, so everybody can see the full argu- 
ment and reason for it, and I now move to strike out all on 
page 21, commencing with the word “ hereafter,” in line 8, down 
to and including the word “forfeited,” on page 22, and insert 
the following, which has been agreed upon. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 21, after line 7, insert: 

“Hereafter, where the compensation of any person in the military 
service of the United States Is annual or monthly the following rules for 
iyisin oF time and computation of pay for services rendered are hereby 
establis $ 

“Annual compensation shall be divided into twelve equal install- 
ments, one of which shall be the pay for each calendar month; and in 
maki payments for a fractional part of a month one-thirtieth of one 
of such installments, or of a monthly compensation, shall be the daily 
rate of pay. For the purpose of computing such compensation and for 
computing time for services rendered during a fractional part of a 
month in connection with annual or monthly compensation, each and 
every month shall be held to consist of thirty re without regard to 
the actual number of days in any calendar month, thus excluding the 
31st of any calendar month from the computation and treating Febru- 
ary as if it actually had thirty days. ty f person entering the service 

ay 


or the United States during a thirty-one- 


month and serving until 


the end thereof shall be entitled to pry for that month from the date 
of entry to the thirtieth day of said month, both days inclusive; and 
any person entering said service during the month of February and 
serving until the end thereof shall be entitled to one month's pay, less 
as many thirtieths thereof as there were days elapsed prior to date of 
entry: Provided, That for one day’s unauthorized absence on the thirty- 
first day of any calendar month, one day's pay shall be forfeited.” 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

All the hereinbef iat f the Army and 
3 — bail N — by officers ot ‘the 


Pay Department as pay of the Army, and for that purpose shall consti- 
tute one fund. 


Me TAWNBY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
men 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The gentleman from Minne- 
sota offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 22, line 5, after the word “appropriated,” insert “except the 
appropriation for mileage of officers and contract surgeons when author- 

y law. 

Mr. HULL. I have no objection to that at all. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The purpose of that is to keep out of this 
appropriation of pay of the Army the mileage for officers and 
contract surgeons. 

Mr. HULL. I have no objection. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Encampment of organized militia with troops of the Regular Army. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. When this question was discussed in my opening re- 
marks, made in the House when this bill was first considered, 
I inserted, when referring to the encampments, some remarks 
on our foreign affairs and an article from a paper published 
in China giving the statement that the minister of the United 
States at Peking had voluntarily given out the fact that the 
United States proposed to reimburse, or rather return to the 
Chinese Government, the money received for the Boxer in- 
demnity. Since that time I have had a letter from the Secre- 
tary of State stating that the minister at Peking had positively 
denied ever having had such an interview, and I want to make 
the statement here that his denial has taken away the criticism 
that I made upon his action at that time, and I want to make 
it as public as I made my remarks before in publishing an 
article which appeared in a paper from China. The fact, how- 
ever, still remains that this interview was published all over 
the Orient, and, in my judgment, should have been contra- 
dicted through the same sources, so that the Orientals them- 
selves would know that the minister representing this country 
had been misquoted. I have no information that such denial 
has ever been made there. 

I baye an extract from the Daily Record of Yokohama where 
the Japanese criticised action on the part of this Government 
looking to a return of any part of the Boxer indemnity. Among 
other things it says: 


And would it be a politic act or an act calculated to inure to the 
common benefit of the nations that the United States Government 


should sever itself from the association of powers which, in 1900, 


stood up for the principle that no movement for the forcible expulsion 
of foreigners from Chinese territory will be tolerated by the Occident? 


It then goes on and criticises the proposition as contained in 
the supposed interview with our minister. Therefore I say it 
would have been better if he had come, as we do in this country, 
through the press to contradict any assertion that he had eyer 
made such a proposition. I assumed that in that country papers 
were more careful and had less license to publish fictitious 
interviews than they have here. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, 
that I was mistaken, and I regret that I put in any criticism of 
Minister Rockhill in this proposition, while I might be disposed 
to criticise him for many others. $ 

The Clerk read as follows: 

QUARTERMASTER’S DEPARTMDNT. 


Regular supplies: Regular supplies of the Quartermaster's Depart- 
ment, including their care and protection, consisting of stoves and heat- 
ing apparatus required for heating offices, hospitals, barracks and 
quarters, and recruiting stations; also ranges and stoves, and appli- 
ances for cooking and serving food, and repair and maintenance of such 
heating and cooking appliances; of fuel and lights for enlisted men, in- 
cluding recruits, guards, hospitals, storehouses, and offices, and for sale 
to officers, and including also fuel and engine supplies required in the 
operation of modern batteries at established posts; for post bakeries; 
for ice machines and their maintenance where required for the health 
and comfort of the troops and for cold storage; for the necessary 
furniture, text-books, paper, and equipment for the st schools and 
libraries; for the tableware and mess furniture for kitchens and mess 
halls, each and all for the enlisted men, including recruits; of forage 
in kind for the horses, mules, and oxen of the Quartermaster’s Depart- 
ment at the several posts and stations and with the armies in the fleld 
and for the horses of the seyeral regiments of cavalry, the batteries of 
artillery, and such companies of infantry and scouts as may be mounted, 
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and for the authorized number of officers’ horses, including bedding for 


the animals; and nothing in the act making appropriations for the 
legislative, executive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the 
fiscal year 1906, or any other act, shall hereafter be held or construed 
so as to deprive officers of the Army, wherever on duty in the military 
service of the United States, of forage, bedding, shoeing, or shelter for 
their authorized number of horses, or of any means of transportation 
or maintenance therefor for which provision is made by the terms of 
this act; of straw for soldiers’ ding, and of stationery, including 
blank books for the Quartermaster's Department, certificates for dis- 
charged soldiers, blank forms for the Pay and petra rai he ni 55 
ments, and for printing department orders and reports, $5,000,000: 
Provided, That no part of the appropriations for the Quartermaster’s 
Department shall be expended on printing unless the same shall be 
done by contract after due notice and competition, except in such 
cases as the emergency will not admit of the giving notice of competi- 
tion, and in cases where it is impracticable to have the necessary 
punang done by contract the same may be done, with the approval of 
he Secretary of War, by the hire of the necessary labor for the purpose. 
For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, whenever the ice machines, 
steam laundries, and electric plants shall not come in competition with 
3 enterprise for sale to the public, and in the opinion of the 
ecretary of War it becomes necessary to the economical use and 
administration of such ice machines, steam laundries, and electric 
lants as have been or may hereafter be established in pursuance of 
aw, surplus ice may be disposed of, laundry work may be done for other 
branches of the Government, and surplus electric light and power may 
be sold on such terms and in accordance with such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the Secretary of War: Provided, That the funds re- 
ceived from such sales and in payment for such laundry work shall be 
used to — 18 7 the cost of operation of said ice, laundry, and electric 
plants; and the sales and expenditures herein provid for shall be 
accounted for in accordance with the methods prescribed by law, and 
any sums remaining, after such cost of maintenance and operation have 
been defrayed, shall be deposited in the Treasury to the credit of the 
appropriation from which the cost of operation of such plant is paid. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I would like to have some explanation of that most 
extraordinary authority contained in this paragraph for the 
Secretary of War to sell the electric power and ice and run 
laundries for the general public. 

Mr. HULL. The Secretary does not do that. This pro- 
vision was put in last year, and is continued here. It pro- 
vides that they are not to come into competition with the public, 
but in many places on the frontier the Secretary of War can 
dispose of some light to the great advantage of the small vil- 
lages and settlers in the neighborhood of the post. There are 
places where the Army provides for ice where there is no other 
ice within a hundred or two hundred miles from the place the 
Government makes it. In many cases the people may want to 
buy a little for the sick. 
that in no case is the Government to enter into any of this work 
where there is the slightest competition by private enterprise. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It seems to me the one objection to the 
provision is—— 

Mr. HULL. As to the laundry, I would say, without some 
provision of this kind the Army could not wash the linen for the 
hospitals. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If the gentleman will allow me a word I 
would say this: That he need not put in any proposition against 
interfering with private enterprise. If you allow a fellow to 
try one of those laundries once, as we did over in the Philippine 
Islands, he will never go back a second time. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is possible. But the provision 
does not limit the power in the matter explained by the chair- 
man of the committee. And then, it seems to me, too, that if the 
Government shall establish ice plants and laundries and electric 
light and power plants authorized to serve the public that there 
never will be any private competition; that if communities can 
secure these advantages from the War Department, why, there 
will be no motive and nothing to prompt them from ever estab- 
lishing plants of that character to supply themselves by private 
enterprise. 

Mr. HULL. Still the Government is not engaged in this 
business at any place where there is any considerable number 
of people. The Government, in that case, would buy its ice in 
preference to supplying a plant in places so situated where it 
could possibly get the ice. Take the laundry business. The 
Government never does any laundry work for outside private 
citizens. It never has. It could not even do the washing for 
the hospital without this provision being put in, so we are 
told. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I have heard of no abuse of this power, 
and of course I do not propose to object to it. 

Mr. HULL. If I had those old hearings, I could eonvince the 
gentleman that there can be no abuse of it. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The gentleman is practically convinced 
of it. It struck me, however, that it was an extraordinary 
thing for the Goyernment to do to go into the laundry business 
for the public. 

Mr. HULL. It is not for the public. It is only for itself. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to strike out, on page 26, line 10, 
the word “six” and insert the word “ seven.“ 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment. 


It is clearly understood and defined. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 26, line 10, strike out the word “six” and insert the word 
“ seven.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Incidental expenses: Postage; cost of telegrams on official business 
received and sent by officers of the Army; extra pay to soldiers em- 
ployed on extra duty, under the direction of the Guactermaster’s De- 
partment, in the erection of barracks, quarters, and storehouses, in the 
construction of roads and other constant labor for periods of not less 
than ten days, and as clerks for post quartermasters at military posts, 
and for prison overseers at posts designated by the War Department 
for the confinement of general prisoners; for expenses of expresses to 
and from frontier posts and armies in the field, of escorts to paymas- 
ters and other disbursing officers, and to trains where Aani escorts 
can not be furnished; expenses of the interment of officers killed in 
action or who die when on duty in the fleld, or at military posts or 
on the frontiers, or when traveling under orders, and of noncommis- 
sioned officers and soldiers; and in all cases where such expenses would 
have been lawful claims against the Government, reimbursement may 
be made of expenses heretofore or hereafter incurred by individuals of 
burial and transportation of remains of officers, including acting as- 
sistant surgeons, not to exceed the amount now allowed in the cases of 
officers, and for the reimbursement in the cases of enlisted men not 
exceeding the amount now allowed in their cases, may be paid out of 
the proper funds Ly ght mle by this act, and the W eg 5 officers 
shall be credited with such reimbursement heretofore made; but here- 
after no reimbursement shall be made of such expenses incurred prior 
to the 2ist day of April, 1898; authorized office furniture, hire of 
laborers in the Guartermaster’s Department, including the hire of inter- 
preters, spies, or guides for the Army; compensation of clerks and 
other employees to the officers of the Quartermaster’s Department, and 
incidental expenses of recruiting; for the . securing, and 
delivering of deserters, including escaped military prisoners, and the 
expenses incident to their pursuit, and no greater sum than $50 for 
each deserter or escaped military prisoner shall, in the discretion of 
the Secretary of War, be paid to any civil officer or citizen for such 
services and expenses; for a donation of $5 to each dishonorably dis- 
charged prisoner upon his release from confinement, under court- 
martial sentence, Involving dishonorable discharge; for the following 
expenditures required for the several regiments of cavalry, the bat- 
teries of light artillery, and such companies of infantry and scouts as 
may be mounted, the authorized number of officers’ horses, and for the 
trains, to wit: Hire of veterinary surgeons, purchase of medicines for 
horses and mules, picket ropes, blacksmith’s tools and materials, horse- 


shoes and blacksmith’s tools for the cavalry service, and for the shoeing 


of horses and mules, and such additional expenditures as are necessary 
and authorized by law in the movements and operations of the Army, 
and at military posts, and not expressly assigned to any other depart- 


ment, $1,750, 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I move to strike out the last word. I 
desire to ask the attention of the chairman of the committee to 
this paragraph: I see on page 28, commencing with line 7, 
there is a provision made for extra pay to soldiers employed, 
extra pay for certain purposes, included “in the construction 
of roads and other constant labor,” etc., and then on page 33 of 
the bill, in the item for transportation of the Army and its sup- 
plies, there is also provision made for the payment of extra-duty 
pay of enlisted men for certain purposes, including “ opening of 
roads and building wharves.” 

Now, is the chairman of the committee able to state what 
part of both of these appropriations is paid as extra pay to men 
employed in the construction of or opening roads? 

Mr. HULL. I should say the latter provision would be gov- 
erned partly by the use of the extra pay. No doubt that the 
other provision is of little value, because the Army is not on 
the move, and they are not haying to make many improvements 
that are made when they are on the march. There may be some 
in connection with being in camps this year. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The criticism I would make is that 
there are two appropriations—one for incidental expenses, the 
other for the transportation of the Army and its supplies—and 
the language in both provisions authorizes extra-duty pay for 
men employed in the construction of roads. 

Mr. HULL. I do not know that I could answer any clearer 
than I haye. I can only say this—that in the exigencies of the 
past they have used some extra-duty pay for matters outside of 
the post and in the post. They clearly have the right, and it 
is the duty, to make roads within post grounds at all times. 
They get extra pay for working on these roads or for extra 
work of any kind; but the same man does not get extra-duty 
pay out of each of these appropriations for the same work. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I understand that; but under the lan- 
guage in the two provisions it makes it possible to utilize either 
appropriation. 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. For the same purpose? 

Mr. HULL. I should imagine that was true. I have not 
had my attention called to it. It is simply following the lan- 
guage in the Army appropriation bill as it has been for years— 
I should say for twenty-five or thirty years, possibly continu- 
ously for more than that. My attention was never called to it 
before. I will only say to the gentleman that I will try and 
remember it the next time and ask them why it should be 
placed in here. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The reason I call attention to that is 
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this: That when we come to this other provision, I wish to call 
attention to some of the purposes to which the appropriation for 
transportation has been applied. I find, however, that not only 
this appropriation is used in the construction of roads, but the 
appropriation for incidental supplies is available for the same 
purpose. 

Mr. HULL. I should imagine it would be. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Barracks and quarters: For barracks and quarters for Soo store- 
houses for the ‘e-keeping of military stores, for offices, recruiting sta- 
tions, and for the hire of buildings and grounds for summer canton- 
ments, and for temporary buildings at frontier stations, for the con- 
struction of temporary perme ng and stables, and for repairing public 
buildings at established posts, including the extra-duty pay of enlisted 
men employed on the same: Provided, That no part of the moneys so 
appropriated shall be paid for commutation of fuel or for quarters to 
officers or enlisted men: Provided further, That the number of and 
total sum paid for civilian employees in the Quartermaster’s Depart- 
ment, including those paid from the funds appropriated for regular 
supplies, incidental expenses, barracks and quarters, Army transporta- 
tion, clothing, camp and parison equipage, shall be limited to the actual 
requirements of the service, and that no enplore paid therefrom shall 
receive a salary of more than $150 = month, except upon the approval 
of the Secretary of War, $3,000,000. 


Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 31, at the end of line 20, insert: “And provided further, 
That of the sum herein appropriated for Barracks and quarters the 
amount expended for construction of any new building or buildings at 
any established military post shall not exceed, In the aaeregate, the sum 
of $20,000, and from this appropriation only there shall be paid durin 
the fiscal year 1907 all expenses of plumbing and sewer connections an 
other like expenses of interior finish or construction of buildings at 
military posts the construction or repairing of which is chargeable to 
this appropriation.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I reserve the point of order. 
like to ask the gentleman if this is not the existing law? 

Mr. TAWNEY. It is not. ; 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does not the present law limit the 
amount of the appropriation for an Army building to $20,000? 

Mr. TAWNEY. It does; but does not limit the number of 
buildings on which the Department can expend $20,000 in the con- 
struction. It is for that very reason that I offer this as a limita- 
tion upon this appropriation. Under the statute—section 1136— 
the Secretary of War has power to construct as many buildings 
as he may see fit, providing no one of them costs to exceed 
$20,000. And out of this appropriation, and under the authority 
of that section of the Revised Statutes, Army posts have been 
constructed almost complete in form, and it is for the purpose of 
limiting the expenditure of this appropriation that this amend- 
ment is offered. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I did not understand the gentleman’s 
amendment as it was read. Will he explain more fully how it 
reaches the question? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will read the law as it is to-day governing 
the authority of the Secretary of War in the expenditure of this 
appropriation of $3,000,000. 

Permanent barracks or quarters and buildin and structures of a 
permanent nature shall not be constructed unless detailed estimates 
shall have been previously submitted to Congress and approved by a 
special appropriation for the same, except when constructed by the 
troops; and no such structures, the cost of which shall exceed $20,000, 
ahail be erected unless by special authority of Congress. 

So that, under this law as construed by the Department and 
under the appropriation, it is entirely competent for the Secre- 
tary of War to erect as many buildings as he may see fit, pro- 
vided the maximum cost of each does not exceed $20,000. Then 
the last part of this proviso is for the purpose of requiring all 
of the expenditure that is made for buildings to be made out of 
this appropriation, for it is a notorious fact that in the con- 
struction of these buildings they are paying for the plumbing 
out of the appropriation for transportation of the Army. Even 
the sewers that are constructed in connection with these new 
buildings are paid for out of the appropriation for transporta- 
tion of the Army. 

The purpose of this amendment, I will say, is, first, to limit 
the amount that can be expended by the Secretary of War 
in the construction of buildings to $20,000, and also to provide 
that the entire cost of these buildings shall be paid out of this 
particular appropriation and not out of some other appropria- 
tion, as has been the practice heretofore. I think the amend- 


I would 


ment is in the line of good legislation and in the line of good 
administration, because we do know that in the past the Secre- 
tary of War has constructed Army posts without a scintilla 
of authority except that provided in the section of the Revised 
Statutes, which I have just read, and which I do not think 
Congress would approve of or ought to approve of; and for the 
purpose of bringing the matter to the attention of the House 


and, if possible, securing a greater limitation upon this appro- 
priation than has heretofore been placed upon it, I have offered 
this amendment. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to discuss the point 
of order, except to insist upon it. The amendment changes 
existing law radically, and I should like to have the Chair rule. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I did not know that the point of order was 
made. I thought it was simply reserved. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I did reserve the point of order, but I 
do not care to press it further. 

Mr. HULL. I renew the point of order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. As to the point of order, I will say that it is 
simply a limitation upon this appropriation. 

And provided further, That of the sum herein appropriated for bar- 
racks and quarters, the amount expended in construction of any new 
8 buildings at any established military post, etc., shall not 
exceed the aggregate the sum of 820,000. 

I submit that under the rule of the House governing limita- 
tions it is not a change of existing law, but a limitation. 

Mr. HULL. It is more than legislation. It is an absolute 
ango of law. I do not care to argue the point of order fur- 
ther. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to hear from the 
gentleman from Iowa as to what law it changes, and in what 
respect it changes it. 

Mr. HULL. By making additional requirements concerning 
buildings, which requirements are not now in the statute. The 
plumbing of a building is not considered under the present law 
as any part of the restriction on the $20,000. It never has been 
and is not now. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Do you mean to say there is any law that 
authorizes the payment for the plumbing out of the Army trans- 
portation appropriation? 

Mr. HULL. That question is not involved here. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The law does not authorize it. 

Mr. HULL. Every man knows that if you let a contract for 
a house in many cases you let a contract to one man to build 
your house and to another for the plumbing and to another for 
the furniture. By the gentleman’s own statement he is intend- 
ing to enlarge the requirements. It limits the number of 
buildings and changes the law in every respect, and the gentle- 
man from Minnesota stated so in his argument. 

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman will pardon me, I did not 
state it was a limitation upon the number, except it limits the 
amount that can be expended for buildings out of this amount. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I want to say one word. The 
Army has to be moved wherever it is needed. In old times it 
had to be moved to frontier posts. Nowadays it is conceivable 
that in some of our outlying posts we might have to put a thou- 
sand men. The present law allows them to put up any number 
of buildings if they do not cost over $20,000 apiece. This would 
say that hereafter you shall not take a thousand men to any 
post, because you could not put up the buildings for them, and 
thus changes the whole law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. If this amend- 
ment said that hereafter no money should be expended except 
in this way, it might be considered a change of existing law ; but 
this amendment, as it seems to the Chair, does not prescribe 
anything in reference to the number or character of the build- 
ings, but is a limitation as to what buildings the money shall be 
used for and what other purposes the money shall be used for. 
It is a limit of the expenditure of the money, and the Chair so 
holds, and therefore overrules the point of order. 

Mr. HULL. I understand the Chair overrules the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HULL. Then, Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the com- 
mittee that I hope the amendment will be defeated. The law 
as it now stands should be repealed in regard to the limitation 
now existing. It is not conducive to good government and good 
administration to extend it beyond that now on the statute 
books. At the time that law was enacted there was no such 
thing as a large post in the country. At the time the law was 
enacted $20,000 would build the different buildings needed in a 
post, with the exception of a very few of the large buildings for 
administration and for the stables for cavalry and the barracks 
for men. This is undertaking to cripple the Government in the 
line of the care for the Army. I hope the gentleman from Min- 
nesota will permit us, so far as we can, to give the Army what 
it needs under the rules as they now exist, and will not under- 
take to further cripple it in undertaking to cut down the juris- 
diction of the Committee on Military Affairs. I do not believe 
the amendment is good legislation. I do not believe it is offered 
in any spirit except the general desire that every new chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations has to take charge of all 
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the —— and see that they do not go far astray. [Laugh- 
ter. 

There are Members of this House not on the Committee on 
Military Affairs who have the welfare of the country at large 
at Leart as much as they would by serving on the other com- 
mittee. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Is it not a fact that the law prohibits 
any of these buildings being built at a cost exceeding $20,000? 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Is it a fact that the War Department 
has been getting around that law by letting out several con- 
tracts for sewerage and for plumbing that goes into the houses? 

Mr. HULL. My impression is that under the law the War 
Department has not violated the law in doing this very thing. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Haye they not let out contracts for 
sewerage and plumbing that goes into the houses? 

Mr. HULL. If they have they had a right to do it under 
the law. The law does limit the cost of buildings, but I have 
no idea the War Department has violated the law by doing 
what the gentleman from Alabama suggests. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If my friend will allow me, a building 
is not complete without it has got chimneys. 

Mr. HULL. That is an entirely different proposition. A 
man may build a house that costs $20,000 and may want very 
expensive plumbing. Another man may want cheaper plumb- 
ing. The plumbing is not the building—another man may not 
want any plumbing at all, thinks it better not to have it in 
the house. That is not a part of a building and has never 
been construed to be a part of it. If I believed it possible 
to get some consideration of the bill before the House, I would 
bring in one repealing this provision of the limitation of the 
cost and take from the Committee on Appropriations the en- 
tire administration of the Army, but I have no hopes of getting 
it through. I do believe that this amendment is intended to 
cripple the service to the Government, and will result in bad 
administration in the future rather than a benefit to the Gov- 
ernment, and I hope the amendment will be voted down. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman in charge of 
this bill may scold the new chairman of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations as much as he pleases. So far as I am personally 
concerned it has no effect whatever upon me. It is not for that 
purpose that he indulges in it or has indulged in that practice 
since he began the consideration of the bill. 

It is for the purpose of trying to slide through here more leg- 
islation on this appropriation bill than any chairman of the 
Committee on Military Affairs or he himself has ever attempted 
in the past. I suppose he is presuming upon the fact that the 
Committee on Appropriations has a new chairman, and that no 
doubt has prompted him to bring in legislation in his appropria- 
tion bill that is out of order, as he knows it is, and in violation 
of the rules of the House of Representatives. This proposition 
is not offered here for the purpose of crippling tle Army nor for 
the purpose of crippling the Military Committee nor for the pur- 
pose of reflecting upon the work of that committee. The gentle- 
man tries to make the House believe that it is offered for that 
purpose without explaining how it can have that effect. He 
does this solely for the purpose of appealing to the prejudice of 
Members that he may secure the defeat of this amendment 
which is offered in the interests of good government and in the 
interests of good administration. 

Now, I do not-want this committee to consider this proposi- 
tion for one moment because it has been offered by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropriations. If it does not, on 
its merits, appeal to the judgment of this committee, then, I say, 
yote it down. Now, let us see what it is. Under existing law 
the Secretary of War may expend any amount of money at the 
Army posts that he sees fit in the construction of buildings, pro- 
vided the cost of the exterior of the structure or structures do 
not each exceed $20,000. He may build ten new buildings; he 
may build twenty new buildings at a post, provided their cost, 
incomplete, does not exceed $200,000 in the aggregate. This is 
an old statute, adopted when the Army posts, as the gentleman 
says, were very small. Since that time our Army posts have 
increased amazingly in size on account of the demands of the 
Army officers themselyes and the troops, which are much greater 
than they were formerly for comfort and convenience. Hence 
the Secretary of War presumes, under this section of the statute, 
to proceed and erect an entirely new post, keeping himself just 
within the limit of $20,000 as to the actual cost of the frame of 
each of the buildings. Why, they have even gone so far as to 
except the plumbing out of this $20,000 and pay for the plumb- 
ing in the building out of the Army transportation appropria- 


tion. Now, this proposition is to limit the total expenditure to 
$20,000. If they require more money than that, let them come 
to Congress, as required by the statute which I read. They haye 
authority to do that. Congress is in session every year, and it 
is no great hardship for Congress to require the Secretary of 
War, when he wants to build a new Army post, to come here 
with his detailed plans and estimates, giving Congress some idea 
of the amount necessary, and then securing authority for the 
expenditure of that money. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
has expired. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be permitted to proceed for two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unan- 
imous consent that he may be permitted to proceed for two 
minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TAWNET. Mr. Chairman, the only way in which this 
provision affects existing law is this: If they want to expend 
more than $20,000, then they will have to come to Congress. 
That is the only difference. Is that a hardship? Is it a hard- 
ship for the Military Committee to consider a question of 
whether or not they should have an appropriation for the pur- 
pose of enlarging buildings or spending more than $20,000 at 
any one Army post? Certainly not. And is it a hardship, or is 
it wrong, is it against good administration, for Congress now 
to require them to pay all of the expense of the building out of 
this appropriation instead of allowing them to go on and take 
that money out of appropriations set apart for purposes alto- 
gether and entirely different from the purpose for which they 
expend it, as they do when they pay for the plumbing of this 
building out of the Army transportation appropriation? That 
is all there is in this amendment, limiting the right or authority 
of the Secretary to expend not to exceed $20,000 at any one 
Army post. He can have as many buildings as he sees fit or 
make such repairs as he sees fit, provided the expenditure does 
not exceed $20,000; but if his expenditures go beyond that, if 
the estimates show that he needs more money than that, then 
he must come to Congress. Now, we must begin very soon to 
call a halt in this matter of diverting appropriations and 
spending more money than is actually intended to be expended 
by Congress. I called attention a few days ago to the way in 
which the Navy Department is expending public money, taking 
as much as $750,000 out of an appropriation for maintenance 
and repair of machinery and reconstructing the interior of 
battle ships with it—$750,000 expended without any authority 
of Congress whatever. 

We make a large appropriation for care and maintenance of 
public buildings, Suppose the Secretary of the Treasury should 
take that lump sum appropriation and set aside $750,000 of it 
and then gut a Federal building and put in or reconstruct the 
interior of that building—exactly what the Secretary of the 
Navy is doing to-day—why the Secretary of the Treasury would 
be liable to impeachment. We have seen this practice of the 
War Department. We know that in several instances where 
new Army posts were constructed and paid for out of this ap- 
propriation without any authorization by Congress whatever, 
and contrary to the spirit, if not the letter, of the statute which 
I have quoted, and it is in the hope of putting a stop to this 
practice that I have offered this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota has expired. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I find myself about as 
near tangled up, and impossible as I ever was in my life. Since 
I have been a Member of Congress I haye never been so mixed 
up. I have grown up here in a school that taught me about the 
best thing the average Congressman could do was to follow 
the lead of one of these great committees of the House, espe- 
cially the committee haying the bill in charge, and I came here to 
follow, as well as I could, the leadership of the Committee on 
Military Affairs upon a subject over which I supposed they had 
jurisdiction. I heard the able decisions of the Chair, in which he 
commented at some length upon the decisions by some of his 
predecessors, and affirmed most or all of them, and I do not 
know which of his predecessors were right and which were 
wrong, but I am sure the present Chairman is right, and now I 
find myself up against two leaderships. 

I am reminded of a charge given by a judge of the court in 
Ohio of this character. It was a question between a superin- 


tendent and a general manager of one of the industrial corpora- 
tions, and the court charged the jury that it was a contest 
between an inferior function and a superior function, and if 
they found the inferior function collided with the superior 
function the inferior function must give way and the superior 
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function must control. I went to get that judgment reversed in 
the Supreme Court and I read the charge, and Judge White, of 
blessed memory, stopped me in the midst of it and said that 
hilarity of that kind, appearing to undertake to ridicule a 
charge of the court below, ought not to be tolerated in the 
Supreme Court. I told him, however, I was reading the charge 
of the judge verbatim from the record itself. Now, here the 
question, in my mind is which is the “superior function.” If 
it is the number of the committee actually engaged, why, the 
superior function is clearly the Committee on Appropriations, 
and in rank in the House it is the superior function anyhow. 
Now, it seems to me that we will have to revise the rules of the 
House some of these times—about the time I get back here— 
[applause], and more clearly define the jurisdiction of these two 
great committees. Ordinarily, I should be inclined to take the 
opinion of the Committee on Military Affairs on these questions 
and the Committee on Appropriations on other questions perti- 
nent to their report, and I should not be governed in the slight- 
est degree by the question of how long the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations had been chairman of that committee. 
I propose to stand with the gentleman on his merits, and up to 
this time his merits are very high, in my estimation, and yet I 
do not see any particular occasion for the collision that is going 
on here, and I am lost. There is where I am. If I can get a 
chance to vote on both sides of this question I am going to do 
it in the interest of the consistency which I haye always main- 
tained. “I can be happy with either were t’other dear charmer 
away.” [Laughter.] 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, when we reach another 
provision in this bill I want to call attention to a number of ex- 
penditures which have been made out of the appropriation for 
the transportation of the Army and its supplies which are en- 
tirely unjustifiable. In connection with this amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], however, I 
wish to call attention to this fact, that not only has the Depart- 
ment of War paid for plumbing of buildings out of the appro- 
priation for transportation, but it has paid for the heating and 
lighting apparatus in those buildings out of the appropriation 
for supplies for the Army. In the hearings before the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs this year it appears that for heating 
apparatus, for electric wiring, bakeries, etc., whatever that may 
mean, $283,746 has been used so far out of the appropriation for 
supplies, and $285,732 for plumbing out of the appropriation for 
transportation, so that in addition to the $3,400,000 appropriated 
by the Army bill this year for the construction of barracks the 
War Department has so far taken over $500,000 from other ap- 
propriations for the same purpose. If Congress intends that 
buildings should be limited to a specific cost, we should see 
that the Department can not utilize some other fund improperly 
and illegally in order to increase the cost of those buildings, 
The Quartermaster-General stated to the Committee on Military 
Affairs that where hospitals were built the medical and surgical 
corps insists that the limit of $20,000 applies to the structure 
alone, and against his protest they have put in the heating plant, 
the plumbing plant, and the lighting plant of those buildings 
out of other appropriations, so that nobody knows to-day the 
cost of any building erected under this provision for barracks 
and quarters for which we have been appropriating over $3,000,- 
000 for many years. 

Now, this amendment offered by the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations will compel the Department of War to 
complete any building built under the law authorizing the ex- 
penditure of this money for $20,000. Let me call the attention 
of the committee to what has been done. The War Department 
submits a system of allotments made for buildings at the dif- 
ferent barracks or posts since these appropriations were com- 
menced. It shows they have allotted $18,000 for a cavalry 
stable that comes out of this appropriation. How much is al- 
lotted to heating, how much is allotted to putting in plumbing, 
how much it costs to sewer the buildings, it is utterly impossi- 
ble to tell, because all of that work is done out of appropria- 
tions aggregating some $17,000,000. And in the interest of 
good administration and good legislation the Department 
should be compelled to use the one appropriation to complete 
the buildings that are authorized under this provision of the 
bill. There are a number of items that I will call attention to 
later, but this is one of the most flagrant instances that has 
been unearthed in which the Department has been using sev- 
eral funds to accomplish purposes never in contemplation by 
Congress when the appropriations were made. If any reform 


is to be effected, a stop must be put to the practice right here 
on this appropriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
‘York has expired. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, it is a very serious charge 


that is brought against the Secretary of War, and a Department 
which is very largely made up of Army officers, whose honor 
has never before, so far as I know, been so impeached. 

Let me call the attention of the gentleman to the rashness 
with which he says that the introduction of plumbing into build- 
ings is wrongfully charged to the transportation of the Army 
and its supplies. He has not read the bill. If he will look on 
page 33, in lines 16, 17, 18, and 19, he will find, under “ Trans- 
portation of the Army and its supplies,” the following language: 

For procuring water, and introducing the same to buildings at such 
posts as from their situation require it to be brought from a distance, 
and for the disposal of sewerage and drainage. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, these matters are historical. They are 
governed rightly by precedent. When our posts were first es- 
tablished, plumbing was almost unknown. At that time some of 
the posts had bad well water, and they had to bring it in by 
pipes into the posts, This was transportation of a most nec- 
essary supply and so allowed in the Army bill. As time 
changed, water was introduced into the buildings and plumbing 
placed through them. Provision therefor was made in the 
Army bill. It was done according to the old precedent, charged 
in the old way, and known by every Congress for the last fifty 
years to have been charged in that way, ever since plumbing 
came into use, under that item of appropriation of transporta- 
tion, including water supply, plumbing, and drainage. And 
when Congress passed the law that expenditures under another 
item for buildings, viz, “ barracks and quarters,” should not ex- 
ceed $20,000 for each building, Congress knew what they were 
talking about, and the War Department knew what they were 
talking about. They were talking about a practice that was 
settled, namely, that the cost of a building meant the cost of the 
building, and that the plumbing and drainage was introduced 
and charged under another appropriation. 

That was their belief and the honest belief of the Depart- 
ment. I believe it to be the law, but whether it be the law or 
not, even if gentlemen can make technical objections on the 
letter of the law, the honesty and straightforwardness of the 
Quartermaster’s Department under the Secretary of War is 
manifest and appeals to this whole House, and ought not to be 
impugned by this attack of this Appropriation Committee and 
its leaders upon the War Department, because, as they say, they 
have found something wrong in the Department of the Navy. 

Now, as to the merits of the gentleman’s proposed amendment. 
We all know that for the sake of economy troops throughout 
the United States are being drawn from the smaller camps 
into regimental camps. We all know also that on occasions 
there is an outbreak, we will say, of ladronism in the Philip- 
pine Islands, and then come changes of post on the question 
of health, and from time to time camps have to be established 
of rather a large number of men as necessity requires. Now, 
when those camps are established, when these men—thousands 
of them—are drawn into a post, economical buildings are put 
up for them. We know that in a large post there have to be 
new hospitals erected, if there is an epidemic. Besides, we have 
to establish gymnasiums and reading rooms and little conven- 
iences of one sort or another. Some posts have had improve- 
ments already amounting to $500,000—certainly at Leaven- 
worth—and to say that only $20,000 worth of buildings may 
be added at such a post for all necessities that might arise dur- 
ing a year is putting a restriction upon the Secretary of War that 
has never been put on him in the past and that ought not to 
be put upon him now. 

If you intend to change the Army into a fixed machine, to 
treat it as you do a Department situated here in Washington, 
and to say it must stay in one place, well and good. But if you 
are going to have an Army which, under the management of a 
live commander in chief is going to be gathered and moved 
where it will do the most good and where the officers and sol- 
diers will get the most benefit, in such bodies as are necessary, 
you must give leave to the Secretary of War and the President 
to put up such buildings as will be necessary at the time without 
waiting for two or three years to get a Committee of Appropria- 
tions, who seem from what they assert here to care nothing 
about the Army, to say yea or to say nay to it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I think the question that 
is before the House is an important one so far as good legisla- 
tion is concerned. I do not think there is any greater opportunity 
in this House for a waste of public money than to have two ap- 
propriation committees having jurisdiction over the same sub- 
ject-matter, because when that happens, if the Departments can 
not get the appropriations they want from one committee, they 
appeal to the other, and the consequence is that there is often 
a duplication of appropriations. 

Now, the history of this proposition grows out of the fact that 
when the Committee on Military Affairs was authorized by the 
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House to report the Army appropriation bill, it was given the 
power to make appropriations for repairs. 

The power of making appropriations for Army improve- 
ments and Army buildings was still left in the general Appro- 
priations Committee. This brought about a conflict. Both com- 
mittees were appropriating for buildings. The Military Com- 
mittee appropriated for buildings under the ground of repairs, 
and the general Appropriations Committee appropriated for 
buildings on the ground of improvement. To obviate that, to 
prevent confusion, to keep the two committees from having 
jurisdiction over the same subject-matter, Congress passed this 
law proyiding that the jurisdiction of the Committee on Military 
‘Affairs should only extend to buildings that cost not exceeding 
$20,000, and of all buildings over and above that amount the 
general Appropriations Committee should have jurisdiction. 
Now, I think it is manifest, Mr. Chairman, that the Congress 
intended there to distinctly draw the line of demarkation be- 
tween the jurisdiction of the two committees of the House, and 
if any subterfuge is resorted to in order to increase the cost of 
any building in any way above $20,000 it is done by way of en- 
croaching upon the jurisdiction of the general Appropriations 
Committee. I therefore think it is of the utmost importance 
that this line should be distinctly drawn, and that we keep 
definite this jurisdiction of these subject-matters. 

Mr. KEIFER. If the gentleman from Alabama will permit 
me, I want to inquire if we passed a law defining the jurisdic- 
tion of these two committees? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. KEIFER. Is there a statute of that kind? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; it has been read from the desk 
this morning. 

Mr. KEIFER. I beg the gentleman’s pardon, but he ought to 
know. I do not believe there is any such statute. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Ohio 
that the gentleman from Minnesota has within the last hour— 
since the gentleman from Ohio has been in the House—has had 
it read. 

Mr. KEIFER. You mean a statute on the jurisdiction of the 
two committees? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In this particular matter. 

Mr. KEIFER. They say about me around here it is a rule. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, the gentleman may state that it 
does not fix the jurisdiction; the statute provides that the ap- 
propriations allowed on this military appropriation bill shall 
not exceed $20,000. I say that fixes the jurisdiction. I do not 
say that the statute says so in so many words. 

Mr. KEIFER. Well, then, Mr. Chairman, I understand the 
gentleman withdraws his statement—— 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not withdraw my statement. 

Mr. KEIFER. That the statute fixes the jurisdiction of these 
two committees. My understanding is that no statute ever 
undertook to regulate the jurisdiction of a committee of the 
Senate or of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from Ohio did not un- 
derstand what I said. I did not intend anyone to understand 
that we have done that by statute, and jurisdiction was fixed in 
so many words, but what I said was the statute says that the 
buildings that they build shall be limited to $20,000, and that 
fixes the jurisdiction, that the statute has the effect of fixing 
the jurisdiction of these two committees. Now, Mr. Chairman, 
I say it is of the utmost importance that this House shall main- 
tain that line and hold one committee within its jurisdiction 
and the other committee within its. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, just a word; and first in reply 
to the gentleman from Alabama. He must be awfully mistaken 
about the statute fixing any jurisdiction here, because the stat- 
ute about limiting the amount to $20,000 for any one building 
was passed when both appropriation bills were in the hands of 
the Appropriations Committee, and it is simply a provision that 
where the buildings cost over $20,000 detailed estimates must 
be submitted to Congress, and where the building is to cost 
$20,000 or less it is not necessary to submit estimates. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That fixes the jurisdiction of your com- 
mittee. 

Mr. HULL. Not by statute. Under the rules that formerly 
prevailed, when the Committee on Appropriations had all these 
bills they put buildings of a cost of $20,000 in the Army bill 
and for more than $20,000 in the fortification bill, and this 
same old question has come up on this bill for the last eleven 
years. The whim of the Committee on Appropriations when 
they had all appropriations seems to have fixed it, not the law. 

Now, so far as the argument of the gentleman from New 
York is concerned, that a part of the appropriation for trans- 
portation for the Army and its supplies, a certain amount is 


used for the purpose of sewering and for the purpose of con- 
structing roads and plumbing on these buildings, that applies 
as much to the bills reported from the Committee on Appro- 
priations as it does on those from the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. It is used in both cases. That has nothing to do with 
this question before the House now. If it is the wish to limit 
more strictly the Department upon the expenditure of the 
money, it will come up when that clause of the bill is reached; 
not now. The question now is, Shall the Committee on Appro- 
priations put a limitation upon this bill that virtually changes 
the law to-day and makes an additional requirement in order to 
get an appropriation from the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Military Affairs and transfer it to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions? That is the question before the House. 

As to the other proposition, that the gentleman from Minne- 
sota says it is because he is new, I will appeal to this House 
that is hardly correct, but I will say this: That there is a long 
line of illustrious men who have been chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. One of the greatest parliamentarians, 
one of the greatest legitimate economists that has ever served 
in this House—what I mean by economy is proper economy— 
the present Speaker of this House so served; and during all 
the years he was chairman of that committee he never attempted 
to invade the functions of the Army Committee to put such a 
limitation upon this appropriation in the Army bill. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will ask the gentleman if the present 
Speaker of this House when he was chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations did not object to this very appropriation and 
try to amend it? 

Mr. HULL. He never did, to my knowledge, since I have 
been chairman. He never has offered such a proposition as this. 

Now, when it comes to the proposition concerning the trans- 
portation of the Army it is a legitimate argument that the gen- 
tleman from New York makes, and if he can establish his con- 
tention new language should be put in there, and it should be 
made more difficult to spend the money on the lines suggested, 
but not on this amendment, and the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PARKER] has splendidly answered the argument made on 
that subject. He has shown that from the very beginning of 
appropriations for the Army these same lines of procedure have 
been followed and have never been criticised until to-day. I am 
perfectly willing to meet that question when it comes up, and I 
am willing to throw any safeguard that may be needed around 
the appropriation, but I do protest against this amendment, 
which seeks still further to curb the Committee on Military 
Affairs. [Applause.] 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I have had some 
little experience in dealing with these matters, and it seems to 
me there has been a little too much heat and not quite enough 
light upon this proposition. 

Mr. KEIFER. Good! 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I think the criticisms of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FITZGERALD] were unfair and 
unfounded. The exact cost of every building erected by the 
Quartermaster’s Department during the last fiscal year can be 
determined by the official reports of that department and by the 
records of this House. If gentlemen will turn to the hearings 
of the Committee on Military Affairs, which I presume can be 
obtained by sending to the committee room, they will find a 
detailed statement of the cost of every building erected last 
year, and they will find, further, that the law has been com- 
plied with in every particular, and that there have been no 
such illegalities or division of funds as has been so loudly 
charged. On pages 48 to 55 they will find these facts. 

This report from the Quartermaster-General has apparently 
divided the disbursements for buildings into five different divi- 
sions: First, amount taken from the appropriation for military 
posts, carried in the sundry civil bill; second, the amount taken 
for the appropriation for barracks and quarters, carried in the 
military appropriation bill; third, the amount for plumbing, 
taken from the transportation item of this bill in accordance 
with law, as shown by the gentleman from New Jersey; fourth, 
the amount paid for heating, and fifth, amount paid for wiring, 
both taken from the item of regular supplies, on page 25 of this 
bill, where there is found the following language authorizing 
such expenditure: 
1 
of department headquarters, 

And so forth. 

So that in every particular the Quartermaster’s Department 
has complied strictly with the law, and it is the only way under 
the law such expenditures could be made, as the language is 
explicit for these purposes. They have carried their accounts 
so that they can ascertain the exact cost of each one of these 


uartermaster's Department, Including care 
stoves and apparatus required for heating 
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buildings and of every single item chargeable to each one of 
these separate funds, and that is what these gentlemen have 
been so loudly demanding. Now, more than that, they have 
complied with the law exactly as it stands on the statute book, 
by using the funds from the items which Congress provided ex- 
actly for such purposes, and have made a complete and faithful 
report and account of their expenditures for the informa- 
tion of your committees and the Congress. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman answer a question? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Do I understand that this report 
shows that the entire cost of these buildings, including plumb- 
ing, heating, and lighting, does not exceed in any instance $20,000? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Why, certainly; it shows ex- 
actly what each building does cost, and that is just exactly 
what I was coming to. I agree with the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. UnpErwoop] that the present condition of affairs of 
division of authority in appropriating and providing for build- 
ings for the military establishment is unfortunate for the public 
service, for the Army, and for good legislation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before the gentleman gets away from that 
point, I understand the gentleman to make the statement that 
the law has been precisely complied with. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I do make that statement, yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, if we really have a law that enables 
the Department to charge plumbing up to an appropriation pro- 
vided for the transportation of troops, it is a curiosity of 
political literature, and the House ought to be acquainted with 
it so that it may amend, cancel, or otherwise change it. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I am very glad to give my 
views upon that, Mr. Chairman, and the exact information 
which seems to be needed to a fair and clear understanding of 
it. It is unfortunate that these misunderstandings exist, and I 
think that the Committee on Military Affairs should segregate 
the great variety of items which are now carried under the 
head of transportation. The general heading of transportation 
carries nearly forty different kinds and varieties of items which 
are not strictly transportation of the Army at all, using the word 
by its ordinary meaning, but which are all specifically mentioned 
and provided for in this appropriation bill under that general 
heading, and which items are just as legal, just as much a part 
of this item and bill, and just as much required in the public 
service as transportation. It so happens that the headline of 
this general paragraph embracing all these subjects is “ Trans- 
portation of the Army and its supplies.” Yet for convenience 
it is commonly designated and spoken of as the item of trans- 
portation of the Army. As a matter of fact, it embraces proba- 
bly forty or fifty different kinds of items, among them the fol- 
lowing: 

For procuring water and introducing the same to buildings at such 
posts as from their situation require it to be brought from a distance, 
and for the disposal of sewage and drainage. 

That is one of the mass of the items embraced under the 
general heading Transportation of the Army and its supplies.” 

Now, I agree with the gentleman, I think that is bad legisla- 
tion, and should be more specific and definite, but it is the law. 
I think these separate items ought to be segregated. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is worse than bad legislation; it is 
absurd, isn’t it? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. It is; but that is the law and 
that has been the law for a great many years. I think there 
ought to be a segregation of most of these items. There has 
been no segregation, and Congress is responsible for the non- 
action, and under these circumstances the Quartermaster’s De- 
partment only perform their duty when they take the expense 
for procuring water out of this item; they simply comply with 
the law just as we have made it. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I understood the gentleman to say that 
the statement I made was entirely misleading and unfounded. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I did say so. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to call the gentleman’s attention 
to what the Quartermaster-General of the Army said. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota has expired. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man’s time be extended five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
be extended five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to read what the Quartermaster- 
General said: 


In reference to the construction and repair of hospitals I would bring 
to your attention the fact that $20,000 is not a sufficient amount to 


build a modern hospital. And, further, I do not think that money 
should be taken from the appropriations for Army transportation and 
regular supplies for the purpose of paying for the plumbing, heating, 
and lighting system of hospitals where Congress has 9 a 
specific amount for the construction of these buildings. here given 
an appropriation of $20,000 or more for construction of a hospital, the 
Medical Corps take the ground that the amount is simply for the con- 
struction of a building, and that the appropriations above named should 
be drawn upon for the plumbing, heating, and lighting systems, which, 
in the end, cause the structure to cost considerably over the amount 
specified by Congress for the specific work. I am of the opinion that 
when Congress E pot dared a specific sum for construction it means 
that that amount will complete the building in all respects, and in 
modern construction these systems are wholly part of the building. 


That is the statement of the Quartermaster-General; and he 
protests against the practice of using these other appropriations, 
and states that the Comptroller of the Treasury partly decided 
against him. As my statements are based upon those I have 
read, I think the gentleman is hardly justified in saying that 
they are unfounded. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. In reply I have this to say, Mr.. 
Chairman: There always has been a controversy between the 
Surgeon-General’s Office and the Quartermaster-General’s Office 
over many of the items needed for the construction of hospitals. 
There is a separate item for the construction and repair of hos- 
pitals on page 36 of the bill, and the Quartermaster-General’s 
Department desires the Surgeon-General’s Department to pay 
the whole expense of constructing the hospital, and not take 
the plumbing and the sewerage from the item of transportation 
and the heating and wiring from the item of regular supplies. 
That is a controversy between these two divisions in the War 
Department which has been going on for a great many years. 
The Quartermaster-General makes his estimates for his own 
work and his own purposes, as he knows best what is needed. 
Then we cut him down some, and then he sees another slice 
taken for purposes of another division, for its benefit, but 
charged to his accounts. This may make a deficiency for which 
he is held responsible under severe penalties, or else some public 
service is left undone by his Department for which he had 
planned and secured the means. It is an embarrassing situa- 
tion for him. 

But the decisions have been against him, and the Quarter- 
master-General has, however, complied with the law in taking 
the plumbing out of the transportation item and finishing hos- 
pitals just the same as it does the barracks and quarters. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to say a word more as to how this 
matter works out. The old law providing for a limit of $20,000 
was passed a great many years ago, some time in the late 
fifties. There has been an entire change in the construction 
of buildings since that law was enacted. It is now almost im- 
possible to get any kind of a building costing less than $20,000 
adapted for the purposes of quarters for the higher officers or 
barracks for the men. For that sum it is almost impossible to 
build a building to be used as a family dwelling substantial 
enough, or warm enough, or convenient enough, at many of the 
posts. If you will take the report submitted to the Committee 
on Military Affairs by the Quartermaster-General’s Department, 
on pages 48 to 53, you will find as I haye remarked, that last 
year about sixteen different buildings in which the contract for 
the structure was slightly less than $20,000, yet the amount 
charged and necessarily added, as required by law, for plumb- 
ing, heating, and wiring would make each one of these buildings 
cost slightly over $20,000. 

Now, the only effect of this amendment suggested by my col- 
league from Minnesota would be to transfer the jurisdiction of 
the construction of these buildings from the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs to the Committee on Appropriations. It would 
make no difference in the character or cost of the buildings or 
the service to be performed, but would transfer the jurisdiction. 
That would be the sole effect of the bill unless you change the 
law as to the various items in regular supplies and change the 
law as to the various items embraced in the general item of 
transportation. You do not change the law in any particular 
about segregating these items. All you do would be to cast 
a somewhat heavier burden on the item of “ Barracks and quar- 
ters” and lighten correspondingly “ Transportation and regular 
supplies,” and would not at all affect hospitals, about which my 
good friend from New York [Mr. FITZGERALD] feels so badly. 
The only effect of this amendment, then, would be to transfer 
the jurisdiction of constructing these sixteen or so buildings 
from one committee to another. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Is it not true under existing law that the 
Secretary of War is authorized to construct as many $20,000. 
buildings at an Army post as he may choose? 

115 STEVENS of Minnesota. Within the amount provided 
by law. 
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Mr. TAWNEY. Twenty thousand dollars for each building? 


Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. 
racks and quarters fund. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Three million dollars is available for the con- 
struction of new buildings under that provision, limiting the 
cost of each building to $20,000, regardless of the number. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. The gentleman does not quite 
grasp the situation. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I ask the gentleman if that is not the au- 
thority that the Secretary of War has in respect to the con- 
struction of new buildings at Army posts? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Yes; but you have got to give 
the authority to the Secretary of War to construct new build- 
ings within the limits provided by Congress, and he ought to 
have that authority; and as I have just shown, as a matter of 
fact, out of this fund he did only construct sixteen buildings 
last year, costing in the aggregate less than $300,000; so only a 
small part of this item is used for that class of construction. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Let me ask the gentleman another question. 

Would it not be just as logical for Congress to appropriate three 
or five million dollars to be used by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury in constructing Federal buildings anywhere that, in his 
judgment, the public service demanded it? 
' Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the House has 
thrashed that out before. This committee and the House has to 
choose between these two entirely different methods of conduct- 
ing public business. Whenever we attempt to segregate and 
specifically apply the items for the construction of buildings 
at different posts and as we may indicate, it has always de- 
generated into favoritism, and the Members of the House or the 
Senate particularly who have the ears of the members of the 
Committees on Military Affairs or of the Committees on Appro- 
priations always get the preference and have their buildings 
inserted in the bill. Sometimes this has been all right, but I 
believe the experience on this floor is more often that it is 
wrong, that the public service suffers, that expenditures vastly 
increase without adequate benefit to the Army for them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
has again expired. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time of the gentleman be extended for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks 
unanimous consent that the time of his colleague be extended 
for five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I will state that I shall move to 
close debate when the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Srevens] 
is through. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the result is 
that a large number of buildings are erected which ought not 
to be erected. There are fifty-five military posts in this country 
now being actively operated by the War Department. Thirty 
would do the work better, and it would be better for the Army 
and country if the Army were so centralized. The rest are po- 
litical posts. Of the buildings which would be erected by 
specific appropriations a large part would be political buildings 
if we attempted to exercise the power of Congress by desig- 
nating the particular structures upon which the money should 
be expended. 

I admit, as a general proposition, it is not good legislation to 
place this large power in the hands of any executive officer. As 
a general proposition, my colleague is right, but in this partic- 
ular case when we look over the country and see so many mili- 
tary posts that ought not to exist, when we note the buildings 
constructed that ought not to be constructed, under direction of 
this very Congress, it is evident that the result seems to be that 
in the long run we get better legislation and we have better 
administration and more economy in the construction of build- 
ings by giving a lump sum to the Secretary of War and com- 
pelling him to allot these items and report specifically to Con- 
gress, and be held responsible for the rightful expenditure of 
that money. We have had seyeral contests upon the fioor of 
this House at yarious times over this kind of legislation, and, to 
my recollection, in every instance where we have attempted to 
specify these items and compel expenditure on any one post it 
has resulted in detriment to the public service; and much as I 
dislike to see a lump sum go into the hands of any departmental 
officer, this is one of the cases where I think it is necessary. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman answer a question for in- 
formation? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Who occupies these buildings at the posts 
for which this $3,000,000 is appropriated? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Officers and men of the Army. 


To be taken out of the bar- 


Mr. TAWNEY. Does the gentleman mean the enlisted men? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNBEY. How large are the buildings that are built 
for the accommodation of the enlisted men? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. There are two company bar- 
racks usually. 

Mr. TAWNEX. Then the buildings that are constructed for 
the housing of the officers, the gentleman says, can not be con- 
structed for less than $20,000 apiece? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Some can be and some can 
not be, depending entirely on the location, material, and kind of 
buildings required for grade of officers to occupy them. 

Mr. TAWNEY. How many Members of this House does the 
gentleman suppose are occupying buildings that cost to exceed 
$20,000, exclusive of grounds? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Some of those buildings will 
house from two to four families, depending on the location and 
the character of building. Some of them, I think, are obliged 
in some places to care for four families. The buildings are 
good ones, are a credit to the Government and to the construct- 
ing officers, and will last for many years and justify our ex- 
penditure as entirely wise. We can’t expect self-respecting ofti- 
cers who will take a pride in the military service unless we 
properly care for them and their families at our posts. If we 
degrade these officers and their families, we show our owa 
lack of realization of the true needs of the service. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentle- 
man to contend that the discretion of the Secretary of War 
would be more wisely exercised than the discretion of Con- 


Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. In this particular case. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. That is what I mean. I have just been 
informed, and I would ask the gentleman whether he knows 
it to be correct information or not, that there has been ex- 
pended $12,500 for the erection of a band stand out at Fort 
Riley? Does the gentleman know anything about that? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I know nothing about it I 
am not on the Military Committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is on page 56 of the hearings, I am in- 
formed, that the evidence was adduced. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I have no doubt it is true if 
it is in the book of hearings. I do not know anything about it, 
but it may be that it is an abuse. At the same time, Mr. Chair- 
man, we should consider this—that Fort Riley is the largest 
military post in the United States, with the possible exception 
of Leavenworth; that a large number of troops are there; 
that it is one of the show places of the Army of the United 
States; that music is one of the necessities of military life, 
because, in order to have the right kind of discipline, in order 
to keep troops and officers and their families in the right 
sort of spirits and condition, we all know there should be 
music, and, if necessary, a band stand, and I am prepared 
to defend just that kind of an expenditure as a general prop- 
osition. 

As to this case, I do not know anything about it. I am willing 
to concede that for years many of us who have been acquainted 
with military affairs haye thought and stated that the military 
authorities were expending altogether too much money at Fort 
Riley. It has seemed to have been a favorite, and large amounts 
have been expended. It may have been needed; I do not know 
as to it. It has seemed at times as an act of undue favoritism, 
but yet we must defer to the judgment of some one, and con- 
ceding that there has been favoritism and extravagance here, 
yet on the whole our money has been very wisely, safely, and. 
economically and honestly expended. : 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not a $12,500 band stand, because my fam- 
ily could live in that, and I have very numerous children. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. The gentleman from Rhode 
Island informs me that is a headquarters for the band. That 
may be true, and if so, the expenditure would be wise and 
timely. Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to weary the House 
and I just desire to make this observation: The committee 
which knows the most about these matters I take to be the 
Committee on Military Affairs. I believe they are in closer 
touch with the necessities of the military service. 

Now, there haye been in the past some unwise economies as 
to many public buildings and as to many public expenditures 
caused by officials not knowing closely the real needs and trying 
to closely economize without adequate information. I believe 


that the wisest way in which these expenditures can be made 
must be under authority of the Secretary of War himself and 
that the best thing which can be done is to keep the jurisdiction 
as to such matters in this House, just as it is now, until such 
time as the House can compel a segregation of these items—a 
rearrangement of all matters connected with construction in 
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the War Department—which ought to be done in the near 
future. 4 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate be now 
closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate upon the pending paragraph be closed. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, before that motion 
is put, I would like to ask the gentleman from Iowa a question 
or two. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman from Minnesota, I understand, 
desires to speak. How much time does the gentleman desire? 

Mr. TAWNEY. Only two minutes. 

Mr. HULL. I move that all debate be closed after the gentle- 
man from Minnesota concludes, However, I do not want to 
cut the gentleman from Missouri off from his question. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want to ask this question the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi asked the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Srevens], and that is, Is it true that they have spent 
$12,500 for a band stand at Fort Riley? 

Mr. HULL. Not for a band stand solely, but for accommo- 
dations they probably did. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 
the band? 

Mr. HULL. Well, there are a good many bands there. They 
have more than a brigade. They have several bands. Every 
regiment has a band that is there, and they have artillery, in- 
fantry, and cavalry all there. I hope I can get further informa- 
tion on the subject. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 
Fort Riley? 

Mr. HULL. I should say three or four thousand, although I 
may be mistaken in that; but if the companies are full there 
would be that many. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. There is not one Member of Con- 
gress out of twenty who lives in a house that has cost half of 
that. 

Mr. PARKER. Will the gentleman allow me? I was out at 


How many members are there in 


How many troops are stationed at 


Fort Riley a week last fall and I did not see any band stand.“ 


I think there were 1,200 cavalry at work there, and nearly as 
much artillery, working in the same way over these hills and 
going through this indirect fire which I explained the other day. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Probably you were so busy inspect- 
ing the cavalry you did not have time to inspect the band stand? 

Mr. PARKER. I inspected everything as far as I could. A 
great deal of the work was cavalry work and out of doors, and 
there were very few buildings to make any show at all. If you 

“want to see show buildings you would have to go somewhere else. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I made that statement and 
I want the House to understand where I got it, and if the gentle- 
man from Iowa is right then this pamphlet is not right. On 
page 55 there is a heading of “ Barracks and quarters.” It be- 
gins with Alaska, and goes on 

Mr. TAWNEY. From what is the gentleman reading? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am reading from hearings before the 
Committee on Military Affairs on the Army appropriation bill 
for the fiscal year 1906-7, and on page 56 is an item under the 
head of Fort Riley,” band stand, $12,335.” Not a word about 
accommodations for the band. There is no “ete.” with which 
they generally cover up something in these items that are sub- 
mitted to the committees by the Departments. The next item 
is “hay sheds,” which, of course, are not accommodations for 
the band, and then there is something else about “ converting 
storehouse into offices.” Now, this is submitted as a statement 
of “allotments made for important construction since general 
project was approved,“ the general project of barracks. Now, 
if they have a way of stating band stand when they mean accom- 
modations for the members of the band, then it is time they 
should be made to specify more particularly. This is a con- 
struction almost as bad as that recent Republican ruling that 
frog legs were dressed poultry. 

Mr. HULL. I will say to the gentleman in answer, in one 
word, that all this detailed information was put in at the re- 
quest of the committee after we had gotten through our hear- 
ings and was prepared after the hearing. It was simply printed 
for the information of the House and the committee. The 
item the gentleman refers to would not be affected by this 
amendment under any conditions. It is therefore not before 
the House at this time, but will be later. I am glad if the 


detailed statement will bring about better administration. 

I move that after three minutes all debate on this amendment 
and the paragraph be closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HULL] 
moves that all debate on the pending paragraph and the amend- 
ment thereto be closed after three minutes, Is there objection? 


Mr. FITZGERALD. I move to amend by making it five 
minutes. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Three minutes will be sufficient. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the mem- 
bers of the committee that in offering this amendment I have 
not been prompted by any desire or did not even know that, in 
the event of the adoption of the amendment, the Committee on 
Appropriations would have jurisdiction of the appropriations 
for buildings at Army posts. My motive was solely and alone 
for the purpose of bringing to the attention of the committee 
the practice that obtains to-day in the administration of this ap- 
propriation of $3,000,000, and then to submit to the committee 
the amendment which would have the effect of putting a stop 
to that practice, giving Congress supervisory control to the ex- 
tent of knowing what the money was to be expended for before 
it was spent and limiting the cost in each particular instance. 

My colleague says that to do that would lead to bad adminis- 
tration and worse legislation. But he himself admits now that 
we have twenty more military posts in the United States than 
we ought to have. How did we get them? We got them under 
the present practice of the Department which this amendment 
seeks to correct. We obtained them without authority of law, 
except in so far as this statute authorizes the Secretary of War 
to construct as many buildings as he pleases, provided the cost 
of those buildings does not exceed $20,000 apiece. 

Another thing, Mr. Chairman, which I think every member of 
this committee who has spoken for or against this amendment 
admits, it is bad practice to appropriate in one part of an 
appropriation bill for the frame of a building and then under 
the guise of transportation for the Army appropriate for an- 
other necessary part of that building, namely, the plumbing, 
the heating, and lighting. It is to put a stop to this practice 
that the amendment says, after limiting the cost of expenditure 
to 820,000: 

And from this appropriation only there shall be paid during the 
fiscal year 1907 all expenses of plumbing and sewer connections and 
other like expenses of interior finish or construction of paiaina a 


military posts, the construction or repairing of which is chargea 
this appropriation. 


Now, if this is adopted it limits the expenditure for the build- 
ing to $20,000 and provides that plumbing and interior finish of 
those buildings must be paid out of this appropriation instead 
of being paid out of some other appropriation under the title 
of “ Transportation for the Army,” or any other title. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEY]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Tawney) there were—ayes 37, noes 56. E 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Transportation of the Army and its 5 Transportation of the 
Army, including baggage of the troops when moving either by land or 
water, and including also the transportation of recruits and recruiting 
parties heretofore from the appropriation for “ Expenses of re- 
erulting and the transportation of applicants for enlistment between 
recruit ing stations and recruiting depots; of supplies to the militia 
furnish by the War Department; of the necessary agents and em- 
ployees; of clothing, camp and garrison equipage, and other quarter- 
master’s stores, from Army depots or places purchase or deltvery 
to the several sts and Army depots, and from those depots to the 
troops in the field; of horse equipments and subsistence stores from the 
places of purchase, and from the ery of delivery under contract to 
such places as the circumstances of the service may require them to be 
sent; of ordnance, ordnance stores, and small arms from the foundries 
and armories to the arsenals, fortifications, frontier posts, and Army 
depots ; freights, wharfage, tolls, and ferriages; the purchase and hire 
of draft and pack animals and harness, and the purchase and repair 
of wagons, carts, and drays, and of ships and other vessels and boats 
required for the transportation of troops and supplies and for garri- 
son purposes; for drayage and cartage at the several posts; hire of 
teamsters and other employees; extra-duty pay of enlisted men driving 
teams, repairing means of transportation, and employed as train mas- 
ters. and in opening roads and building wharves; transportation of 
funds of the Army; the mses of sailing public transports on the 
various rivers, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Atlantic and Pacific oceans; 
and hereafter no steamship in the transport service of the United 
States shall be sold or disposed of without the consent of Con 
having been first had or obtained; for procuring water, and introducing 
the same to buildings at such posts as from their situation require it 
to be brought from a distance, and for the disposal of sewage and drain- 
age, and for constructing roads and wharves; for the payment of Army 
eid eer eg ey lawfully due such land-grant railroads as have not re- 
ceived aid in Government bonds (to be adjusted in accordance with the 
decisions of the Supreme Court in cases decided under such land-grant 
acts), but in no case shall more than 50 per cent of full amount of 
service be paid: Provided, That such compensation shall be computed 
upaa the basis of the tariff or lower special rates for like transporta- 
on performed for the public at large, and shall be accepted as jn 
full for all demands for such service: Provided further, That in expend- 
ing the money appropriated by this act, a_railroad company which has 
not received aid bonds of the United States, and which obtained a 
t of public land to aid in the construction of its railroad on con- 
ition that such railroad should be a post route and military road, 
subject to the use of the United States for postal, military, naval, an 
other Government services, and also subject to such regulations as 
Congress may impose restricting the charge for such Government trans- 
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portation, having claims against the United States for transportation 
of troops and munitions of war and military supplies and property 
over such aided railroads, shall be paa out of the moneys appropriated 
by the foregoing provision only on the basis of such rate for the trans- 
portation of such troops and munitions of war and military supplies 
and property as the Secretary of War shall deem just and reasonable 
under the foregoing provision, such rate not to exceed 50 per cent of the 
compensation for such Government transportation as shall at that time 
be charged to and paid by pets A eri to any such company for 
like and similar transportation; and the amount so ed to be paid 
shall be accepted as in full for all demands for such service: Provided 
further, That the number of draft animals 3 from this appro- 
priation, added to those now on hand, shall limited to such numbers 
as are actually required for the service, $11,750,000: Provided, That no 
part of this appropriation shall be applied to the payment of the expense 
of using transports in any other Government work than the transporta- 
tion of the Army and its supplies. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I wish to ask the chair- 
man of the Committee on Military Affairs if it is a fact that out 
of this appropriation for transportation of the Army the War 
Department has purchased boats for torpedo planters? 

Mr. HULL. I am inclined to think that that is true. I see 
from the report of the Quartermaster-General it was for the 
transportation of the supplies of the Army in the target practice 
of the artillery on the Pacific coast. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman inform us if there 
is any ground upon which it can be pretended that torpedo 
planters is covered by any of the subdivisions for transportation? 

Mr. HULL, The fact of its coming into any particular divi- 
sion I should say it would have to be put on the ground of line 5. 
I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. PARKER. Let me read this section; that is all I desire 
to do: i 

All ships and other vessels and boats required for the transporta- 
tion of troops and supplies and for garrison purposes. 

The Quartermaster says and the Chief of Artillery says that 
they had to have artillery drill in torpedoes in these harbors, 
and that these boats are used specially in order to take around 
these torpedoes and not purely for military purposes. They 
are military boats. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Does the gentleman from Iowa claim 
that the torpedo planter is a boat solely for the transportation 
of the torpedo? 

Mr. HULL. I should say, in a case of this character, it 
would have been much better to haye come to Congress to get 
authority. I prefer they would not use this fund to that ex- 
tent, and I will say, in view of all this debate and discussion to- 
day, to avoid any possible future criticism, I am in favor of the 
Committee on Military Affairs passing a resolution requiring 
these matters shall be segregated so far as possible, and that 
anything not absolutely authorized by law and by the usages 
of the past forty years shall be specitically mentioned. 

Mr. KAHN. The testimony before the committee shows that 
these boats were not only used for the purposes of planting 
torpedoes, but they go from one port to another. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. For the purpose of carrying supplies? 

Mr. KAHN. Not for the purpose of transportation, but for 
the purpose of operating and planting torpedoes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. They served other purposes, and they 
could not be put under the proyision to plant torpedoes. 

Mr. HULL. My judgment is, Mr. Chairman, that wherever 
it is necessary to purchase a boat Congress ought to pass upon it, 
because it is a new departure. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pre forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. The language of this provision is exceedingly com- 
prehensive. As indicated in the heading, it is intended to pro- 
vide for all expenditures for the“ Transportation of the Army 
and its supplies.” Under its terms authority is given to do 
many things incidental to that work, and provision is made for 
some objects but remotely related to Army transportation. 

Comprehensive as is the language of this provision, however, 
it does not eyen suggest, much less authorize, many uses to 
which similar appropriations have been put. 

Inquiries made during the present session haye developed the 
existence of practices in almost every Department of the Gov- 
ernment that are indefensible. Such practices have continued 
for many years, and time and much effort are required to eradi- 
cate them completely. Appropriations made for specific pur- 
poses by the Congress have been used for purposes never author- 
ized, nor eyen in contemplation. Not only has this been a very 
prevailing practice, but at times pressure has been exerted upon 
auditing officials to pass accounts showing expenditures in un- 
authorized ways. 

I have collected a number of items for which moneys appro- 
priated for the “ Transportation of the Army and its supplies ” 
have been used, for which it is doubtful whether authority can 
be spelled out of the very broad language of.this provision. 


They are submitted to the committee, not in criticism of the 
Committee on Military Affairs, but for the purpose of having 
the attention of Congress called to them, in the hope that the 
evils may in time be eliminated. 

Out of such appropriations there has been expended about 
$170,000 for preparing the grounds of the War College and 
building a sea wall for their protection. Specific appropriations 
had been made for the War College; $800,000, it has been said. 
Liberal appropriations, in the opinion of many men. A limit 
had been placed upon the cost of the building, and yet a sea 
wall was built and the grounds were laid out and graded and 
walks and drives were built out of the appropriation for 
“Transportation of the Army.” This is not an isolated case. 
The testimony is to the effect that all work for the improvement 
of grounds at Army posts is paid for out of this appropriation. 

Mr. HULL. Of course the gentleman from New York un- 
derstands that the War College is on the grounds of the Engi- 
neers’ School, and that a large part of the flats has been re- 
claimed by building that wall, and that the appropriation he 
refers to is not for the War College, but for the Engineers’ 
School, and the whole reservation of Washington Barracks. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But the testimony before the Committee 
on Appropriations was to the effect that $170,000 was taken 
from the fund for transportation of the Army, in order to lay 
out walks and drives and fix up the grounds, and to build that 
sea wall. There was no specific authority ever granted for that 
purpose, and I think the gentleman will agree with that state- 
ment, 

Mr, HULL. The money was not expended for the War Col- 
lege, but for the whole reservation. Additional acres have been 
gathered in so as to very largely increase the area of land, and 
as a matter of economy the expenditure has resulted in the 
reclaiming of a lot of land which to-day would sell for twice as 
much as has been expended. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Whatever may have been the purpose 
or whateyer may have been the result, the use of this appropria- 
tion for that purpose was utterly indefensible. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman, of course, is well aware of the 
fact that under the heading “ Transportation of the Army and 
its supplies ” there is included a specific item for opening roads 
and building wharves. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But not building sea walls and laying 
out grounds as gardens and drives for the accommodation of the 
seven or eight officers who are studying at the War College; and 
the gentleman from Iowa has never attempted, and I do not 
believe he is attempting now to justify it. This was an expend- 
iture made by the Department under a forced and strained 
construction of the language in this provision. 

Of the same or even a more offensive character is the prac- 
tice that exists regarding the construction of hospitals for the 
Army, about which so much has just been said. At different 
times hospitals have been authorized to cost a specific sum. 
One bureau of the War Department has insisted that the limita- 
tion applied to the building, exclusive of the plumbing and of 
the heating and lighting plants. The result has been that the 
plumbing and the heating and lighting plants in such buildings 
have been installed and the money for such work taken from the 
appropriations for the “Transportation of the Army and its 
supplies,” and for “ Regular supplies.” 

Within the last few days the House learned of the manner 
in which certain coal lands in the island of Batan, in the Phil- 
ippine Islands, were investigated and an option for their pur- 
chase obtained out of the same funds at a cost of about $37,000. 
Early in this session an estimate for a deficiency appropriation 
of $50,000 was submitted for the Transportation of the Army 
and its supplies,” and upon investigation it was disclosed that 
the money was to be used to purchase the mining claims of two 
Spaniards. The entire transaction was based upon the theory 
that as coal was used in the operation of Army transports such 
expenditures were properly chargeable to appropriations for 
transportation. 

Some of the purposes for which expenditures have been made 
from these appropriations are unquestionably laudable. If 
appropriations were asked for the specific purposes they would 
undoubtedly be made, but no torture of the language used in 
this provision can justify the expenditures that haye been made 
from these appropriations. 

A year or two ago the transports Kilpatrick and Sumner 
were used in bringing a number of school-teachers from Porto 
Rico to attend summer schools in this country. The object was 
laudable and the results, so far as I have learned, very bene- 
ficial. But there was no authority in law for the expenditure 
of $47,702.67 of the amount available for “Transporting the 
Army and its supplies” for such a purpose. Nor can any au- 
thority be found for the expenditure of $21,101.51 of the same 
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funds for the trip of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors to 
the West Indies. To make these expenditures the law was 
strained and a forced construction placed upon it. To the same 
funds were charged the expenses of the trip of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to the Isthmus of Panama 
and of similar trips of other Government officials. These trips 
had nothing to do with the transportation of the Army. They 
should not have been charged to the appropriations for such 
purposes. The expenditures should have been made either from 
moneys ayailable for work in connection with the isthmian 
canai or from some other appropriate fund. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I ask unanimous consent for five min- 
utes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. : 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Such trips will no longer be made at 
the expense of this fund, as a provision in the pending bill pre- 
vents the use of this appropriation for the expense of using 
transports in any work other than the transportation of the 
Army and its supplies. 

Another class of expenditures, equally objectionable from 
the standpoint of good administration and legislation, is in con- 
nection with the construction and repair of cables and of tele- 
graph lines. All such work belongs to the Signal Corps. Ap- 
propriations are made for the work of the corps, yet a large 
sum is used yearly for such work in addition to the specific 
appropriations for it. For instance, the Quartermaster-General 
of the Army stated that the Burnside was used in this work 
last year at an expense of $169,908.07, which was charged 
to the appropriation for the “Transportation of the Army,” 
although the work was of no value whatever to the Quarter- 
master’s Department. 

In the last fiscal year cable work in the Philippine Islands 
cost, for the charter, repair, etc., of the Proteus, $23,624.57; 
for repair and operation of Army transportation engaged in 
the same work, $46,219.79; for similar work on the Atlantic 
coast, with the Cyrus W. Field, $42,166.27, the Burnside, already 
mentioned, having been used on the Pacific coast at a cost of 
$169,908.07. In addition, $157,173.77 was expended for supplies, 
construction, transportation, in connection with the military tele- 
graph system in Alaska, and $438,892.47, charged to the appro- 
priations for transportation of the Army, which in reality was 
for cable and telegraph construction and repairs. These ex- 
penditures are possible only by a forced and unnatural con- 
struction of the law. The result is that work of an important 
and extensive character is done which is never considered nor 
authorized by Congress, but initiated and approved entirely 
within and by the Department of War. 

In this bill there are two new items to which I will specifically 
refer at this time. One: 


For completing the equipment of military posts with the necessary 
lighters, launches, and yawls for submarine mine work, including the pur- 
chase of one torpedo planter for use on the Pacific coast, $150,000. 


The other: 


For the construction of a seagoing cable ship of about 900 net ton- 
nage for use in repairing and keeping in proper condition the fire- 
control submarine cables used in connection with the system of harbor 
defense on the Atlantic seaboard, $215,000. 


Heretofore military posts were equipped with boats for sub- 
marine work out of the appropriations for “transportation of 
the Army.” The language now used is “for completing” this 
work. Three torpedo planters have been provided in this way 
for the Atlantic coast. The estimate for the construction of the 
seagoing cable ship was included originally in the estimate for 
the “transportation of the Army;” but that estimate was re- 
duced and the item separately submitted. Had that not been 
done, and had the entire amount asked for the transportation of 
the Army been allowed in this bill, it is more than likely that the 
ship would have been built and in service before anyone in Con- 
gress would have known of its existence. 

These few instances in which appropriations for Army trans- 
portation have been diverted to other purposes have become 
known in a purely accidental manner. To what extent these 
appropriations have been diverted is not known. At this time 
it is not possible for me to suggest any amendment to the pend- 
ing provision that will prevent such diversions. The committee 
has taken a step in the right direction. It should go much 
further. 

Under a law that dates from 1812 the duty devolves upon the 
Quartermaster’s Department of purchasing, furnishing, and 
distributing all military supplies for the use of the Army 
which other corps are not directed to provide, and the Army 
Regulations, after directing that the Quartermaster’s Depart- 
ment shall have certain functions, further provide that it shall 
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attend “to all matters connected with military operations which 
are not expressly assigned to some other bureau of the War 
Department.” 

While the duties imposed upon the Department are extremely 
broad, the language used in making appropriations for its work 
is seldom as comprehensive as that in which its duties are de- 
fined. It is sometimes forgotten that the fact that a Depart- 
ment is charged with the performance of certain work is not 
equivalent to an express grant to expend money for the per- 
formance of the duties charged. Last year the appropriation 
under this paragraph was $12,000,000; in this bill it is $11,- 
750,000. The size of the available fund is the greatest tempta- 
tion to use it. 

To prevent further abuse a careful examination of the pur- 
poses to which the appropriations under this provision are put 
is imperative. The items should be classified and segregated 
under appropriate heads; definite appropriations should be 
made for specific purposes; expenditures should be rigidly re- 
stricted in accordance with the law. The result will be better 
and more efficient and more economical administration and more 
definite and intelligent legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

.Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee determined to rise; and the 
Speaker having resumed the chair, Mr. Bovrert, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
reported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill H. R. 14897—the Army appropriation bill—and had come to 
no resolution thereon. 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


Mr. DarraGH, by unanimous consent, was given leave to with- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, papers 
in the case of Joseph B. Riley, Fifty-seventh Congress, no ad- 
verse report having been made thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills and 
joint resolution of the following titles: 

S. 3667. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha J. 
Brisco; 

S. 3120. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Driscoll ; 

S. R. 82. Joint resolution instructing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to make esaminations into the subject of 
railroad discriminations and monopolies, and report on the same 
from time to time; 

S. 983. An act to validate certain certificates of soldiers’ ad- 
ditional homestead right ; 

S. 4029. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha G. 
Archer ; 

S. 3321. An act granting an increase of pension to Olney P. 
B. Wright; 

S. 3311. An act granting a pension to Bernhard Schaffner; 

S. 3309. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Baber ; 

S. 3285. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary M. 
Hull; 

S. 3291. An act granting an increase of pension to Matthew D. 
Baker, sr. ; 

S. 3184. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred T. 
Hawk; 

S. 3240. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
Jones; 

S. 3126. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen B. 
Tarlton ; 

S. 3123. An act granting an increase of pension to William H. 
Alban; : ; 

S. 2975. An act granting a pension to Mary L. Miller; 

S. 2871. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Brunell, sr. ; 

S. 2869. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel 
A. Foulk; 

S. 2778. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn W. 
Langford ; 

S. 2797. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Buggie; 

S. 2557. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
F. Longfellow ; 

S. 2556. An act granting an increase of pension to George B. 
Hunter ; 
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3 oon An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
mith; 

S. 2702. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Dightman ; 

en An act granting an increase of pension to Seth Ray- 
mond ; 

Shee 9 An act granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
r; 

1 1 An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
m ; 

S. 3508. An act granting a pension to Mary J. Visscher; 

S. 3537. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony 
W. Presley ; 

5 S. 3402. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse W. 

Iliott; 

S. 3587. A act granting an increase of pension to Eliza Orr; 
and 

S. 3507. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac Van 
Volkenburgh. 

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

II. R. 7189. An act legalizing the removal of the county seat 
of Washita County, Okla. ; 

H. R, 12614. An act to change the name of a portion of T 
street to California street; and 

H. R. 13365. An act to amend an act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Kensington and Eastern Railroad Company to con- 
struct a bridge across the Calumet River,” approved February 
7, 1905. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate concurrent resolutions 
of the following titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and 
referred to their appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

Senate concurrent resolution No. 13: 

Resolved by the Senete (the House of g), 
That there be printed 10, extra copies of the testimony taken by the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce in the consideration the 
so-called “railroad rate bill,” 3,000 for the use of the Senate and 7,000 
for the use of the House of Representatives— 

To the Committee on Printing. 

Senate concurrent resolution No. 12: 

Resolved by the Senate pas House of R 
That there be printed 10, extra copies of 
the direction of the committee, of the testimony taken by the Senate 
Committee on Interstate Commerce in the consideration of the so-called 
“railroad rate bill; 3,000 for the use of the Senate, and 7,000 for 
the use of the House of Representatives— 


To the Committee on Printings 
PEOPLE'S UNITED STATES BANK, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the Com- 
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads to submit the following 
resolution and ask for its passage. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolution No. 841. 

Resolved, That the Postmaster-General be requested, if not incom- 
patible with the public interests, to furnish the House of Representa- 
tives, at as early a date as practicable, a full statement of the facts, 
including copies of affidavits, papers, reports of inspectors and other 
officers under his control, bearing upon e order made by him with- 
holding the rights and privileges of the mails from the People’s United 
States Bank at St. Louis, Mo. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now ad- 
journ. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 3 minutes p. m.) the House ad- 
journed until 12 o’clock to-morrow. 


resentatives concurrin ) 


esentatives concurring), 
he digest, prepared — RA 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an esti- 
mate of appropriation for clerks in the War Department—to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for improvement of channel of 
Mill Creek, in the Round Valley Indian Reservation, Cal.—to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of State, transmitting an ordi- 
nance of the executive council of Porto Rico granting right to 


construct a bridge over the Manati River—to the Committee on 
Insular Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French 
spoliation cases relating to the brig Pamela, Samuel Colby, mas- 
ter—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 15842) for the erection of a 
public building at Hornellsville, N. Y.—to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15843) for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Corning, N. Y.—to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

By Mr. KNAPP: A bill (H. R. 15844) to prevent desecration 
of the American flag—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TYNDALL: A bill (H. R. 15845) to declare a certain 
portion of the White River unnavigable—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: A bill (H. R. 15846) relating to bills 
of lading issued by carriers for the interstate transportation of 
property, and to certain obligations, duties, and rights in con- 
nection therewith—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 15847) to authorize the sale 
and disposition of surplus or unallotted lands of the Coeur 
d'Alene Indian Reservation, in the State of Idaho, and for 
other purposes—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 15848) authorizing the sale of 
timber on the Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation for the bene- 
fit of the Indians belonging thereto—to the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs. 

By Mr. RIXBY (by request): A bill (H. R. 15849) to protect 
wild waterfowl on the Potomac River and its tributaries—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 15910) 
to amend the act entitled “An act to regulate commutation for 
good conduct for United States prisoners,” approved June 21, 
1902—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 105) 
as to the administration of the pension laws with reference to 
certain persons not honorably discharged—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TOWNE: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 106) for the 
eae of the heirs of George B. Simpson—to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. COCKS: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 107) direct- 
ing the Secretary of War to submit plans and estimates for the 
improvement of the harbor at the mouth of the Nissequoque 
River, at Kings Park, Long Island, New York—to the Commit- 
tee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A resolution (H. Res. 348) of inquiry 
for certain reports made by Herbert H. D. Peirce, Third Assist- 
ant Secretary of State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD: A resolution (H. Res. 349) for 
the consideration of H. R. 138296, providing for putting wood 
pulp, printing paper, and typesetting machines on the free list 
to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 15850) for the 
relief of M. A. Johnson, of Stoughton, Dane County, Wis.—to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: A bill (H. R. 15851) for the relief of 
Charles B. Stark, assignee of Joseph C. Stark, deceased—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: A bill (H. R. 15852) for the relief of 
M. Birdsong—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 15853) for the 
relief of Otho Adams—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: A bill (H. R. 15854) granting 
an increase of pension to Philip Schioesser—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: A bill (H. R. 15855) granting a pension 
to Will B..Kayser—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15856) granting a pension to Gordon A. 
Thurber—to the Committee on Pensions, 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 15857) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Ambrook—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15858) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah A. Creed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15859) ceding certain lands to Colorado State 
Agricultural College—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: A bill (H. R. 15860) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sarah C. Morris—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 15861) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Harrison B. Carter—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 15862) granting 
an increase of pension to George W. Day—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CONNER: A bill (H. R. 15863) granting an increase 
of pension to Wililam Louther—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15864) 
granting an increase of pension to William F, Huston—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COUSINS: A bill (H. R. 15865) granting an increase 
of pension to George W. Dutton—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: A bill (H. R. 15866) granting a pension 
to Mary A. Solter—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVEY of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 15867) granting 
an increase of pension to Annie M. Stevens—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAWSON: A bill (H. R. 15868) granting an increase 
of pension to William H. Scullen—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15869) granting an increase of pension to 
Wilson H. McCune—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15870) granting a pension to Mary Pal- 
mer—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DWIGHT: A bill (H. R. 15871) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Oliver T. Bundy—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 15872) granting a pension 
to Harriet A. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: A bill (H. R. 15873) granting a pen- 
sion to Peter B. Groat—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FORDNEY: A bill (H. R. 15874) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Benjamin B. Ream—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 15875) granting 
a pension to William James—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15876) granting a pension to Andrew J. 
Spradley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15877) granting an increase of pension to 
Zackariah T. Dison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. i 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15878) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathaniel Burton—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15879) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Salat—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15880) granting an increase of pension to 
Josiah Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 15881) 
granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth Penn—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15882) granting an increase of pension to 
David B. Husted—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15883) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph C. Bowker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 15884) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Eleanor Alexander—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KLEPPER: A bill (H. R. 15885) granting an increase 
of pension to John H. Paynter—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15886) granting an increase of pension to 
John Misner—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15887) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph T. Milner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 15888) for the relief of 
Allen W. Edwards—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15889) granting an increase of pension to 
John R. Green—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 15890) granting a pension 
to Hiram C. Barney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MORRELL: A bill (H. R. 15891) for the relief of 


Miss Naomi Daly, of Philadelphia, Pa.—to the Committee on 
Claims, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15892) for the relief of Joseph Hunter, 
Philadelphia, Pa.—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 15893) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Volney P. Ludlow—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. OLCOTT: A bill (H. R. 15894) granting an increase 
5 pension to Alma L. Wells to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. PARKER: A bill (H. R. 15895) granting a pension to 
Harry Donald McFarland—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 15896) for the relief of 
Charles A. McVean—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: A bill (H. R. 15897) for the relief of the 
72 75 of John Beacham, deceased—to the Committee on War 
aims. 

By Mr. SHERMAN (by request): A bill (H. R. 15898) for 
the relief of Clement N. Vann and William P. Adair—to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 15899) for 
the survey of Core Creek, Craven County, N. C.—to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. TALBOTT: A bill (H. R. 15900) for the relief of 
Lorenzo A. Bailey—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15901) for the relief of Perry Rumler—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TYNDALL: A bill (H. R. 15902) to declare the 
James River, in Stone County, Mo., unnavigable—to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 15903) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry S. Scudder—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15904) granting an increase of pension to 
Melvina Bottles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 15905) granting an increase 
of pension to Ella E: Kenney—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 15906) granting a pension 
to Mary Caroline Ellis Hargin—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: A bill (H. R. 15907) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Louis De Laittre—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 15908) to 
remove the charge of desertion standing against the name of 
Warren V. Howard—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 15909) to reward the widow 
and minor son of Capt. Charles W. Dakin and the widow and 
minor children of Thomas J. Hennessy, late of the San Fran- 
cisco fire department, who lost their lives while fighting a fire 
on board of the United States Army transport Meade—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were disch 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15570) granting a pension to Max Davis—Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 12808) granting a pension to Anna Mansfield 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 10314) granting an increase of pension to 
Maurice F. Nason—Committee on Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa- 
pers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of yarious organizations of rail- 
way employees, favoring the Bates-Penrose bill (previously re- 
ferred to the Committee on Labor)—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of citizens of New Bedford, 
Lawrence County, Pa., for a peace conference—to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Charleroi Council, Junior Order United Amer- 
ican Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration—to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization 
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By Mr. ADAMS of Wisconsin: Petition of Rock River Dis- 
trict, No. 2, Independent Order of Good Templars, for prohi- 
bition of cigarettes and material—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. AIKEN: Petition of the bar of Lancaster County, 
S. C., for Chester, S. C., as a place for holding terms of court 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDRUS: Petition of the Young Men's Christian As- 
sociation and the Central Church, of: Yonkers, N. Y., against 
ATAA of the Army canteen—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: Petition of the St. Louis Chemical 
Society, for the metric system—to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures, 

By Mr. BARTLETT: Petition of W. H. Vaugh and the Mil- 
ledgeville (Ga.) News, against the tariff on linotype machines 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: Petition of the New York 
Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, against the 
tariff on works of art—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Philip Schloener— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of the Louisville 
Commercial Club, favoring bill H. R. 5313—to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Bulletin, against the tariff on linotype 
machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BRICK: Petition of citizens of Elkhart, Ind., favor- 
ing restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
the heirs of Lucian Bleyins and the heirs of Catherine Hop- 
son—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CURRIER: Petition of Bear Hill Grange, of Henni- 
ker, N. H., and Prentice Hill Grange, of Hast Alstead, N. H., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of the Pittsburg Clearing House 
Association, for banks to loan 10 per cent of capital and sur- 
plus—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of many citizens of New York 
and vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum 
disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of C. H. Burch & Son et al., against bill H. R. 
4429—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Williamsburg Journal-Tribune, against 
zo tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of Battle Hill (N. Y.) Grange, No. 
861, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of the Monitor Herald, against the 
ar on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. FASSETT: Petition of citizens of New York, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FLACK: Petition of the Ogdensburg News, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Fort Covington (N. Y.) Grange, for retention 
of the tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FLOYD: Papers to accompany bill H. R. T058—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. FORDNEY: Petition of James H. Johnson et al., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the American Bar Association, 
against repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Chicago Federation of Labor, in favor of 
the Goulden bill (H. R. 12472)—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey: Petitions of the National 
Grange, of Cumberland County, N. J., and Columbus, Medford, 
Upper Township, Morristown, and Vineland granges, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, favoring restric- 
tion of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Edge Water Park and Burlington, 
N. J., against bill H. R. 10500—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of George C. 


Crowell et al., of Marblehead, Mass., relative to the Kongo 
Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GRANGER: Petition of the Tiverton Woman's Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, for restriction of liquor traffic in Okla- 
lroma as a State—to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of citizens of Bangor, Mich., 
against religious legislation for the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Hastings, Mich., for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Glover Grange, No. 272, of 
Glover, Vt., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of the Associated Veterans of the 
Mexican War, of San Francisco, for increase of pensions—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of M. W. Coffey et al., against passage of bill 
H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of citizens of Mans- 
field, Conn., against religious legislation—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: Petition of J. B. Harsh et al., of Union 
County, Iowa, against Sabbath legislation—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of the Express, against the tariff 
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of E. H. Jenkins, of New Haven, 
Conn., for an appropriation to fight the gypsy moth—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of representatives of the Connecticut Associa- 
tion, for national forest preserves in the southern Appalachian 
and White mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture.“ 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: Petition of R. G. Cutts et al., 
against passage of bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. JAMES: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
George W. Landram—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the Associated Veterans of the 
Mexican War, of San Francisco, for legislation to increase the 
Mexican war soldiers’ pensions—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of 75 residents of San Francisco, against bill 
H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: Paper to accompany bill 
for relief of Henry L. Armstrong—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LACEY: Petition of the Iowa Anthropological So- 
ciety, for an appropriation for the Mesa Verde National Park— 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. : 

By Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS: Petition of Charles Grigson 
et al., of Veedersburg, Ind., favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. LESTER: Petition of the Columbia (S. C.) Retail 
Druggists’ Association, favoring the Mann bill—to the Commit- 
tee on Patents. 

By Mr. LEVER: Petition of Subdivision No. 498, Brotherhood 
of Locomotive Engineers, of Abbeville, S. C., for the Bates-Pen- 
rose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Michael O’Brien, against bill 
H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Burglar and Fire Proof Mail and Express 
Car Company, relative to casualties in the mail service from 
unsafe cars—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, petition of the New York Board of Trade and Transpor- 
tation, for an appropriation for a breakwater at Point Judith 
(S. C. Res. 7)—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Petition of citizens of Boothbay 
Harbor, relative to legislation for increase of pensions—to the 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: Petition of citizens of North Dakota, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OLCOTT: Petition of the New York Chapter of the 
American Institute of Architects, against the tariff on works of 
art—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of A. H. Overman, Frederick Strauss, and 
Charles W. Lee et al., of New York City, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Alma L. Wells—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania: Petition of Grange No. 
1242, of Hegins, Pa., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized al- 
cohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of Union Grange, No. 171, and 
Charity Grange, et al., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVES: Petition of citizens of Springfield, III., against 
Sunday legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. RUPPERT: Petition of the New York Chapter of the 
American Institute of Architects, against repeal of the duty on 
works of art—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of the New York Clearing House, 
for an amendment to bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: Petition of C. S. Woodward et al., and 
Mrs. Ella Hampton, against religious legislation in the District 
of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of Edwin R. Cutter Camp, Sons 
of Veterans, of East Jaffrey, N. H., against bill H. R. 8131—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: Petition of the Hiber- 
nian Benevolent Society of Wilmington, N. C., for a monument 
to John Barry—to the Committee on the Library. 

Also, papers to accompany bill for improvement of Cave 
Creek—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. WANGER: Petition of the Auto Car Company; 
Lewis R. Kirk and Albert J. King, of Ardmore, Pa., and of John 
Calder, of Ilion, N. X., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Abbie C. Cranor et al, members of the 
Woman’s Club of Conshohocken, Pa., for forest reservations in 
the White Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petition of Hunterdon County 
Pomona Grange, No. 3, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE. 


THURSDAY, March 1, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap- 
proyed. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownine, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the following bills; in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

II. R. 10080. An act to provide for sittings of the United States 
circuit and district courts of the southern district of Florida at 
the city of Miami, in said district; 

H. R. 10101. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell and convey to the State of Minnesota a 
certain tract of land situated in the county of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota ; 

H. R. 14589. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
messee River; and 

H. R. 14590. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across Cumber- 
land River. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolution; and 
they were thereupon signed by the Vice-President: 

8.983. An act to validate certain certificates of soldiers’ ad- 
ditional homestead right; 

S. 2556. An act granting an increase of pension to George B. 
Hunter ; 

8.2557. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles F. 
Longfellow ; f 

S. 2702. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Dightman ; 

S. 2752. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert S. 
Moore; 

S. 2778. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Langford; 

S. 2797. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Buggie; 

S. 2869. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel A. 
Foulk; 

S. 2871. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Brunnell, sr. ; 

S. 2975. An act granting a pension to Mary L. Miller; 

S. 3039. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Smith; 


a An act granting an increase of pension to Mary Dris- 

coll; 

1 An act granting an increase of pension to William H. 

a 3126. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen B. 
arlton; 

ee 3184. An-act granting an increase of pension to Alfred T. 
awk; 

S S. 3240. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
ones ; 

ee An act granting an increase of pension to Mary M. 
ull; 

S. 3291. An act granting an increase of pension to Matthew D. 
Raker, jr.; 

Se 3309. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
aber ; 

S. 3311. An act granting a pension to Bernhard Schaffner; 

S. 3321. An act granting an increase of pension to Olney P. 
B. Wright; 

= 3402. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse W. 
Eliott; 

8. 3507. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac Van 
Volkenburgh ; 

S. 3508. An act granting a pension to Mary J. Visscher ; 

S. 3537. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony 
W. Presley ; 

S. 3587. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza Orr; 

S. 3605. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Smith ; 

S. 3630. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
Barber ; 

S. 3643. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth Ray- 
mond ; 
= S. 3667. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha J. 

risco; ; 

S. 4029. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha G. 
Archer; 

EL R. 7139. An act legalizing the removal of the county seat 
of Washita County, Okla.; 

H. R. 12614. An act to change the name of a portion of T 
street to California street; 

H. R. 13365. An act to amend an act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Kensington and Eastern Railroad Company to con- 
struct a bridge across the Calumet River,” approved February 
7, 1905; and 

S. R. 32. Joint resolution instructing the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to make examinations into the subject of railroad 
discriminations and monopolies, and report on the same from 
time to time. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Chamber 
of Commerce of Spokane, Wash., and a petition of sundry com- 
mercial bodies of eastern Washington and northern Idaho, pray- 
ing for the passage of the so-called “Hepburn railroad rate 
bill; ” which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of Local Division No. 153, Broth- 
erhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Garrett, Ind., praying for 
the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill” and also 
the “ anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. t 

He also presented a memorial of the Levinson Company, of 
Shelbyville, Ind., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called “ parcels-post bill;” which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. PLATT presented a petition of Local Division No. 154, 
Order of Railway Conductors, of Binghamton, N. Y., praying 
for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill; “ 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented the petitions of James McNeill, of Hudson, 
N. Y.; of George R. Blount, of Lacona, N. Y., and of Henry W. 
Shedd, of New York City, N. Y., praying for the removal of the 
internal-revenue tax on denaturized alcohol; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of the American Protective 
Tariff League of New York, remonstrating against any reduc- 
tion of the schedules of the present tariff law, especially with 
reference to the reduction of the duty on importations from the 
Philippine Islands; which was referred to the Committee on 
the Philippines. 

Mr. FULTON presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 27) 
to amend section 4463 of the Revised Statutes, relating to the 
complement of crews of vessels; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the State National Grange of 
Oregon and a petition of Willamette Grange, No. 52, Patrons of 
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Husbandry, of Benton County, Oreg., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to remove the tax on denaturized alcohol; which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Oregon, 
praying for the passage of the so-called“ parcels-post bill;“ 
which was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post- 
Roads. . 

Mr. McENERY presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 
2907) for the relief of Pierre Breaux; which was referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Connecticut, praying for the enactment of legislation to pro- 
hibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in all Government build- 
ings and grounds; which was referred to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Mr. SPOONER presented a petition of George H. Thomas 
Post, Department of the Potomac, Grand Army of the Republic, 
of Washington, D. C., praying that an appropriation be made 
for the erection of a proper pavilion on the grounds of the 
Arlington National Cemetery; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. KNOX presented memorials of the Trades Assembly, 
American Federation of Labor, of Bradford; the Central Labor 
Union, American Federation of Labor, of Columbia, and the Fed- 
eration of Trades Unions of York, all in the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, remonstrating against the repeal of the present Chinese- 
exclusion law; which were referred to the Committee on Im- 
migration. 

He also presented a memorial of 1,037 citizens of the Thir- 
teenth Congressional district of Pennsylvania, remonstrating 
against any reduction of duty on cigars and tobacco imported 
from the Philippine Islands; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Philippines. 

He also presented the petitions of R. J. Weld, of Sugar Grove; 
J. T. Ailman, of Thompsontown; Aaron I. Weidner, of Arendts- 
ville; A. M. Cornell, of Columbia Crossroads; W. F. Hill, of 
Chambersburg; H. P. Armsby, of State College; Cyrus H. 
Mullin, of Mount Holly Springs; H. W. Mitchell, of Pittsburg: 
Nathan C. Schaeffer, of Harrisburg; John A. Woodward, of 
Howard, and J. A. Herr, of Mill Hall, all in the State of Penn- 
Sylvania, praying for the enactment of legislation to increase 
the appropriation for the support of agricultural experiment 
stations; which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

He also presented petitions of Charleroi Council, Junior 
Order United American Mechanics, of Charleroi; of Labor 
Union No. 480, of Dubois, and Sargeant Wiant Council, No. 399, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Oak Ridge, all in 
the State of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to restrict immigration; which were referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented memorials of the First National Bank of 
Cannonsburg; First National Bank of McKeesport; First Na- 
tional Bank of Patton; the Pattison National Bank, of Elk- 
land; Hazleton National Bank, of Hazleton; St. Clair Savings 
and Trust Company, of Knoxville, and Pioneer Dime Bank, of 
Carbondale, all in the State of Pennsylvania, remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation establishing a postal sav- 
ings-bank system; which were referred to the Committee on 
Post-Offices and Post-Roads. $ 

He also presented petitions of Local Division No. 325, Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Engineers, of Wilkinsburg; Lodge No. 228, 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Bradford; Lodge No. 
651, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of St. Marys; Divi- 
sion No. 656, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of St. 
Marys; Division No. 626, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
of Dubois; Division No. 65, Order of Railway Conductors, of 
Pittston; Lodge No. 435, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of 
Albion; Division No. 23, Order of Railway Conductors, of Tama- 
qua; Division No. 416, Brotherhood of Railroad Engineers, of 
Pittsburg; Altoona Lodge, No. 287, Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Firemen, of Altoona; Lodge No. 694, Brotherhood of Railroad 
Trainmen, of Marysville; Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
of Meadville; Division No. 104, Brotherhood of Locomotive En- 
gineers, of Columbia, all in the State of Pennsylvania, praying 
for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill;” 
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented the memorials of E. McIver, of Pittsburg; 
Margaret Calderwood, of Pittsburg; M. M. Smith, of Pittsburg; 
Joseph S. Dodds, of Pittsburg; W. K. McElroy, of Pittsburg; 
O. C. Castle, of Pittsburg, and of the Allegheny County Woman's 
Christian Temperance Union, of Pittsburg, all in the State of 
Pennsylvania, remonstrating against any extension of the time 
limit in the interstate transportation of live stock; which were 
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Bellefonte; 
of sundry citizens of McKees Rocks, and of Mary Bingham, of 
Burgettstown, all in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for the 
enactment of legislation prohibiting the sale of intoxicating 
liquors in public buildings, grounds, and ships; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

He also presented petitions of the Eighth Street Presbyterian 
Church of Pittsburg; the First Methodist Episcopal Church of 
Sheridanyille; Presbyterian Church of Sheridanville; First 
Methodist Protestant Church of Sheridanville; United Presby- 
terian Church of Sheridanville; sundry citizens of McKees 
Rocks; of Kate N. V. Smith, of Catasauqua, and of sundry citi- 
zens of Carnegie, all in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for 
the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating 
liquors in the Indian Territory when admitted to statehood; 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church of Spring City, Pa., and a petition 
of the congregation of the First Reformed Church of Spring 
City, Pa., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the Con- 
stitution to prohibit polygamy; which were referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented memorials of the Woman’s Home Mission- 
ary Society of Verona; of the First Methodist Episcopal Church 
of Sheridanville; of the Presbyterian Church of Sheridanville; 
of the Trinity Evangelical Lutheran Church, of Sheridanville, 
and of sundry citizens of McKees Rocks, all in the State of 
Pennsylvania, remonstrating against the repeal of the present 
anticanteen law; which were referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also presented memorials of Colonel John I. Neyin Camp, 
No. 33, Sons of Veternas, United States Army, of Allegheny ; 
Sergeant P. C. Grace Camp, No. 265, Sons of Veterans, United 
States Army, of Belle Vernon; Captain O. A. Luckenbach Camp, 
No. 182, Sons of Veterans, United States Army, of Bethlehem; 
Lieutenant D. M. Butler Camp, No. 254, Sons of Veterans, 
United States Army, of Roaring Spring; Roundhead Camp, No. 
73, Sons of Veterans, United States Army, of Ellwood City; 
Colonel Robert Oldham Camp, No. 140, Sons of Veterans, United 
States Army, of South Bethlehem, and Colonel T. C. Harkness 
Camp, No. 169, Sons of Veterans, United States Army, of Wilkes- 
barre, all in the State of Pennsylvania, remonstrating against 
the enactment of legislation prohibiting the wearing of the uni- 
form of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue Service; 
which were referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented petitions of the Eighth Street Reformed 
Presbyterian Church, of Pittsburg; E. O. Emerson, of Titus- 
ville; the First Methodist Episcopal Church of Sheridanville; 
the Presbyterian Church of Sheridanyille; the First Methodist 
Protestant Church of Sheridanville; Trinity Evangelical Luth- 
eran Church, of Sheridanville; sundry citizens of Allegheny; 
sundry citizens of Bellevue ; sundry citizens of Carnegie; sundry 
citizens of Pittsburg; the Second Presbyterian Church of Alle- 
gheny; Sixth United Presbyterian Church of Allegheny, and 
Beth Eden Baptist Church, of Allegheny, all in the State of 
Pennsylvania, praying for an investigation of the charges made 
and filed against Hon. REED Smoor, a Senator from the State of 
Utah; which were referred to the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections. 

He also presented petitions of J. L. Smith, of New Castle; 
Christian Snyder, of Forksville; Merritt C. Abbey, of Carbon- 
dale; Frank Gardner, of Sunbury; F. B. Twisden, of Gettys- 
burg; T. S. Brewster, of Shirleysburg ; C. H. Brown, of Altoona; 
L. W. Turner, of Harrisburg; Rey. Alford Kelley, of Frazer; 
New Vernon Grange, No. 608, Patrons of Husbandry, of Clarks 
Mills; R. C. Loupe, of Corry; Arthur B. Mann, of Coudersport; 
Rey. James D. Tillinghast, of Titusville; R. H. Wadsworth, of 
Pitcairn; George V. Thompson, of Mount Jewett; Evan B. Lewis, 
of Philadelphia, and Samuel Christian, of Philadelphia, all in 
the State of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion to remove the duty on alcohol used for industrial purposes; 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the petitions of R. L. Mitchell, of Phila- 
delphia; Stephen A. Vail, of Philadelphia; of sundry members 
of the Bible school of Dixon Hollow, of Turtle Creek; sundry 
citizens of Turtle Creek; Carrie Leland, of Erie; Robert M. 
Lewis, of Philadelphia; A. M. Vail, of Philadelphia; J. Me- 
haffey, of Allegheny; John A. Rhea, of Allegheny; Edward A. 
Woods, of Pittsburg; of the Young Men’s Christain Association 
of Hahnemann Medical College, of Philadelphia; George R. 
Sauman, of Pittsburg; Rey. A. R. Stork, of Pittsburg; Charles 
A. Edsall, of Pittsburg; James F. Hagen, of Philadelphia; sun- 
dry citizens of Pottstown; William H. Womsley, of Pittsburg; 
H. C. Danforth, of Pittsburg; Rev. C. Lee Gaul, of Philadelphia ; 
Mary E. S. Ferris, of Pittsburg; Rev. D. L. Ferris, of Pitts- 
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burg; Ester F. W. Smith, of Philadelphia; George Haudke, of 
Erie: Rev. T. J. Gaehr, of Erie; Harvey H. Smith, of Pittsburg, 
-and George M. Warner, of Philadelphia, all in the State of 
Pennsylvania, praying that an investigation be made of the ex- 
isting conditions in the Kongo Free State; which were referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented petitions of 11 school children of Phila- 
delphia, of the Sorosis Society of Langhorne, and of the Dela- 
ware Valley Naturalists’ Union, of Philadelphia, all in the State 
of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legislation to 
prevent the impending destruction of Niagara Falls on the 
‘American side by the diversion of the waters for manufacturing 
purposes; which were referred to the Committee on Forest 
Reservations and the Protection of Games. 

He also presented petitions of the First National Bank of New 
Castle; the County National Bank, of Clearfield; the United 
States National Bank, of Johnstown; Burgettstown National 
Bank, of Burgettstown; the Pittsburg Clearing House Associa- 
tion, of Pittsburg; East Pittsburg National Bank, of Wilmer- 
ding; Second National Bank, of Titusville; National Bank of 
Carmichaels, of Carmichaels; First National Bank of Stoyes- 
town; the First National Bank of Natrona; the First National 
Bank of Patton; the Southwark National Bank, of Philadel- 
phia ; the First National Bank of Derry; First National Bank of 
Philipsburg; the First National Bank of Grove City; Pioneer 
Dime Bank, of Carbondale; the People’s National Bank, of Ze- 
lienople; Citizens’ National Bank, of Meyersdale ; First National 
Bank of Blairsville; the First National Bank of Addison; the 
People’s National Bank, of East Brady; the First National Bank 
of Lebanon; First National Bank of McKeesport, and the Peo- 
ple’s National Bank, of Pittsburg, all in the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, praying for the enactment of legislation providing that 
national banks be allowed to loan 10 per cent of their capital 
and surplus; which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. DUBOIS, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4543) allowing settlers with permanent 
improvements on town sites to buy the lots on which said im- 
provements are located at an appraised price for cash, asked 
to be discharged from its further consideration, and that it be 
referred to the Committee on Irrigation; which was agreed to. 

He also, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom was 
referred the amendment submitted by himself on February 19, 
1906, directing the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to prepare a 
schedule of the improved lands in the Lemhi Reservation, of 
Idaho, ceded by the agreement of May 14, 1880, etc., intended to 
be proposed to the Indian appropriation bill, submitted a favora- 
ble report thereon, and moved that the report and accompanying 
papers be printed, and that the amendment and report be re- 
committed to the Committee on Indian Affairs; which was 
agreed to. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 3139) for the relief of Lorenzo A. Bailey, reported it 
without amendment, submitted a report thereon, and moved that 
it be recommitted to the Committee on Indian Affairs; which 
was agreed to. 

Mr. GEARIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 6986) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Miller; 

` bill (H. R. 10853) granting a pension to Thomas B. Davis; 
an 


A bill (H. R. 11415) granting an increase of pension to Vic-- 


toria Bishop. 

Mr. CLAPP, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3704) to regulate the practice of den- 
tistry or dental surgery in the Indian Territory, reported ad- 
versely thereon, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH, from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4463) to amend 
section 2 of an act entitled “An act to provide for the appoint- 
ment of a sealer and assistant sealer of weights and measures 
in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,” reported 
it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. FLINT, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3748) to amend an act entitled “An act 
granting to railroads the right of way through the public lands 
of the United States,” approved March 3, 1875, reported it with 
amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. BULKELEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4111) to authorize the Chief of 
Ordnance, United States Army, to receive four 3.6-inch breech- 
loading field guns, carriages, caissons, limbers, and their per- 


taining equipment from the State of Connecticut, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. HEMENWAY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 545) for the relief of the 
county of Custer, State of Montana, asked to be discharged 
from its further consideration, and that it be referred to the 
Committee on Claims; which was agreed to. 

Mr. CARTER, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4623) for the relief of Sarah E. Bax- 
ter, executrix of the last will and testament of Warren S. Bax- 
ter, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 3622) for the relief of the heirs of Warren S. Baxter, 
deceased, submitted an adverse report thereon; which was 
agreed to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. PETTUS, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 1477) to remove the charge of 
desertion now standing against James F. Wood, submitted an 
adverse report thereon; which was agreed to, and the bill was 
postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. FRYE, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 4774) relating to the movements and an- 
chorage of vessels in Hampton Roads, the harbors of Norfolk 
and Newport News, and adjacent waters, in the State of Vir- 
ginia, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

YAKIMA INDIAN RESERVATION LANDS. 


Mr. DUBOIS. I am directed by the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 10067) authorizing 
the disposition of surpluS and unallotted lands on the Yakima 
Indian Reservation, in the State of Washington, which can be 
irrigated under the act of Congress approved June 17, 1902, 
known as the “reclamation act,” and for other purposes, to 
report it favorably without amendment, and I ask for its present 
consideration. : 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consider- 
ation. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION LANDS. 


Mr. CLARK of Montana. I am directed by the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (S. 4229) to au- 
thorize the sale and disposition of surplus or unallotted lands of 
the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, in the State of 
Washington, and for other purposes, to report it favorably with- 
out amendment. 

Mr. PILES. I ask for the immediate consideration of the bill 
just reported by the Senator from Montana. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I desire to ask the Senator from Wash- 
ington if it is the unanimous report of the committee? 

Mr. PILES. The Committee on Indian Affairs reported the 
bill unanimously, I understand. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. FULTON introduced a bill (S. 4797) granting an increase 
of pension to Jacob Franz; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PETTUS introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4798) for the relief of Aaron C. Dean; 

A bill (S. 4799) for the relief of James T. White; 

A bill (S. 4800) for the relief of Thomas Seymour; and 

A bill (S. 4801) for the relief of the estate of Sion Johnson, 
deceased. 

Mr. CARTER (by request) introduced the following bills; 
which were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to 
the Committee on Claims: 5 

A bill (S. 4802) for the relief of Morgan’s Louisiana and 
Texas Railroad and Steamship Company, successor of the New 
Orleans, Opelousas and Great Western Railroad Company, and 
for other purposes ; 

A bill (S. 4803) for the relief of Morgan’s Louisiana and 
Texas Railroad and Steamship Company, assignee of a certain 
claim of Charles Morgan, and for other purposes; and 

A bill (S. 4804) for the relief of the Galveston, Houston and 
Henderson Railroad Company, and for other purposes.. ‘ 
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Mr. TALIAFERRO introduced the following bills; which 
were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

A bill (S. 4805) to prohibit aliens from taking or gathering 
sponges in the waters of the United States; and 

A bill (S. 4806) to prohibit the use of diving apparatus in the 
taking of sponges. 

Mr. BURROWS introduced a bill (S. 4807) granting a pen- 
sion to Helen M. Barrett; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4808) for the relief of the estate 
of Joshua Hill, deceased ; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4809) for the relief of John Alex- 
ander Besonen; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4810) relating to bills of lading 
issued by carriers for the interstate transportation of property, 
and to certain obligations, duties, and rights in relation thereto ; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 
` Mr. HEYBURN introduced a bill (S. 4811) granting a pension 
to Mae Spaulding; which was read twice by its title, and, with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

Mr. FLINT introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions: 

"A bill (S. 4812) granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Mulholland ; and 

A bill (8. 4813) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
M. Doolittle. 

Mr. BACON introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4814) for the relief of B. C. Thompson ; 

A bill (S. 4815) for the relief of Benjamin Franklin Woodall 
{with an accompanying paper); and 

A bill (S. 4816) for the relief of the estate of George N. 
Anderson, deceased (with an accompanying paper). 

Mr. KNOX introduced a bill (S. 4817) granting an increase 
of pension to Delight R. Allen; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee-on Pensions. 

Mr. SPOONER introduced a bill (S. 4818) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George W. Peabody; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4819) for the relief of M. A. 
Johnson; which was read twice by its title, and, with the ac- 
companying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 4820) granting an increase 
of pension to Hartwell Danforth; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4821) granting an increase of 
pension to John E, Stewart; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. CLAY introduced a bill (S. 4822) for the relief of the 
heirs and legal representatives of Wiley Franks, deceased; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Clainis. 

Mr. McCREARY introduced a bill (S. 4823) for the relief of 
Madison County, Ky.; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4824) for the relief of the es- 
tate of Dr. O. P. Hill, deceased; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. NELSON introduced a bill (S. 4825) to provide for the 
construction of a bridge across Rainy River, in the State of 
Minnesota; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. KITTREDGE submitted two amendments intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act 
entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 
1887, smd all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission; which was 
ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$17,000 for general repairs and improvements, for cement veneer 
for old buildings, and for industrial and domestic science 
building at the Flandreau Indian School, South Dakota, in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and 
ordered to be printed. 


Mr. GAMBLE submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $3,500 for the improvement of the Hope Indian School 
at Springfield, S. Dak., intended to be proposed by him to the 
Indian appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PETTUS submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 4) to amend section 3646, Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, as amended by the act 
of February 16, 1885; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH submitted two amendments intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the peo- 
ple of Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a consti- 
tution and State government and be admitted into the Union on 
an equal footing with the original States; and to enable the 
people of New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States; which were ordered to lie on 
the table, and be printed. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce: 

H. R. 14589. An act tò authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River; and 

H. R. 14590. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Cam: 
berland River. 

H. R. 10101. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell and convey to the State of Minnesota a cer- 
tain tract of land situated in the county of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota, was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands. 


PATRICK FALLIHEE. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amendment 
of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1465) granting an 
increase of pension to Patrick Fallihee, which was, in line 8, 
before the word “ dollars,“ to strike out “forty” and insert 
“ thirty. * 

Mr. Y MOCUMBER. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


COURTS IN FLORIDA. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
the bill (H. R. 10080) to provide for sittings of the United States 
circuit and district courts of the southern district of Florida at 
the city of Miami, in said district, and calls the attention of the 
junior Senator from Florida to it. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO. I ask that the bill just laid before the 
Senate be substituted for Senate bill 4115, now on the Calendar, 
being Order of Business 1313. The title of the bill is identical. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. If there be no objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Florida, it will be so ordered. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO. I move that the Senate bill be indefi- 
nitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I ask that what is com- 
monly known as the “railroad rate bill” be laid before the 
Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read by its title. 

The SECRETARY. A bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 
1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. DOLLIVER addressed the Senate. After having spoken 
for some time, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar- 
rived the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be read. 

The Secretary. House bill 12707, the statehood bill so called. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I ask that the unfinished business be 


_temporarily laid aside until the Senator from Iowa shall have 


concluded his remarks. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I think that everybody 


familiar with the business of the Senate will bear witness to the 
fact that I have very seldom intruded upon your time for the 
discussion of public questions or for the presentation of my own 
views of these matters, and I confess that I approach this dis- 
cussion with very great reluctance, amounting to timidity, not 
only because of the difficulty of the questions which are involved, 
but because I speak in the presence of men who, by reason of 
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their experience and their wisdom, are better able than I am to 
debate it. 

I desire to acknowledge, before I go any further, the obli- 
gation I am under to the counsel and guidance of the venerable 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Clou], unfortunately detained by 
sickness from the Chamber at this time. I acknowledge my 
indebtedness to him, because his name is associated with the 
efforts which during the last twenty years the American peo- 
ple have been making to secure a measure at least of that 
control of interstate commerce which is confided to them by 
the Constitution of the United States. His public service is 
identified in honorable distinction with the original interstate- 
commerce Jaw, and the amendment proposed to that law, which 
constitutes the chief feature of the pending bill, does not differ 
in substance or purpose from that which he introduced in the 
Fifty-seventh Congress and has ever since advocated as a neces- 
sary addition to the failing powers and infiuence of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. 

I think I may also be pardoned if I refer to the measure 
introduced in a former Congress by the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], and defended by him then and 
eyer since with that intuitive good sense with which he has 
so often lighted up our pathway. 

I do not believe it would be fair either if I omitted to refer to 
the fact that in 1897 the honorable Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Foraker], who spoke so ably and learnedly here yesterday, in- 
troduced into this body a bill containing a grant to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission of many of the powers which he 
condemned here yesterday as unconstitutional and in violation 
of sound principles. 

I may say the same thing for my honored friend [Mr. 
Evxins], the chairman of the Interstate Commerce Committee, 
because in the last Congress he had pending here a bill drawn 
under the advice, as I am informed, of the late Judge Logan, 
general counsel of the Pennsylvania Railroad Company, which 
conferred upon the Commission the exact powers that are now 
condemned in this Chamber as in violation of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

I allude to these matters for two reasons, first for the purpose 
of giving honor where honor is due, and again for the purpose 
of protecting us, as far as I can, from the sneer that has become 
quite common in the corridors of the Capitol that we are acting 
in response to a hasty agitation that has been brought upon 
Congress by the enthusiasm of another Department of the Gov- 
ernment. 

I am glad for one, though I do not know what anybody else 
may think about it, that this question does not involve any of 
the differentes of our partisan politics. There are, fortunately 
for institutions like ours, some questions so far reaching in their 
significance that political parties have not divided upon them, 
and ought not in view of the interests that are at stake to permit 
themselyes to be drawn up by enterprising stage managers in 
pantomimic battle array in the Senate or in the country. 

This question is one of these, and in speaking upon it I speak 
not as a Republican, though I have loved the old leadership of 
the Republican party with an affection that has never wavered 
since, in 1876, I stumped the State of West Virginia for Hayes 
and Wheeler. I speak as a Senator of the United States, repre- 
senting here the convictions of nearly 3,000,000 people, yonder be- 
tween the great rivers, and I feel sure that I betray no interest 
of theirs when I ask every man, without regard to his political 
party, to unite together in the effort which the American peo- 
ple are now making to bring the Government of the United 
States to an effective exercise of the power conferred upon 
Congress in the wisdom of our fathers for the benefit of the 
whole community. 

It is my purpose, by the kindness of your attention, to speak 
on several phases of this question, some of them historical, 
others legal, and others again suggested by that larger outlook 
upon the national life which has become characteristic of these 
times. 

It is a good deal of a wilderness we have to wander about in, 
and I confess with some regret that the preoccupations of my 
routine affairs here haye been such that I have been barely able 
to find a few pathways into it, and have had time only to set 
up a few landmarks as a sort of guide to my feet in trying to 
make a way through it. 

I think it will contribute to the orderly development of what 
I have to say if I state at the beginning exactly what amend- 
ments are proposed to the interstate-commerce law of 1887. 
I know that it will be satisfactory to nearly all of you when I 
say that the great body of that law has been left absolutely un- 
disturbed by this bill. It has been on the statute books nigh on 
-to twenty years, and owing to the subjects with which it deals 
it has had a rather stormy experience in the courts, so that its 


rough places haye been worn smooth and its obscure phraseology 
has been made clear. So great an advantage as that ought not 
certainly to be thrown away, even if it were possible to rewrite 
the statute in a more perfect form. 

The fundamental prohibitions of that law relating to ex- 
cessive charges, to discriminations that are unjust and unrea- 
sonable, to undue preferences between persons and places and 
particular descriptions of traffic, are plain enough, and while a 
good many suggestions have been made to change them it has, 
on the whole, been thought best to leave them exactly as they 
are. 

The same thing can be said of section 5 of the law, that sec- 
tion which prohibits agreements for the pooling of freight 
traffic and for the division of the earnings of competing railway 
lines. That is left undisturbed, though I ought, dealing in 
candor with the Senate, to say that, in my humble opinion, the 
time is coming when the principles involved in that section 
ought to be reconsidered by Congress. 

It will be seen, therefore, that this bill instead of undermin- 
ing the interstate-commerce law in reality fortifies and reen- 
forces it, preserving intact those great commandments which 
lie at the foundation of industrial peace in the United States. 
They constitute a bill of commercial rights so complete that 
they are entitled to all the encomiums they have received in 
the railway literature of our language. If that law had been 
obediently accepted by the railway world and by the business 
community—for both have been parties to its nullification— 
if it had been treated with that reverence and sancity without 
which the laws of the land become a mere echo of vain moral 
aspirations, if they had been violated only by bad men, indif- 
ferent to the disgrace of lawlessness, the American people, if 
they had demanded its amendment at all, would have approached 
the subject in a frame of mind somewhat different from that 
which has actuated the present agitation in some sections of 
the country. The defects of that law lay not in an imperfect 
definition of the rights and duties of carriers, but in the 
failure rather to anticipate the motives that would press in 
from a thousand different directions to defeat the principles 
embodied in it. 

Let me state exactly what amendments are proposed, and, if 
you will permit me, I will pass over without a word all of them 
which are minor in their significance, in order that I may get 
the attention of the Senate to the three conspicuous proposi- 
tions with which this measure is concerned. 

First of all, section 1 of the law was incomplete on account 
of a defective, or, I think rather I ought to say, an inadequate 
definition of the word “ transportation.” As defined in the bill, 
it had in practical operation this effect: It left the shippers, 
and especially shippers dealing in perishable products like fruit 
and vegetables and meats and others of a similar character, 
doing business not only with the carrier, but with an outside 
corporation, often entirely independent of the carrier, who 
charged, in addition to the charge made by the carrier, prac- 
tically what it pleased for certain incidental services rendered 
in connection with the shipment; and if the shipper complains 
to the railroad about these charges he is informed that the 
charges are made by a car company with which the railroad 
has nothing to do; and when his complaint is presented to the 
car company, he is advised that the interstate-commerce law, 
or what has now come to be known as the legislative power of 
Congress, does not reach a car company renting cars in Chicago 
or running an ice house in New Jersey. So the shipper has 
been left in the hands of the Philistines. I have a job lot of 
these freight bills here, showing exactly how this additional 
charge which the railway does not make at all is made, the 
like of which have become painfully familiar to shippers of 
fruit and vegetables and other perishable products all over 
the United States. So flagrant have these abuses grown that 
eyen our greatest railways have not been able to protect them- 
selves, much less their patrons, against these extortions and 
wrongs. Last summer a great national organization of pro- 
ducers and shippers and merchants met together and demanded 
that Congress entirely abolish private freight cars by making 
it unlawful for a railroad transacting interstate business to 
carry one of them. I do not agree with that position. 

I think it would injuriously limit the facilities of commerce, 
and I have lived here in the last few months in such an atmos- 
phere of constitutional doubts that I begin to suspect that per- 
haps such a proposition might not pass the scrutiny of the 
courts. At any rate, it is obvious to nearly everybody that the 
ordinary railroad, having use for refrigerator cars only for a 
few days each year on its line, could not economically own 
them. Therefore, in framing this bill, we have left the railroads 
free to do exactly as they do now, in renting on any terms which 
they find satisfactory these cars, so that they can be kept in use 
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the year round and sent where they are needed. This measure, 
therefore, does not make their use illegal; it leaves this 
$100,000,000 worth of equipment within reach of the railways 
of the country, but it requires the carrier to deal with the car 
company and the shipper to deal only with the carrier. It 
compels the railway company to make itself the sole benefi- 
ciary of the moneys paid for the shipment of merchandise. 
It follows that if this measure becomes a law all these extra 
charges must be computed in the transportation rate, subject 
to all the provisions of the interstate-ccommerce act; so that 
if they are unreasonable, or unjustly discriminatory, they can 
be dealt with as the statute provides. This is the first reform 
which this bill introduces into the existing law. 

Having thus broadened the meaning of the word “ rta- 
tion,” by requiring that every charge incident to the service 
shall be reckoned as a part of the published rate, the second pur- 
pose of the bill is to provide a tribunal for the prompt and 
effective settlement of those controversies, likely, as I be- 
lieve to become less and less numerous, which arise between 
the roads and their patrons growing out of alleged violations 
of the law. Numerous suggestions have been considered for the 
creation of extraordinary tribunals, administrative or judicial, 
before- which these complaints may be presented for trial. 
Without disparaging any of these plans, for many of them— 
notably that suggested by Judge Grosscup—contain elements 
of wisdom, it has been deemed necessary to materially modify 
the machinery for enforcing the law created by the act of 1887. 

It has, I know, become fashionable to belittle and under- 
estimate the work which has been accomplished by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission; and I confess that in the earlier 
stages of my meditations upon this subject I may have joined 
with the multitude to do that overworked and underpaid body 
that injustice. I had the opinion that the interstate-commerce 
law had been a failure, and, in common with others, I found it 
easier to attribute it to its feeble administration than to any- 
thing else. 

I have had the opportunity to examine with patient attention 
the proceedings of the Interstate Commerce Commission from 
the day when Judge Cooley first called it to order. I have read 
its decisions scattered through ten volumes of reported cases, 
and I will not now, whatever my prejudices may have been in 
other years, withhold from the faithful and conscientious men 
who have occupied places upon that board a sincere tribute to 
the fidelity and fair-minded ability which is illustrated in the 
record of the work which they have done. It may be true, as 
the honorable Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] said yesterday, 
I thought rather cheerfully, that they have made findings which 
in a few cases have been overruled by the courts, but the great 
mass of the work which they have done in promoting a harmoni- 
ous relation between the railways and the business community 
did not find its way into the courts at all. And if the eminent 
counsel who have represented the railways before the Commis- 
sion always had shown that respect for the law which would 
have led them to deal with the Commission in the presentation 
of their evidence as they would deal with the courts, they would 
not have invited the rebuke to the profession which the Supreme 
Court upon one occasion felt constrained to make; and it is 
possible that the meager list of the decisions of the Commission 
found erroneous on review would have been very much shorter 
during this twenty years. 

I deprecate the tone of alarm with which the honorable Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. ForaKer] speaks of this legislation. I am 
not one of those who look forward to an era of perpetual hos- 
tility between the railways of the United States and the busi- 
ness community, of which, in the words of Mr. Justice Harlan, 
they are the servants. I surely would be the last one who would 
encourage such a thing; there ought to be no vendetta between 
the American people and the transportation interests of the 
country. I am prepared to accept as true much of what the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] has said about the success 
which on the whole has attended the work of the traffic depart- 
ments of our great railways in their relations to the people. It 
would be a strange world in which everything should go natu- 
rally to the bad. I am a believer in a good old-fashioned 
theology which has kept me free from many forms of anxiety. 
If God made this world we ought not to be surprised to find 
that on the whole it is a good world, with a million forces 
moving things in the right direction where one pushes it in the 
wrong. I accept the doctrine that the laws which control the 
market place in common with the other laws which govern the 
world are like the Great Lawgiver, from everlasting to ever- 
lasting, and that we ought not to leave out of the account the 
infinite forces which make for righteousness and fair dealing 
when we undertake to frame statutes auxiliary and curative in 


their purpose. 


So I have refused utterly to get excited or to listen to those 
who want to create new instruments of torture for the railway 
systems of the United States—formidable-looking apparatus for 
the management of troubles that may never come. I have a 
strong conviction that within five years there will be established 
in every traffic district of the United States voluntary boards of 
conciliation, either put into operation by the railways them- 
selves or, better still, authorized by Congress, in which the 
traffic managers and the business community, by their repre- 
sentatives, may sit down quietly once or twice in every year to 
discuss grievances and to make the public familiar with the 
theory and practice of railway rate making. My solemn con- 
viction is that as time goes on this proposed power of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission will be a last resort and an ulti- 
mate appeal, so rare as to become occasional and exceptional in 
its character. 

I have been depressed and discouraged in the last week more 
than I can say here. It has kept coming into my heart that 
there ought to be statesmanship enough in Congress and wisdom 
enough in the great leaders of business to keep the peace of 
the market. To my mind it is inconceivable that a legitimate 
property interest, representing one-sixth of the national wealth, 
should be allowed to drift into an attitude where its hand shall 
be against every man and every man’s hand against it. There- 
fore this bill, aside from adding to the number and the salary 
of the Commission, takes the risk of accepting the machinery 
with which we have been familiar for twenty years. 

The amendment which is proposed defines and enlarges the 
power of the Commission by authorizing it, where complaint 
is made that a rate is unreasonable or unduly preferential, to 
require the carrier to observe as a maximum in such a case 
the rate which, in its judgment, is in conformity with law, 
taking away from the carrier no part of the legal redress in 
the courts which belongs to it under the Constitution of the 
United States. Here is the battle ground of this controversy, 
and unless I get entirely lost in the woods that surround it, I 
will try to make my way back to it before I conclude what I 
have to say. 

The third reform which this bill undertakes to make in the 
methods of dealing with railroad abuses is found in the 
amendment proposed to section 20, which requires a detailed 
report of the business of the railways, compelling common 
earriers engaged in interstate commerce to conform their sys- 
tem of accounts to the regulations made by the Commission and 
to keep them open to reasonable inspection under public au- 
thority. It is the purpose of that provision to do for American 
railroads what they have apparently been unable to do for 
themselves in the eradication of secret practices through which 
the law has been systematically evaded even by the most 
reputable railway managements in the country. 

I can not altogether agree with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Foraker] that these secret practices have been abandoned, 
though I join with him in the tribute which he pays to the 
Elkins law. I will admit that the very awkwardness of our 
attempts to regulate interstate commerce has contributed to the 
practice of rebates and secret rate agreements with favored ship- 
pers. We have required all rates to be published and at the 
same time, in the faint hope of preserving what is left of compe- 
tition, have treated all rate agreements as an unlawful restraint 
of commerce. It is obvious that where there is more than one 
road between two points all must have the same rate whether 
they agree upon it or not; so that the only possibility of competi- 
tion that is left in such a case is a secret underbidding of the 
rate by the least scrupulous of the roads. But, be that as it 
may, there can be no worse affliction of our market place than 
these underground transactions which destroy the equality which 
the law requires to be observed among individual shippers. 

The honorable Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loner] has 
said on this floor that the power to fix a maximum rate gives 
no redress against the practice of rebates because the oppor- 
tunity is the same and the temptation the same to covertly de- 
part from a rate made by the Government as from a rate made 
by the roads themselyes. That is literally true. Therefore 
unless provision is made to have every account book, record, or 
memorandum relating to the receipt and disbursement of money 
by these corporations brought under the epen eye of national 
authority, the prospect of abating these evils is remote, There 
is no difficulty about punishing the crime of giving rebates, ex- 
cept the difficulty of finding it out. We have gone as far already 
in penalizing this offense as we need go; but we haye made no 
progress whatever in searching out the offense. This bill takes a 


long-delayed step in that direction, and I look upon it as a 
fortunate thing that everybody is agreed that the step ought to 
be taken. 

I have now spoken of the three principal things which this 
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measure attempts to do, and according to my promise I will now 
go back to the battle ground—the question of enlarging the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission by amending 
section 15 of the existing law. Such an amendment is from 
every point of view imperative. In the first place, that section 
of the law is ambiguous in its meaning. 

It has been said that under its provisions the Commission for 
ten years exercised a power which was finally taken away from 
it by the Supreme Court of the United States. A careful ex- 
amination of the record shows that that is partly true. On 
the other hand it has been said that the power to fix rates was 
from the beginning disputed by the railroads, disclaimed by the 
Commission, and denied by the courts; and that is partly true. 
My own belief is that if the Commission had gone on follow- 
ing in the footsteps of the original board, confining its orders 
to specific cases of unreasonable or unreasonably discrimina- 
tory rates, such a question as to its power would never have 
been raised, because there is much in the spirit and purpose 
of the original law from which the right to exercise such a 
power in a limited way, as Judge Cooley exercised it in the 
ease in which he changed the classification of a specific article 
of merchandise, might be reasonably inferred. 

I haye heard it said that the decision of the Supreme Court 
in the Maximum Rate case, decided in 1897, broke the back 
of the Commission; and I have heard that great tribunal as- 
sailed and maligned because it took away from the Commission 
the powers which had been conferred upon it by Congress. 

It has been a part of my duty to examine the order of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in that case, and to read again 
and again the opinion of the Supreme Court respecting its 
power to make that order, and I find myself in perfect accord 
with the disposition which was made of the question. To my 
mind the court was right in thinking that if Congress had in- 
tended to confer such a power upon the Commission it would 
have said so. The power to bring into judgment a score of rail- 
ways, serving different sections of the country, and a hundred 
cities seeking access to the same market, and to balance their 
claims and pass sentence upon their commercial opportunities, 
was a jurisdiction so far-reaching that the learned judges might 
well hesitate to search for it among the inferences and implica- 
tions and general tendencies resting vaguely in the spirit and 
purposes of the statute. 

But even the power which the Commission attempted to exer- 
cise in that case was one of very doubtful value, just about the 
same power they would have if my friends who are now tip- 
toeing about this Chamber whispering to one another about the 
day in court, because the most that could be said for its orders 
was that they might be made the basis of a lawsuit, endless for 
practical purposes in time, and so complicated as to baffle the 
patience of the courts of justice. We are not, therefore, at- 
tempting to restore the power which the Commission lost by that 
decision. No careful student of this problem would do that if 
he could, and no Congress, in my opinion, will ever enact a law 
to take the development of widely separated regions, the inter- 
ests of competing markets, the growth of rival seaports contend- 
ing for the prizes of the ocean out of the hands of the railways 
which have grown up with them, and the natural laws of busi- 
ness which have created them, and stake their worldly pros- 
pects on the decision of any earthly tribunal even if its salary 
were raised to correspond with the size of such a job. 

A power like that would have to be exercised by more than 
human wisdom if it did not lead us into sectional conflicts, based 
upon commercial advantages, which would shake the founda- 
tions of the Government more rudely than the New England 
townships, according to the testimony of Thomas Jefferson, 
shook them in his day, and more disastrously than the planting 
interests of the South shook them on the issue arising out of the 
regulation of foreign commerce a generation afterwards. It is 
needless therefore for me to say that the proposition contained 
in this bill does not undertake to do such a thing. 

Section 15 of the act of 1887, as it is proposed to amend it, 
simply authorizes the Commission in case a complaint is made 
that a rate is unreasonable, either because it is too high or be- 
cause it works a discrimination forbidden by law, or is accom- 
panied by an unreasonable regulation or practice relating to it, 
to inquire into the matter, and to make an order establishing 
a reasonable maximum rate applicable to the case and correct- 
ing the practice found unlawful by directing the carrier to 
cease and desist from it. It does not give the Commission 
power to fix the rate. It recognizes that substantial advantages 
may acerue to the community by preserving the right of the 
carrier to initiate and control the rate within the limit fixed by 
the Commission. But in justice to the public it determines the 
line above which the rate shall not go. It provides also for the 
apportionment of joint rates put in effect by the Commission 
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where the carriers are not able to make a satisfactory division, 
and authorizes the Commission, after hearing the complaint, to 
require the establishment of through routes where there is no 
convenient and satisfactory through line already in operation, 
and to determine the rate applicable to such routes. 

Section 1 requires the railroads to establish through routes 
and just and reasonable joint rates applicable to them. Sec- 
tion 15 as amended proposes that if the railroads do not do 
that and complaint is made the Commission shall establish and 
put in operation through routes and joint rates applicable to 
them. My honorable friend from Ohio [Mr. ForaxKer] says that 
is one of the particularly unconstitutional parts of this bill. 
But suppose that provision were not in this bill; suppose his 
theory is correct, that it is unconstitutional to require a rail- 
road to make a through route with a joint rate applicable to 
it; what follows? Any railroad in America engaged in inter- 
state commerce may escape the jurisdiction of the law alto- 
gether by the simple expedient of canceling out its joint rates. 
Will anybody who at all believes in the authority of the 
Government over this subject suppose for a moment that that 
could be allowed? 

The bill goes a step further, and in view of the fact that so 
large a portion of the commerce of the country is hauled by rail- 
ways for persons who own both the cars and the contents of 
them as well as other facilities connected with the shipment, 
authorizes the Commission, with a view to prevent discrimina- 
tions in some respects the most odious which now exist in our 
market place, to determine the allowance to be made by the 
carrier to the shipper for the use of the facilities which he 
furnishes. 

Such are the provisions, briefly stated, of the proposed amend- 
ment. It need not be said, yet there is no danger of overstating 
the truth, that no legislation affecting the railway problem 
can be of any value to the community unless it is based upon 
a solid foundation of right and justice. Therefore, whoever ap- 
proaches these questions in an atmosphere of prejudice, or 
with a purpose soured by malice and hostility against the rail 
roads, is likely to contribute little or nothing to their perma- 
nent solution. 

Whether the position which I shall take is approved by any- 
body, whether the words which I shall speak are believed by 
anybody, I venture to express the hope that I may be acquitted 
of that most grievous offense which can be committed against 
the proprieties of a place like this—the offense of exploiting 
here either my own prejudices or the incoherent clamor of 
others against the corporations with which this legislation is 
concerned. I am a believer in the law of property which we 
have inherited from our fathers, and I look upon the statutes 
creating the modern business corporation as the most important 
step ever taken in the history of civilization to bring the re- 
sources of the world into the service of the human race. If a 
proposal were pending here to wrong or oppress our fellow- 
citizens who have invested their capital in the railways of the 
United States, such are the principles which haye guided my 
thinking from the days of my youth that I would challenge the 
pressure of public opinion, however arrogant, in defense of the 
rights of property. For while nearly all of us are poor in this 
world’s goods, even if our names are carried on the rolls of the 
Senate—though it is hardly possible at this day to overtake the 
popular fiction which disputes that—the American people as a 
whole are still eager and hopeful in the battle of life, with 
energies bent upon the accumulation of a competency for them- 
selves and their children, and it will be a sorrowful menace to 
our institutions if the time should come when even a consider- 
able number of them lose out of their hearts the ambition of 
honorable worldly success and either fall back contentedly into 
a social class to which they find themselves condemned by their 
surroundings or join the insignificant minority which is already 
in every nation plotting for the overthrow of the existing order 
of society. 

If, then, anybody expects me to approach this question with 
indifference to the great property interests which it involves, 
or to exhibit that intemperate bigotry which shuts its eyes to 
the advantage which has accrued to the American people 
through the labors of those who within the space of a single 
lifetime have spread out upon this continent a network of 
steel like the nerves of a living creature, I will have to disap- 
point such a one. This measure is no act of hostility to the 
American railway system. It is a step in the direction of a 
better understanding between the industries and commerce of 
the community and the magnificent instrumentalities through 
which both have been made possible. Not a line of it has been 
drawn in malice toward any legitimate American enterprise. 
Every word of it is intended to convey the good will of the 
people of the United States toward that form of property which 
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more than any other is bound up in an absolute unity of in- 
terest with the prosperity of the whole market place. 
Something has been said by the honorable Senator from 


Massachusetts [Mr. Loba] about the“ knock-down-and-drag- 
out” character of the argument for this measure. If he exam- 
ines it, he will see that the popular agitation which has accom- 
panied the proposal to amend the interstate-commerce law has 
differed altogether from any previous movement of public opin- 
ion upon kindred subjects at least in one important particular. 
There has been nothing about it revolutionary, and unless we 
confound earnestness with radicalism, nothing unreasonable or 
extreme. It was based upon the grievances of shippers and 
united in its support, at least at the outset, the commercial 
bodies of our cities, great and small; and if, during the years 
which have elapsed since that memorable petition was presented 
to Congress, elements less conservative have attached them- 
selves to the agitation, that fact can not be set down in dis- 
paragement of the cause, but rather in reproach of those leg- 
islative delays which, however perfectly we understand them 


here, seem to the outside world like indifference and neglect. 


But if some of those who have giyen expression to the public 
demand have indulged in noisy declamation; if shrewd and un- 
scrupulous irritation of the public mind has sometimes taken 
the place of its wise guidance and instruction, that fault is one 
which has unfortunately affected both sides of the controversy. 
If demagogues, whose business is politics, and merchants, 
whose politics is business, have crowded one another in the 
presentation of the popular complaint, we have no right to 
resent that here; for long before the politicians heard of this 
matter; long before the professional reformers began to per- 
ceive the earning power of the movement, the petition of that 
quiet and least demonstrative section of the public, which in the 
quaint parlance of the English law goes by the name of the 
“traders,” was sleeping peacefully in the files of both Houses 
of Congress. 

So that if anybody has the right to protest against the spirit 
in which this great public demand has been presented, the other 
side of the question has not been altogether without its infirmi- 
ties. If the witnesses who appeared for the railways before 
the Interstate Commerce Committee have good ground to resent 
the description of the charges which are made for the services 
which the railroad performs as “ taxes,” thereby communicating 
to them the odium which accompanies those public levies which 
Mr. Emerson says have always been unpopular because 
nobody thinks he gets what he pays for, these amiable railway 
magnates themselyes, when drawn rather abruptly from the 
dull routine of their affairs to the exhilirating task of molding 
the opinions of the people, have not proved altogether un- 
adapted to the demands of magazine advertisement or insensible 
to the fascinations of the Chautauqua salute. 

While one side has been industriously stamping the unpalata- 
ble word “taxes” upon the traffic sheets of the railway com- 
panies, the other, with equal ingenuity, has been trying to tag 
the Government of the United States, engaged in discharging 
its function under the Constitution, as a rate fixer, a meddle- 
some intruder into private business. 

So that if the people of the United States have something to 
learn about the nature and justification of a railway rate, the 
accomplished gentlemen who have been selected to manage our 
railway properties have also something to learn about their re- 
lations to the public policy of the United States. I confess 
a certain degree of surprise that, after all that has happened in 
the world, and especially in the English-speaking world, it should 
be necessary for anybody to restate the position of public-serv- 
ice corporations under the laws of the land; but when so adroit 
and learned a lawyer as Mr. Richard Olney, formerly Secretary 
of State, writes of the Government regulation of rallways ex- 
actly as if the law were attempting an unwarranted interfer- 
ence with the sacredness of private property, and solemnly dis- 
putes the power of Congress to discharge the very duty which 
the Constitution expressly assigns to it, it is time for some one 
who does not have to unload a lot of railway securities in order 
to acquire the spiritual preparation needed for the task to dig up 
a few first principles, if only to exhibit them as a background 
to the educational campaign which has been going on in the 
United States. 

I do not know what business Mr. Olney is in now, but as I 
perused the North American Review containing his ponderous 
essay on this subject, with its curious warning to Congress not 
to exercise its power for fear that the States, misled by its 
example, might be tempted to exercise theirs, and seriously at- 
tempting to prove that the correction of unreasonable railway 
rates is substantially the same thing as the Government own- 
ership of railroads and equally in contravention of our funda- 
mental law, I found it hard to believe that this is the same man 
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who, when he was Attorney-General, searching that simple 
clause of the Constitution found power enough in it to send 
the Army across the borders of Illinois and over riotous city 
limits, against the protests of panic-stricken mayors and scream- 
ing governors, to keep the peace of the United States and to 
open the highways of interstate traffic to the American people. 
I do not know what has come over the spirit of the old Attor- 
ney-General, but he is certainly not as vigorous as he once was, 
It may be that in trying to protect the Constitution of the 
United States he has broken down his own, or it may be he is 
suffering from the effects of the pamphlets which swarmed in 
the mails during the past summer. [Laughter.] 

We are not dealing with private property in this bill, but if 
we were we have the warrant of our great charter for dealing 
with it. But for the limitations of that instrument the political 
sovereignty which resides in the American people could make 
strange havoc with the law of private property, subject to no 
prohibition except the moral restraint arising from the nature 
and purposes of civil society. If you seek to know what the 
limits of national sovereignty are in dealing with private prop- 
erty examine carefully the epoch-making speech of Mr. Glad- 
stone on the proposed intervention of the English Government 
to break up a system of land tenure founded in prescriptive 
right and guarded by all the sanctions of the law which had 
left the population of Ireland naked and helpless, a menace to 
the social and political life of the Empire. But in exercising 
its authority over common carriers, whether derived from in- 
herent sovereignty or constitutional grant, the nation does not 
depart from the beaten path of precedent and tradition. I 
venture the assertion that there never was in the history of the 
world an organized political community in which commerce was 
sufficiently developed to bring into existence any form of internal 
transportation, however crude, which did not put the hand of 
public authority upon the rates to be collected from those who 
availed themselves of the vehicles which were offered for hire. 

I was very much interested when the senior Senator trom 
Massachusetts [Mr. Lope] carried us back to the Nile and to 
the Euphrates and to many an ancient river and showed us the 
means of travel and communication that the boys enjoyed in 
those far-off times. [Laughter.] While he was doing it, know- 
ing his real skill as a man of learning, I wondered how it hap- 
pened he had not run across some of the customs that pre- 
valled in early days in respect to this matter. I confess I am 
more interested in these than I am in the shape of the wagon 
wheels, because they throw a more perfect light upon the theory 
of the social order of which we are a part. 

Professor Harper, the American scholar who occupies the 
chair of Semitic languages in the University of Chicago, a 
brother of the late Doctor Harper, president of that institu- 
tion, whose untimely death has filled the whole academic world 
with sorrow (his brother and he collaborating together), not 
very many years ago made a very interesting contribution to 
the history of civilization by deciphering an old monument dug 
up in Persepolis, which had been erected in Babylon in the reign 
of the sixth king of the first dynasty, twenty-two hundred and 
fifty years before Christ. It seems from the translation that 
the monument contained a revision of old laws. It recited that 
the king had rebuilt the canals and rebuilt cities and restored 
the temples and reunited the nationality of his people. I have 
here this code of Hammurabi, older than the Hebrew Decalogue, 
older even than Abraham sitting before his tent, and for the ben- 
efit of those who have been led to believe that the supervision 
of government in the business of transportation is an innova- 
tion traceable to recent Fressential messages, I will read some 
extracts from it: 

Sec. 271. If a man hire oxen, a wagon, and a driver, he shall pay 


180 KA of grain per day. 
Sec. 272. If he hire a wagon only, he shall pay 40 KA of grain per 


Kec, 1 If a man hire a sailboat, he shall pay 23 SE of silver per 

Ln 277 1 if a man hire a boat of 60 GUR (tonnage), he shall pay 
one-sixth of a shekel of silver as its hire per day. 

I will not read any further. I have read enough to show the 
pressing need there must have been for the work of a literary 
bureau in Babylon. [Laughter.] 

So far as we are concerned we have inherited our language, 
our literature, our institutions, and our jurisprudence from a 
nation which illustrates better than any other the attitude that 
ought to be maintained by a civilized community toward the 
instrumentalities of commerce and of business. These two 


nations, while they differ in a good many respects, are singu- 
larly akin in their commercial instincts and in their general 
sense of what Anglo-Saxon justice requires. Neither of them 
developed the modern system of transportation very early. 

I got hold of a book the other day on Social life in the reign 
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of Queen Anne. It was by an English writer by the name of 
John Ashton, and the book reads as if the man understood 
the art of looking into those obscure places where the historian 
gets hold of his real material. I was interested in his state- 
ment that in that reign the pack horse was still in use for or- 
dinary traffic throughout the Kingdom, although pack wagons 
had been introduced, and he preserves an advertisement of a 
fellow who was running a line of wagons between London and 
the important towns in the Kingdom—a yery interesting ad- 
vertisement. It told the price and gave the time table, and 
then it said, “ Performed if God permits by Ebenezer Brookes.” 
[Laughter.] You will notice that is similar to the philosophy 
of the president of the Reading Railroad: Performed by the 
will of God. Yet if the eminent educational specialists now 
doing such a good business in the United States expect the 
inland trafic of this country to be managed entirely under 
divine auspices, they will have to go back for their precedents 
in their social progress of the world at least beyond the reign 
of Queen Anne. For as early as 1691, in chapter 12, section 24, 
of the third year of the reign of William and Mary, we find it 
enacted : 

ti f th f county and other place 
ee of | England of dominion. of Vales shall have the power 
and authority, and are hereby enjoined and required at their next 
session after Easter day, yearly to assess and rate the prices of all 
land carriage of goods whatsoever to be brought Into any place or 
places within their respective limits and jurisdiction by any common 
carrier or Wagoner, and the rates and assessments so made to certify 
to the several wagoners and other chief officers of each respective 
market town, to which all persons may resort for information ; and 
that no such common carrier or wagoner shall take for carriage of 
such and merchandise above the rates and prices set upon pain 
to forfeit for every such offense the sum of £5, to be levied by dis- 
tress and sale of his or their goods by warrant of any two justices 
of the ee where such carrier or wagoner shall reside to the use of 
the aggrieved, (2 Bac. Abr., 160.) 

Our ancestors evidently were not as particular as the Baby- 
lonians about this business, since they do not appear to have ex- 
ercised this power of fixing maximum rates by a commission 
until the folks who were engaged in the business of common Car- 
riers had begun to manifest a tendency, never since entirely 
wanting in this honorable occupation, to establish a sort of com- 
munity of interest for the symmetrical stimulation of their re- 
ceipts, for I notice that a preamble accompanies this section of 
the act of 1691, which reads as follows: 

And whereas divers wagoners and other carriers by combination 
amongst themselves have ra the prices of Suter. 3 of goods in many 
places to excessive rates, to the great injury of trade. 

It seems also that they were not blind to the value which ac- 
crued to the community from the business of the carriers, for the 
preamble to chapter 12 of the same act of Parliament distinctly 
says: . . 

Whereas the free and easy intercourse and means of conveying goods 
and merchandise from one market town to another contributes very 
much to the advancement of trade, increase of wealth, and raising the 
value of lands, as well as to the ease and convenience of the subjects 
in general. 

But while these benefits were not forgotten they seem to have 
been fatally bent upon meddling with these matters, for we find 
in the twenty-fourth year of the reign of George II an act was 
passed appointing commissioners for regulating the navigation 
of the Thames and fixing the price of water carriage, the pream- 
ble of which recites some of the reasons for this particularly 
annoying bit of legislation : 

Whereas divers abuses have heretofore been and still are committed 
by the owners of the several towing paths and other passages on the banks 
of sald rivers, and by the owners of the locks, weirs, turnpikes, dams, 
flood gates, and other engines in and upon or near and adjoining to the 
said rivers, and also by the several bargomasters and their servants nav- 
igating thereon, by reason whereof and other exactions the price of water 
carr’ on those rivers hath of late years been very much raised, con- 
trary to the intent and 3 of divers wholesome and good laws 
made and passed for the due regulation of said navigation. 

I will not inquire into the wisdom of these acts of Parlia- 
ment; I only refer to them to show that there had been no cam- 
paign of education in England up to that time; and as the 
years passed our ancestors descended to particulars still more 
minute, for Parliament laid violent hands upon even such hum- 
ble servitors of the public conyenience as the hack drivers of 
England and, overlooking the inalienable right of the citizen to 
enter into private contracts on terms mutually agreeable to the 
parties concerned, solemnly enacted statutes fixing hackney 
fares throughout the Kingdom.. An evil example surely, since it 
has been followed by every city and village in the world, in- 
cluding the capital of the United States, where Congress is the 
sole legislative authority; and we have contrived that act of 
oppression not in the open arena of debate, but through an 
administrative commission, which we have created to attend to 
the minor details of the District government. The victim of 


such an act of oppression may be an old colored man shivering 
in front of the Baltimore and Ohio depot. He may be the 


owner of the horse which he drives, eking out a miserable exist- 
ence; but such is the tenderness of civilization toward the 
stranger within its gates that the driver is denied, by act of 
Congress, the poor privilege of making a bargain for the service 
which he renders, even with millionaire philanthropists. 

We have been accustomed to base the right of the Govern- 
ment to interpose in matters of transportation upon too narrow 
a principle. Surely the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraxer] fell 
into this error. In our anxiety to make the intervention as 
agreeable as possible to those who are affected by it it has 
been usual to say that it is based upon the fact that railways 
enjoy certain franchises; that they exercise by permission of 
the State certain of its sovereign attributes, and that therefore 
the State has the right to step in between them and their cus- 
tomers; but the ease of the old colored hackman, sitting in the 
rain in front of the Baltimore and Ohio depot on the box of his 
coupe, behind his own horse, waiting for customers till the mid- 
night hour, would seem to indicate that the power of the State 
in such matters has a broader foundation than that. And so 
it has. The power of Congress over interstate commerce would 
be just as complete if no railroad had ever exercised the power 
of eminent domain, if it had enjoyed at the hands of the State 
no franchise or concession of any sort. If it were literally 
the creation of private capital, unassisted in any respect by 
public contributions, it would still be face to face with the 
sovereign authority. It is not alone on account of the privi- 
leges which common carriers enjoy that a nation reserves to 
itself this power to regulate them. It is on account of the na- 
ture of the business in which they are engaged and the rela- 
tion to the community of the service which they render. 

The wagoners of the time of William and Mary meeting to- 
gether to divide the spoils were made to understand that; and 
it will save us a good deal of trouble in the United States in 
the next twenty years if the great railway managers, holding 
their quiet conferences to perfect plans for the new exploits of 
high finance, could come gradually to a realizing sense of that. 

It must, however, be granted in all fairness and candor that 
this disability of railway property to which I have alluded, 
this hereditary trait never lost sight of for a moment by the 
courts of the United States from the first operation of railway 
trains until now, does not license the State to descend upon these 
corporations with reckless disregard to their welfare. The very 
infirmity of their title, the incumbrance that is upon them in the 
very essence of their being, gives them a peculiar claim upon 
the friendly oversight of the law both in their organization 
and in their administration, in order to promote the security of 
investments of actual capital in them and the maintenance of 
a stable basis of profits in their operation. 

It must be confessed, with proper humiliation, that the his- 
tory of railway building and railway management does not 
exhibit the wisdom of the lawmaking power in an altogether 
enviable light, either in England or America. There has been 
no lack of statesmanship in either country in the last century, 
but such haye been the preoccupations of Parliaments and 
Congresses with wars and tariffs, with slaveries, with banking 
and currency and the coinage of money, that the energy and 
enterprise which projected and organized the building and oper- 
ation of the railways have surpassed, on an almost immeasurable 
seale, the legislative foresight with which they have been 
directed and governed. 

There never has been a time, certainly not since the great 
opinion of Marshall in Gibbons v. Ogden, when any shadow has 
rested upon the sovereign prerogatives of the State over the 
commerce of the people, unless the speech of the Senator from 
Qhio yesterday is such a cloud. Yet from 1826, when the first 
American locomotive was puffing and wheezing-on the rude 
tramway at Quincy, Mass., carrying down to the sea the gran- 
ite blocks out of which Bunker Hill Monument was built, it was 
more than forty years before Charles Sumner introduced into 
this Chamber the first act to regulate commerce among the 
States, and it was twenty years longer before the interstate- 
commerce law was passed which we have been trying to amend. 
They were troubled and uncertain years, to be sure. If there 
was anybody who seemed to understand the practical economic 
effects of the railway on the life of the people, I can find only a 
very dim record of it in our public annals. Everybody was 
enthusiastic, every community was full of hope, and sooth- 
sayers were numerous enough; but, so far as I can find out, 
the popular New England poet, John G. Saxe, writing in 1849, 
expressed about the total public interest there was in the rail- 
way problem in the infectious melody: 

Bless me, bless me, ain't it pleasant riding on the rail? 

We had a good many people who assumed the rôle of prophets. 
I find that William H. Seward, in the old Senate Chamber yon- 
der, when the Pacific Railroad was under debate, turned out a 
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prophet on a fine scale for uninspired times. The American 
desert was an uninhabited wilderness, yet he saw millions of 
people swarming into the cities of the great plains. He looked 
over the tops of the Rocky Mountains and saw flowing out of 
them the mysterious riches of gold and silver. His eye rested 
_ upon the huts clustered about the bay of San Francisco and 
they were transfigured before him till he caught a glimpse of 
the domes and spires of the city as she sits there in her queenly 
beauty. The question of an isthmian canal had hardly entered 
into the public mind at all, yet he saw that wonderful highway 
of international commerce opened to mankind, a thing that 
some of our own folks can not see even now. [Laughter.] He 
looked out toward the east and before his eyes the little king- 
dom of Japan, no longer wrapped in swaddling bands, rose up 
out of the ocean to take her place among the nations of the 
earth. He saw the ancient empire of China, mother of civiliza- 
tions, turn her wrinkled and weary face toward the dawn. 
He saw the fiag of the American Republic affectionately saluted 
in all of the islands of the Pacific and the enterprises of our 
commerce making their way up and down all the coasts of Asia. 

That was his dream; and the trouble with the building of the 
whole American railway system was that the American people 
allowed it to be carried on in the atmosphere of just such 
visions of the wonders that should be. In our anxiety to get 
the railroads built we overlooked the economic advantages 
which even the most backward countries in Europe secured 
through a proper location of the lines. We forgot, or rather 
we did not know, that the survey of railroads is a problem of 
commerce as well as of engineering, and so we allowed, by mere 
inattention, villages and cities and townships and counties 
and States to join in an indiscriminate race after every pro- 
moter who could lay down on the table a bunch of blueprints 
as an evidence of his good faith. There was hardly a thought 
for the future and hardly a gleam of light on the rough path- 
way over which we were to travel; a pathway strewn with the 
wrecks of individuals and municipalities and State governments, 
and littered with speculations so bold and so fraudulent that they 
would be identified in the stock exchanges of our day as ad- 
mirable illustrations of the eyolution of modern business. 
Progressive citizens cheerfully covered their property with 
taxes; cities and towns followed the contagious example of 
counties and States in donating their revenues and encumber- 
ing their resources with bonded indebtedness to be tossed into 
the nearest right of way. And even the National Government, 
beginning in 1850 under the leadership of Stephen A. Douglas, 
opened the doors of the General Land Office and invited the ad- 
venturers of the whole earth to help themselves. 

Thus did that day and generation interpret the dreams of its 
prophets and enthusiasts. There was one word spoken in 
England which, if we could have heard it, if some clear-headed 
man had had the time to repeat it often enough in our hearing, 
would have saved us from many misfortunes—* Where combi- 
nation is possible competition is impossible.” If I had been 
presented with a book thirty years ago containing that sentence 
and could have been made to understand it, I do not think I 
would have voted four times in twenty years to put a 5 per cent 
tax upon what little I had in the world in order to get another 
railroad.into our town. But it seems that by common consent 
everybody forgot that a railroad, notwithstanding the complex 
competitive forces that always beat upon it, is essentially a 
monopoly, and the fact that there is more than one between 
two towns does not alter that situation for any length of time. 

A railroad is a monopoly, because the ordinary motives of 
competition do not apply to it. In ordinary business if you 
have a competitor and want to get him out of the way you can 
hammer down prices, reduce his vitality, and finally get rid of 
him. But you can not handle a railroad in that way. The 
worse you reduce its vitality, the greater inroad you make upon 
the earnings; the more perilously you push it to the brink of 
the precipice, the more fatal its competition becomes; and when 
at last you get it entirely swamped in bankruptcy and the 
creditors gather around, you have only succeeded in producing 
the worst possible competition to which a solvent and self- 
respecting corporation can be exposed. 

Therefore the law of competition has no direct application to 
the railway system; and so those wearisome pages have been 
written which were read here yesterday by the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Foraker], which tell of rate wars and secret con- 
tracts and pooling agreements and rebates and midnight tariffs 
and mergers and the whole brood of commercial anarchy which 
has cursed the market place of the American people. 

But I am not here for the purpose of framing an indictment 
against the American railway system; very far from that. 
There probably is not a man here—not even my honorable friend 
from Ohio—who gives to these masterful and farsighted men 
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who have built the American railways any more credit than I 
do. I have a personal acquaintance with many of them, and 
I have made it a part of my business to study the achiey- 
ments of all of them. I have in my heart no morbid sentiments 
of any sort on the subject, and I say now that we have under- 
rated altogether the difficulties which have been encountered 
by the leaders who have come to the front in this continental 
play of the commercial forces which have drawn the railway 
map of the United States. They may have made stupendous 
errors, but all of their mistakes put together do not equal the 
monumental folly which has allowed the Government of the 
United States to go to sleep in the midst of these mighty strug- 
gles. Nearly all of our railway problems have their origin in 
this din of commercial strife. Here the swindles of specula- 
tion have been perpetuated; here also are the beginnings of 
that endless chain of injustice and discrimination grown at last 
so complicated as to entangle the whole community. 

I am not one of those who have deplored the tendency toward 
cooperation of our railway systems; the consolidation of through 
routes under one management; arrangements for joint traffic 
over several lines, and eyen those inyentions of legal ingenuity 
by which the ultimate direction of independent railway proper- 
ties is brought under a common interest; none of these things 
appear to me to injuriously affect the national welfare if the 
Government of the United States can be waked up to the dis- 
charge of the duty which it has neglected for so many years. 
This legislation conceals no threat against the movement along 
proper lines, toward a more perfect union of transportation 
activities. The people of the United States know perfectly 
well what is going on; and the note of alarm which they have 
sounded is not against the integration of railway properties. 
They understand that the old-time railway manager in his 
shirt sleeves, swearing like a pirate as he cuts his schedules 
to the quick in his wrath against a competing line, has disap- 
peared ; that the fires of the conflict have died out, and that the 
combatants have moved to New York, with lighter duties and 
larger salaries, and they have lost interest in both of them. 
What they now ask is that the one power greater than all 
these combinations of capital—the Government of the United 
States—shall take the place which the Constitution assigns to 
it as the guardian of the market place. That is the resolution 
which they have formed and to its execution they have set 
themselves under the superb moral leadership of the President 
of the United States, without a trace of malice in their hearts 
against any legitimate property interest. 

I know how poorly I am able to present this great cause. It 
needs neither sneers nor contemptuous utterances to make me 
understand that. I am in a position which I did not seek, but 
from which, upon my conscience as a citizen and upon my oath 
as a Senator, I will not run away. It might as well be under- 
stood once for all that the American people who are behind 
this movement are not to be turned aside from their purpose by 
the taunts and derisive accusations that they are a reckless 
mob of rate fixers. They are not fixing rates; they are fixing 
civilization. They are fixing the relation of a gigantic property 
interest to American society as a whole, and they have not 
begun too early. 

I hold in my hand an extract which I cut out the other day 
from the New York Sun, and if it will not bother you I will ask 
you to listen to it, because unconsciously and without a trace 
of humor this Associated Press report uncovers the situation 
that exists in the United States to-day, and throws the light of 
a grim satire upon the present state of the institutions in de- 
fense of which so many sacrifices have been made in other 
generations: 


ATTORNEYS ADVISE THAT TO CONTINUE FIGHTING THE GOVERNMENT 
MEANS DISASTER, 
CHICAGO, December 21, 1905. 
American railway interests are to cooperate with the Government in 
enforcement of laws against rebates. is was made known and con- 
firmed in Chicago to-day, where was completed, three weeks ago, the 
protocol for peace between the Government and the railways. 

By January 1, it is said, the first orders looking to putting the new 
policy into operation will go forth from New York. 

This is the programme declared to have been adopted by the roads 
on advice of a majority of twenty of the best-known railroad attorneys 
for the country: 

No renewals of contracts or secret rebate agreements with shippers. 

No extension of private car line influence. 

Concerted effort to curb industrial railroads, which, by demanding 
inequitable division of freights, have wrung rebates from the big roads 
for manufacturing concerns. 

The reforms came on the advice of railway lawyers that to continue 
fighting the Government meant to invite disaster. 


What strange story is this? I have heard it contended in the 
Senate that every treaty must come here, at least for our in- 
spection. But here seems to be a treaty, with a full-sized pro- 


tocol attached, by which high contracting parties get together 
and solemnly agree that one of them, after maintaining for 
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nearly twenty years an independent status—an insurrectionary 
power, with belligerent rights—at length concedes the authority 
of as wise and just a statute as ever appeared in the law books 
of civilization. In China, I have heard it said, an immemorial 
usage prevents any citizen from building a house in the imperial 
eapital more than one story high lest it should overlook the 
walls of the palace. The idea is not a bad one, and the time 
has come in the United States when no interest of property, 
however great, shall be allowed to overshadow the Government 
of the United States. The practical question which has arisen 
out of this controversy is not whether the law shall supervise 
the imposition of railway rates. Everybody agrees to that. 

Even the most conspicuous of those who appeared before us 
representing the railways admitted that there ought to be ef- 
fective supervision and control; and my honored colleague the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. FoRAKER] comes forward with a propo- 
sition to commit every railroad rate in the country to the equity 
jurisdiction of the courts whenever, upon complaint, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission shall choose to make the United 
States the plaintiff in the proceedings. And one of the curious 
things about our situation is that the chorus of protest against 
rate fixing has been so busy with its musical programme that 
it does not appear to realize that rate fixing is rate fixing 
eyen if the courts of justice attend to it. 

I need not say that I accord to the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio full credit for the integrity of his purpose in bringing for- 
ward this proposal. I do not now dispute the constitutional 
grounds upon which his proposition is founded. I used to take 
my constitutional law secondhand and, owing to my tempera- 
ment, in very small lots. I have seldom indulged the disposi- 
tion to furnish forth a constitutional feast of my own, but have 
preferred to imitate the wisdom of those housewives who, in- 
stead of cooking their dinners at home, have fallen in the 
way of sending for professional caterers to prepare the food 
and set the table; but I haye made up my mind during the 
past summer that whenever I want to know if a thing is con- 
stitutional I will attend to the details myself. 

I find upon a very careful inquiry into first principles, sufi- 
ciently supported by judicial authority and precedent, that the 
United States can be made a plaintiff in behalf of a complain- 
ant before the Interstate Commerce Commission for the prose- 
cution of a suit in equity to restrain any violation of the inter- 
state-commerce law; and in case the violation consists in the 
unreasonableness of a rate, it may be that the court has 
authority to find what the reasonable rate is in that case and to 
enjoin all in excess of that. At any rate I will leave to others 
to dispute the legal competency of the honorable Senator's pro- 
posal. I base my opposition to the bill called by his name upon 
the ground that in reality it involves a double investigation; 
one by the Commission, which must necessarily be thorough 
before the suit could properly be ordered, and then proceedings 
in the court, issuing at last in a decree, more or less unmanage- 
able, for regulating the future conduct of the defendant. 

But that is not my chief objection to the Senator’s proposi- 
tion. This is an old and clean-cut division of opinion between 
those who would secure the enforcement of these laws before the 
courts of justice and those who think it better to hand the matter 
over to an administrative tribunal charged with the duty of 
applying the law to particular cases, 

These two theories of rate regulation have been fighting side 
by side in the English-speaking world for more than fifty years, 
and I beg the indulgence of the Senate while I refer more par- 
ticularly to the conflict of these opinions in England and its 
influence upon legislation there. It is all the more important 
because it is a part of our politieal inheritance and of our 
genius of self-government that we are prone to walk in the 
light of experience. For that reason our own legislation has 
followed closely after the English pattern, and the opinions 
which found expression in this Chamber, as the debate of 1887 
shows, were noticeably colored by the experience of the English 
people. 

Our power over this subject, within constitutional prohibi- 
tions, is exactly the power of the English Parliament within its 
jurisdiction, as our highest court has more than once affirmed; 
and besides that, the grievances against railway management, 
which have been most numerous here, find a perfect counter- 
part in what has happened there. Furthermore, it was the 
amalgamation of railway interests in England antedating a 
similar movement here by nearly a generation that aroused 
public opinion throughout the Kingdom to the need of parlia- 
mentary protection of ancient rights. 

The English people, it is true, appear to have escaped some 
of our troubles because they had an inhabited country, with 
cities and towns and seaports already located when they began 
to bui’d the highways of modern commerce; while our com- 


mercial fabric, at least in the newer parts of the country, was 
itself the literal creation of railway enterprise. Nevertheless 
one can not read the debates which accompanied the agitation 
in England for railway control without perceiving how iden- 
tical their problem was with ours, and if we have fallen behind 
them in the task our delay is after all excusable when we recall 
the issues of life and death by which the Government of the 
United States was beset for so many years. 

Our friends on the other side of the water had an advantage 
of nearly everybody except us in the possession of a body of un- 
written law left over from other centuries; so that the legal 
position of common carriers was well defined without any act of 
legislation at all. The thing they have been striving to ac- 
complish has been to get their laws executed; that is to say, 
applied to the practical conduct of affairs. There was no dis- 
pute as to what the railroads ought to do. What they debated 
and decided was how to get the thing done. Their law, like 
ours, has always been based upon two principles; first, justice, 
and after that, equal rights; and I confess I have had much of 
my discouragement over the unhappy state of things in our own 
country taken away by considering how poorly the British Gov- 
ernment with all its power has been able to get those simple pre- 
cepts followed by 20,000 miles of railway lines, 

I have examined many of these English railway statutes, but 
I confine my comments only to those which go to the heart of 
this matter, calling attention first to the railway and canal 
traffic act of 1854. I intend to quote at length from the debate 
on this bill, because it may properly be described as the Foraker 
bill of 1854. I will add that the bill offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio is the only proposition, except the 
measure which I am defending here, which I shall discuss at 
all; because I may say candidly that I do not regard the efforts 
to so frame this legislation as to mix the courts and the Com- 
mission up in an endless confusion of duties as worthy of any 
consideration. If the courts are to be called upon ultimately 
to decide these questions the Commission becomes a worthless 
impediment in the proceedings, and if the Commission is to be 
charged with these duties, the courts have no business in the 
affair except to protect constitutional rights. 

The object of the English act of 1854, as stated by Lord 
Stanley in the House of Lords, was twofold. First, to define 
the duties and obligations of railway and canal companies; 
second, to establish a code by which these duties and obliga- 
tions would be enforced. There were two methods suggested; 
first, the establishment of a separate and independent board of 
the executive government, and, second, the conferring upon the 
courts of law the duty of administering the statute. Lord Stan- 
ley, the mover of the bill, said: 

There was no doubt much weight In the argument that had been 
urged that there would be an objection to commit the necessary powers 
to a portion of the executive government who would be liable to the 
imputation of being influenced by political feelings, and though they 
should not be Hable to such imputation such charges would be made 
and destroy their utility. The other course, therefore, was adopted, 
and it was proposed that party having to complain of any infraction 
of the statutes and obligations might apply for relief to any of the 
superior courts of law, who could proceed by way of injunction to have 
obstacles removed or cause facilities to be given that were ulred to 
be given. They conceived likewise that the decision of a superior court 
of law was more likely to be carried into effect than the decision 
any board. 

Lord Campbell, a justice of the court of common pleas, replied 
that— 

He looked upon the object of the bill as an excellent one, but he 
thought the machinery was not well adapted for carrying that onjo 
into effect. The act sought to turn the judges of the courts of law 
into railway directors. ith regard to anything of a judicial char- 
acter, he ho the judges of the courts of common law would never 
shirk their duties; but looking at the duties entailed upon them by 
fois bill, he certainly thought they lay beyond the province of the 
udges. 

Earl Gray said: 

He felt that by this bill the Government were calling upon the courts 
of law to enforce obligations certainly substantial in their nature, but 
yet of so vague and undefined a character that it would be extremely 
dificult for such tribunals, whose proper functions were to expound the 
common and statute law, to discharge such new duties satisfactorily. 

At a later sitting of the House, Lord Campbell, who had un- 
doubtedly done considerable thinking in the meantime, returned 
to the debate, saying that— 

He deemed it his duty to enter his protest against this bill. He had 
been in hopes that upon further consideration the objections to the bilk 
which presented themselyes to his mind in the first instance would have 
been obviated when he came to consider it more maturely, but he was 
sorry to say that the opportunity for reflection had strengthened them 
instead of weakening them. Since he last addressed their lordships on 
this subject he had had an opportunity of consulting many of his 
learned brethren on the bench respecting it. His learned brethren and 
himself were willing to undertake any duties which the legislature 
might impose pon em; they would set an example of obedience to 

res) 


the law and o pect to the legislature, but having consulted the 
judges at a meeting they had had upon this subject were unani- 
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were asked to undertake 


mously of opinion that the duties which the 

under the provisions of this bill were not judicial duties, and the great 

ceca a them stated they were not properly competent to perform 
ose duties. 


Earl Fitzwilliam said that— 


He entertained decided opinion that questions of this kind could 
never be satisfactorily settled except by a department of the Govern- 
ment specially provided for that purpose. * * > As railway matters 
were now conducted it was clearly necessa that we should have a 
board who would listen to the complaints of the public and have some- 
thing like an autocratic power to remedy them. This bill certainly 
afforded no remedy for the existing evils, for the railway directors would 
snap their fingers at and entirely disregard it. 


I have quoted these observations because the opinion of Lord 
Campbell seems to coincide with that expressed by one of the 
most famous and honored of our own circuit judges who has 
given much time and attention to the questions which we are 
debating, and I therefore desire to read a brief statement from 
a recent utterance on this subject by Judge Grosscup of the 
United States circuit court, placing his opinion by the side of 
that expressed by Lord Campbell in behalf of the whole bench 
of the court of common pleas in England. 


The core of the evil is that, as things now stand, nothing is done. 
In my judgment, the reason of this is not so much the difficulty of the 
law as it is the difficulty of its administration. One of the reasons is 
the incompetency, the total incompetency of the circuit court to pass 
upon that question. What is the daily life of a circuit court judge? 
One day he is exploring the intricacies of a patent case, following it 
through all its e. to its incubation away back in some in- 
ventor's brain. Another day he is hearing a personal inju case, 
with his sympathies in rigid control lest they should outweigh his 
judgment. On another day he is hearing some customs case, deter- 
mining whether the particular e under consideration come within 
this or within some other classification of the law. Another day he is 
pursuing the meanderings of some chancery case. Every day brin. 
up some new subject covering some wide area upon which he has to be 
specially educated for the day's judgment. 

Now call him from this judgment seat to determine a question that 
turns, not upon the particular rate that is laid before him, but which 
must take in the whole horizon of the country’s commerce—that is as 
perplexing, as confusing, as intricate as the wire fences that the Rus- 
sians put around their fortifications in the Far East to keep out the 
Japanese. Call him to take out of its place with the judicial forceps 
one of this class of cases, as the watchmaker would take out a wheel 
or a pe from a watch. It is a thing he can't do without taking out 
the whole inside of the whole rate or transportation system. Call him 
to decide that question, and OR will submit one of the greatest, the 
most perplexing, the most difficult questions to a man who has had no 
education, no vision of the subject upon which he is sere to rule. 
Thus I say that the circuit court is an incompetent court. 


Notwithstanding the warnings of the learned Justice, Par- 
liament did place the administration of the act which it passed 
upon the court of common pleas, and for nineteen years that 
statute remained upon the books practically a dead letter, and 


in 1873 the second uprising of English opinion on this subject 


brought Parliament to a new consideration of the problem. 
Mr. Chichester Fortescue, president of the board of trade, moved 
to bring in a bill to make better provision for carrying into 
effect the railway and canal traffic act of 1854. With your per- 
mission, I will read what he said: 


The present bill did not differ from that act, but he ho it would 
be an 1 upon the act, and that as a result of further in- 
ulry and larger experience the act would be rendered more effective 
‘or the purpose of attaining the object which Parliament had in 
view—an improvement both in respect to the 8 of the act 
itself and of the machinery for carrying them out. 

Experience since the passing of the act (of 1854) had very conclu- 
sively shown that a court of law was not an authority fitted for 
giving gi to an act so peculiar and special as the railway and canal 

raffic act. 

But after all it turned out, as many had expected, that a court of 
law would be a cumbrous and unfitting body for putting such an act in 
force; that from the very fact of its being a court of law it deterred 
many from coming to it who would otherwise be most anxious to avail 
themselves of the powers and provisions of the act; and it was itself 
most reluctant to undertake the duties imposed upon it by Parliament. 
He was not surprised that at that time Parliament should have en- 
deavored to make use of a court of law, for there was then a distin- 
guished judge—Chief Justice Jervis, of the common pleas—who, differ- 
ing from all his brethren, thought that his own court could undertake 
such a task. That was not the view of his brethren, and especially of 
one great and eminent judge, who protested at the time against the im- 
8 of such duties upon any court of law. He meant Lord 

ampbell. 


He then quoted the prediction of Lord Campbell, which I 
have already referred to, and added: 


The prediction of Lord amore the committee of last year found to 
have been entirely fulfilled, and. now, at the end of nineteen years, they 
thought it would be well to take the advice of that noble and learned 
lord and to remove this jurisdiction from the court of common pleas to 
some other tribunal. With that view the committee recommended that 
the administration of the railway and canal traffic act should be trans- 

/ ferred to a new body, which might be called “the railway and canal 

commission,“ consisting of three gentlemen of high standing and char- 

\ acter, one, at all events, to be an eminent lawyer, and one, if possible, 
a man practically conversant with the management of railway traffic. 


At a later stage of the debate Mr. Fortescue stated that— 


He believed that the great lawyer who predicted the failure of the 
court of common pleas as a tribunal in these cases had been perfectly 
right. That court was not well suited for the administration of the 
laws of railway and canal traffic, nor did he think the habits of the 
legal mind were best fitted to decide questions which were not questions 


of strict law, but of direction, of administration, and of special knowl-, 
edge directed to a special subject. He did not think that the question \ 
should be submitted to a purely legal tribunal, although the presence 
of an eminent lawyer upon it would be of the greatest 8 They 
were all aware of the difficulties and fears which surrounded the en- 
trance into a court of law, and thus parties had been prevented from 
making use of rights which had been confirmed by the act of 185-4. 
This tribunal would, he believed, be well adapted for the duties which 
it had to perform, and would decide the questions which came before it 
promptly, efliciently, and cheaply. 

There was little disagreement in either House that the opinion 
that the administration of the law by the courts had been a fail- 
ure. The Marquis of Ripon expressed the common belief wheu 
he said that— 

The opinion which Lord Campbell expressed before the bill of 1854 
passed had been fully verified since the bill became a law. i 

I have gone over this matter thus at length, because it was 
the experience of the English traders in trying to have their 
matters settled by the courts that led to the existing scheme of 
administrative control in England and became the determining 
influence which guided our own course in 1887, for while the 
debate was raging, year after year, in both Houses of Congress, 
there was no contention that an act of control was unnecessary. 
That was conceded then almost as completely as it is now. The 
contention was between the administration of the law by the 
courts as opposed to its execution through the administrative 
powers of a commission. So that my learned friend from Ohio 
had revamped a proposition which was rejected in the land 
where it originated after nineteen years of trial by the Eng- 
lish people and set aside as worthless by the Senate of the 
United States when it took up for serious consideration the 
interstate-commerce question nearly twenty years ago. I know 
of nothing that has happened during that twenty years, at home 
or abroad, which warrants the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
lending the influence of his great name to the revival of this 
discarded and abandoned public policy. 

I agree perfectly with Judge Grosscup that the American peo- 
ple are not seeking the entertainment of lawsuits, to fill courts 
with questions alien to the disposition and faculties of our 
judges. The American people seek to have certain grievances 
considered in a practical way by men capable of understanding 
them, and above all capable of approaching the subject uncon- 
cerned about anything except the merits of the controversy. 
So that in supporting the pending measure I am only seeking 
to follow where the common sense of a kindred community, 
having learned its lesson from experience, has marked out the 
path. 

This bill proposes to submit the complaint of shippers, whether 

they involve questions of extortion or unjust discrimination, to 
a tribunal of men of approved integrity and capacity, whose 
business it shall be, after an impartial examination, to make an 
end of the dispute. They will be men removed from the clamor 
of the street, out of the reach of mere prejudice or unbecoming 
zeal, not authorized to meddle in the affairs of the railway, not 
authorized to balance against each other the competitive markets 
of the United States but required to give their attention to a 
complaint directed against a particular railroad that the rate 
charged is in violation of law. 
Their power is to find out whether that is so, and if found so 
to make an order substituting a rate which in their judgment 
conforms to the statute, leaving the carrier, wherever con- 
stitutional rights are invaded by the order, to secure its vaca- 
tion by the courts, which will exercise in the matter a juris- 
diction which it does not lie with Congress to take away or 
in any way abridge. Here is the battle ground of the popular 
movement toward an effective railway control. 

I would be the last man to put forward the legislative pro- 
gramme which has found favor either in England or the United 
States as the end of all wisdom on this subject. The act of Par- 
liament of 1873 has had to be amended again and again; it is 
even now in a crude and unsatisfactory state. It bears the 
marks of haste and a rather blind response to the insurrection 
of the traders. The only good thing that can be said about it is 
that it puts the Government in control. Parliament itself has 
fixed the maximum rate, in most cases far above the level of 
actual existing rates. 

But the power of the railroad to change its rates below the 
maximum has been entirely paralyzed by a provision requiring 
the consent of the Commission before a rate already in force 
ean be increased. In that situation, as Mr. Acworth, in his 
excellent little book on railway economics, has pointed out, the 
rates are stationary throughout the United Kingdom, and no 
manager dares to put his rate down on account of the inter- 
minable difficulty of afterwards getting permission to put it 
back up. 

Mr. Acworth was kind enough to give his views informally 
before the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce during his 
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recent visit to the United States; and according to this testimony 
the English statute works well except in the particular to which 
I have just alluded. The framers of this bill have taken care 
to avoid that error. The rates to be established under its 
authority are only reasonable limitations upon the railway 
charges, leaving entire elasticity in the rate schedules below 
that level, and I sincerely hope that no friend of rate legisla- 
tion in this Congress will insist on compelling the Commission, 
by fixing a specific rate, to introduce into our legislation the glar- 
ing error which Mr. Acworth has pointed out in the English law. 

I do not pretend, either, that the interstate-commerce act of 
1887 has worked well in all particulars, though I can not hon- 
estly join in the clamor which asserts that the Supreme Court 
teok away its power. At this moment it has in it energies 
that need only to be brought into activity to make it a weapon 
in the hands of the Commission barely less formidable than it 
was before the famous decision of the Supreme Court took 
away its life. 

It has in it now all the powers which it is proposed to create 
in the bill of the honorable Senator from Ohio, except, possibly, 
the equity jurisdiction to establish a maximum reasonable rate 
in a suit conducted by the United States. It has in it now all the 
powers created in the bill prepared by the honorable Senator 
from West Virginia, except the power to arbitrarily fix a rate 
to take the place of one condemned by the courts. 

Indeed, the measure prepared by the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia, instead of increasing the power of the Commission, sub- 
tracts from it in a most reckless way. It requires the Commis- 
sion to ascertain the merits of a complaint; to acquire the 
knowledge necessary to begin proceedings, and instead of send- 
ing the Commission into court, as the present law does, with a 
record of findings which in themselves constitute the prima facie 
ease, leaving the railroad lawyers to walk the floor on the ques- 
tion of evidence, it puts that burden upon the Government and 
makes the proceeding from the standpoint of the public an ab- 
surd waste of time. So that if nothing better can be done than is 
likely to be accomplished by these learned efforts to strengthen 
the law it would be infinitely better to leave it exactly as it is, 

If the blunder made in 1887 is to be repeated now, we might 
as well wind up our affairs and take our chances on the law as 
it is. In 1887 the House demanded the settlement of these 
questions in the courts; the Senate demanded their settlement 
by a commission. The outcome of a controversy lasting many 
years was a statute which said to the Commission, “ Execute 
this law,” and to the courts, “ Let no act- of the Commission 
escape.” 

The proposal which I am here to advocate makes an honest 
effort to retrace the steps into which that error has led. It says 
to the Commission, Take this practical business question, this 
complaint of a shipper, apply to it all the knowledge you have 
and all the information you can get, and settle it in the lifetime 
of the parties interested.” It says nothing to the courts, be- 
cause it knows they stand ready, clothed with a jurisdiction 
which Congress can not take away, to protect the carrier against 
any error of the Commission which would operate as an op- 
pression or an injustice. The Commission can make no order 
which is not fair and just to the carrier without having its act 
brought into judgment in the circuit court of the United States, 
under a jurisdiction in equity which is complete for the protec- 
tion of property rights. 

But the honorable Senator from Ohio [Mr. ForaKer] says 
that the measure proposed is unconstitutional. He expresses 
the opinion that Congress itself is without the power to fix a 
railroad rate, and proves it by quoting a decision of the Supreme 
Court, in which they waive the question because it was not 
before them. And as if to make his demonstration complete, he 
quotes the language of the Supreme Court in the Maximum Rate 
ease, in which the court says, in deciding the question whether 
the power to fix rates had been conferred upon the Commission 
by the act of 1887: 


The present inquiry is limited to what Congress determined to be done 
with reference to the matter of rates. There were three obvious and 
dissimilar courses o for consideration. Congress might itself pre- 
scribe the rates, or it might commit to some subordinate tribunal this 
duty, or it mpat leave the company the right to fix rates, subject to 
regulations and restrictions. 

The Senator says that that expression of the court is of no 
value in settling the constitutional power of Congress, because 
it was not necessary for the court to make that statement in 
deciding the case before it. But if it be true that Congress has 
no power over railway rates, it is no particular credit to the 
great lawyers who argued the Maximum Rate case that they 
did not have sense enough even to raise that question; and it 
is no particular compliment to the court that they put into 
their opinion a statement that a thing is obvious when, accord- 
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ing to the Senator from Ohio, it is not only questionable, but 
almost ridiculous. So far as I am concerned, if it be true that 
Congress has no power to fix charges in interstate commerce, 
the sooner we can get from the Supreme Court a definition of 
our legislative jurisdiction the better it will be for all con- 
cerned. 

But the Senator from Ohio, even if the court should find that 
Congress has the power to fix rates, retreats to the proposition 
that it is a power which must be exercised by Congress with- 
out the aid or intervention of any subordinate tribunal. He 
declares that it is unconstitutional to call in a commission to 
apply the law to particular cases because it is a delegation 
of legislative power. And he brushes away the decision of the 
court to which I have referred on the same general ground— 
that the court was wandering in its mind, and dropping unnec- 
essary remarks about things being obvious which in reality 
were not so at all. 

Now, the truth is that the Supreme Court, when they enuncj- 
ated the proposition that Congress can fix interstate railway 
charges either by its own act or through a commission charged 
with whatever functions are necessary to perform the act 
required of them by the law, was walking on the highway of 
the great decisions that date back to the very foundaticn of our 
Government. What are the sources of these sovereign powers 
of the State and of the nation? Fortunately, they are well 
defined in our jurisprudence. They are nothing more nor less 
than the powers of government inherent in every sovereignty 
to the extent of its dominions, said Chief Justice Taney, in the 
License cases. The Chief Justice added: 

And whether a State passes a quarantine law or a law to punish 
offenses or to establish courts of justice or requiring certain instru- 
ments to be recorded or to regulate commerce within its own limits, 
in every case it exercises the same powers—that is to say, the power 
of sovereignty, the power to govern men and things. It is by virtue 
of this power that it legislates; and its authority to make such regu- 
lations of commerce is as absolute as its pone to pass health laws, 
except in so far as it has been restricted by the Constitution of the 
United States. (5 How., 582.) 

The late Chief Justice Waite probably never rendered a pub- 
lic service of such vast consequence to our institutions as in 
the famous Illinois case, which came to the Supreme Court on 
a writ to test the authority of the legislature to fix the charges 
in cases where a public service is involved. The learned Chief 
Justice defines the subjects of the power of the State in these 
words: 

Under these powers the Government regulates the conduct of its 
citizens one toward another, and the manner in which each shall use 
his own property, when such regulation becomes necessary for the pub- 
lic good. In their exercise it has been customary in England from 
time immemorial, and this country from its first colonization, to 
regulate ferries, common carriers, hackmen, bakers, millers, wharf- 
ingers, innkeepers, etc., and in so doing to fix a maximum of charge to 
be made for services rendered, accommodations furnished, and articles 
sold. To this day statutes are to be found in many of the States upon 
some or all of these subjects, and we think it has never yet been suc- 
cessfully contended that such regulation came within any of the con- 
stitutional 1 against interference with private property. 
(Munn v. Illinois, 94 U. S., 125.) 

In this country these general powers of the Government, never 
absent where there is political sovereignty, vested originally in 
the States and still remains in them, except so far as they have 
been delegated by the Constitution to the United States. 

When the le of the United Colonies separated from Great Britain, 
they changed. t form but not the substance of their government. 
They retained for the purpose of government all the wers of the 
British Parliament, and through eir State constitutions or other 
forms of social compact undertook to give practical effect to such as 
they deemed necessary for the common and the security of life 
and property. All the powers which they retained they committed to 
their respective States, unless in express terms or by implication re- 
served to themselves. Subsequently, when it was found necessary to 
establish a national government for national purposes, a part of the 
powers of the States and of the people of the States was granted to 
the United States and the people of the United States. his grant 
operated as a further limitation of the powers of the States, so that 
now the governments of the States s all the powers of the Par- 
liament of England, except such as have been delegated to the United 
States or reserved by the people. The reservations by the people are 
shown in the prohibitions of the constitutions. (Chief Justice Waite 
in Munn v. Illinois, 94 U. S., 124.) 

Now in the exercise of these powers it is certainly true that 
the States have complete control over their internal commerce, 
and may fix the compensation to be charged and received for 
the transportation furnished by common carriers: 

In regard to the business of common carriers limited to points within 
a single State, that State has the legislative power to establish the 
rates of compensation for such carriage. (Justice Miller in Rwy. Co. 
v. Minnesota, 134 U. S., 450. 

It is now settled in this court that a State has power to limit the 
amount of charges by railroad companies for the transportation of 
persons and property within its own jurisdiction, unless restrained by 
some contract in the charter or unless what is done amounts to a regu- 
lation of interstate commerce. (Chief Justice Waite in Stone v. Trust 


Co., 116 U. S., 325. 
There can be no doubt of the general power of a State to regulate 
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the fares and freight which may be charged and received by railroad 
and other carriers and that the regulation can be carried on by means 
= Ai commission. (Justice Brewer in v. Trust Co., 154 U. S., 


But it is obvious that this power in the hands of a State is 
worthless for practical purposes, unless it can be exercised 
through a general law by means of a commission charged with 
the duty of applying the law. Hence the Supreme Court has 
again and again justified the acts of legislatures confiding the 
duty of establishing rates: 


The power which the legislature (of a State) has to establish rates 
of compensation can be exercised through a commission which it may 
authorize to act in the matter. (Justice Miller in Chicago, etc., Rwy. 
ee geome sagt > Leet Mae tly 158 

ere can no doubt o e gene power of a State to regulate 

the fares and freight which may be charged and received by railroad or 
other carriers, and that this re; tion can be carried on by means of a 
commission. Such a commission is merely an administrative board, 
created by the State for carrying into effect the will of the State as ex- 
pressed by its legislature. No valid objection, therefore, can be made 
on account of the eral features of act, then, by which the State 
has created the railroad commission and intrusted it with the duty of 
other regulations for 

(Justice Brewer in 


for the trans 


v. Trust Co., 154 U. S., 395.) 
ti f a at by 12 — a nich hall or 
on of freig rallroa W. 5 no unreasonable, 
disputed in this case. It has been so decided by the United States 
Supreme Co and the doctrine has been recognized this court. 
05 B. . and N. G. Co. v. Dey, 82 Iowa, 332; C. B. and Q. 
wy. Co. v. Iowa, 94 U. S., 155.) 
It has been beid in a number of cases that statutes which create 
boards of commissioners and authorize them to make schedules of 
rates for railroad companies are not invalid for the reason here urged. 
( The doctrine of these cases is that the functions of such boards are 
administrative rather than legislative; that the authority conferred 
upon them relates merely to the execution of the law; that a grant 
of legislative power to do a certain carries with it the power to 
use all proper and necessary means to accomplish that end; and th 
as the reasonableness of rates changes with ces, and leg- 
islatures can not be constantly in session, the 3 that the 
statute itself shall fix the charges might preclude legislature from 
the use of the agencies necessary to peform the duty posed upon 
it by the Constitution; in short, that the legislature may authorize 


rta- 
s not 


others to do things which it t properly but can not convenient! 
„ do itself. (C. B. and Q. Rwy. v. Jones, 149 UL, 
That the general assembly can not surrender any rtion of the 
legislative authority with which it is vested or author: its exercise 
by any other m or body is a proposition too clear for argument 
and is denied no one. 
> > * * = * * 


But while this is so plain as to be admitted, we think it equally un- 
deniable that the complete exercise of lecislative port by the eral 
assembly does not n y require the act so apply its pro- 
visions to the subject-matter as to compel their 1 without 
the intervening assent of other persons, or to preven eir taking ef- 
fect only upon the performance of conditions expressed in the law. 

= . * * * * * 

The true distinction, therefore, is between the delegation of power 
to make the law, which necessarily involves a discretion as to what it 
shall be, and conferring an suthority or discretion as to its execution, 


to be exe under and in »ursuance of law. The first can not be 
done; to the latter no valid objection can be made. (Rwy. Co. v. 
Commissioners, 1 Ohio St., 77.) 


The State which I have the honor in part to represent here 
has had since 1888 a law requiring the railroad commission to 
“make for each of the railroad corporations doing business in 
this State, as soon as practicable, a schedule of reasonable maxi- 
mum rates of charges for the transportation of freight and cars 
on each of said railroads,” and, so far as I know, no court has 
doubted its validity. The same thing is true in Georgia; while 
in the State of Massachusetts there is recorded in Volume II of 
the Revised Laws, page 1034, an enactment of the legislature 
authorizing the commission to fix the rates on the transporta- 
tion of milk, under a penalty of $5 for each can which the rail- 
ways refuse to haul at the rate fixed, without the slightest sug- 
gestion of a day in court for anybody. I have mentioned these 
three States, whose laws have never been invalidated by the 
decision of any court, because they have the old-fashioned kind 
of constitutions and the old-fashioned separation of executive, 
judicial, and legislative powers which seem so dear to the heart 
of the honorable Senator from Ohio, 

But the Senator says in effect: 

What is the use of about States when the powers of Congress 
are under discussion? Do not the States stand in a fundamentally 
different relation to this subject? 

I do not think so, and I have allowed my opinions about it to 
be built up very slowly on the United States Supreme Court re- 
ports. I hold that so far as control over interstate commerce is 
concerned Congress possesses all the powers which existed in 
the States before the adoption of the Constitution and which 
haye always existed in the Parliament of England. 


Is there, then— 
Says Mr. Justice Harlan in the Northern Securities case 
any escape from the conclusion that, subject only to such restrictions— 


Referring to the restrictions on the exercise of power which 
are found in the Constitution of the United States— 


the power of Congress over State and international commerce is as full 
4403 U. 8. 342 the power of any State over its domestic commerce? 
- S9 % 


In the case of South Carolina v. Georgia, the court held that: 


The power to “regulate commerce” conferred by the Constitution 
upon Congress, is that which previously existed in the States. As 
was said in Gilman v. Philadelphia (3 Wall, 724), “Commerce in- 
cludes navigation. The power to regulate commerce comprehends the 
control for that urpose, and to the extent necessary, of all the navi- 
gable rivers of the United States which are 8 from a State 
other than those in Which they lie. For these pu 
gress possesses all She, pwer which existed in the States 
adoption of the natio 


es Con- 
ore the 
Constitution, and which have always existed 


in the Parliament of England.” Such has uniformly been the con- 
struction given to that clause of the Constitution which confers upon 
Congress the power to regulate commerce. (93 U. S., 10.) 


The Senator from Ohio seems to be doubtful whether Con- 
gress may legislate in respect to commerce between the States 
in the exercise of the same kind of powers which the State has 
over its internal commerce. That doubt does not appear to 
haye been shared by Mr. Justice Jackson in deciding the case 
of Kentucky v. The Indiana Bridge Company, for that learned 
Justice spoke on the subject in that case as if he had no doubt 
about it: 

Possessing such soverei and exclusive er th bject 
commerce — — the States, it is. difficult 8 whe eee 
aul Ail OAE muattnce a9 the Staten TAa Go ie romect to Gere eat 
an 
or internal commerce. (2 L. R. A., 3279 -aa 88 

You will pardon me if I refer again to the Northern Securi- 
ties case and quote from the opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan: 

By express words of the Constitution Congress h. — 5 
8 with foreign nations and among b 
with the Indian tribes.” In view of the numerous decisions of this 
court there ought not at this day to be any doubt as to the general 


scope of such power. In some circumstances regulation ma roperl 
take the form and have the effect of rohibition (In re Rohrer. 14) 
; ) 


F a > cases, 188 U. S., 321, and authorities there cited. 
Again and court has rmed the doctrine announced in 
the he ju ent rendered by Chief Justice Marshall for the court 
in Gibbons v. Ogden (9 Wheat., 1, 196, 197), that the power of Con- 
gress to re te commerce among the several States and with fo’ 


nations is the power to prescribe the rule by which commerce is to be 
prona ;” that such power “is complete in itself, may be exercised to 
ts utmost extent, and acknowledges no limitations other than are pre- 


the 5 of Congress, though limited to specified objects, is 
3 as to these objects, the power over commerce with foreign na- 
ons and among the several States is vested In Co as absolutely 


as it would be a singl 


gh duties assigned to it in 
the manner most beneficial the -people,” and that if the end to be 
accomplished is within the scope of the Constitution “all means which 
are appropriate and which are plainly adapted to that end and which 
are not prohibited are constitutional.’ 


Not all of the justices concurred in this opinion, but the great 
lawyer who wrote a dissenting opinion recognized fully the com- 
pleteness and efficiency of the powers of Congress, as these 
words from the opinion of Mr. Justice White show : 


At the outset the absolute correctness is admitted of the declaration 
of Mr. Chief Justice Marshall, in Gibbons v. Ogden, tha power of 
Congress to regulate commerce among the States and with. foreign 
nations “is complete in itself and may be exercised to its utmost 
extent, and acknowledges no limitations other than = 7 in 


the Constitution; and that if the end to be accomplish within the 


scope of the Constitution, all means which are appropriate, which are 
7 — . to that end, and which are not prohibited are con- 
onal.’ 


The plenary authority of Congress over interstate commerce, its 
right to regulate it to the fullest extent, to fix the rates to be charged 
for the movement of interstate commerce, to legislate concerning the 
ways and vevicles actually engaged in such trafic, and to exert any and 

other power over such commerce which flows from the authority 
conferred by the Constitution is thus conceded. 

In executing the powers conferred upon it by the Constitution 
it is evident that Congress ought to have a large latitude in the 
selection of means. If it be conceded that Congress has the 
power to fix railway charges throughout the United States 
where the traffic is interstate in character, the power would be 
altogether nugatory and superfluous, both from the nature of 
the task and from its magnitude, unless it is possible within 
the Constitution to leave details in the application of the law 
to subordinate administrative authorities. That, I take it, is 
what the Supreme Court meant in the case of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission v. Brimson, in which they say that— 

It is a settled gg og eg of constitutional law that “the government 
which has a right to do an act, and has im on it the duty of 
1 that act, must, according to the dictates of reason, be al- 
owed to select the means; and those who contend that it may not 
select any appropriate means, that any particular mode of 3 the 


object is take upon themselves the burden of establ 
that exception’ (4 Wheat, 318 154 U. 8. 473. £ 
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And again: 
Congress being oop rere to regulate commerce among the several 
1 


States and to pass all laws necessary and proper for carrying into ex- 
ecution any of the powers specifically conferred, may make use of any 
. means for the same. (Luxton v. Bridge Co., 153 U. S., 
529.) 


The honorable Senator from Ohio [Mr. ForaKer] appeared to 
me to base his doubts about the power of Congress on a rather 
narrow conception of what was in the mind of the great states- 
men who laid the foundations of our institutions. It is true 
that the locomotive and the steel rail did not enter into their 
deliberations. But it ought not for that reason to be thought 
that they did not possess that constructive imagination which 
enabled them to build for the centuries. I was impressed, of 
course, with the learned interpretation given to our fundamental 
law by so great a leader in the profession as the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Foraker]. Our fathers did not build these institu- 
tions with the modern railway in their minds; but they did 
build them with the whole future of human society clearly in 
their vision. And somehow or other, without disparaging the 
learning of my honorable friend, I prefer that magnificent con- 
ception of our Constitution expressed by Chief Justice Marshall 
in McCulloch v. Maryland, in these words: 

Let this be done in the case under consideration. The subject Is the 
execution of those great powers on which the welfare of a nation es- 
sentially depends. It must have been the intention of those who gave 
these powers to insure, so far as human prudence could insure, their 
beneficial execution. This could not be done by confiding the choice 
of means to such narrow limits as not to leave it in the power of 
Congress to adopt any which might be appropriate and which were con- 
ducive to the end. This provision is made in a Constitution intended 
to endure for ages to come, and consequently to be adapted to the 
various crises of human affairs. To have prescribed the means by 
which governments should in all future time execute its powers would 
have been to change entirely the character of the instrument and give 
it the properties of a legal code. It would have been an unwise at- 
tempt to provide by immutable rules for exigencies which, if foreseen 
at all, must have been seen dimly and which can be best provided for 
as they occur. To have declared that the best means shall not be used, 
but those only without which the power given would be nugatory, 
would have been to deprive the legislature of the capacity to avail it- 
self of experience to exercise its reason and to accommodate its legis- 
lation to circumstances. (4 Wheat., 413.) 

I conclude, therefore, that whatever a State may do within 
its jurisdiction in the regulation of commerce the nation may do 
within its jurisdiction, subject to no limitations except such as 
are found in the Constitution of the United States. So that, 
while the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker], finding that the 
Supreme Court appears to consider these powers of Congress 
so plain as to dismiss them with the dogmatic statement, 
“It is obvious,” looks upon that far-reaching conclusion as 
an oversight and an accidental utterance of a court not inter- 
ested in that question, I prefer to find in them the solid rock 
upon which this proposed legislation can stand securely in the 
midst of the noise and storm of controversy. 

The present inquiry is limited to the question as to what it (Con- 

ress) determined should be done with reference to the matter of rates. 

here were three obvious and dissimilar courses open for considera- 
tion. Congress might itself prescribe the rates; or it might commit to 
some subordinate tribunal this duty; or it 1 leave with the com- 
panies the right to fix rates, subject to regulations and restrictions, as 
well as to that rule which is as old as the existence of common carriers, 
to wit, that rates must be reasonable, 
sion v. Rwy. Co., 167 U. S., 479.) 

I recognize the fact that in attempting to go into the labyrinth 
of the Constitution I have taken a good many chances of not 
being able to get back, but I would now take up other questions 
of law raised by the distinguished Senator from Ohio if it were 
not for the fact that I have associated with me on the committee 
one of the greatest lawyers and most profound students of 
these questions with whom I have ever had the honor to be 
associated—the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Crape]— 
and I feel sure that out of the abundance of his legal experi- 
ence, an experience unusually intimate with the very litigation 
in the Supreme Court in which many of these questions have 
been tested, he will be able to supply the necessary argument to 
effectually defend this measure from whatever quarter it may 
be assailed. With a few words, therefore, somewhat personal, I 
will conclude what I have to say. 

It has been said that I have been misled into a socialistic 
agitation now general in the country. I do not think so. I 
will tell you one thing, however, that I do believe. I believe 
that the time is at hand when those who desire to defend the 
law of property had better consult together to bring back the 
old institutions of society to a situation where it can be de- 
fended. I am enlisted for that fight. I have not a trace of 
socialistic spirit in my thinking. I do not look forward to 
government ownership of anything—goyernment ownership of 
railroads or farms or banks or any of the instrumentalities of 
commerce. I do not wish to see the Government doing the 
business of the American people and all the rest of us stand- 
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ing around in front of the gilded domes of our State capitols 
or our National Capitol waiting for our occasional dividend 
out of the gross product of nothing in particular. [Laughter.] 
I do not yield to the fascinations of that cheap philosophy of 
human life. I believe in the laws that have built society up 
on its present basis, and I will say to you gentlemen, especially 
those of you who are so concerned about the great interests of 
property in the United States, that a storm is gathering, and 
the time is approaching when the American people are going to 
make an inquiry into the methods by which men in a few years 
acquire hundreds of millions of dollars and rise to an influence 
that threatens to subordinate even the Government of the 
United States. 

That inquiry will be made. When that time comes, I will 
be on hand to defend the law of property. Capital is the earn- 
ings and the savings of labor. I believe in that. Whoever charges 
me with trying to forward any scheme for government owner- 
ship of railroads, or any other socialistic experiment in the 
United States, misunderstands both my public record and my 
purpose as a humble worker in the ranks of our common citi- 
zenship. 

I will say another thing. This same charge of socialism was 
made in England in the House of Commons when the Govern- 
ment undertook the same sort of management of railway prop- 
erties that we contemplate here to-day. A man, whose name I 
can not recollect just now, a solid old Welshman, I think, got 
up in the House of Commons and said that instead of looking 
toward the government ownership of railroads, the people were 
taking the only possible step that could be taken to make the 
government ownership of railways impossible, at least for gen- 
erations, in the United Kingdom. I say now and here that 
unless we can in some way agree upon an effective regulation of 
railway rates we are face to face in America with problems 
which may ultimately involve a serious harm to our institutions 
by the forced resort of the people to untried methods in our 
business organization. I do not want to see that day, but I 
think I see far enough into the movements of public opinion to 
understand that unless the people of the United States are 
given some adequate protection against the abuses of railway 
management, or the possibility of such abuses arising in the 
future, there will be a formidable movement very much before 
the end of this generation in fayor, heart and soul, of the gov- 
ernmental assumption of these great instrumentalities of com- 
merce and of business. 

One thing more. I have been accused by some of careless- 
hess and indifference to the political party to which I belong. 
I do not intend to spend very much time defending myself 
against that charge. I have always enjoyed the reputation at 
home and nearly everywhere else of being a little violent as a 
partisan and a little slow in perceiving even the most obvious 
merits and virtues of our brethren upon the other side. I reckon 
it may be that I have outgrown a good deal of that; at any 
rate, I do not notice it in myself as much as I used to; but I still 
have a pretty well-grounded and vigorous conviction that the best 
service the Democratic party can render the American people is 
to stand on guard and see that their affairs are well and truly 
administered by the other party. [Laughter.] So that I do 
not know any place, except possibly right here within a limited 
circle, where I might be suspected of indifference to the welfare 
of the Republican party. 

But did you ever, Mr. President, meditate upon the fact 
that, at the bottom, our political principles are one? If that 
were not so, our system of Goyernment would be difficult if 
not impossible. But the fact is that underlying all our little 
party differences—Santo Domingo, the Philippine tariff, state- 
hood, the shipping bill, the tariff, coinage, and all that—under- 
lying that, these institutions of ours stand on an eyerlasting 
foundation, and around that foundation all political parties 
gather and are at home. 

Thomas Jefferson understood what the foundation of free in- 
stitutions was, and left a motto for his political descendants 
that has done them more good and less harm than any other 
thing they have had to do with from that time to this. He 
said: “ Equal rights to all; special privileges to none.” That 
has been good Democracy ever since; and it has been good Re- 
publicanism ; for Mr. Lincoln, in the midst of the great struggle 
for the national life, put it into a proverb of his own when he 
said, “ To all an unfettered start and a fair chance in the race 
of life.” That was good Republicanism, and it is good De- 
mocracy, n 

And in a later time—for the good Providence that is over our 
affairs never leaves us very long without a distinct individual 
guidance—in our day we have had the same kind of leadership. 
Nor do I have any doubt that future generations of Americans 
will treasure in grateful hearts the blunt and fearless platform 
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of Theodore Roosevelt A square deal for every man; no less, 
no more.” The doctrine is the same, and if it is not a true doc- 
trine, our institutions have no foundation at all. I think the 
doctrine is forevermore true; and by the great traditions of the 
old Republican party I intend to defend it here and everywhere. 

I desire to thank the Senate, Mr. President, for the kindness 
with which they have listened to me. [Manifestations of ap- 
plause in the galleries.] 


FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


Mr. CLAPP. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 5976, and that the un- 
finished business be temporarily laid aside for that purpose. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota asks 
unanimous consent that the unfinished business may be tempo- 
rarily laid aside—— 

Mr. NELSON. I have no objection to the unfinished business 
being laid aside for the remainder of the day without losing its 
place. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. CLarr] asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill named by 
him, the title of which will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. A bill (H. R. 5976) to provide for the final 
disposition of the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the 
Indian Territory, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. CLAPP. I now request that the reading of the bill may 
be continued for the consideration of committee amendments. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will resume the 
reading of the bill. 

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill at section 14, 
on page 20. The next amendment of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs was, in section 14, page 21, line 15, to strike out the 
word “and” and insert the word “or;” in line 18, to strike out 
the word “town” and insert “municipality ;” and in line 20, 
to strike out the word “town” and insert municipality ;” so 
as to make the additional proviso read: 


Provided further, That this section shall not apply to land reserved 
from allotment because of the right of any railroad or railway com- 
pany therein in the nature of an easement for signe of way, depo 
station grounds, water stations, stock yards or other uses connect 
with the maintenance and operation of such company’s railroad, title 
to which tracts may be acquired by the railroad or railway companys 
under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Interior, at a valuation to be deteymined by him; but if any such 
company shall fail to make payment within the time prescribed by the 
regulations or shall cease to use such land for the purpose for which 
it was reserved, title thereto shall thereupon vest in the owner of the 
legal subdivision of which the land so abandoned is a part, except lands 
within a municipality, the title to which, upon abandonment, shail 
vest in such municipality. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 20, to insert: 


issue pa 
Atok: d. T., in 

direction for the purpose of allowing the allottees to donate the tract 
so allotted to said Murrow Indian Orphans’ Home. 

In all cases where enrolled citizens of either the Choctaw or Chicka- 
saw tribe have taken their homestead and surplus allotment and have 
remaining over an unallotted right to less than $10 on the basis of the 
allotment value of said lands, such unallotted right may be conveyed by 
the owners thereof to the Murrow Indian Orphans’ Home aforesaid; 
and whenever said conveyed po shall amount in the aggregate to as 
much as 10 acres of average allottable land, land to represent the same 
shall be allotted to the said Murrow Indian Orphans’ Home, and cer- 
tificate and patent shall issue therefor to said Murrow Indian Orphans’ 


Home. 

And there is hereby authorized to be conveyed to said Murrow Indian 
Orphans’ Home, in the manner hereinbefore prescribed for the convey- 
ance of land, the following-described lands in the Choctaw and Chick- 
asaw nations, to wit: Sections 18 and 19 in township 2 north, range 
12 east; the south half of the northeast quarter, the northeast quarter 
of the northeast quarter, the south half of the northwest quarter of the 
northeast quarter, the south half of the southeast quarter, the north- 
east quarter of the southeast quarter, the south half of the northwest 
quarter of the southeast quarter, the northeast quarter of the northwest 
quarter of the southeast quarter, the northeast quarter of the southeast 
quarter of the southwest quarter, and the northwest quarter of the 
northwest quarter of section 24, and the northwest quarter of the 
southeast quarter, the north half of the southwest quarter of the south- 
east quarter, the south half of the southwest quarter of the southwest 
quarter, the northeast quarter of the southwest quarter of the south- 
west quarter, and the southeast 8 of the northwest quarter of the 
southwest quarter of sertion 23, and the southwest quarter of the 
southwest quarter of the southeast quarter of section 26, and the south- 
east quarter of the northwest quarter of the northwest quarter, the 
south half of the northeast quarter of the northwest quarter, the north- 
east quarter of the northeast quarter of the northwest quarter, and the 
east halt of the southeast quarter ox the northwest quarter of section 
25, all in township 2 north, range 11 east, con ing 1,790 acres, as 
shown by the Government survey, for the purpose of the said home. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 15, page 24, line 10, to 


insert, after the word “ at,” “not less than;” so as to make the 
proviso read: 


Provided, That in the event said lands are embraced within the geo- 
graphical limits of a State or Territory of the United States such State 
or Territory or any county or municipality therein shall be allowed 
one year from date of establishment of such State or Territory within 
which to purchase any such lands and improvements within their re- 
spective limits at not less than the appraised value. Conveyances of 
lands disposed of under this section shall be executed, recorded, and 
delivered in like manner and with like effect as herein provided for 
other conveyances. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 16, page 24, line 22, after 
the word “ tribes,” to insert the following: 

In the disposition of the unallotted lands of the Choctaw and Chicka- 
saw nations each Choctaw and Chickasaw freedman shall be entitled to 
a preference right, under such rules and regulations as the Secretary 
of the Interior may prescribe, to purchase at the appraised value 
enough land to equal with that already allotted to him 40 acres in 
area. If any such purchaser fails to make payment within the time 

rescribed by said rules and 1 then such tract or parcel of 
and shall revert to the said ian tribes and be sold as other surplus 
lands thereof. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authoriz to 
sell, wheneyer in his judgment it may be desirable, any of the unal- 
lotted land In the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations, which is not prin- 
cipally valuable for mining, agricultural, or timber Purposes, in tracts 
of no amy pea Gan acres to any one person, for a fair and reasonable 
price, not less than the present appraised value. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 18, page 26, line 11, after 
the words “ United States,” to strike out “for the use” and in- 
sert “in behalf;” so as to read: 

That the 5 of the Interior is cay es f authorized to bring suit 
in the name of the United States, in behalf of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, 
Cherokee, Creek, or Seminole tribes, respectively, elther before or after 
the dissolution of the tribal fgets hos for the collection of any 
moneys or reco of any land claimed by any of said tribes, whether 
such claim shall arise prior to or after the dissolution of the tribal 
8 and the United States courts in Indian Territory are 

ereby giyen jurisdiction to try and determine all such suits, and the 
5 of the Interior is authorized to pay from the funds of the 
tribe interested any and necessary expenses incurred in main- 
taining and prosecuting such suits. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Secretary began the reading of section 19, page 27. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, as I understand, we are 
taking this subject up now and disposing of the committee 
amendments. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That is correct. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have an amendment pending before the 
Senate, which I propose to interpose in place of section 19. 
Therefore, if it is agreeable to the chairman, that section might 
be passed over at the present time and then acted upon after a 
vote is had upon my amendment. 

Mr. CLAPP. That course is agreeable to me. I simply want 
to call the attention of the Senate to certain amendments to 
that section when we reach them. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The section will be passed over. 

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill. The next 
amendment was, in section 20, page 28, line 23, after the word 
contracts,“ to insert: 

Except leases and rental contracts for not exceeding one year for 
agricultural purposes for lands other than homesteads. 


So as to read: 


Sec. 20. That after the approval of this act all leases and rental 
contracts, except leases and rental contracts for not exceeding one year 
for agricultural purposes for lands other than homesteads, of full-blood 
allottees of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole 
tribes shall be in writing and subject to approval by the Secretary of 
the Interior and shall absolutely void and of no effect without 
such approval. s 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, after line 6, to insert 
the following additional proviso: 

Provided further, That the filing with the United States Indian agent 
for Union Agency at Muskogee, Ind. T., of leases and other instruments 
in writing required by law to be filed With said agent, shall impart the 
same notles and have the same effect that the filing of instruments, 
either for record or to remain upon the files, with the clerks of the 
various recording districts of the Indian Territory bas or hereafter may 
have; and that all leases entered into for a period of one year or more 
shall be recorded in conformity to the law applicable to recording instru- 
ments now in force in said Indian Territory. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move to strike out all of the 
amendment commencing with the word “ That,” in line 6, down 
to and including the conjunction “ and,” in line 13. 

Mr. CLAPP. And beginning the following word, “ that,” with 
a capital. That is agreeable to me. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 21, page 30, line 2, after 
the word “ lands,” to insert: 


That heirs of e Mississippi Choctaws who died before making 
settlement in the Choctaw country and within 


proof of removal to an: 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3205 


the period prescribed by law for making such proof may within sixty 
days from the passage of this act appear before the Commissioner to 
the Five Civilized Tribes and make such proof as would be required 
if made ay such deceased tear red i Choctaws; and the decision of 
the Commissioner to the Five Civilized Tribes shall be final therein, 
and no appeal therefrom shall be allowed. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 30, line 25, section 22, 
after the word Indians,” to strike out the words“ of minors; ” 
so as to make the clause read: 


All conveyances made under this provision by heirs who are full- 
blood Indians are to be subject to the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior, under such rules and regulations as he may prescribe. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 23, page 31, line 4, after 
the word “ devise,“ to insert “and bequeath;” and in line 7, 
after the word “valid,” to insert “if such last will and testa- 
ment disinherits the parent, wife, spouse, or children of such 
full-blood Indian;” and in line 9, after the word “ before,” to 
insert “ and approved by;” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 23. That every person of lawful age and sound mind may by last 
will and testament devise and neath all of his estate, real an er- 
sonal, and all interest therein: Provided, That no will of a full-blood 
Indian devising real estate shall be valid if such last will and testa- 
ment disinherits the parent, wife, spouse, or children of such full-blood 
Indian, unless er akne am before and approved by a judge of the 
3 States court for the Indian Territory, or a United States com- 
missioner. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 31, to add as a new section, 
24, the following: 


Sec. 24. That in the Choctaw, Chickasaw, and Seminole nations pub- 
lic highways or roads two rods in width, being one rod on each side of 
the section line, shall be established on all section lines; and all allot- 

purchasers, and others shall take title to such land subject to this 
provision, and if buildings or other improvements are in con- 
sequence of the establishment of such public highways or roads, such 
dama; accruing prior to the inauguration of a State government 
shall determined under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior 
and be pald for from the funds of sald tribes, respectively. 

All expenses incident to the establishment public highways or 
roads in the Creek, Cherokee, Choctaw, Chickasaw, and Seminole na- 
tions, Including clerical ae, per diem, salary, and ex of viewers, 
appraisers, a othe shal paid under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior from the funds of the tribe or nation in which 
such public highways or roads are established. Any person, firm, or 
3 obstructing any public highway or road, and who shall 
fail, neglect, or refuse for a period of ten s after notice to remove 
or cause to be removed any and all obstructions from such public high- 
way or road, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon con- 
viction shall be fined not exceeding $10 per day for each and every 
day in excess of said ten days which sald obstruction is permitted to 
remain: , however, That notice of the establishment of public 
highways or roads need not be given to allottees or others, except in 
cases where such public highways or roads are obstructed, and ever 
person obstructing any such public highway or road, as aforesaid, sha 
also be liable in a civil action for all damages sustained by any panies 
bei er in any manner whatever been damaged by reason of such 
obstruction. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
i The next amendment was, to add as a new section the fol- 
owing: 


Sec. 25. That any electric railway, light, or power fompany doin 
business within the limits of the Indian Territory, in compliance wit 
the laws of the United States that are now or may be in force therein. 
be, and the same are hereby, Invested and empowered with the right of 
locating, constructing, owning, operating, using, and maintaining 
canals, reservoirs, auxiliary steam wor and a dam or dams across 
any nonnavigable stream within the limits of said Indian Territory, 
for the purpose of obtaining a sufficient supply of water to manufac- 
ture and generate water, electric, or other power, light, and heat and 
to utillze and transmit and distribute such power, light, and heat to 
other places for its own use or other individuals or corporations, and 
the right of locating, constructing, owning, o rating, nipping, using, 
and maintaining the eee pole lines a conduits for the purpose 
of transmitting and distribut ng such er, light, and heat to other 
places within the limits of said Indian Territory. 

That the right to locate, construct, own, operate, use, and maintain 
such dams, canals, reservoirs, auxilary steam works, pole lines, and 
conduits in or through the Indian Territory, re, pac with the right to 
acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, such land as it may deem neces- 
sary for the locating, constructing, owning, operating, using, and main- 
taining of such dams, canals, reservoirs, auxiliary steam works, pole 
lines, and conduits in or through any land held by any Indian tribe or 
nation, person, individual, corporation, or municipality in said Indian 
Territory, or in or through any lands in said Indian Territory which 
have been or may hereafter be allotted in severalty to any Individual 
Indian or other person under any law or treaty, whether the same have 
or have not been conveyed to the allottee, with full power of allenation, 
is hereby granted to any company complying with the provisions of this 


ct. 
In case of the failure of any electric railway, light, or power company 
to make amicable settlement with any in {vidual owner, occupant, 
allottee, tribe, nation, corporation, or municipality for any lands or 
improvements sought to be condemned or appropriated under this act 
all compensation and damages to be paid to the dissenting individual 
owner, ocenpant, allottee, tribe, nation, corporation, or municipality by 
reason of the appropriation and condemnation of said lands and improve- 
ments shall be determined as provided in sections 15 and 17 of an act 


of Congress entitled “An act to grant a right of way through Oklahoma 
Territory and the Indian Territory to the Enid and Anadarko Railway 
Company, and for other purposes,” a 
No. 26), and all such BD cng ae 
sections, except that sections 3 


proved February 28, 1902 (Public 
ereunder shall conform to said 
4 of said act shall have no applica- 


tion, and except that hereafter the plats required to be filed by said act 
shall be filed with the Secretary of the Interior and with the Commis- 
sioner to the Five Civilized Tribes, and where the words “ principal 
chief or governor’ of 2 or nation occur in said act, for the 2 
of this act there is erted the words “Commissioner to the Five 
ivilized Tribes.” 


Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I desire to submit an amend- 
ment to that amendment. I move to insert, after the word 
“ tribes,” in line 2, page 35, the following: 


Provided, That all rights granted hereunder shall be subject to the 
control of the future Territory or State within which the Indian Ter- 
ritory may be situated. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, before leaving section 
25, I would like to ask a question of the chairman of the com- 
mittee. In line 12 of that section, page 33, I notice these words: 


That the right to locate, construct, own, operate, use, and maintain 
such dams, canals, reservoirs, auxiliary steam works, pole lines, and 
condnits in or through the Indian Territory, together with the right to 
acquire, by condemnation or otherwise. 


What is the significance intended by the words “or other- 
wise?” 

Mr. CLAPP. That comes from the fact that the allottees 
there, or at least some of them, are at present laboring under 
restrictions as to alienation, and the object of putting in the 
words “or otherwise” was to save any question as to the right 
of an allottee to convey so much land as might be required in the 
exercise of these rights. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. That is to give the allottee the right to 
convey? 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then I move to strike out the word 
“otherwise” and to substitute the words “agreement between 
the parties,” as being a little more definite. 

Mr. CLAPP. There is no objection to that amendment to the 
amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Wisconsin will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. Page 33, line 16, it is proposed to strike out 
the word “otherwise” and insert “agreement between the 
parties,” so that if amended it will read: “ by condemnation or 
agreement between the parties.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was to add as a new section (26) the 
following: 


See. 26. That ber ig 12 of Wilson's Revised and Annotated Statutes 
of Oklahoma of 1 is hereby extended to and put in force in the 
Indian Territory, so far as the same is not locally inapplicable and 
in conflict with the provisions of this act: Provided, That wherever 
in said chapter the words Territory“ or “this Ferritory occur 
there shall substituted therefor the words “the Indian Territory,” 
and whorever the words “ governor” or ‘ governor of the Territory“ 
occur there shall be substituted the words “ judge of the district in 
which the city or town is located,” and wherever the words “ county 
clerk occur there shall be substituted the words “clerk of the United 
States court: And provided further, That section 8 of article 1 shall 
be amended and enacted so that the councilmen and members of the 
school board shall be residents of their respective wards and elected 
as other city officers. 

In section 8 the figures “1897" occurring in the second line and 
the words and fi of 1897“ occurring in the third line are stricken 
out and made of no effect. 

In section 6 the duties devolving upon the board of county commis- 
sioners shall be performed by the council and recorder of the incor- 
porated town or AN seeking to be made a city of the first class. 

In section 29, in line 16, the words “ one year,” shall be stricken out 
and the words “ ten years" inserted. 

In section 88, the city treasurer shall perform all of the duties 
therein prescribed. 

The street and other improvements 9 herein shall apply 
to all towns having a population of over 2,000 people. 

All civil jurisdiction heretofore conferred by law upon mayors of 
incorporated towns and cities is hereby conferred upon the lice 
judges of cities of the first class organized under the provisions of this 
act, and all Jaws heretofore put in force governing procedure in such 
cases before mayors of incorporated cities and towns shall apply to 
cases before such police judges. 

All ordinances and resolutions legall assed by the incorporated 
town or city raised to a city of the first class under the provisions of 
this law shall remain in full force and effect, except where the same are 
in conflict with this act or repealed by the city of the first class. 

That the tangible property of rallroad corporations (exclusive of 
rolling stock) located within the corporate limits of incorporated cities 
and towns in the Indian Territory shall be a and taxed In pro- 

rtion to its value the same as other property is assessed and taxed 
fh such incorporated cities and towns; and all such city or town coun- 
cils are hereby empowered to such ordinances as may be necessary 
for the assessment, equalization, levy, and collection, annually, of a 
tax on all property except as herein stated within the corporate limits 
and for carrying the same into effect: Provided, That should any per- 
son or corporation feel aggrieved by any assessment of property in the 
Indian Territory, an 1111 55 from such assessment may tuken by 
original petition to be filed in United States court in the district in 
which such city or town is located, and the question of the amount 
and legality of such assessment, and the validity of the ordinance under 
which such assessment is made may be determined by such court and 
the costs of such pocong shall be taxed and apportioned between 
the parties as the court shall find to be just and equitable. 

No sewage, drainage, dead animals, refuse, or polluting matter of 
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such kind ard amount as, either by itself or in connection with other 
matter, will corrupt or impair the quality of the water of any pond or 
stre;im used as a source c? ice or water supply by a city, town, public 
institution, cr water company for domestic use, or render it injurious 
to health, and no human excrement shall be discharged into such 
stream or pozd or upon their banks if any filter basin so used is there 
situated, or into any fecders of such ponds or streams within 20 miles 
above the point where such supply is taken. 

Wheever willfully and maliciously defiles or corrupts any spring or 
other source of water or reservoir, or destroys or injures any pipe, con- 
ductor of water, or other property pertaining to an aqueduct, or aids 
or abets in any such trespass, shall be punished by a fine of not more 
than $1,000, or by imprisonment for not more than one year. 

Whoever willfully deposits excrement or foul or decaying matter in 
water which is used for the purpose of domestic water supply, or upon 
the shore thereof within 5 rods of the water, shall be punished by a 
fine of not more than $250, or ny imprisonment for not more than ninety 
days. But the provisions of this section shall not interfere with the 
sewage of a city, town, or publie institution where pro 
and filtering beds are provided, nor prevent the enrich 
agricultural purposes by the owner or occupant thereof. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 38, to add as section 27 the 
following: 

Sec. 27. That the lands belonging to the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Chero- 
kee, Creek, or Seminole tribes, upon the dissolution of said tribes, shall 
not become public lands nor property of the United States, but shall be 
held in trust by the United States for the use and benefit of the In- 
dians respectively comprising each of said tribes, and their heirs as the 
same shall appear by the rolls as finally concluded as heretofore and 
hereinafter provided for: Provided, That nothing herein contained shail 
interfere with any allotments heretofore or hereafter made or to be 
made under the provisions of this or any ether act of Congress. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLAPP. At this time the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Battey], who is absent, asked me to present an amendment to 
section 18, which I will send up, authorizing a set-off to suits 
brought. I recommend its adopticn. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. At the end of section 18, page 26, line 25, 
after the word “ disposition,” insert: 

Where suit is now pending, or may hereafter be filed, in any United 
States court in the Indian Territory, by or on behalf of any one or 
more of the Five Civilized Tribes, to recover moneys claimed to be due 
and owing to such tribe the party defendants to such suit shall have 
the right set up and have 71 — leated any claim it may have against 
such tribe, and the same may pleaded by such party defendants as 
a counterclaim or set-off; and any amount that may be found due by 
any tribe or tribes shall be paid by the Treasurer of the United States 
out of any funds of such tribes upon the filing of the decree of the 
court with him. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

g MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Browntnea, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the joint resolution (S. R. 37) extending the tribal ex- 
istence and government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians 
in the Indian Territory with amendments in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to Senate 
joint resolution 37. The amendments will be stated. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, ' 
March 1, 1906. 

Resolved, That the joint resolution from the Senate (S. R. 37) en- 
titled “ Joint resolution extending the tribal existence and government 
of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian Territory,” do 
pass with the following amendments : 

Line 3, after “and,” insert “ present tribal.” 

Line 3, strike out “ government“ and insert “ governments.” 

Line 6, after “ purposes,” insert “ under existing laws.” 

Line 6, strike out all after “until” down to and including re- 
pealed,”’ in line 9, and insert * all property of such tribes, or the pro- 
ceeds thereof, shall be distributed among the individual members of 
said tribes.” 

Mr. CLAPP. I move that the Senate disagree to the amend- 
ments of the House and request a conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the Vice-President was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. CLAPP, 
Mr. MeCuunzn, and Mr. Dusois were appointed. 


FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment of the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs will be stated. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Indian Affairs was, 
on page 39, after line 4, to add as a new section the follow- 
ing: 

Src. 28. That the tribal relations and government of the Choctaw, 
Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes or nations are hereby 
continued in full force and effect for all purposes until the 4th day of 


March, A. D. 1907; and all acts and parts of acts, so far as they con- 
filct herewith, are hereby repealed. 


Mr. CLAPP. The Senate committee offer as an amendment 


r septic tanks 
g of lands for 


to that section on line 4, page 89, after the word “ tribal,” to 
insert “ existence and tribal; so as to read: 

That the tribal existence and tribal relations and government, etc. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask the Senator in charge of the bill 
what difference there is between this provision and the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. CLAPP, There practically is very little except that this 
fixes a definite time, and the joint resolution, as it came from 
the House, leaves the time indefinite. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator this legal question 
then. If the joint resolution becomes a law before this statute, 
will not this statute repeal it? 

Mr. CLAPP. Unquestionably. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Then ought there not to be some arrange- 
ment made—— 

Mr. CLAPP. I think not. If this bill should become a law 
after the bill is perfected by the Senate carrying with it this pro- 
vision, I think it would meet the same purpose as the joint reso- 
lution. The joint resolution was only suggested as a sort of 
makean in case we could not get the law passed by the 4th of 

arch. 

Mr. CULBERSON. But this provision names the 4th day of 
March next. 

Mr. CLAPP. Nineteen hundred and seven. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I thought it was 1906. 

Mr. CLAPP. No; 1907. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Minnesota to the amendment of 
the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 39, after line 9, to insert a 
new section, the following : 

Sec, 29. That with the consent and approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior, and under such rules and regulations as he may prescribe, and 
at a price to be fixed by him, Walter Wilson, a minor, and Beulah 
Smith, citizens of the Cherokee Nation, may sell to the Delaware tribe 
or band, residing In the Cherokee Nation, for annual religious festival 
and camping purposes, so much of the east half of the southwest quar- 
ter of section 18, township 28 north, range 13 east, as they have each 
selected in allotment, or which has been selected for them, or either of 
them, the sale of that part selected by the minor to be made by a dul 
appointed guardian, without court proceedings, and the deed in eac 
instance, when approved by the Secretary of the Interior, shall convey 
full legal title; and the Secretary of the Interior shall make all needful 
rules and regulations for the government, protection, and preservation 
of the tract and the improvements thereon, but the maintenance of the 
tract for the purposes mentioned shall be without expense to the United 
States Government: Provided, That title thereto in perpetuity shall be 
taken in the name of the business committee of the Delaware tribe or 
band recognized by the Secretary of the Interior, but no transfer of sald 
tract of land, or any part thereof, shall be valid without the approval 
of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. CLAPP. Day before yesterday the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. TELMAN] presented a communication from the 
men in charge of the school of Old Goodland asking for author- 
ity to set aside 640 acres pursuant to a memorial. I do not 
find the memorial, but I have instituted inquiries for it. I will 
send up the amendment to add it to section 29, and if the memo- 
rial does not arrive it can be stricken out in conference. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from South Carolina will be stated. 

The Secrerary. On page 40, at the end of section 29, after 
the words “Secretary of the Interior,” insert the following 
additional proviso: i 

And provided further, The Secretary of the Interior is hereby author- 
ized in case after investigation he deems it for the best interest of 
the tribe to set aside 640 acres of Choctaw land for the benefit of Old 
Goodland Indian Orphan Industrial School, and to convey the same 
to said school in conjunction with the executive of the Choctaw tribe. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was concluded. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The first amendment passed over 
was in section 2. It will be stated. 

The Srcrerary. In section 2, line 16, strike out “in” and 
insert “as members of.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment which was 
passed over will be stated. 

The Secrerary. In section 2, line 17, after the word “ Chero- 
kee” insert the word “or,” and after the word“ Creek“ strike 
out the comma and the words “ or Seminole.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment passed over 
is section 13, on page 16. It has been read. 

Mr. CLAPP. I think the motion of the Senator from Mon- 


tana [Mr. CLARK] was pending to strike it out. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will state to the Sena- 
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tor from Montana that the result he desires to accomplish by his 
motion will be accomplished by disagreeing to the committee 
amendment. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
reported by the committee, which is to strike out section 13 
from line 3 down to the word “ leases,” in line 13, on page 16, 
and insert certain other words. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. LONG. The effect of agreeing to the amendment of the 
committee will be to strike out section 13 as it came from the 
House and insert the provisions on pages 16, 17, and 18, down 
to line 19, on page 20. The effect of disagreeing, as I under- 
stand, to the amendment of the committee will restore the House 
provision. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas is cor- 
rect in that interpretation. 

Mr. LONG. Then I am in favor of disagreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. I propose that the Senate shall 
disagree to the committee amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That question is before the Senate. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, with respect to section 
13 I would like to say just a few words, if in order. 

We are dealing with property here of very great value. The 
value of the coal mined from the leased portions of the coal 
lands last year was more than $5,000,000. 

It does seem to me that the rights of the Indians and the 
limitations to be placed upon the transportation companies 
that have gone in and, in violation of law, acquired the leases 
in those lands ought not to be disposed of with the limited at- 
tendance that there is in the Senate this afternoon. I rise at 
this time only to protest against such important interests being 
disposed of without a quorum. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question of the presence of a 
quorum is raised. The Secretary will call the roll. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the matter can be passed over until 
to-morrow I will not raise the question. 

Mr. FRYE. It is too late now. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Nothing is in 9 now except 
calling the roll. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. All right. 

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


‘Aldrich Clark, Wyo. _ Hansbrough Nixon 
Allee Clay Hemenway Overman 
Allison Crane Heyburn Penrose 
‘Ankeny Culberson Kean Perkins 
Bacon Daniel Ki Pettus 
Blackburn Dick La Follette Piles 
Bulkeley Dillingham Long Scott 
Burkett Dryden 3 Stone 
am Dubois McCumber Taliaferro 
Burrows Flint McEnery eller 
Carter Foster Martin Warner 
Clap Gallinger ; * Warren 
Clark, Mont. Gamble M ? Wetmore 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Fifty- atays have answered 


to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator from Wis- 
consin will proceed. A 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I haye anſendments to offer to section 
13 if in order at this time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendments are in order. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In lines 14 and 15, on page 17, I 
move to strike out the words “ and with immunity from damages 
occasioned by subsidence.” 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I desire to object to that amend- 
ment, and I will be very brief. If any law is passed for the 
sale of this land, the chief value of course will be in the mines 
rather than in the surface. We sought to so draft this provi- 
sion as to relieve the mines at the expense of the surface in 
the division of the value and in the sale of the mines independ- 
ent of the surface. For that reason the words were put in. 
It is a matter I care nothing about. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, before that amendment 
is voted on I wish to say that I offered a like amendment as a 
member of the committee and reserved the right to offer the 
same amendment here. It was suggested at that time by those 
more familiar with the locality than myself that the mining 
was especially deep mining and that there could be but little 
subsidence of the surface in any event. It was also urged that 
by selling the surface and mineral rights separately and exempt- 
ing the purchasers of the mineral rights from liability for dam- 
ages by subsidence a higher price might thereby be obtained for 
the Indians. That seemed plausible, Mr. President, but I have 
since ascertained from the Geological Survey that much of this 
mining is surface mining or mining very near the surface. I 
have also learned that in many localities the surface value of 
these lands is from ten to fifty dollars per acre. 

It would appear, Mr. President, that any additional value 


arising from this provision, when these lands are offered for 
sale for the benefit of the Indians, will surely be sacrificed 
by the license to mine without reference to the destruction of 
surface values. When it is considered that this mining may be 
conducted in some instances beneath even towns and cities, it 
seems an extraordinary proposition, without any warrant or 
justification, that the right should be given specifically to min- 
ing companies to conduct their operations regardless of the 
damages that may result to surface property from subsidence. 

I urge this further reason: Improvements remote even from 
towns and cities have already been made upon the surface of 
these lands by hundreds of people, amounting, in the aggre- 
gate, to many thousands of dollars and involving rights not to 
be expressed in dollars. It is wrong under these circumstances 
to invade this country with a new principle in yiolation of 
common-law rights. Mark you, in the leases which have here- 
tofore been made of these coal lands no such rights have been 
accorded the mining companies. This proposition is a new 
device for extending special privilege to the companies at the 
expense of individual rights. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La 
FOLLETTE] to the amendment proposed by the committee. [Put 
ting the question.] By the sound, the noes” have it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment to the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KEAN. Can we not have the amendment stated, Mr. 
President? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 
will be again stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 17, section 13, line 14, after the 
word “ egress,” it is proposed to strike out “and with immunity 
from damages occasioned by subsidence;” and on page 18, 
line 9, after the word “ egress,” to strike out “and with immu- 
nity from damages occasioned by subsidence.” 

Mr. LA FOLLETT. Mr. President, I wish to make my 
amendment broad enough to cover those words where they are 
found on both pages 17 and 18. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll, and called the name 
of Mr. ALDRICH. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, just a word before the vote is 
taken on the amendment to the committee amendment. I want 
to call attention to the fact that the law expressly provides 
where town sites are created before the lands are leased the 
right of immunity from damages from subsidence will not attach 
to such town sites. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Debate is not in order. The Sec- 
retary will proceed with the calling of the roll. 

The Secretary called the name of Mr. ALGER. 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. President, before being called upon to 
yote, may I inquire what the pending question is? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the adoption of 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
La Fotterre] to the amendment of the committee. It will be 
again stated by the Secretary. 

The Secrerary. It is proposed to strike from the bill where 
the words occur in the amendment of the committee to section 
13 the words and with immunity from damages occasioned by 
subsidence.” 

Mr. DANIEL. How will it read if thus amended? 

The Secrerary. So that if amended it will read: 

Such land shall be sold on such terms as may be fixed by regulations 
as above one for, but all such lands‘as are unleased at the dato of 
the approval of this act shall be sold subject to the right of any pur- 
chasers of the mineral right to mine thereunder, together with the 
right of ingress and egress, and to the right of said mineral owner to 
acquire a sufficient amput of the surface, not exceeding 20 per cent of 
the said surface area, * the necessary surface works —— 8 of 


said mine, the value of said surface area for said mining purposes to be 
fixed by agreement between the parties in interest, etc. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
La Fotterre] has also offered an amendment striking out the 
same words in lines 9 and 10, on page 18. 

The Secretary resumed the calling of the roll. 

Mr. McHNERY (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Derrw]. As he is 
absent, I will withhold my vote. 

Mr. PETTUS (when his name was called). I desire to in- 
quire whether the junior Senator from Masachusetts [Mr. 
CraNnE] has voted? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. He has not voted. 

Mr. PETTUS. I am paired with that Senator, and therefore 
withhold my vote. 


Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a general 


pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Money], 
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who is detained from the Chamber by illness. I do not know 
how that Senator would vote if present, and I therefore with- 
hold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana (after having voted in the negative). 
I am paired with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVE- 
RIDGE], and I do not know whether or not he has voted. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. He has not voted. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. Then I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. McLAURIN. I desire to say that my colleague [Mr. 
Money] is unavoidably absent because of sickness. 

The result was announced—yeas 8, nays 38, as follows: 


YEAS—S. 
Bacon Daniel La Follette Overman 
Blackburn Foster McCreary Patterson 
NAYS—3s8. 
Allee Dick Kean Perkins 
Allison Dolliver Kittredge Piles 
Ankeny Dryden Knox Scott 
Bulkeley Dubois Long Stone 
Burkett Flint McCumber Taliaferro 
Burnham Fulton McLaurin Teller 
Burrows Gallinger Martin Warner 
Gene Gamble Millard Wetmore 
Clark, Wyo. Hansbrough Morgan 
Culberson Heyburn Nelson 
NOT VOTING—43. 

Aldrich Clay - Hale Pettus 
Alger Crane Hemenway Platt 

ley Cullom Hopkins Proctor 
Berry 5 Latimer Rayner 
Beveridge Dillingham Lodge Simmons 
Brandegee Elkins McEnery Smoot 
Burton Foraker Mallory Spooner 
Carmack Frazier Money Sutherland 
Carter Frye Newlands Tillman 
Clark, Mont. Gearin Nixon Warren 
Clarke, Ark. Gorman Penrose 


So Mr. La Foterre’s amendment to the amendment of the 
committee was rejected. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr, President, I voted “nay” on this 
amendment to the amendment of the committee for the pur- 
pose of moving a reconsideration of the vote by which it has 
been rejected, and I therefore enter the motion to reconsider 
now. I do not, of course, flatter myself that anything which I 
may say in reference to this matter at this time will change 
the opinion of the Senate, but I desire to emphatically call at- 
tention to the provisions of the bill as they will remain if the 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin is rejected. In that 
event mining may go on notwithstanding the fact that it is 
carried on under private property improved and located on the 
surface of the ground, and notwithstanding it may go on under 
town sites and other communities of people. Mr. President, if 
injury results to private interests by virtue of the sinking or 
the subsidence of the ground, then it is understood under the 
pending bill that it is done with absolute immunity. 

I understood the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. CLAPP], who 
has charge of this bill, to propose some character of explanation 
of this extraordinary proyision—a provision which has the ef- 
fect, and which will have the effect, of destroying private prop- 
erty in almost unlimited quantities, so far as the probabilities 
are concerned, and yet the wrongdoers will be given absolute 
immunity from the consequences of the infliction of such injury. 

If the Senator from Minnesota, who was eut off properly by 
the Chair when he undertook to explain the measure with refer- 
ence to town sites, has any reasonable explanation of it I should 
be glad to hear it now. As I have said, I voted “nay” on this 
amendment in order to make a motion to reconsider, so that 
the Senator from Minnesota might, if he saw proper and if he is 
able to do so, explain this extraordinary proposition to the satis- 
faction of the Senate. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, first I desire to correct the Sena- 
tor and to remind him that I was not out of order when I made 
the explanation in regard to the town sites, because no response 
had then been made on the roll call. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The Chair announced that the Senator 
from Minnesota was out of order, and I assumed that to be the 
fact. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understood that the 
calling of the roll had been begun and that one Senator had 
answered. Afterwards the Senator arose, and the Chair 
learned that a response had not been made. Therefore the 
Senator from Minnesota was not technically out of order, as 
the Chair at first supposed. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, in regard to this amendment, I 
do not know that it is the duty of one Senator any more than 
of another to seek to advocate it. The amendment was adopted 
by the committee and, of course, having the bill in charge, it 
deyolyes upon me to present these matters to the Senate. 


The plan which the committee finally evolved—tentativeiy, of 
course, because it is here as a proposed amendment—inyolved 
a plan of separating the surface from the mining rights and 
minerals. This was done upon the theory that, as a large por- 
tion of this land perhaps never would be valuable for mining 
and that if, as is frequently done in other portions of the coun- 
try, the surface were sold subject to the mining rights, it would 
not interfere, very materially at least, with the settlement of 
that country any more than allowing the surface rights to pass 
with the mining rights, In reaching that conclusion, having 
only in mind securing the largest possible price for the Indians, 
it occurred to the committee that the value of the mines proba- 
bly so far exceeded any possible value of the surface that it 
was advisable to free the purchase of the mines from all pos- 
sible embarrassment as between the mines and the surface, 
giving value prospectively in the sale to the mine. It was 
thought that the sale of the mining rights would be facilitated 
by protecting the mining rights from liability for damage by 
subsidence; and if the Senator will read carefully this provi- 
sion he will find that every purchase of the surface is taken 
subject to this reserved right. It can not accrue at present as 
to any surface right, but it is provided simply that when the 
surface right is sold the deed shall recite this reservation among 
the other mining reservations. 

Then, to guard against towns finding themselves subject to 
this mining right, after they have been built up, without know- 
ing that they might be undermined, the section relating to town 
sites provides that where the town is located before the land 
is leased, as to such land under the town this immunity shall 
not exist. 

That is about all I care to say upon this subject. We want to 
so provide here as to get the most we-can for those Indians, 
and the committee have worked on this plan. It seemed to 
them that the better plan was, while recognizing the somewhat 
nominal value of the surface, also to recognize the overwhelm- 
ing proportionate value of the mine, and free the mine and 
the purchaser of the mine and mineral rights, as far as possi- 
ble, from embarrassment. 

It is a question upon which neither the committee nor its 
chairman has the slightest feeling. It was submitted to the 
Senate tentatively as an amendment, and if, with this state- 
ment, the Senate thinks it is wiser to thus take from the mining 
property, and perhaps to that extent enhance the surface as 
against the enhanced value of the mine, under a provision of 
this kind, it is a matter about which neither the committee 
nor the chairman have the slightest feeling. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly; with pleasure. 

Mr. DANIEL. I merely want to ask the Senator a question. 
Like him, I have no personal feeling, of course, on this sub- 
ject. It is not a matter to excite feeling. My only desire is to 
get the matter right. As I understand, the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La ForLLETTE] strikes out 
the words “with immunity from damages occasioned by sub- 
sidence?” 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DANIEL. And I understand the Senator to say that 
that is provided for as to town sites? 

Mr. CLAPP. Where the town site is sold before the land is 
leased, then, as to that town site, the immunity under this bill 
does not exist. 

Mr, DANIEL. Very well, then. 

Mr. CLAPP. Of course, after the land has been leased, then 
if a town, with knowledge of that reservation, is built on that 
land it is built subject to this provision. 

Mr. DANIEL, Why should the miner be held unaccountable, 
having bought the rights under what becomes a town or a farm, 
if he so undermines it that it caves in? Why should he be ex- 
empt from damages if he is so negligent or improvident in min- 
ing? 

Mr. CLAPP. It is not a question of what the miner should 
be exempt from; it is not a question of what the miner's rights 
or interests are 

Mr. DANIEL. But is it not 

Mr. CLAPP. It is a question as to which plan will bring the 
most money for the Indians when this whole property is sold. 

Mr. DANIEL. How many acres would be exempt that would 
be subject to be undermined without responsibility on the part 
of the miner? 


Mr. CLAPP. I can only answer that from conversations with 


men who are here especially urging the sale of the surface, and 
they seem to be very well satisfied with this provision. 
Mr. DANIEL. In the rough, how much land would it be that 
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would be underminabje without responsibility on the part of the 
miner? 

Mr. CLAPP. I can not answer that question. There are 
470,000 acres, I think, segregated. I think that is the amount. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Four hundred and fifty thousand. 

Mr. CLAPP. Four hundred and fifty thousand acres segre- 
gated, and 750,000 acres are now held under leases. How much 
of the other three hundred and odd thousand acres is valuable 
for mining nobody knows, except so far as may appear from the 
Geological Survey reports. 

Mr. DANIEL. But the mining rights under it are all re- 
served, to be sold separately? 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly. 

Mr. DANIEL. Then the whole body of land of this descrip- 
tion that is to be sold would be underminable and sold subject 
to be undermined, without responsibility on the part of th 
miner? > 

Mr. CLAPP. Except town sites. We provide here for the 
creation of town sites first. 

Mr. DANIEL. Then town sites are created first? 

Mr. CLAPP. Yes. 

Mr. DANIEL. But no matter how many towns may be here- 
after built on this immense body of land, or how many people 
may live upon it, or how many farms may be created, all of it 
is subject to have the underpinning sold out and to be under- 
mined, without responsibility on the part of anybody who does 
it. Would it increase the value of the mining rights, which only 


occur here and there, more than it would diminish the value of 


the whole of an immense tract of land if every foot of the 
ground of the whole Territory were subject to be undermined 
at any time by anybody who was looking for minerals anywhere 
about it without any responsibility whatever on his part? I 
do not know exactly how to balance the values in the case; but 
would it not be better to let it stand according to the general 
rule that a man must so use his own as not to hurt another? 
That is the common-law rule. You can not take a prop from 
under a man and let him down. 8 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly; they can not take it from under a 
man if the man owns it. This bill does not contemplate that 
situation. 

Mr. DANIEL. If he buys it, before you sell the land 

Mr. CLAPP. Then he buys it subject to knowledge of the 
reservation. 

Mr. DANIEL. But in this whole immense territory that is 
to be bought you may sell the mining rights first. A mine 
might not come within 10 miles of another; but a right to under- 
mine all of it would exist and excite apprehension. Would it 
not be a certain cloud on the title to the place to know that at 
any time a miner might roam around and let it drop down? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Virginia 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? à 

Mr. DANIEL. Certainly. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish merely to ask the Senator from 
Virginia if it is not quite clear that whatever might be gained 
in the value of these lands by selling subject to the right to 
undermine, without damages for subsidence, would be lost and 
much more than lost in the diminished surface value? The 
whole surface is to be sold, and how much of it would be under- 
mined would be a matter of speculation, of course. The whole 
surface would be subject to this risk and this danger, and the 
values would be much more depreciated, it seems to me, than the 
lands would be benefited by any such provision. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, this is a subject which I have 
not studied in the way that the Senators have who have this 
bill in charge; but it is a very extraordinary thing to attach to 
a conveyance of real estate a provision that anybody may mine 
under it who has a separate mining right, and destroy its value 
without any responsibility. It can not interfere with the or- 
dinary industry of the miner to require that he shall have re- 
gard to not taking the bottom out of a man’s property. It would 
only be here and there that a mine would be pursued or a vein 
followed. The common law provides for that. It requires that 
no man shall use his own so as to hurt another. It is rather 
extraordinary to change that ancient principle, which runs 
through all property everywhere, and it ought not to be done 
unless some very clear and distinct reason is given for it. Such 
an innovation upon general law ought not to be made unless 
it is affirmatively shown that the value to be affected on the 
surface is so very slight as hardly to be appreciable; and it 
should certainly not be done by an extraordinary provision of 
this description. It was upon those thoughts, that were eyi- 
dently running also in the mind of the Senator from Texas, that 
I yoted for this amendment. It seems to me to be a correct one. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, the total area of the reserved 


land is 450,000 acres. It is fair to be presumed that that is 


practically all coal. There may be some places in it that are not 
coal, but it is in the coal belt. There has been mining on that 
land for twenty years. As to some portions of it, it was stated 
before the committee by a gentleman who is familiar with that 
country that during that time there had been no real subsidence 
at all, that the depth of the coal was such that the land had not 
sunk. There is a town of three or perhaps four thousand people 
on the land, and I understand that is on leased land. Of course 
everybody who took possession of the leased land took it subject 
to the lease, and I suppose no one will contend that the persons 
who leased it from the Government or from the Indians through 
the agency of the Department are responsible for any subsidence 
of the land. The same party who owns the coal owns the sur- 
face, and if a man leases coal land he takes the chances of the 
surface dropping down. At least, that is the rule, so far as I 
know, in leasing coal lands. 

The value of this surface for farm land is probably not one- 
fifth of what the coal land is worth, and as there was very little 
danger, probably, of subsidence, and as the committee was ex- 
ceedingly anxious if the land was to be sold that the best pos- 
sible price should be obtained for the Indians, both for the sur- 
face and the coal lands, it was thought if we provided that the 
man who bought the surface and knew when he bought it he 
took the chances, if somebody mined under him and the surface 
sank, it should be his loss and not the loss of the miner, 

It is not a case where a man buys a piece of Government land 
and nothing is said about the risk he is running. He takes that 
risk. That must be put in his deed or his lease, whatever the 
terms under which he may occupy it; he has notice. 

The stricture seems to be very severe on the committee, as if 
this was an unheard-of thing. It is not. 

Mr. DANIEL. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

ue DANIEL. How much of this surface area is coal land 
now 

Mr. TELLER. I stated a moment ago that there is reason 
to suppose it is practically all coal land. 

Mr. DANIEL. There are many hundred thousand acres of 
coal land? 

Mr. TELLER. There are 400,000 acres. One hundred and 
seven thousand acres are now leased as coal land. The whole 
area, of course, may not be coal land, but so far as the develop- 
ment has gone there it indicates that probably the whole is 
really coal land. It has not been bored or exploited, but it 
goes upon the theory that it is coal land. Now, if a man buys 
the surface and there is no coal land, of course, he takes no 
risk. If he is on top of a coal mine he does take the risk, but 
he buys it with that knowledge. 

I do not think, from what I know of it and from what gen- 
tlemen who ought to ‘know stated before the committee, that 
there is very much risk one way or the other. I do not know 
that it is very material which way the vote may go upon the 
amendment. I simply want to say that the committee, acting 
on the best possible information they could get, believed that 
the value was in the coal and not in the surface, and they de- 
sired in that way to bring the greatest possible price to the 
Indian by protecting the man who bought the mineral and let- 
ting the man who bought the surface take his chances of its 
dropping down. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, following out the sugges- 
tion of the Senator from Colorado, the principal danger of the 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin would be that we 
would not receive nearly the full value of the land as a surface 
or mineral land combined if we adopt that amendment. 

Let us make it clear. There seems to be a mistaken idea 
that we are dealing with naturally agricultural land. As a 
matter of fact, the Government has very carefully inspected 
every atom of this land by 40-acre lots, and has segregated it 
all as coal or mineral land. The coal crops out everywhere on 
the land, so that it is not now agricultural land. It is segre- 
gated wholly for mineral purposes. There are 450,000 acres of it. 
The value is estimated all the way from fifteen million to fifty 
million dollars. You can, therefore, see that the real value, the 
real thing, is in the mineral product of that land. A quarter 
section of the surface is worth $1,000, and that which is under 
that quarter section of land is worth $15,000. We provide for 
the sale of both the surface and the mineral lands. The mo- 
ment you say to the bidder for the $15,000 worth of coal land, 
“You shall be responsible for all damages for subsidence by rea- 
son of your mining operations,” you may knock off $5,000 of 
what would be his natural bid for that land; whereas on the 
sale of the surface you might not receive more than $1,000, so 
there would be a loss of four or five thousand dollars. 

Now, bearing in mind that this land is not on the market 
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for homesteads or for any other purpose, but is simply coal or 
mineral land, and that there is an agreement made with the 
Indians—for it belongs to the Indians—that we shall dispose of 
it so as to bring the greatest price for the Indians, not for the 
white settler who may settle upon the surface, our duty is to 
carry out our contract with the Indians and to sell it in such 
a way that it will bring the greatest possible price. If the 
mineral is the principal thing to be dealt with, then our con- 
tract necessarily should consider it as such, and should so 
protect the sale of the surface that it will not interfere with the 
sale of the mineral. 

The committee was, as I remember, almost unanimous in 
favor of that proposition, and for that particular reason. So 
it seems to me, Mr. President, we would better subserve the 
interests of our ward if we sell this property in such a manner 
that it will bring the greatest price. No one is injured by 
this method, because every conveyance will contain the provision 
under which a sale is made. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE rose. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to inquire of the Senator from 
North Dakota what provision is made in the bill for individuals 
outside of town sites who have made improvements upon leased 
coal lands? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not understand that there are any 
individuals who have made improvements upon leased coal 
lands. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If there are any, the bill, in its pres- 
ent condition, makes no provision for them. 

Mr. McCUMBER. There could not be, because before any 
allotments or settlement was allowed upon the land, provision 
was made whereby this land was segregated. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. When was that provision made, if the 
Senator will kindly inform me? How long ago were these lands 
segregated? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It was somewhere about five or six years 
ago. I do not remember exactly. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the Senator will permit me, I have 
here a list of individuals with the value of their property 
stated 
Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, there is a whole city on a portion of 
the land. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; outside of the city—farmhouses, 
barns, orchards, and the like, improved property on the leased 
lands in one single coal district, the aggregate value of which is 
$65,800. The names of the individuals, the heads of families, 
who have improved these properties, are given here. Some of 
them I see have been on those lands for thirty years. If pro- 
vision is made for those people, I will be glad to have the Sena- 
tor call attention to it. 

Mr. McCWMBER.4 I Would like to ask the Senator when 
these people, As a rule, moved on the land, were they not simply 
squatters after the land was segregated? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have the list here giving the number 
of years of occupation, and it ranges from four or five years 
to twenty-five and thirty. It is given in each case, and the 
number of acres of the holding of each individual. If the mat- 
ter is not to be disposed of to-night, I would be glad to have 
this list printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. CLAPP. I wish to say that every one of those men went 
on that land in defiance of the rights of the Indians, and the 
question is now whether their rights are paramount to the 
property value of the land in the Indians. It is certainly a 
novel proposition. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I want to say another thing, Mr. Presi- 
dent 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the Senator pardon me? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I simply want to interrogate the chair- 
man, if permitted under the rules, before he sits down. He says 
that these people who went on the land thirty years ago went 
on it in violation of law. 

Mr. . I did not put it that strong. I said in defiance 
of their rights. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I understood the Senator to say that 
every individual went on in violation of law. 


Mr. CLAPP. No; I did not use the words In violation of 
law.” I said every individual who went on went on in invasion 
of the rights of the Indians. The land was not subject to set- 
tlement thirty years ago, as I understand the law, and it has not 
yet become subject to settlement. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. As I understand it, these people are 
Indians, members of tribes. I may be wrong, but 

Mr. CLAPP. Then their interest will be subseryed in the 
value of the mines, provided this policy is a wise one as to 
value. If it is not, I have nothing more to say. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That may be possible, but they have 
rights there in their homes, it seems to me, and they may have 
some choice as to whether they shall be sold out and their 
homes taken from them for the benefit of some coal company. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I just want to say this for 
the benefit of the Senator from Wisconsin. He says these are 
Indians. An allotment has been provided for every one of the 
Indians of those tribes. They have their lands. If a man is 
a member of a tribe, he has his allotment, and his allotment is 
outside of those 450,000 acres; and he would not be entitled to 
both hold his allotment outside and also to hold those mineral 
lands which, with the consent of the tribe and upon a sacred 
agreement made with the tribe, were to be segregated and were 
segregated and held as mineral lands solely, not open to settle- 
ment by anyone, and under an agreement that they should be 
held in trust for the entire tribe. 

So, if there is anyone upon that land who is an Indian or an 
Indian’s son or daughter or wife, stepchild, child by adoption, 
or otherwise, each one has his 80 acres of land outside of 
that tribe. So I can not imagine any rights that could have 
attached to this mineral land that we would be required to 
regard. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. CULBERSON. In reference to the suggestion just made 
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre] regarding 
the names of private persons who have rights, or who are sup- 
posed to have acquired rights, there, I would ask the Senator 
if, in case the decision of the Senate should be against a recon- 
sideration of the vote which was taken a while ago, there would 
be any objection to adding to line 15, page 17, after the word 
“subsidence,” the words “unless private rights haye in the 
meantime intervened.” We could thereby guard any existing 
legal rights that may arise there or which may have attached 
there in favor of such persons as attention has been called to. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, unless the laws, the treaties, 
the contracts made between the United States and the Indian 
tribes are absolutely of no avail, there could not be upon that 
tract of land, as I understand it, anyone who could have any 
particular right. The rights of the Indians of their tribes have 
been to hold their allotments elsewhere. This land was sur- 
veyed and set aside by 40-acre lots, or tracts, as mineral lands, 
under an agreement made with the Indian tribes, and if others 
outside of the tribes settled upon those lands, they settled upon 
Indian territory simply as squatters, and could not thereby ac- 
quire any rights. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the senior Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Whose duty was it to protect these lands 
from invasion by the squatters? 

Mr. McCUMBER, It was the duty of the Government, I sup- 


pose. e 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Government neglects that duty for 
thirty years and persons are allowed to construct dwellings and 
make homes under legislation of this kind, ought not their inter- 
ests to be taken care of as against subsequent purchasers of 
mineral rights? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly not, in my belief. If a person 
goes upon an Indian reservation, although the Indians allow 
him to be there, although he does not disturb the Indians them- 
selves, he obtains no particular right to the land on which he 
settles. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will yield and let the Senator from Min- 
nesota discuss the question. 

Mr. CLAPP. I can not imagine how any rights can exist 
there. 
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Mr. KNOX rose. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. CLAPP. Certninly. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President, if that is true, then why should 
there be any objection to the amendment suggested by the Sen- 
ator from Texas? 

Mr. CLAPP. 1 was just going to say I could not see, on the 
other hand, any objection to the suggestion of the Senator from 
Texas, bevanse if any rights Lave passed, we can not take them 
away by this legislation. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have no objection to the amendment. 
I simply wanted to show that it was not necessary. 

Mr. CULBERSON. If the Senator will permit me, if there 
is no objection to the amendment I have suggested I will with- 
draw the motion to reconsider. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I was going to suggest to the 
Senator that he change the wording of his amendment so that 
it should read something like this: Unless private rights have 
heretofore attached.” 

Mr. SPOONER. Would that accomplish any purpose technic- 
ally, if you leave it in that way? Have they rights? WIIl the 
court say they have rights? Why should they not be given 
rights, haying settled there and lived there and expended money 
there, as against subsequent purchasers of mineral rights? 
This is a legislative enactment. 

Mr. CULBERSON. That is precisely the effect of the amend- 
ment, as I think, though it might be made stronger. 

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator read the amendment? 

Mr. CULBERSON. On page 17, line 15, after the wor 
“subsidence,” add “unless private rights have heretofore in- 
tervened,” 

Mr. CLAPP. I accept the amendment. 

Mr. SPOONER. If a man has settled there without right, 
how would he be protected by that? He would get no title 
against the Government by lapse of time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I have not gone that far. I want sim- 
Ply now to protect those who have rights there. The question 
whether we shall affirmatively give them some rights in this 
bill is another question. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. May I interrupt the Senator for a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. CULBERSON. In one moment. The same amendment 
ought to go in on page 18, line 10, after the word “ subsidence.” 

Mr. CLAPP. Exactly. 

Mr, CULBERSON. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LA POLLETTE. I want to make an inquiry of the Sena- 
tor from Texas before he resumes his seat. Do you understand 
the amendment you are proposing will protect people who have 
gone on there and made improvements, some of them having 
been on there a quarter of a century? I am informed that they 
are Indians and members of these tribes, that they made their 
homes there, and invested their money, and subsequently coal 
was discovered and these lands were segregated. ‘Then the 
Goverument comes along and says to them, “ You have got to 
take an allotment in some other place. You have got to take 
80 acres In some other place and abandon the homes you bare 
lived on for twenty-five or thirty years.” And no provision is 
made for paying them anything for the homes they haye made 
there. They are to go out elsewhere and take 80 acres of raw 
lund as their allotment. 

Mr. CULBERSON. In answer to the Senator from Wiseon- 
sin I will say that my Information is not such ns to enable me to 
state as a matter of law whether these persons have any legal 
rights on these lands. Consequently this amendment does not 
go that far. The amendment secks simply to reserve the rights 
which may exist there under the law. 

The Senator from North Dakota Insists that they have no 
legal rights. Other Senators insist that they have legal rights. 
As between these Senators my information is not sufficient to 
express an opinion; but the amendment will reserve whatever 
rights they have, und if the Sennte desires to go further nr} 
create rights In these persons, if they are mere squatters, that 
presents another question. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I may be in error, but I am 
inclined to think that we have a law already on the statute 
books to the effect that whenever an Indian's allotment is 
made elsewhere than where he has had his home provision is 
made for the payment to him of the value of his buildings 
where he has been compelled to take his allotment somewhere 
else. T think that Is already provided for by law and that the 
agreement, as I have stated, was with the Indians to set aside 
this land for coal purposes; and a further agreement that lands 
should be allotted, and, if I am not mistaken, that in the agree- 
ment beretofore made for allotments provision is made for the 


payment of any losses and for the appraisement of the value of 
improvements where the residence is changed from one place 
to another, If I am in error, those Senators who have been 
longer acquainted with the laws relating to that Territory can 
correct me. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, while I haye not been able to 
put my hand on it, I belleve that in 1902 provision was made 
for the payment for improvements on this land. I am informed 
by a gentleman who ought to know that the appraisement has 
been made. I understand they have not been paid, but that the 
appraisement has been made, I will try and find that net be- 
fore we get through and see whether that is a fact or not. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Chair understand the 
Senator from Texas to withdraw his motion to reconsider? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Inasmuch as my amendment has been 
accepted, I withdraw the motion to reconsider, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The motion to reconsider is with- 
drawn. The question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Texas, which the Secretary will state. 

The Secrerary. It is proposed, in line 15, page 17, and in 
line 10, page 18, after the word“ subsidence,” to insert “ unless 
private rights have heretofore intervened.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I pro an amendment to the 
committee amendment, I move to strike out the word “ seven,” 
on line 10, page 19, and insert “eleven;” so that these lands 
shall not be sold before March 4, 1911, instead of 1907. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a few words in support of the 
amendment. The senior Senator from Wisconsin [ Mr. SPOONER], 
speaking to some part of this section—TI believe it was yester- 
day or the day before—remarked that he had information from 
the Secretary of the Interior that he believes the delay in the 
sale of this land and the disposition of it was instigated In the 
first instance, in his opinion, by some sinister influence, 

Mr. SPOONER. No, Mr. President; I said I was informed 
that there were outside influences, sinister in the estimation of 
the Secretary, who desired delay, or something of that sort. 

Mr. STONE. Yes; the Senator made that statement at the 
time. I did not rise to criticise the statement made by the 
Senator or by the Secretary, but I do want to say that I have 
information—loose outside information—that I apprehend is 
equally as reliable ns that the Secretary of the Interior had 
and which was repeated to the Senator from Wisconsin, that 
there are interests very solicitous of having these lands sold and 
disposed of at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon an interruption? 

Mr. STONE. Certainly. 

Mr. CLAPP. So far as the chairman of the committee is 
concerned, I would have no objection to changing it to 1911, it 
the conferees retain the right In conference to make some provi- 
sion for the leasing. When we strike out the House provision 
there is no more authority for leasing, and that would make a 
clear monopoly of the leases that are already out. If we carry 
this forward five years it seems to me we ought to guard aguinst 
that condition by authorizing leasing in the meantime. I make 
that suggestion to the Senator. 

Mr. STONE. Of course what we are doing now is perfecting 
the amendment before we vote upon agrecing to the provision. 
If the amendment is offered and its consideration is finally com- 
pleted, and it is adopted, of course the House proyision will be 
eliminated. If the amendment is disagreed to, then T am in- 
clined to offer an amendment that no leases shall be made under 
the House provision earlier than five years, 

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator means if the amendment is 80 
perfected as not to allow any sale for four years he would also 
prohibit during those five years any leasing? I simply ask the 
Senator, as I did not catch his statement, and not in any critical 
spirit.” 

Mr. STONE. I believe, Mr. President, in view of the fact that 
these lands are of such extraordinary value, and there will be 
such tremendous pressure from so many directions to have them 
disposed of and to obtain possession and ownership of them, no 
great harm can result by a little judicious postponement, leaving 
them as they are until some further development of the situa- 
tion is made, so that the actual and true situntion of affairs 
there may be better understood by the lawmaking power. 

I hear stories going about the Capitol and outside the Capitol 
of combinations of great Interests Involying some persons even 
of such high standing—I do not know I ought to say so, but per- 
sons in official standing—that I believe it would be better to 
allow matters to drift as they are. 

There are 107,000 acres of this tract of 450,000 acres already 
lensed. A large amount of it is being mined and conl shipped 
to market for consumption. We are about to admit a State. 
That probably will be done during the next ten days or two 
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weeks. The conditions there may be very different In four or 
five years, and they will be very different from what they are 
now. There will be a better understanding of the whole situa- 
tion, aud I think Congress can legislate more intelligently. It 
fs very uncertain, as all agree, whether it would be wiser to sell 
these Inuds or to lense them. Personally I favored in the com- 
mittee the policy of selling them, 

Mr. MoCUMBER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. STONE. § Certiinly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I simply desire to call the attention of 
the Senator to the fact, as I understand the bill, that it does not 
require a sale to be made after the expiration of one year. 

Mr. STONE. No; but it authorizes—— 

Mr. McCUMBER, But it simply places it in the discretion 
of the President and the Secretary, acting together, to make 
the sale of any part or portion of these lands if, in their judg- 
ment, it will be for the best interest of the Indians to sell any 
portion of them after the expiration of one year. 

Mr. STONE. That is true. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It does not compel the sale of the lands. 

Mr. STONE. There is no compulsion about it. 

Mr. CLAPP, If the Senator will pardon another interrup- 
tion, the prohibition against selling prior to March 4, 1907, was 
on purpose to suspend this matter, so that the next Congress 
could give It further consideration if it was thought best. 

Mr. STONE, Congress will meet again in December, a short 
session. It will adjourn on the 4th of March. In two or three 
weeks after we meet in December we will adjourn for the holi- 
days, and then we shall be met with all the appropriation bills, 

Mr. CLAPP. I do not think I haye any objection to the 
amendment. 

Mr. STONE. It seems to me we will have very little time in 
the next session to consider the subject. The chairman of the 
committee says he has no objection to the change, and if no one 
else objects I suppose It will go in. 

Mr. TELLER. I call attention to the provision for paying 
these Indians. I want to read it to the Senate. I have just 
found it. It will be found in the document entitled Indian 
Affairs, Laws, and Treaties,” first volume, page 784, it being 
the act to ratify and confirm an agreement with the Choctaw 
and Chickasaw tribes of Indians, and for other purposes, ap- 
proved July 1, 1902. After providing for segregation, it says; 

Such segregation and reservation shall conform to the subdivistons 
of the Government survey as nearly as may be, and the total segrega- 
tion and reservation shall not exceed 500,000 acres. No lands 80 re- 
served shall be allotted to any member or freedman, and the improve- 
ments of any member or freedman existing upon any of the lands so 
segregated and reserved at the time of thelr segregation and reservn- 
tion shall be 5 under the direction of the Secretary of the In- 
terior, and shall be pee for out of any common funds of the two tribes 


in the Treasury of United States, upon the order of the Secretary of 
the Interior. 


I am informed that that appraisement has been made, but 
there has been no payment made under It. That seems to dis- 
pose of these suffering people who are on these coal lands. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator what effect would 
the measure that is pending here now have upon that law which 
he has rend? 

Mr. TELLER. Not the slightest in the world. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Does not that law provide payment for 
the houses and improvements 

Mr. TELLER. It does, 

Mr. CULBERSON. By reason of the fact that they may be 
injured? 

Mr. TELLER. No; the act provides simply for those who 
are now on the reservation. It provides nothing else. They 
are to be paid for their improvements. I am told that that 
has been adjudicated as far as to determine what they ate en- 
titled to, but the payment has not been actually made. This 
proposed inw will in no wise interfere with that. 

Mr, CULBERSON. I ask the Senator if the proposed pny- 
mont provided by the law read by him is to reimburse them 
for any damage to their property? 

Mr, TELLER. It ts not. 

Mr. CULBERSON. And the mensure that we are now con- 
sidering comes along and says that there shall be damage 
without payment. It seems to me that the two are somewhat 
conflicting, nnd the last one might be held to repeal the other. 

Mr. TELLER. This has nothing whatever to do with it; ab- 
solutely nothing. It is to pay for improvements and improve- 
ments only. These people have no legal right there. I think 
that with the provision the Senator has got in they will be 
pretty well taken care of—with this provision in the two bills. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will have to object to the amendment 
of the Senator from Missouri in amending this bill so that no 


sale or lease can be made until a period of five years. I can sea 
that a law of that kind would greatly enhance the value of the 
present leases, because there would be no further competition. 
You could not lease any further lands, and they would have 
a monopoly, to a certain extent, of the coal business there. 

Mr. STONE. Will the Senator permit me? 

Mr. McOUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. STONE. The amendment I offered refers only to the 
sales of land. It does not refer to lenses. I propose to strike 
out the word “ seven ” and Insert the word “eleyen.” That refers 
to sales only. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I understood that it covered both, but 
even if it covers only one it seems to me it is safe to leave the 
matter in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, to- 
gether with the President of the United States, to determine 
whether any portion should be sold. The understanding with 
the Indians was that it might be sold, but it should be used for 
their benefit. That is the present understanding. Now, it seems 
to me that we should leave it somewhere and haye somebody, 
to investigate and determine the matter, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. ‘The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senntor from Missouri [Mr. STONE] 
to the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire to offer an amendment to 
the committee amendment on page 17, which, I think, was inad- 
vertently passed over in committee: After the word “States,” 
in line 5, I move to insert “ but not before March 4, 1907.” 

Mr. CLAPP. That is right. The amendment is accepted. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Srcrerary. On page 17, line 5, after the words“ United 
States,” Insert: 

But not before March 4, 1907. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I offer an amendment, and before having 
the amendment read, I desire to sny that it is one that is very 
important to the Indians themselves, in my opinion. 

The amendment presents the question whether we will now al- 
low the Indian to dispose of his property whereby in a very few 
years he will have nothing left, or whether the Government 
shall so hold that property in trust by proper restrictions that 
the Indian tribes may be preserved a short time longer. On it 
I shall ask for a yote of the Senate, and that Senators may 
know what the amendment is I suggest the want of a quorum 
at this time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum is sug- 
gested. The Secretary will call the roll. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, is a motion to adjourn in 
order at this time? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is. 

Mr. CULBERSON,. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The Senate refused to adjourn. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The roll of the Senate will be 
called, the question of a quorum having been raised, 

The Secretary called the roll, aud the following Senators an- 
swered to their names: 


Allee Crane Heyburn Penrose 
Allison Culberson Kean Perkins 
Ankeny Dantel Kittredge Pettus 
Bacon Dick Knox Piles 
Bulkeley Dolllyer La Follette Spooner 
Burkett Dubois Long Stone 
Burnham F McCumber Taliaferro 
Burrows Fulton McLaurin Teller 
Carter Gallinger Martin Warner 
Clapp Gamble Morgan Warren 
Clark, Mont. Hansbrough Nelson Wetmore 
Clark, Wyo. Hemenway Newlands 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. Forty-seven Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr, McLAURIN. I will again state that my colleague Mr. 
Moxey] is unavoidably absent because of sickness. In addition, 
I will say what I neglected to sny nA while ago, that he bus a 
general pair with tbe senior Senator froin Wyoming (Mr. 
WARREN]. 

Mr. McCCUMBER. I ask for the reading ot the amendment 
I have offered. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will snggest to the 
Senator from North Dakota that the Senate bas not yet dis- 
posed of the committee’s amendment In respect to section 13, 
and as the Senator’s proposed amendment is not directed to 
that portion of the bill the Chair would suggest that it be 
withheld until that Is disposed of, 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Before leaving section 13, I think the 
amendment which I offered is in order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. 
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The Secretary. On page 19, line 15, it is proposed to amend 
the committee’s amendment after the word “same.” The com- 
mittee amendment to the word same“ is as follows: 


After said appraisals as aforesaid, but not prior to March 4, 1907, 
the Secretary of the Interior, subject to the approval of the President, 
may sell the whole or any part of the coal and asphalt in and under 
said segregated lands, for the best price obtainable. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is at that point I desire to offer an 
amendment, and I now offer it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT., The Secretary is going to read the 
amendment in connection with the text. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Secretary has not the amendment 
that I desire to offer. It is another amendment. After the word 
“lands” I move to insert the words “in tracts of not to exceed 
8,000 acres to any one purchaser.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin pro- 
poses the following amendment, which will be stated. 

The SecreTary. On page 19, line 13, after the word “lands,” 
insert: “in tracts not to exceed 3,000 acres to any one pur- 
chaser.” 

Mr. CLAPP. I have no objection to that amendment. 

Mr. ALLISON. Let it be read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
to the amendment. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I suppose the purpose of the 
amendment is to keep the control of these tracts in limited 
ownership? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes, sir. I was going to say a word. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It is a very proper purpose. 

Mr. LA FOLLETT. I wanted to say just this, Mr. Presi- 
dent: On page 17, in line 16 of the page, in selling the surface 
of these lands it is provided that they shall be sold in tracts 
of not to exceed 160 acres to each purchaser; and it occurred 
to me that it might be in the interest of the Indians, and in the 
interest of the people who shall reside in that Territory here- 
after, to put some limitation upon the amount of mineral lands 
that may be purchased. I suggest in the amendment the limita- 
tion to 3,000 acres for this reason: From the United States 
Geological Survey, and especially from the geologist who made 
the survey of these lands, and who is very familiar with the op- 
erations of the coal companies now mining coal in that locality, 
I am informed that 3,000 acres is the limit, or substantially the 
limit, that a coal company can mine out in a period of twenty- 
five to thirty years. It is manifest that the limitation suggested 
by the amendment is wise as a public policy from every point 
of view, and it will increase the amount of money received by 
the Indian at the time these sales are made. Then, in connec- 
tion with the amendment which I offered in line 15, it will 
operate, I think, to prevent consolidation and monopoly of own- 
ship in these coal lands. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I think the objec- 
tion to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. La Fotterre] to the amendment of the committee lies in 
the fact that we perhaps should consider the value of the lands 
to the Indians. The suggestions which the Senator makes are 
proper in the line of public policy. If these were lands of the 
United States which we were disposing of, I think it would be 
proper to put the amendment in the bill; but mindful that this 
is the land of the Indians, mindful that it is our duty to put it 
in such shape that the President or the Secretary of the Interior 
can dispose of it for the Indians for the best sum possible, 
mindful of the fact that the Secretary and the President may 
make regulations as to the quantity of the tracts in which it 
shall be sold, and mindful of the fact that it will undoubtedly be 
their duty in the particular suggested by the Senator, I think 
it would be a great mistake and would possibly depreciate the 
value of these lands in the public market by putting a Congres- 
sional limitation on the amount to be sold in one tract. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] to 
the amendment proposed by the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I now offer an amendment to the 
amendment of the committee, which has heretofore been stated 
at the desk, to come in on line 15, on page 19, after the word 
“ same.” 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. 

The Secretary. In the committee amendment on page 19, 
after the word “same,” in line 15, it is proposed to insert: 

Provided, That no railroad company shall acquire any right, title, or 
interest in said coal and asphalt lands by purchase at said sale: And 
provided further, That the deeds of conveyance executed pursuant to 
such sale shall contain the specific provision that no railroad corpora- 
tion or other common carrier, and no officer or stockholder in any rail- 


road corporation or other common carrier engaged in transporting coal 
from said lands, shall ever acquire any interest by purchase or lease 


in any of said coal and asphalt lands whatsoever: And provided furthe 


r 
That said deeds of conveyance executed pursuant to said sale shall — 


contain a specific provision that no person, firm, or corporation, and 
no association or combination of persons, firms, or corporations, shall 
ever acquire any interest by purchase, lease, trust, agreement, or other- 
wise, in and to any portion of said coal and asphalt lands whatsoever 
in excess of 3, acres: And provided further, That upon violation of 
any of said conditions all right, title, and interest in and to said lands 
shall revert to and vest in the United States in trust for the tribes of 
Indians now owning the same, and the tribal organization is hereby 
5 in so far as may be necessary to execute the condition hereby 
crea . 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the extent of the coal 
lands belonging to these two tribes of Indians is 437,734 acres. 
Of these lands 104,910 acres have been leased. The royalties 
formerly received by the Indians were 10 cents per ton. Those 
royalties have been reduced to 8 cents per ton. At 8 cents per 
ton the royalty value of these lands to the Indians amounts to 
from $200 to $600 per acre. Joseph Taft, the geologist who 
made this survey and who is well informed as to these lands, 
says that $400 per acre is the minimum price, or at least a fair 
royalty value, to place upon the mineral rights of the entire 
body of lands. So we are disposing of coal lands here the roy- 
alties of which, at 8 cents per ton, according to the judgment of 
the geologist best acquainted with the value, are something like 
$175,000,000. 

From the report made of the coal production I find that 
14,813,000 tons were mined in the last six years, the royalty 
value of which was $1,235,000, in round numbers. The total 
value of the whole output of the Choctaw and Chickasaw coal 
lands for 1905 was $5,398,389. 

I submit these figures, Mr. President, for the purpose of im- 
pressing upon the Senate the immense value of the lands which 
are sought to be disposed of by section 13 of this bill. There 
are 104,910 acres of these lands leased up to the present time. 
One hundred and thirteen leases cover this aggregate acreage. 

In the first place, it should be remembered that when, in 1888, 
the Choctaw Coal and Railway Company secured a right of way 
through the Territory, the act provided, among other things, 
that the company: 

Shall accept 
will neither 230 nae io pean npon he P aa ee eee the 
changing or extinguishing the present tenure of the Indians in their 
land, and will not attempt to secure from the Indian nation any fur- 
ther grant of land or its occupancy than is heretofore provided: Pro- 
vided, That any violation of the condition mentioned this section 
shall o te as a forfeiture of all the rights and privileges of said 
railroad company under this act. 

In two years, notwithstanding their pledge that they would 
keep their hands off these Indian lands, they came back here 
in October, 1890, asking the ratification by Congress of eleven 
leases which they had made of coal lands belonging to these 
Indians. On the Ist day of October, 1890, Congress approved 
the leases. Since that time additional leases have been exe- 
cuted by the Secretary of the Interior until, as before stated, 
there are now 113 in all. These leases are now owned or 
controlled as follows: 

The Choctaw, Oklahoma and Gulf Railroad Company, either 
in its own name or through its officials and stockholders, have 
acquired 30 leases, aggregating 28,800 acres; the Atoka Coal 
and Mining Company, controlled and comprising officials of the 
Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company, have 8 leases, 
aggregating 7,300 acres; the Osage Coal and Mining Company 
(also Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway officials) have T, 
leases, aggregating 6,680 acres; and a coal company of Fort 
Smith and Western Railway officials have 6,680 acres, covered 
by 7 leases. In other words, out of a total of 113 leases made, 
the railroad companies, directly or indirectly, have secured con- 
trol of 52 of the leases, aggregating 49,460 acres. 

I am informed by the Geological Department and by letters, 
which I shall ask to have read, that the effect of this is prac- 
tically to place the coal development in the control of these 
railroads, either directly or indirectly, and the consumers of 
coal in that section of the country completely at their mercy. 

I have no doubt the argument will be made, as it has been 
made to other provisions here in this section particularly, that 
it is the duty of the Government to get the largest possible 
amount out of these lands for the Indians upon their sale. 
While this is true, it should be kept in view that the Government 
also owes a duty to those Indians who are to reside in that 
country after these coal lands shall have been sold. 

But with reference to the amount that may be realized upon 
the sale, it seems quite apparent, Mr. President, that if these 
railway companies may themselves buy, or may buy through 
others whom they control, the capitalists of the country will 
not enter into competition with them in bidding for these lands. 

While this bill was pending in the committee there was some 
newspaper mention of these coal lands and of their prospective 
sale in the near future, At that time; as I have been informed, 
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there were coal operators, or capitalists who invest in coal 
lands—an association of them—in session here in this city. I 
have since received a letter from one of them saying that if they 
had the opportunity to bid for those coal lands with the pros- 
pect of getting an equal and fair opportunity in shipping their 
product, they would go in and bid, but if the railroad companies 
are to be allowed to control both production and transportation 
in the Indian Territory, as they are doing in West Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and elsewhere, capital will not go there to seek 
investment. 

It is but a few days since that the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. TILLMAN] had read in this Chamber a letter from the 
present governor of West Virginia; and, in anticipation of the 
suggestion which may be made and which I have heard made by 
Senators near me while the amendment was being read, that it 
is all right to exclude the railroad companies from purchase 
here, but that it is going too far to exclude those who are offi- 
cials and stockholders of the railroad companies, I call atten- 
tion to the fact stated by the governor of West Virginia as to 
the conditions prevailing in that State. In a letter which was 
read from the Secretary’s desk, received from the governor, he 
says: 

It makes little difference as to the efect upon ar pee whether the 
corporation itself is directly interested in the production of coal in 
competition with other producers of coal or whether officers or directors 
or controlling stockholders are so interested. The result is the same. 

have heard of cases where this company has attempted to say who 

shall ship coal and who shall not, 3 when they should ship it, and 
where they should ship it and where they should not. 
I believe that the time has come, Mr. President, for this Gov- 
ernment to declare a policy with respect to the ownership of 
coal lands by transportation companies; or to state the propo- 
sition more broadly, with respect to any transportation com- 
pany going inte competition with the producers who must ship 
over their lines. You can not conceive of a highway being open 
and free to all shippers alike when those who are operating the 
highway are interested in reducing the profits or diminishing 
the holdings of competitors who ship over their lines of road. 
As an exemplification of what is already taking place down in 
that Territory, I send to the Secretary’s desk and ask to have 
read a letter. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read, as requested by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


ARDMORE, IND. T., February 23, 1906. 
Hon. ROBERT M. La FOLLETTE, : 8 


Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sin: Having noticed in a aa erg that you have taken an 
interest in the disposition of coal lands in the Choctaw Nation, Indian 
Territory, and that inquiries are being made as to whether the railway 
companies in Indian Territory own and control the output of the mines, 
I inclose you a clipping, together with a part of a letter head, for 
your information. There is no question about the Rock Island Rail- 
way, known as the “Choctaw branch” of said railway, controllin 
many mines near South McAlester, and that the Missouri, Kansas an 
Texas Railway Company and Missouri Pacific control many mines 
near Coalgate, in the Choctaw Nation. These mines belong to the 
railway companies, or to the officers of such companies, as you will 
understand by this letter head. Mr. A. A. Allen, general manager of 
the Southwestern Development Company, is also the general manager 
of the Missouri, Kansas and Texas 8 

I am interested in a coal mine situated between Atoka and Lehigh, 
in the Choctaw Nation, and, with other independent mine owners, haye 
to suffer because the railway companies control other mines. If we 
make a shipment of coal, the coal company Immediately knows from 
the agent of the railway company who the purchaser is, and shortly 
we find the customer a customer of theirs. e feel the effect also in 
securing transportation, and while our mine is nearer to the main line 
of the Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway, train load after train load 
of empty cars are hauled by our mine to their own, and we are com- 
pelled to take such cars as they do not need. 

Again the freight rates are kept so high that the production of the 
mines is limited to consumers who are forced to use it because no other 
fuel is accessible. The fact is, the monopoly in the coal business in 
the Indian Territory is already oppressive, not only to the consumers, 
but to the independent operators, so that they can hardly afford to 

rate their mines at all. While I speak for no one but myself, I 
think the investigation contemplated in this clipping would result in 
great good to the people, to the operators, and to the Indian, and I 
commend you for the interest you are taking in this matter. 

Very respectfully, - 
W. B. JOHNSON. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In view of the lateness of the hour and 
of the importance of the matter, as I conceive, I will ask that 
the bill may go over until to-morrow morning. 

Mr. KEAN. If it is agreeable to the Senator in charge of the 
bill, I will move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of executive business. 

Mr. WARNER. The chairman of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, in charge of the bill, has just arrived in the Chamber. 

Mr. KEAN. I will withhold the motion for the present. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, right in this con- 
nection, while the bill is under consideration, I offer the reco- 
lution which I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read. 


The Secretary read as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate of the United States, That a select committee 
consisting of five Senators appointed to fully investigate all matters 
connected with the condition of affairs in the Indian Territory in re- 
lation to legislation proposed by H. R. 5976 and kindred matters in 
said Territory with reference to the Five Civilized Tribes, and that 
said committee be authorized to employ all necessary clerical assist- 
ance, and said committee is authorized to sit in the city of Washing- 
ton and in the Indian bani J as circumstances may demand, wit 

power to send for persons and papers and to administer oaths, and 
shall make full and complete report, nee with their conclusions 
and recommendations, to the Senate of the United States on the first 
Monday in December, A. D. 1906. The necessary expenses of said 
committee shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the resolution. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Under the rule, the resolution must 
be referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Very well. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will be printed and 
referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
BrowĘNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House insists 
upon its amendments to the joint resolution (S. R. 37) extend- 
ing the tribal existence and government of the Five Civilized 
Tribes of Indians in the Indian Territory; agrees to the confer- 
ence asked for by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
Curtis, and Mr. STEPHENS of Texas managers at the conference- 
on the part of the House. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were there- 
upon signed by the Vice-President: 

S. 4482. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
the construction of a bridge across the Cumberland River at or 
near Carthage, Tenn. ; 

H. R. 297. An act to authorize the construction of dams and 
power stations on the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals, Ala- 
bama; and 

H. R. 13308. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Arkansas River at Pine Bluff. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 
Mr. KEAN. I renew my motion for an executive session. 
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Friday, March 2, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Eæecutive nominations received by the Senate March 1, 1906. 
SURVEYOR OF CUSTOMS. 


James Jeffreys, of Tennessee, to be surveyor of customs for 
the port of Memphis, in the State of Tennessee: (Reappoint- 
ment.) 

RECEIVERS OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 

Andrew J. Gillis, of Walla Walla, Wash., now receiver of pub- 
lic moneys at that place, to be register of the land office at 
Walla Walla, vice Joseph L. Mohundro, whose term will expire 
March 5, 1906. 

Jesse G. Miller, of Dayton, Wash., to be receiver of public 
moneys at Walla Walla, Wash., vice Andrew J. Gillis, to be 
transferred to register of the land office. 

ENGINEER IN CHIEF, REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 

Chief Engineer Charles A. McAllister to be Engineer in Chief 
of the Revenue-Cutter Service, in accordance with the act of 
Congress approved February 27, 1906. 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY. 

John Flint, a citizen of Massachusetts, and Isadore F, Cohn, 
a citizen of Pennsylvania, to be assistant surgeons in the Navy 
from the 28th day of February, 1906, to fill vacancies existing ‘n 
that grade on that date. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

Capt. James H. Dayton to be a rear-admiral in the Navy from 
the 28th day of February, 1906, vice Rear-Admiral Colby M. 
Chester, retired. 

Commander Hugo Osterhaus to be a captain in the Navy from 
the 19th day of February, 1906, vice Capt. Henry W. Lyon, pro- 
moted. 
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Lieut. Commander Robert S. Griffin to be a commander in the 
Navy from the 10th day of February, 1906, vice Lieut. Com- 
mander Franklin J. Schell, who retired before qualifying for 
promotion. 

Carpenter Clayton P. Hand to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy from the 10th day of January, 1906, upon the completion 
of six years’ service in his present grade. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 1, 1906. 
SECRETARIES OF EMBASSY. 


Lewis Einstein, of New York, now third secretary of the 
embassy at London, to be second secretary of the legation of the 
United States at Constantinople, Turkey. s 

Joseph C. Grew, of Massachusetts, to be third secretary of the 
embassy of the United States at Mexico, Mexico. 


POSTMASTERS. 
KENTUCKY. 

John W. Berryman to be postmaster at Versailles, in the 
county of Woodford and State of Kentucky. 

Andrew W. Darling to be postmaster at Carrollton, in the 
county of Carroll and State of Kentucky. 

NEW YORE, 

Augustus T. England to be postmaster at Afton, in the county 
of Chenango and State of New York. 

James H. Roberts to be postmaster at Binghamton, in the 
county of Broome and State of New York. 

— PENNSYLVANIA. { 

William E. Brown to be postmaster at Linesyille, in the 
county of Crawford and State of Pennsylvania. 

W. K. Galbraith to be postmaster at Canonsburg, in the county 
of Washington and State of Pennsylvania. 

Solomon S. Ketcham to be postmaster at Overbrook, in the 
county of Montgomery and State of Pennsylvania. 

WEST VIRGINIA. 

Alexander Clohan to be potmaster at Martinsburg, in the 

county of Berkeley and State of West Virginia. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Tuourspay, March 1, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. i 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed bills and joint res- 
olution of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested: 

S. R. 37. Joint resolution extending the tribal existence and 
government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian 
Territory ; 

S. 599. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 
Megrue; 

S. 1130. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Mitchell; 

S. 3312. An act granting a pension to Oscar F. Renick; 

S. 3721. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Morgan; 

S. 671. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Conine; 

S. 2168. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 
Hewitt; 

S. 4595. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos Me- 
Manus; 

S. 3189. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
Rutherford; 

8. 251. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
Adams; 

S. 2548. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse M. 
Furman; 

S. 3539. An act granting an increase of pension to Dominick 
Cavanagh; 

S. 4636. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry R. 
Pease; z 
6 r 4319. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 

Storm; 

S. 4637. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Zimmerman; 

S. 1023. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter Shipp- 
man; 
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an increase of pension to Jerusha 


S. 772. An act granting 
Hayward Brown; 

S. 492. An act granting 
Whitney ; 

S. 969. An act granting 
Ellis; 

S. 2346. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Reed ; 
B S. 325. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B. 

urton ; 

S. 2882. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel E. 
Johnson ; 

S. 2863. An act granting an increase of pension to Garrett 
Rourke ; 
= 1 1255 An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 

mith ; 

S. 2406. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Milliman ; 5 

S. 1228. An act granting an increase of pension to Julia L. 
Plimpton; 
8 Se 8 8 An act granting an increase of pension to Frank D. 

mith ; s 

S. 4187. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
E. Skelton; 

S. 4100. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlton A. 
Wheeler ; 

S. 3866. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel J. 
Burlock ; 

S. 203. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward E. 
Needham ; 

S. 200. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Behrens; 
5 An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 

WIS: j 

S. 656. An act granting an increase of pension to Abraham 
Walters; 

S. 3800. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert D. 
Cordner ; 

S. 4227. An act granting a pension to John H. McKenzie; 
1 655. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles E. 

shop; 

S. 1978. An act granting a pension to Thomas Edsall ; 
= N An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret L. 

allett ; 
7 5 1399. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 

ordan ; 

S. 482. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos M. 
Runkle; > 

S. 4020. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry C. 
Johnson ; 

S. 2250. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Rauch ; 

S. 3932. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Rankin; 

S. 1624. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter Betz; 

S. 527. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred Me- 
Pherran; 

Sose An act granting an increase of pension to Solomon R. 
Ruch; 

S. 3031. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Westervelt; 

S. 1420. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 
Tyler; 

S. 180. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 
Legro; 

S. 3125. An act granting a pension to Parthenia W. Baker; 
; 8. ia An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 

aquith ; 

S. 3473. An act granting an increase of pension to La Forrest 
C. Darling; 
8 An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 

mith; 

S. 2091. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Bambush ; 

S. 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams ; 

S. 2968. An act granting a pension to George W. Hale; 

S. 3474. An act granting an increase of pension to James B. 
Kellogg ; 

S. 790. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Benkler ; 

S. 1173. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Fernald; 

S. 19. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso B. 
Holland ; 


an increase of pension to Barney 


an inerease of pension to Howard 
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i 8. 1 An act granting an increase of pension to Susan E. 
srael ; 
3 An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen M. 

avis; 

S. 1739. An act granting a pension to Henry Sistrunk; 
z are An act granting an increase of pension to Helen 

ead; 

S. 1527. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Odenheimer ; 
‘alc 3310. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard M. 

gle; 

S. 597. An act granting an increase of pension to David M. 
Pearson; 

S. 589. An act granting a pension to Joseph L. Prentiss; 
Slt 1138. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert S. 

ake; 
8 1 An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney R. 

mith; 
T 8 1273. An act granting an increase of pension to Eleanora A. 

eeler ; 

S. 3029. An act granting an increase of pension to Delia A. 
Hooker ; 

S. 94. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert Wines; 

S. 3903. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McCoy ; 

S. 4226. An act granting an increase of pension to James Cain; 
ae 548. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

IT; 
2 8. Saris An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 

arritt ; 
3 218. An act granting an increase of pension to James 

ite ; 

6 S. 220. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan F. 

ates; 
Pla 623. An act granting an increase of pension to Bridget 

vans; 

S. 641. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Conrad ; 

S. 1834. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
W. Partridge; 
S. 2332. An act granting an increase of pension to Ashley A. 
Youmans; 

S. 672. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hubbard; 

S. 675. An act granting a pension to Ulricke Boettcher: 

S. 660. An act granting an honorable discharge to Peter Green; 

S. 1925. An act granting an honorable discharge to Peter 
Fleming; 

S. 3156. An act to grant an honorable discharge from the mili- 
tary service to Robert C. Gregg; 

S. 2484. An act for the relief of Charles W. Howard; 

S. 3411. An act to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of William B. McCloy; 

S. 4159. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary P. 
Johannes ; 

S. 2142. An act granting an increase of pension to Adella D. 
Irwin; 

S. 4286. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Davis; 

S. 3751. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel D. 
Nash; 

S. 861. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
O'Connor; 

S. 162. An act granting an increase of pension to David D. 
Griffith ; 

S. 2393. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Clark ; 
S. 3242. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Woolley ; 

S. 555. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry H. 
Hill; 

8. 859. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard T. 
Fried ; 

S. 165. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry Rus- 
sell; 

S. 1251. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Burns ; 

S. 1246. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 
Wilson ; 

S. 4381. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
McGarraugh ; 

S. 4280. An act granting a pension to Amelia Cotten; 

S. 446. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Duane; 


S. 3472. An act granting an increase of pension to Lena Sher- 
man; 

S. 4006. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 8. 
Parrish ; 
758 2216. An act granting an increase of pension to David W. 

agee; 

S. 3640. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
Brenton ; . 
R 8. rat An act granting an increase of pension to Charles L. 
Noggle ; : 

S. 2182. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Buffington ; 
nE 187. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 

ane; 

S. 3475. An act granting an increase of pension to Everett S. 
Fitch; 

S. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Thompson ; 

S. 17. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi A. 
Tripp; 

S. 1011. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn E. 
Woodsum ; 

S. 4479. An act granting an honorable discharge to James 
Knight; 

S. 2950. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 
Stines ; 

S. 4096. An act granting an increase of pension to Norman W, 
Lombard; 

S. 784. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Cooley ; 

S. 1418. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi, E. 
Cross ; 

S. 3036. An act granting an increase of pension to John O. 
Thorn ; 

S. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert C. 
Andrews; 

S. 716. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore II. 
Hanson; 

S. 836. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles A. 
Fay; 

S. 3575. An act granting an increase of pension to Sargent R. 
Emerson; 

S. 4097. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius T. 
Williamson ; 

S. 712. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 
McLauchlan ; A 

S. 3043. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry D. 
Hall; 

S. 842. An act granting an increase of pension to William A, 
Eggleston ; 

S. 1665. An act granting an increase of pension to Jalm C. 


. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 


An act granting an increase of pension to James Lebo; 
An act granting a pension to Nancy A. Teeters; 
. An act granting a pension to John Harper; 

S. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry V. 
Hamenstaedt ; 

S. 1230. An act granting an increase of pension to Eugene 
Gaskill; 

S. 2096. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
R. Kent; 

S. 3626. An act granting a pension to Catherine Coyle; 

S. 1227. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry J. 
Patterson ; 

S. 721. An act granting an increase of pension to Orange S. 
Mason ; 

S. 4131. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Connor; 

S. 1726. An act making provision for conveying in fee the 
piece or strip of ground in St. Augustine, Fla., known as “ The 
Lines,” for school purposes ; 

S. 4507. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Chandler, jr. ; 

S. 1645. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph G. 
Orth; 

S. 2735. An act granting a pension to Marcelina S. Groff; 

S. 1908. An act granting an increase of pension to Francesco 

| Del Gindice; 

S. 1905. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar Tib- 


bits ; 
S. 3714. An act granting an increase of pension to James Ruth; 
S. 2044. An act granting a pension to Solomon F. Wehr; 
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8. 17 5 An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 

lessing ; 
S. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Gunnerus 
Ingebretson ; 

S. 2103. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorin R. 
Bingham ; 

S. 2868. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Flick ; 


S. 2080. An act granting a pension to Ruth F. Bennett; 

S. 4000. An act granting an increase of pension to Pyle Wood- 
ward; 

S. 3199. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. 
Coulton ; 
noe 1437. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 

avis ; 

S. 3492. An act granting an increase of pension to Catharine 
Bechtol ; 

S. 3122. An act granting an increase of pension to Georgia 
Brown; 
5 S. 1666. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 

eard ; 

S. 1555. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Bishop ; 

S. 4223. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Peirce; 


S. 1421. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey C. 
Brown; 

S. 1357. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlando C. 
Pinkham ; 

S. 4422. An act granting an increase of pension to Lindsay 
Kirby; and 

S. 4496. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
Brooks. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments bills of the following titles; in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives was requested : 

H. R. 9944. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
J. Martin; 

H. R. 6885. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Hastings; and 

II. R. 8493. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
F. Sheffield. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 10582. An act granting an increase of pension to Oscar 
B. Caswell ; r 

H. R. 10258. An act granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Smith; ; 

H. R. 10007. An act granting an increase of pension to Apple- 
ton Gibson; 

H. R. 8649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 


Bode; 

H. R. 11302. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Cotton ; 

H. R. 9104. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Brown; 

H. R. 10459. An act granting a pension to Alta M. Westenhaver ; 

H. R. 10457. An act granting a pension to Lizzie Bremmer ; 

H. R. 10522. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Everitt; 

H. R. 10308. An act granting an increase of pension to Dillon 
F. Acker ; 

H. R. 8242. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Alves; 

H. R. 11653. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Jordan; 

H. R. 10588. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Parker; 

H. R. 10623. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
L. Bostwick ; 

H. R. 8187. An act granting an increase of pension to Silas 
G. Elliott ; 

H. R. 7680. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Shannon; 

II. R. 10872. An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 
J. Hill; 

II. R. 10611. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Brewer; 

H. R. 9416. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob M. 
Longsworth ; 

H. R. 8926. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Keller ; 

H. R. 8847. An act granting an increase of pension to Philip 
B. Thompson ; 


xXL— 202 


H. R. 8846. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Todd; 

II. R. 11620. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Quimby ; 

H. R. 10323. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
J. Donahue ; 

H. R. 7838. An act granting an increase of pension to S. Har- 
riet Morris; 

H. R. 6859. An act granting a pension to Eva B. Kack; 

H. R. 6613. An act granting a pension to Thomas J. Stevens; 

H. R. 6076. An act granting a pension to Anna M. Case; 

H. R. 7576. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Brummett; 

H. R. 7001. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
M. Dunham ; 

H. R. 9142. An act granting an increase of pension to Herman 
A. Kimball; 
fae 6538. An act granting an increase of pension to George 

. Rice; > 

H. R. 6977. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred S. 
Isaacs ; 

H. R. 10439. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Ann Gaunt; 

H. R. 10266. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Morris; 

H. R. 4826. An act granting a pension to Leola V. Franks; 

H. R. 11160. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
Herbert; 
é H. R. 11144. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 

ratt; 

H. R. 9789. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
Nicholson ; 

H. R. 6947. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Washburn ; 

H. R. 8044, An act granting an increase of pension to Angel 
Hausker ; 

H. R. 8043. An act granting an increase of pension to Lafay- 
ette Dodds; 8 

II. R. 7665. An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley 
J. Banks; 

H. R. 10362. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Chenoweth ; 

H. R. 7607. An act granting an increase of pension to Annie 
M. Smith; 

H. R. 7240. An act granting a pension to Glawvina A. Pinnell; 

H. R. 7231. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
O Tool; 

H. R. 6941. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice 
Gearkee ; 

H. R. 6992. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Duffy ; 

H. R. 8288. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Carr; 

H. R. 8596. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Messerschmidt ; 

H. R. 7941. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlon 
B. Osborn ; 

H. R. 8253. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Dolan ; 

H. R. 10722. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Flint; 

H. R. 10918. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
W. Josselyn ; è 

H. R. 6962. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
Phillips, Jr.; 

H. R. 11096. An act granting an increase of pension to Sion B. 
Glazner ; 

H. R. 10552. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Wilkinson ; 

H. R. 10551. An act granting an increase of pension to Ezekial 
Polk ; 

H. R. 9579. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Harris; 

H. R. 10521. An act granting an increase of pension to John F. 
Cluley ; 

H. R. 9253. An act granting a pension to Vollie A. McMillen; 

H. R. 7636. An act granting a pension to John J. Meeler; 

H. R. 7599. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Holland ; 

H. R. 7600. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Welch; 

H. R. 6993. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Sarvis; 

H. R. 11630. An act granting a pension to Harriet E. St. Jobu; 
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H. R. 12054. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Hallowell; 

H. R. 9051. An act granting an increase of pension to Asher 
S. Bouden ; 

H. R. 8944. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Lorance; 

H. R. 8794. An act granting an increase of pension to Stout 
Shearer ; - 
s H. R. 6516. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

alley; 
— 25 R. 7224. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Ellis; 

H. R. 4685. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob Rich; 

H. R. 4962. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Sturgis; 

H. R. 4741. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Dickerson ; 

H. R. 8918. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrus 
J. Hull; 
oe R. 10269. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 

cketts ; 

H. R. 12027. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
©. Bradley; 

H. R. 8216. An act granting an increase of pension to Philipp 
Cline, alias Francis Klein; 

H. R. 9234. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. McDonald; 

H. R. 10175. An act granting an increase of pension to Mat- 
thew A. Knight; 

H. R. 1979. An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
L. Hill; 

H. R. 9795. An act granting an increase of pension to Emory 
Edward Patch ; 

H. R. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Harry C. 
Thorne; 

H. R. 1975. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
House ; 

H. R. 2954. An act granting an increase of pension to Chaun- 
cey P. Dean; 

II. R. 4957. An act granting an increase of pension to Elijah 
J. Snodgrass ; 

II. R. 3966. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Jester ; 

H. R. 2108. An act granting a pension to Mattie Settlemire; 

H. R. 2116. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Hays; 

Hi. R. 2114. An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min F. Bibb; 

H. R. 8989. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
A. Chauncey ; 

H. R. 1483. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph- 
ine E. Quentin ; 

H. R. 1484. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
L. Lovell; 

H. R. 6085. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob C. 
Rardin ; 

H. R. 5692. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
G. Gardner ; 

H. R. 13536. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Cline; 
H. R. 2478. An act granting an increase of pension to Asa M. 
Foote; 
II. R. 2595. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
D. Sutton ; 

H. R. 3502. An act granting a pension to Morris Osborn; 

H. R. 3500. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Martin; 

H. R. 2156. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel 
E. Ware; 

H. R. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Shultz; 

II. R. 1902. An act granting an increase of pension to Gilbert 
Ford; 

II. R. 1585. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
N. Dutcher ; 

H. R. 1485. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
J. Williams ; 

H. R. 11320. An act granting an increase of pension to Adam 


Cook ; 

H. R. 11561. An act granting an increase of pension to Egbert 
P. Shetter ; 

H. R. 10297. An act granting an increase of pension to Nicho- 
las Hercherberger ; 

H. R. 3483. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
P. Williams; 5 


H. R. 3552. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
F. McDonald; 
1 An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 

. Grier; 
Pie tis An act granting an increase of pension to James 

H. R. 13308. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Arkansas River at Pine Bluff; 

H. R. 3973. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
P. Knight; 
Bijan ced An act granting an increase of pension to James 

Stell; 

H. R. 2949. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Adamson; 

H. R. 5909. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Bynon; 

H. R. 6400. An act granting a pension to Harry W. Omo; 
3 R. 6399. An act granting an increase of pension to David 

anna; 

H. R. 6398. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Henry; 

H. R. 2307. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Jones Martin; 

H. R. 9530. An act granting a pension to Catherine B. Casey; 

H. R. 12640. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus Walker; 

H. R. 4192. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Cavanaugh ; 
ees R. 6408. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 

ueman ; 

H. R. 3679. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
M. Hunter; 

H. R. 2849, An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Harrison ; 

H. R. 5830. An act granting an increase of pension to Syl- 
vanus Hardy; 

H. R. 5855. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
L. Brown; 

H. R. 6117. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Dill; 

H. R. 6109. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Ackert; 
j ae R. 6115. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 

arlis; 
= m R. 4221. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

oat; ; 

H. R. 8213. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Monteith ; 

H. R. 2174. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan- 
iel Buchanan ; 
8 v esas An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

. Cari; 

H. R. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
L. Daugherty ; 
ae R. 650. An act granting an increase of pension to Felix G. 

ger; 

H. R. 648. An act granting a pension to Charles Falbisaner; 
uae R. 1287. An act granting an increase of pension to John D. 

oore; 

H. R. 1200. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Parker; 

H. R. 12016. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cassaday ; 
hie R. 6178. An act granting an increase of pension to Carl W. 

ock ; 

H. R. 10477. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Babcock ; 

H. R. 10476, An act granting a pension to Charles T. Hesler; 

H. R. 3230. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Beulen; 
Ae R. 524. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylvanus 

ay; 

H. R. 1859. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
T. B. Carr; 

= a 5708. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
T. Fallon; 

H. R. 6098. An act granting an increase of pension to Sadie A. 
Walker ; 

H. R. 3570. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
Whorton ; 

H. R. 4751. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Sparking; 

H. R. 6063. An act granting an increase of pension to Maria Dyer; 

H. R. 5938. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 


J. MeClaskey; 


* 
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H. R. 6065. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Crowe; 

H. R. 5212. An act granting an increase of pension to Giles 
Q. Slocum ; 

H. R. 9059. An act granting an increase of pension to Ebe- 
nezer S. Edgerton; 

H. R. 5753. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
H. Murphy; 

H. R. 5186. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Fulton; 

H. R. 2709. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius 
D. Rogers ; 

H. R. 2703. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Weeks ; 

H. R. 4179. An act granting an increase of pension to Owen 
Donohoe ; 

II. R. 6340. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
D. Hatch; 

H. R. 3342. An act granting an increase of pension to Albin 
L. Ingram; 

H. R. 3220. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
Johnson ; 

H. R. 10720. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
F. Caldwell; 

H. R. 12937. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hoover ; 

H. R. 5605. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
S. Pelley; 

H. R. 5163. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
U. Mallorie ; 

H. R. 4206. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Henry Ober; 

H. R. 4202. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Umstead ; 

H. R. 3983. An act granting a pension to Blanche Douglass ; 

H. R. 2204. An act granting an increase of pension to Dexter 
E. W. Stone; 

H. R. 2059. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Washburn ; 

H. R. 2048. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Cooper ; 

H. R. 2054. An act granting an increase of pension to Ralph 
A. Adams; 

H. R. 1909. An act granting an increase of pension to Alex- 
ander Miller; 

H. R. 1658. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
M. Drake; 

H. R. 6133. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Bagley ; 

H. R. 6137. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
S. Stowell; 

H. R. 5656. An act granting an increase of pension to Darius 
H. Randall; 

H. R. 4246. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
D. Street; 

H. R. 3403. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
A. Baker ; 

H. R. 2762. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Chandler ; 

H. R. 6226. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Bruner ; 

H. R. 8251. An act granting an increase of pension to Abel S. 
Thompson ; 

H. R. 13457. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam M. McCoy ; 

H. R. 5640. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham Mathews; 

H. R. 4886. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
De Lafayette Burket; 

H. R. 4878. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
H. Witherwax ; 

H. R. 4764. An act granting an increase of pension to Abijah 
Brown; 

H. R. 1359. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
M. Robinson ; 

H. R. 5658. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Nichols; 

II. R. 5647. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Wetterich; 

II. R. 3425. An act granting an increase of pension to Warren 


A. Blye; 

H. R. 11842. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Noble; 

H. R. 8571. An act granting an increase of pension to Eber 
Watson ; 


H. R. 3250. An act granting a pension to Harrison White; 

H. R. 2823. An act granting an increase of pension to Orton D. 
Ford; 

H. R. 1043. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
Hounsom ; 
oon 55 1032. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth 

DS ; 

H. R. 13037. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Jane Kearney ; 

H. R. 11051. An act granting a pension to Henry T. McDowell; 

H. R. 8317. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
Thompson ; 

H. R. 7982. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Kellogg; 

5 R. 9146. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
A. Jones; 
k a 8 An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Word; 

II. R. 10954. An act granting an increase of pension to Letitia 
D. Watkins; 

II. R. 8233. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Power; 
5 = R. 9077. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

ngle; 

H. R. 8664. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Wascher ; 

H. R. 8663. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick A. Amende; 

H. R. 9209. An act granting an increase-of pension to Stephen 
D. Cohen ; 

H. R. 10437. An act granting an increase of pension to Casper 
Yost; 

H. R. 13582. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Sutherland ; 

H. R. 7628. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorenzo 
D. Stoker; 

H. R. 7721. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
V. Lowary; 

H. R. 9065. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
G. Brail; 

H. R. 9851. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Richardson ; 

H. R. 8562. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Ostermann ; 

H. R. 7213. An act granting an increase of pension to Lou- 
cette E. Glavis; 

II. R. 9237. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Dachrodt; 

II. R. 10307. An act granting an increase of pension to Milton 
A. Saeger; 

H. R. 8156. An act granting an increase of pension to Loren H. 
Howard; 

H. R. 8061. An act granting an increase of pension to Heart 
Echard ; 

H. R. 5711. An act granting a pension to Richard H. Kelly; 

H. R. 9405. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Burns ; 

H. R. 9122. An act granting an increase of pension to Phi- 
lander Burnett; 

H. R. 7222. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi J. 
Walton; 

II. R. 9052. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Wood; 

II. R. 8714. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Gibson; 

II. R. 9929. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlean 
De Witt; 

II. R. 10256. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
D. Diehl; 

H. R. 13078. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth F. Partin; 

H. R. 6813. An act granting an increase of pension to Emsley 
Kiusauls; 

H. R. 13084. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Dixon; 

II. R. 12837. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
Miller; 

H. R. 8494. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
A. Jones; 

II. R. 8949. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Richard Clark ; 

H. R. 10483. An act granting a pension to James Gallt; 

H. R. 9351. An act granting an increase of pension to Marie 
G. Bonham ; 
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PS R. 6494. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
ughes; : 

H. R. 7948. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Reynolds; 

H. R. 8109. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
C. Janes ; 

H. R. 9906. An act granting an increase of pension to Hinman 
Rhodes; 
ae R. 12156. An act granting an increase of pension to Edwin 

ing; 

H. R. 12290, An act granting an increase of pension to David 
L. Kretsinger ; 

II. R. 12297. An act granting a pension to Estelle Kuhn; 

H. R. 8556. An act granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett ; 

H. R. 8541. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
H. Pinney ; 

H. R. 8520. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
F. White; 2 

II. R. 8302. An act granting an increase of pension to Mau- 
rice Hayes; 

H. R. 8406. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
W. Selfridge ; 

H. R. 7955. An act granting an increase of pension to Newton 
E. Terrill; 

H. R. 7750. An act granting an increase of pension to Anton 
Riedmüller; 

H. R. 7649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Leipnitz; 

H. R. 6913. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Gibbons; 

II. R. 6873. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Phillips; 

II. R. 7241. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
‘Allhands ; 

H. R. 7525. An-act granting an increase of pension to William 
K. Spencer: 

H. R. 7238. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Campbell ; 

H. R. 6489. An act granting a pension to Mary E. Scott; 

H. R. 6565. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Hatter; 

H. R. 10216. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
Longstaff ; 

H. R. 9567. An act granting an increase of pension to Hender- 
son Rose; 

H. R. 12713. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus F. Bradbury ; R 

H. R. 13050. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Crockett; 

H. R. 12839. An act granting an increase of pension to Kath- 


R. 13141. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
'A. Southworth ; 

H. R. 13579. An act granting an increase of pension to Amon 
Miller ; è 

H. R. 10564. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi N. 
Bodley ; 

H. R. 10687. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi I. 
Shipman; 

H. R. 10741. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Clark ; 

H. R. 10807. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
J. Long; 

H. R. 10883. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Lee; 

II. R. 10925, An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
OC. Dennis; 

H. R. 10967. An act granting a pension to George Larson; 

H. R. 10969. An act granting an increase of pension to Cala- 
way G. Tucker; 

H. R. 11061. An act granting an increase of pension to Reanna 
Pile; 

H. R. 11105. An act granting an increase of pension to Michael 
Comer ; 

H. R. 11182. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
E. Lydy; 

H. R. 11145. An act granting an increase of pension to Melvin 


J. Lee; 

II. R. 11205. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice; 

H. R. 11343. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch 
Bolen; 


e An act granting an increase of pension to Gould 
. er; 


H. R. 11672. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
lin J. Fellows; 


H. R. 11724. An act granting an increase of pension to John 


A. Conley; 


oe 8 An act granting an increase of pension to Manson 
Scott; 

H. R. 11808. An act granting an increase of penslon to Web- 
ster Thomas; 

H. R. 11846. An act granting a pension to Clara M. Thompson; 

II. R. 11908. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
V. Sturtevant; 

H. R. 11916. An act granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
ward L. Kimball; 

H. R. 12008. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Blanding; 

H. R. 12038. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Burleigh ; 

H. R. 12102. An act granting an increase of pension to Wilhel- 
mina Healey; 

H. R. 12285. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Kirkland; 

H. R. 12384. An act granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew Dunning; 

H. R. 12388. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
T. Dunn; 

= R. sae. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
T. Howell; 

H. 5 12507. An act granting an increase of pension te George 
W. Collier; 

H. R. 12510. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
MeWhorter ; 

H.R. 12583. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth L. H. Labott; 

H. R. 12754. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam B. Eversole; 

H. R. 9279. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Curley ; 

H. R. 5957. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Steck; and 

H. R. 7711. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Dunnan. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 3156. An act to grant an honorable discharge from the mil- 
itary service to Robert C. Gregg—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

S. 2484. An act for the relief of Charles W. Howard—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 1925. An act granting an honorable discharge to Peter 
Fleming—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

S. 660. An act granting an honorable discharge to Peter 
Green—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 395. An act to provide for the appointment of a district 
judge for the western judicial district of South Carolina, and 
for other purposes—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 4479. An act granting an honorable discharge to James 
Knight—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3411. An act to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of William B. McCoy—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. * 

S. 1726. an act making provision for conveying in fee the piece 
of strip of ground in St. Augustine, Fla., known as The 
Lines,” for school purposes—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

S. 661. An act for the relief of Levi J. Billings—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES, 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the Committee 
on Indian Affairs to ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table for present consideration Senate joint resolu- 
tion 37. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas, by direction 
of the Committee on Indian Affairs, asks unanimous consent to 
consider the following joint resolution, which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate joint resolution No. 37. 

Resolved, to., That the tribal existence and government of the Choc- 
taw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes or nations of 
Indians in the Indian Territory are hereby continued in full force and 


effect for all — until the 4th day of March, A. D. 1907, unless 
hereafter otherwise provided by law; and all acts and parts of acts, 


so far as they conflict herewith, are hereby repealed. 


1906. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the committee suggests several 
amendments, which I offer. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Line 3, after the word “and,” add “present tribal;” and add the 
letter s to the word “ government.” 

Line 6, after the word “ pu „ add “under existing laws.” 

Strike out the following words: The 4th of March, A. D. 1907, un- 
less hereafter otherwise provided by law, and all acts and parts of acts, 
so far as they conflict herewith, are hereby repealed,” and add in lieu 
thereof all property of such tribes, or the proceeds thereof, shall be 
distributed among the individual members of sald tribes.” 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the adoption of this resolution 
is thought to be necessary, for the reason that, under existing 
laws and agreements with the Five Civilized Tribes, the tribal 
government of each of said tribes expires on the 4th day of 
March, 1906. 

A bill has passed the House and is now pending in the Senate 
which provides for the final disposition of the affairs of the 
Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territory. It was expected 
that this bill would pass the Senate and become a law by the 
4th of March, but it is apparent that it will not become a law 
by that time, and much of the tribal property will remain 
undisposed of. 

There is still unallotted, of the lands of the Choctaw and 
Chickasaw Indians, 4,500,000 acres; of the Cherokees, about 
875,000 acres; of the Creek, about 606,000 acres. All of the 
lands of the Seminoles have been allotted. 

It is contended by some who support this resolution that if some 
action is not taken by Congress to continue the present tribal re- 
lations and governments there is danger of this land becoming 
the property of the United States, and if it does there is fear 
that a land grant made to the State of Kansas for the pur- 
pose of building certain railroads, or to aid certain railroads 
in building, throngh the Indian Territory may attach. Per- 
sonally, I think there is little if any danger of this grant at- 
taching, even though this resolution should fail. 

Under the treaty of the United States with the Cherokee 
Indians, made in 1828 and amended by the treaty of 1833, the 
United States agreed to grant to the Cherokees, and guaranteed 
to them forever, 7,000,000 acres of land described in said treaty, 
and also to guarantee to said Indians a perpetual outlet west 
and a free and unmolested use of all the country lying west of 
the western boundary of the 7,000,000 acres. 

By this treaty the United States covenanted and agreed to 
convey the lands in fee simple title, but the treaty of 1846 
provided that the lands covered thereby should revert to the 
United States if the Indians became extinct or abandoned the 
same. The patent also provides that the lands shall revert 
to the United States if the Cherokee Nation becomes extinct or 
abandons the same. 

The question as to the effect of this clause in the patent 
of the Cherokees was referred to by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the case of Holden v. Joy (17 Wallace, 250), 
in which the court says: 

Strong doubts are entertained whether that condition in the patent 
is valid, as it was not authorized by the treaty under which ft was 
issued. By the treaty tke United States covenanted and agreed to 
convey the lands in fee simple title, and it may well be held that if 
that condition reduces the estate to less than a fee it is void. 

The United States judge for the western district of Arkansas, 
in the case of the United States v. Ben Reese, at the May term 
of 1879, after reviewing the various treaties, laws, and decisions 
of the court with reference to the Cherokee lands of the Indian 
Territory, held that there is no limitation on the title conveyed 
by the United States to the Cherokees by the treaty of 1833; 
that if said treaty was inconsistent with the act of May 30, 1830, 
merely so much of it as was inconsistent with the language of 
the second article of the treaty of 1835 was a recognition of the 
cession of the lands, and if they had already been ceded to the 
Cherokees by the treaty of 1833, the agreement by the United 
States by the third article of the treaty of 1835 to give them a 
patent to these lands, according to the provisions of the act of 
May 28, 1830, was a mere nudum pactum. It was an attempt 
to place a restriction on the title which had already passed, and 
which, according to the first article of the treaty of 1833, was to 
be evidenced by a patent. 

The court, after discussing the question on the basis that the 
condition in the patent is valid, says: 


This Indian title being a base, qualified, or determinable fee, with 
only the possibility of reversion, not the right of reversion, in the 


United States, all the estate is in the Cherokee Nation of Indians. 

The patent to the Cherokees was issued on the 31st day of 
December, 1838. 

By the third article of the treaty of the United States with 
the Creek Indians the United States agreed to grant a patent in 


fee simple to the Creek Nation of Indians for the lands of said 
nation. By this treaty and convention it was agreed that 
“whenever the same shall have been ratified by the President 
and the Senate of the United States the right thus granted by 
the United States shall be continued to said tribe of Indians so 
long as they shall exist as a nation and continue to occupy the 
country hereby assigned them.” A patent was issued to the 
Creek Indians on the 11th day of August, 1851. 

By treaty with the Choctaw Nation, of September 27, 1830, the 
United States agreed to convey to the Choctaw Nation a tract 
of country west of the Mississippi River in fee simple to them 
and to their heirs, to inure to them while they shall exist as a 
nation and live on it, but in the treaty of 1855, made with the 
Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians, the United States agreed, pur- 
suant to act of Congress of May 28, 1830, to secure and guar- 
antee the lands embraced within the said limits to the members 
of the Choctaw and Chickasaw tribes, their heirs and successors, 
to be held in common, so that each and every member of either 
tribe may have an equal and undivided interest in such whole, 
provided, however, that no part thereof shall ever be sold with- 
out the consent of both tribes, and that said lands shall revert 
to the United States if said Indians or their heirs become ex- 
tinct or abandon the same. 

It will be seen from this treaty that the Government of the 
United States agreed to conyey to the Choctaws and Chickasaws 
identically the same title given to the Cherokees. In all of the 
agreements and laws passed since 1893 it has been the object 
of Congress to divide the lands of the Five Civilized Tribes so 
that each member would receive a fair and equal share of the 
tribal property. 

In my judgment, under existing laws, the Government of the 
United States would have the right to dispose of the unallotted 
lands of these various tribes without further legislation and to 
sell what remained undisposed of to equalize allotments in 
accordance with the terms of existing agreements, but it seems 
that in 1866 the United States, for the purpose of aiding the 
Kansas and Neosha Valley Railroad Company, the same being 
a corporation organized under the laws of the State of Kansas, 
to construct and maintain a railroad, granted to the State of 
Kansas for the benefit of said railroad company every alter- 
nate section of land, or parts thereof designated by odd num- 
bers, to the extent of 10 sections per mile on each side of said 
road, to be selected within 20 miles of the line of said road. 
By the eighth section of said act it authorizes and empowers 
said railroad company to extend and construct its road over 
the southern boundary of Kansas south through the Indian 
Territory to Red River at or near Preston, in the State of 
Texas, so as to connect with the railway now being constructed 
from Galveston to a point at or near Preston, in the said State, 
and the right of way through the Indian Territory, wherever 
said right is now reserved or may hereafter be reserved to the 
United States by treaty with the Indian tribes, is hereby granted 
to said company to the same extent as the grant by the sixth 
section of this act to the public lands. In all eases where the 
rights of way as aforesaid through the Indian lands shall not 
be reserved to the Government the said company shall, before 
constructing its road, procure the consent of the tribe or tribes 
interested, which consent, with all its terms and conditions, 
shall be previously approved and indorsed by the President and 
filed with the Secretary of the Interior. Section 9 provides that 
the same grants of lands through said Indian Territory are 
hereby made as provided in the first section of this act when- 
even the Indian title shall be extinct, by treaty or otherwise. 
The ratio per mile granted in the first section of this act pro- 
vided that said lands become a part of the public lands of the 
United States. 

Now, I do not believe this grant attaches, for two reasons. 
The first is the right was not reserved nor was it thereafter 
reserved to the United States by treaty with the Indian tribes, 
so the railroad was forced to take advantage of the other part 
of section 8; which provided the means by which they might 
secure right of way where the lands had not been reserved to 
the Government. 

In each of the treaties made with the Civilized Tribes in 1866 
provision was made for the granting of rights of way to rail- 
roads through the lands owned by the respective tribes. Sec- 
ond, two things were necessary to occur before this land 
grant could attach. The first was that the Indian title should 
be extinguished by treaty or otherwise, and the second was 
that the lands should become part of the public lands of the 
United States. The Indian title has not been extinguished in 
the manner contemplated by section 9 of the act of 1866, and 
the lands have not become a part of the public lands of the 
United States. A careful reading of the act of June 28, 1898, 
and of the various agreements made with the tribes, will con- 
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vince any person that it was the intention of Congress and of 
the tribes to prevent this land ever becoming a part of the 
public lands of the United States. 

The act of June 28, 1898, provided for the allotment for the 
exclusive use and occupancy of the surface of all the lands of 
the nations susceptible of allotment among the citizens thereof, 
giving to each, so far as possible, his fair and equal share 
thereof, considering the nature and fertility of the soil, loca- 
tion, and value of the same. 

In the section providing for the allotment as aforesaid the 
following proviso is found: 

That nothing herein contained shall in any way-affect the invested 
legal rights which may have been heretofore granted by act of Congress, 


nor be so construed as to confer any additonal rights upon any parties 
claiming under any such act of Congress. 


This proviso was inserted after a hearing of the attorneys 
who represented the Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railroad, and 
the provisions of the act were drawn so as to avoid the grant 
ever attaching to the lands of these tribes. 

The agreement with the Chickasaws and Choctaws provides 
that when allotments have been made the balance of the lands 
are to be sold at public auction and the proceeds placed in the 
Treasury and distributed as are other moneys of the tribes. 

The Cherokee agreement provides that when allotments have 
been made the rest of the land shall be apportioned so as to 
equalize allotments. 

The Creek agreement provides that the lands remaining un- 
allotted and all undivided funds are to be used to equalize 
allotments, and further provides for the sale, at public auction, 
of all lands reserved when not needed, the proceeds to be de- 
posited to the credit of the tribe. 

The lands of the Seminoles haye been allotted, so it is unnec- 
essary to refer to this tribe. 

It will be seen that the act of 1888 and the various agree- 
ments provide for a disposition of the lands of these tribes, so 
that no part of the same will ever become public lands of the 
United States. 

The general counsel for the Missouri, Kansas and Texas Rail- 
road, which claims under the grant of 1866 as the railroad to 
which said grant was made, recognized that there was one way 
only to have this grant attach, and in his brief, filed with the 
committee, protested against the passage of the act of 1898 in 
the following language: 

The company justly protests against any legislative action which 
shall either attempt to enact an expressed denial of its claims of right, 
or which shall make such disposition of the lands as will amount to 
such denial. Especially and rightfully does the company protest 
azainst legislation which attempts to destroy this claim of right by 
indirection. The uniform method of extinguishing Indian occupancy 
title has been by allotment of small tracts to individual members of 
the tribe, and subjection of the residue to the operation of the public- 
land laws in some form. The proceeds thus realized, or the larger 
pate kave been placed in the Treasury in trust for the Indians, or 

ivided per capita amongst them. If, then, Congress finds it neces- 
sary in this case to resort to unusual methods of disposition, such as, 
omitting to declare an extingushment of the Indian title or to declare 
the lands or any part thereof to be publie lands, is it not a direct rec- 
ognition of the merits of the company’s claim of right? 

It will be seen from this that the general counsel for the com- 
pany realized that under the bills which were then pending, and 
which afterwards became law, that the grant to their railroad 
could not, and would not, attach. 

Under existing laws the tribal governments are to be ex- 
tinguished on the 4th of March; but this does not, in my judg- 
ment, do away with the tribal relations. A change in the form 
of government would not change the character of the title by 
which the tribal property is held, and the United States would 
have the right to dispose of the lands in accordance with the 
terms of existing agreements, which would be to allot to each 
member his fair share, and to sell any unallotted lands and use 
the proceeds for the purpose of equalizing allotments. 

The Supreme Court, in the case of the Cherokee Nation 
v. Hitchcock (187 U. S., p. 294), held: 

There is no question involved in this case as to the taking of prop- 
erty. ‘The authority which it is proposed to exercise by virtue o? the 
act of 1893 has relation merely to the control and development of 
tribal Peer which still remains subject to the administrative con- 
trol of the Government, even though the members of the tribe have 
been invested with the status of citizenship in recent legislation. 

If the court thus holds in regard to the right of the Govern- 
ment to still control the tribal property after the members of the 
various tribes have become citizens, would it not also hold that 
the Government of the United States had the right to go fur- 
ther and allot lands under existing laws and agreements and to 
dispose of the tribal property under the provisions of said laws, 
the same as if the tribal government still existed? As a matter 
of fact, there is nothing but a shell of a government remaining 
among the Five Civilized Tribes. 

While, in my judgment, this legislation is not at all necessary, 
because I do not believe that the grant to the railroad attaches 


or can attach, yet in view of the fact that the question has been 
raised by able lawyers at the other end of the Capitol, I think it 
safe to pass this resolution. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the necessity for 
the passage of this resolution arises from the fact that by recent 
acts of Congress the tribal government of the Five Civilized 
Tribes in the Indian Territory will expire on March 4 this year. 
If this resolution is not passed, all of said Indians lose their 
identity as individuals of Indian tribes and become citizens of 
the United States. Heretofore these tribes have held their 
landed property in common as tribes. The title to said lands 
passed from the United States by virtue of treaties made with the 
Indian tribes and ratified by Congress, which treaties and acts 
authorized the administrative branch of the Government to 
issue patents to the lands specified to the respective tribes. In 
some instances these patents did not harmonize with nor convey 
to the tribes the title contracted for as specified in the treaties 
and acts of Congress. The authors of this resolution fear that 
if these tribal governments are permitted to become extinct on 
March 4 that all the lands held by them as tribes in common 
under the alleged defective patents will escheat or revert to the 
United States and again become public domain, and in that 
event that certain grants made to railway corporations by Con- 
gress—subsequent, however, to the treaties and patents made 
to the Indians—will attach to and carry the title now held by 
the Indians to the corporations now holding the subsequent 
grants, and in that event the Indians would lose all the lands 
coyered by the grants made to the railroad corporations; and to 
prevent this loss to the Indians of their lands it is deemed wise 
to pass this resolution and permit the tribes to hold their lands 
in common until they are fully disposed of by Congress for the 
benefit of the Indians. I deem this a wise and prudent thing 
to do, as it fully guarantees to the Indians the lands contracted 
for by them from the Government and extinguishes whatever 
rights may be held in any reversionary interest by the railroad 
companies now owning said supposed grants. The grant re- 
ferred to is found in 39 United States Statutes, page 238, section 
8, under act approved July 25, 1866, as follows: 


Sec. S. And be it further enacted, That said Kansas and Neosho Val- 
ley Railroad Company, its successors and assigns, is hereby authorized 
and empowered to extend and construct its railroad from the southern 
boundary of Kansas south, through the Indian Territory, to Red River, 
at or near Preston, in the State of Texas, so as to connect with the rail- 
way now being constructed from Galveston to a point at or near Pres- 
ton, in said State: and the right of way through the Indian Territory, 
wherever such right is now reserved or may hereafter be reserved to 
the United States by treaty with the Indian tribes, is hereby granted 
to said company to the same extent as granted by the sixth section of 
this act through the public lands; and in all cases where the right of 
way, as aforesaid, through the Indian lands, shall not be reserved to 
the Government, the said company shall, before constructing its road, 
procure the consent of the tribes interested, which consent, with all 
ts terms and conditions, shall be previously approves and indorsed 
by the President and filed with the Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that the Indians would forfeit 
their lands by our failure to pass this resolution, for, in my 


‘judgment, the courts would hold that the treaties made with the 


various tribes, the acts of Congress, and the patents to the In- 
dians would all be construed together, and, when so construed, 
that the courts would hold that the United States did not hold 
any reversionary interest in any of these lands to subsequently 
convey to any corporation or person. Hence, judging the ques- 
tions here raised from a legal standpoint, as a lawyer, I do not 
believe that these lands could ever be recovered by the rail- 
roads, but, as a matter of prudence, I am in favor of passing 
this resolution. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The joint resolution was read a third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Curtis, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 


CLERK FOR COMMITTEE ON ENROLLED BILLS. 


Mr. CASSEL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit the following 
report from the Committee on Accounts. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolution No, 342. $ 

Resolved, That the chairman of the Committee on Enrolled Bills be, 
and he is hereby, authorized to — an additional clerk to said 
committee, who shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the House 
at the rate of $6 per day during the remainder of the present session. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentleman 
to make a statement to justify this increase. 

Mr. CASSEL. Mr. Speaker, this is the same resolution which 
has been passed each year at the request of the chairman of 
this committee for this additional help in order to attend to the 
necessary work of the committee. it is not an additional em- 
ployee at all. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to, 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Parkinson, its reading 
clerk, announced that the Senate had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the joint resolution 
(S. R. 37) extending the tribal relations and goyernment of the 
Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian Territory, had 
asked a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. CLarr, Mr. Mo- 
CUMBER, and Mr. Dusois as the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1465) 
granting an increase of pension to Patrick Fallihee. 


GEORGE W. HARMER. 


Mr. CASSEL, Mr. Speaker, I submit the following privi- 
leged resolution, which I send to the desk and ask to haye read. 
The Clerk read as follows : 


Resolved, That the Clerk of the House is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to pay to Mrs. Annie L. Harmer, widow of George W. Harmer, 
deceased, late a folder on the rolis of the Doorkeeper of the House of 
Representatives, a sum equal to six months’ pay at the rate of compen- 
sation received by him at the time of his death, and a further sum, not 
exceeding $250, on account of the funeral expenses of said George W. 
Saen said amounts to be paid out of the contingent fund of the 

ouse. 


With the following amendments: 


Strike out the words “Mrs, Anna L. Harmer, widow,” and insert 
“David Harmer, administrator.” 
Before the word “ George,” in line 3, insert the words “ estate of.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments, 

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on agreeing to the res- 
olution. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 


NATURAL SPRING WATER. 


Mr. CASSEL. Mr. Speaker, I present the following privi- 
leged resolution, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the Clerk of the House is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to supply the committee rooms, cloakrooms, and offices con- 
nected with e House of Representatives with pure natural spring 
water, the same to be paid for out of the contingent fund of the House. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman 
for some explanation of that resolution. 

Mr, CASSEL. Mr. Speaker, it requires very little explana- 
tion, except that for some years the House has been supplied 
with natural spring water, and that supply has been cut off for 
some reason or other. The Clerk of the House prefers to have 
a resolution of this kind passed, so as to authorize him to pay 
for the spring water to be placed in the committee rooms. 
It is a very small expense and yet one that we thought was 


proper. 

Mr, STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would like to in- 
quire where that spring is situated? ó 

Mr. CASSEL. We have made no special contract in respect 
to that. It authorizes the Clerk to supply the water. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. From any spring that he desires? 

Mr. CASSEL. Yes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr, Speaker, I desire to inquire of the 
gentleman whether the water furnished by the District of 
Columbia is unfit for drinking purposes? 

Mr. CASSEL. Mr. Speaker, I would say that a great many 
persons have suffered from drinking the water now being fur- 
nished, and, from my own experience, I would be afraid to 
drink it. Consequently, I always use water of this kind, as 
do most of the Members of the House, as I understand it. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 


UNION NEWS, THOMASTON, GA. 


Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads to submit the follow- 
ing privileged resolution, which I send to the desk and ask to 
have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the Postmaster-General be, and he Is hereby, directed 
to furnish to the House the following information, if not incompatible 


with the perne service: 

First. If a newsp id ublished at Thomaston, Ga., and known as 
“The Union News,’ has been at any time admitted to the mails as 
second-class matter; and, if so, when and for what length of time the 
said publication was admitted to the mails as second-class matter. 

Second. If said newspaper, The Union News, has been excluded and 
denied admission to the mails as second-class matter; if so, when said 
newspaper was so denied admission to the mails as second class, and the 
facts upon which it was decided to 


exclude said newspaper 
mails as second-class matter; and to 


m the 
to the House the decision 


and order of the Post-Office Department excluding said newspaper, 
The Union News, from the mails as second-class matter, and also the 
record in the Post-Office Department upon which such decision is based. 


With the following amendment: 

Strike out the word “service,” in line 3, and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ interests.” 

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on agreeing to the 
resolution. ° 

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BARTLETT], the author of the resolution, such time 
as he may desire. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I shall not detain the House 
but a few moments in advocacy of the passage of this resolu- 
tion. The reason why this resolution has been introduced by 
me is for the purpose of having the House informed of the 
facts and circumstances under which a newspaper published 
in the district which I have the honor to represent was ex- 
cluded from the mails as second-class matter. I hold in my 
hand a copy of that newspaper. The paper for a year or more 
in this shape that I now present had been admitted to the mails 
as second-class matter. It is “The Union News,” published at 
the instance of what is known as the “ Farmers’ Union of the 
State of Georgia,” which is a part of the “ Farmers’ Union of 
the United States,” and is the official organ of 40,000 farmers 
in Georgia and a part of an- organization embracing within its 
membership 600,000 farmers of the United States. For a year 
or more the paper in the shape of the copy I hold in my hand 
of date March 6, 1905, was admitted to the mails as second- 
class matter, being a semiweekly issue. Some time in January 
or February of this year it was determined by the proprietors 
to issue the paper as a weekly paper instead of a semiweekly 
paper, and it was so changed and issued in a larger and more 
improved size and style. When this was submitted to the Post- 
Office Department for permission to be entered as second-class 
matter as a weekly paper instead of a semiweekly paper, there 
being no change in reference to the character of its publica- 
tion, it still being devoted to the dissemination of public news 
and also of the matter particularly interesting to the farmers 
of Georgia and of that locality, the Postmaster-General, through 
the head of the bureau that has this matter in charge, has seen 
fit to exclude it from the mails at the rate for second-class 
matter. The issue of that paper of date February 5, 1906, a 
copy of which I have here and exhibit to the House, was the 
one submitted and is the paper that the Post-Office Department 
excluded from the second-class rate. There is no question raised 
that this publication did not have the requisite number of sub- 
scribers. 

And I want to say, Mr. Speaker, to this House that while 
there was no effort to conceal the reasons why it was excluded, 
when I made a visit to this head of the bureau of the Post-Office 
Department that I never saw a more dogmatic assertion of 
power by the head of any bureau, or even in the head of a De- 
partment, when the statement was made that the paper had 
been excluded because it was devoted mainly and chiefly to 
advocating the interest of the people that it purposed to repre- 
sent—the farmers of the State of Georgia and of the United 
States. Every other organization—the railroad employees, the 
locomotive engineers, the firemen, all have their organs which 
advocate their organization and the principles which they rep- 
resent. The teachers of the United States are organized, and 
they have their journals. The printers, the merchants, and all 
trades and callings have and publish papers in their interest. 
I have here a publication called “American Economist,” with a 
statment printed on the front page, as follows, in large, black 
type: 

Devoted to the protection of American labor and industries. 

It is published weekly by the American Protective Tariff 
League, and is entered in the New York post-office as second- 
class mail matter, and has been for years transmitted through 
the mails as such. This paper, the American Economist, is the 
official organ of the American Protective Tariff League and of 
the protectionists, and its every page, except the advertisements, 
contains mainly and almost solely letters and correspondence and 
articles maintaining the doctrines of the tariff stand-patters,” 
and is devoted altogether to the purpose of supporting the pres- 
ent high rates of the tariff. Take away from the Economist 
those parts of it which are devoted to upholding the doc- 
trines of the high protective tariff and there would be nothing 
left of it but the advertisements. Yet no question is raised as 
to its right to the mails as second-class matter. The doctrines 
of protective tariff, in the opinion of the post-office bureau, 
should be promulgated at the cheap rates through the mail. I 
have here also a number of other publications which seem to be 
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issued solely to further some particular trade, calling, or inter- 
est, which have been admitted to the mails as second-class 
matter. The merchant, the manufacturer, the printer, the rail- 
road employee have their own organs devoted to the interest 
of each. These all can be and have been admitted to the mails 
under the second-class rate, without protest and without limit, 
and, I apprehend, almost without investigation, yet when a paper 
like this, the Union News, which advocates the interests of the 
millions of farmers of the country upon whose back and shoul- 
ders haye ever rested the prosperity of our country, is excluded, 
because a clerk in a bureau of the Post-Office Department says 
it should not be permitted to go through the mails at the rates 
prescribed for it by Congress, because its chief purpose is the 
advocacy of the interests of the farmers of the country. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I deemed it proper that the House 
should have, not simply through me, but an official statement 
of the facts upon which this conduct has been based, and in 
the interest of this great class that this paper, though small in 
size, though published in a small city in my own district, seeks 
to advocate, in the interest of fairness and justness, in the 
interest of maintaining the right of every citizen high or low 
of every class, the farmer and everyone else, to have equal 
rights in the transportation of the periodicals and the papers 
of this country, and I have seen fit to introduce this resolution 
on my responsibility, and I now ask that the House shall pass it, 
so that we can have the information which will show us, Mr. 
Speaker, the character of the despotic rule that now exists in a 
department of the Post-Office, so that it may be removed by the 
people’s legislators if it can be. [Applause.] 

Mr. HEFLIN. Is it not a fact that a paper is issued under 
the auspices of the tariff league? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I had that paper here a moment ago—the 
American Economist. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And that it is published in the interest of the 
protective tariff? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I have it here. It is called the “Ameri- 
can Economist,” which comes to me, as I presume it comes to 
everyone else, in a wrapper without any stamp on it, so I judge 
for that reason it comes under the second-class rate, and I 
submit to the House if outside of the advertisements you can 
find anything in this paper except the advocacy of the mainte- 
nance of the present Dingley rate of high tariff, then I will 
apologize for it. This indicates that this American Economist 
and these other periodicals that are disseminating through the 
mails at second-class rates represent the peculiar views which 
their authors and those interested in it advocate, but when a 
paper that is published mainly in the interest of eleven or 
twelve inillion farmers of the country undertakes to have the 
same privilege we are met by an iron-bound rule at the hands, 
I say, of a clerk in this Department, and it is time, Mr. Speaker 
and gentlemen of the House, that the United States Congress 
should wake up to the proposition and realize that we are 
being ruled not by ourselyes so much as by the bureaus in the 
various Departments of this Government. [Applause.] And 
for one, if this simple resolution in reference to the injustice 
and wrong that has been done this paper, though never heard 
of before by the Members of this House except by myself, shall 
result in revealing to the House and revealing to the country 
the autocratic and despotic power that is being used in the 
Post-Office Department in this matter and matters of this kind, 
it will serve a great purpose not only to the Members of the 
House, but to the people of the country, whom we represent. 
[ Applause. ] 

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, it would be well, perhaps, for 


the House not only to know as a general proposition that the 
Federal Government has become one of the greatest bureaucra- 
cies in the world, and that we have with us now a Govern- 
ment by construction—chiefly of bureau chiefs—but to go into 
some specifications for which an occasion is furnished by this 
resolution. 

I understand this paper excluded from the mail as fourth- 
class matter has a correct number of paid-up, or bona fide, sub- 
scribers. 

This paper which has been excluded from the mails con- 
tains seven pages of reading matter and only a little over one 
page of advertisements. It is true that on one page of it there 
is an advertisement of Tom Watson's Magazine, and perhaps 
that may, like a red flag, have infuriated the bureau chief to 
such an extent that he thought the entire publication ought to 
be excluded from the mails, It is true that there is an adver- 
tisement of one black horse mule, 10 years old, to be sold, and 
of a Jersey cow and certain acres of land and certain farms, 
and all that; so that they seem not to be advertisements of any 


of the great magnates of the country, of any people who are 
financiers or “ Napoleons of finance,” and perhaps the bureau 
chief acted upon the idea of de minimis non curat lex. The 
American Economist contains about four pages of advertise- 
ments, amongst which are the advertisements of the Pittsburg 
Plate Glass Company, of the great glass trust; and of the Iron 
Table Cutlery and Hardware Company, of the great cutlery 
trust; and the Continental Color and Chemical Company; aud 
the Dyewood Company; and the Linotype Company, that all 
of the compositors are requesting us to break up as a trust. 
Perhaps those advertisements did not infuriate this bureau chief 
so much as these advertisements of horses and Jersey cows to 
sell. [Applause.] Then, when we compare the printed matter, 
Mr. Speaker, there is a little difference. This little homely 
Georgia sheet contains a letter from “ Brother” Davis; telling 
of speeches made to a large crowd present of farmers organiz- 
ing a union to try to help themselves with regard to the sale of 
their products. And then there comes from Carrollton, Ga., a 
communication about the humble pursuits of the plain people, 
stating that “ the roll is growing,” and that they are “standing 
back and watching,” and are trying to do something for the 
agricultural interests of the people. 

Then there comes an injunction to “do more for the Farmers’ 
Union,” with a piece of poetry, signed by one Mr. Faircloth. 
It does not compete as poetry with that of Milton, Keats, or 
Pope, but it contains some very good old doctrines about the 
rights of the people and equality amongst the people in the 
United States. The next article is headed “ Paulding moving 
on nicely.” It states that they have held a big farmers’ meet- 
ing there, and they seem to want the other farmers of the 
State of Georgia to know it, for mutual encouragement, I sup- 
pose. Then there are some resolutions of respect to a deceased 
farmer, signed by three men, who are, I presume, very plain 
farmers. Then Brother East writes about the union in Polk, 
and what glorious work it is doing, and how the people are di- 
versifying their crops. Then “ Brother“ Bruce writes of the 
union in Forsyth, and urges the people to “keep er rolling.” 
Mighty plain language, that. Now, perhaps Brother Bruce 
or the speaker alone would be homely enough to use language 
of that sort. [Laughter.] But it is, at any rate, indicative of 
the purpose to go on and do well. Then there comes an article 
from Brother“ Carver, and Brother Carver seems disposed 
to think that the agricultural interests of the country ought to 
get a little bit more of the profit of the boasted progress of the 
country than they do. Then “ Brother” Tally writes and says 
that the farmers ought to “take more papers” and keep up 
better with the times, and that it would be the very best thing 
for them. And then along comes a bureau chief and cuts out 
this paper, which advises them to take more papers, because, 
I suppose, he does not want them to keep up with the times. 
They might know too much to stand pat. [Laughter.] Then 
comes an article on“ How systems change and revolutionize the 
world.” And in view of what“ Brother“ Lawson, up in Massa- 
chusetts, has recently said, there is some truth in that. 

Here are some of the things for which these people contend 
and the doctrine this little sheet, as their organ, preaches; no 
treason in them—* simple annals of the poor“: 


= To discourage as much as possible the present mortgage and credit 
system. 

2. To assist our members in buying and selling. 

3. To labor for the agricultural classes in the science of crop di- 
versification and scientific agriculture. 

4. To constantly strive to secure entire harmony and good will among 
all mankind and brotherly love among ourselves. 

That last object must have struck the bureau chief athwart 
his hull. [Laughter.] 


5. To form a more adequate union with those in authority for a 
more rigid and impartial enforcement of the law, that crime, vice, and 
immorality may be suppressed. 


That squints too much at enforcing the antitrust law for an 
average Republican bureau chief to tolerate. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield fiye minutes more to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, I hold in my hand a paper which 
has not been excluded by this bureau chief. It has not ad- 
vertisements of the character I haye indicated, but of the lino- 
type trust, the plate-glass trust, and all the balance of it, and 
its advertisement contents recommended the course of nonex- 
clusion, I suppose, to that bureau chief. What of its reading 
matter? First, there is a very oracular and severe article about 
“Germany’s last scheme to write down the American tariff by 
opening wide the doors to undervaluation,” and we are, about 
to report this morning some important information from the 
Secretary of State showing how we have entered into this vile 
“scheme” with Germany. The American Economist did not 


know when it wrote that what the Republican Administration 
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was going to do. Then the next is, The need of ship sub- 
sidies; so that you can tax the farmers, the mechanics, the 
lawyers, the dentists, the preachers of the country to bolster 
up the fellow who would rather engage in what he calls the 
“unprofitable industry of shipbuilding that engage in some in- 


dustry that is profitable. Then there follows the purpose of 
this newspaper, “ Published weekly by the American Protective 
Tariff League,“ and devoted to a great many purposes of the 
league that I will not stop to read. This league is a manu- 
facturers’ union. But what peculiarly endeared the sheet to 
that kind of bureau chief is the article over here, the one re- 
citing “ They don’t want revision.” I do not know who “ they” 
are. I have not had time to read it. Another is entitled “ The 
logic. of the situation. To stand pat is a display of wisdom 
indicated by all the facts.” [Laughter.] Ah, my friend the 
Speaker smiles when he hears his well-known political doc- 
trines enunciated in such strong phraseology. [Renewed 
laughter.) And how it should appeal to his heart to approve 
the merits of this bureau chief and the great wisdom that he 
has displayed in not having excluded this organ of the manu- 
facturers’ union from the mails, although he has made a sacrifice 
of this little paper, the organ of a farmers’ union and de- 
voted to the farmers’ interest, and excluded it, although the 
little paper has one page of advertisements from very humble 
people, but one page, and the other has four pages from people 
who have been made rich by wresting the laws of the country 
to their own purposes. I think it is wonderful they did not 
reward that paper that helps them to wrest legislation by giving 
to it sixteen pages of advertisements. 

Mr. Speaker, I say we are becoming a bureaucracy and a 
government by executive construction. Some fellow in Canada 
goes to raising frogs legs and he competes with a northeastern 
frog-leg farmer, and along comes a commissioner who decides 
that frog legs are dressed poultry, in order that this beautiful 
“government by construction” that we are now carrying on, 
and chiefly by bureau chiefs and commissioners, may be pro- 
yided, under the provisions of a Republican tariff measure, with 
a construction, if not law, to protect the American frog-leg 
raisers. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. 
térrupt him? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In a moment. Not long ago I noticed that 
a lot of these little piano hammers began to come in—little 
wooden things, with a little piece of felt on the tapping part, 
that is put there to keep the wood from injuring the string of 
the piano. And the cry was raised that that was going to injure 
“a great American industry,” and as a consequence our beauti- 
ful Government by construction held them construed to be 
woolen goods, partially or wholly manufactured. [Laughter and 
applause. } 

Mr. Speaker, what is the character of authority lodged in this 
man? If he can arbitrarily exclude one of these papers from 
the mail on the ground that it is an advertising sheet, should 
he not exclude the other on exactly the same ground? Now I 
yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I want to ask the gentleman if he is 
not aware that the Treasury Department has not ruled that 
frog legs were dressed poultry? Does he not know that the 
Department never so ruled? But under what is known as the 
“ similitude clause“ of the present law, and of many prior laws, 
it is required that where goods are not on the free list and are 
partially manufactured that they shall be rated at the rate 
imposed on similar articles, and that the Department held 
them to be similar to dressed poultry, but never held them to be 
dressed poultry? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Whereupon they ruled them to be similar 
articles and made them pay the duty imposed on dressed poul- 
try. They did not rule that frog legs were physically dressed 
poultry, but legally dressed poultry, constructively dressed 
poultry, tariff-taxed dressed poultry, and taxed the people on 
them as dressed poultry, and in that far only I am wrong and 
recede from my exact statement. [Laughter and applause.] 
How frog legs get to be “partly manufactured” goods I leave 
the gentleman from Iowa to explain. On the ground, I suppose, 
that the legs are “partly manufactured” frog. By the way, 
Mr. Speaker, a gentleman makes the suggestion that they made 
that ruling turning frogs into tariff chickens, although “ there 
was not a feather on the frog.” I think that ought to go into 
the Recorp. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GRIGGS. Having reported this resolution from the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads, I deem it my duty to 
say to the House that it was a unanimous report, and that in 
that committee there was no partisan nor political bias dis- 
played by any member thereof. It is a unanimous report, voted 


Will the gentleman allow me to in- 


for by Republicans and Democrats alike, and it was not reported 


to the House with any idea, upon the part of the committee, of 
any criticism from the committee upon the bureau chief, how- 
ever much he may deserve it. I regret that this discussion has 
taken what may seem to be a political turn. Nevertheless, as I 
have said, the committee unanimously reports the resolution, 
and I now move its adoption. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

ARMY APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve it- 
self into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill making appro- 
priations for the Army. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolvéd itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 14897—the Army appropriation bill 
with Mr. BOUTELL in the chair. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I now offer the follow- 
ing amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers the 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

— page 33, in line 4, after the words “drays and” insert the word 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, as this provision reads 
at present, it provides for the purchase and repair of ships and 
other vessels. Immediately following this paragraph in the bill 
are two paragraphs providing for the purchase of vessels nec- 
essary for garrison and other purposes, and under these cir- 
cumstances it seems to me that this particular appropriation 
should be restricted to the repair only of such ships. 

Mr. HULL. I ask that the amendment be again reported. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. HULL. That amendment would prevent the quarter- 
master buying a small launch that is absolutely necessary at a 
great many posts, and I make the point of order that it is a 
change in law. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I submit that the gentleman’s point of 
order is too late, the amendment having already been debated, 

Mr. HULL. I think not. * 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, it is, undoubtedly. 

Mr. HULL. I think the point of order is raised in time. I 
simply gave my reasons for making it. I yield, however, to the 
opinion of the Chair on the subject. It changes existing law, 
and I intended to make the point of order when I got up. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I submit to the Chair that the point of 
order was made too late. I had debated the amendment, and 
then the gentleman from Iowa made the point of order. 

Mr. HULL. I was on my feet. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The point of order must be made imme- 
diately. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is quite 
correct, but if the gentleman from Iowa states that he attempted 
to make the point of order in the confusion the Chair must 
accept his statement. There was great confusion in the House. 

Mr. HULL. I will state to the Chair that I had to have 
the amendment reported again before I could tell what it was. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But if the gentleman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order. It is 
impossible for the Members or the Chair to hear what is being 
said. 

Mr. 
order. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, the amendment was of- 
fered and reported. No gentleman rose to make a point of 
order. I proceeded in my own time to debate the amendment, 
and, after having stated my reason for the adoption of the 
amendment, the gentleman from Iowa then asked to have it 
again reported, and upon the amendment being reported a 
second time, after debate, he made the point of order, and T 
submit that the point of order comes too late. He should have 
reserved it before any debate at all was had upon the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I got up the first time to asix 
what the amendment was. I could not hear a word that was 
said. I knew nothing about it. The amendment was again 
reported. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But the notes of the Official Report- 
2 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will please suspend. The 
gentleman from New York is entirely correct from his point of 
view, but the Chair will state that the gentleman from Iowa 
was on his feet, and the Chair was endeavoring to secure erder, 


SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I was rising to a point of 
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and the Chair understands the gentleman from Iowa to state 
that he attempted to attract the attention of the Chair and make 
the point of order, and under that statement the Chair holds 
that the point of order was made in due time. The Chair would 
ask the gentleman from Iowa to state what the point of order 
is based upon? 

Mr. HULL. The law now provides, Mr. Chairman, for the 
purchase and repair of ships, 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I should like to submit a question. I have 
not yet been able to hear one word said in connection with this 
subject, except what has been uttered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. FITZGERALD], and I ask that the amendment be 
read again. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the Clerk will 
again report the amendment. 

The amendment was again reported, 

Mr. FITZGERALD. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does the gentleman from Iowa claim 
that he attempted to make the point of order before I debated 
the amendment? 

Mr. HULL. I did not hear anything which the gentleman 
said, and what I was trying to get at was to find out what the 
amendment was. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I submit, then, Mr. Chairman, that the 
gentleman should have first reserved his point of order and then 
have ascertained what the amendment was, and not having done 
that he is too late to submit his point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from New York that the Chair has ruled and held that the point 
of order was made in ample time. 

Mr. HULL. Now, the present language of the law has been 
the language of the law for a great many years; it is— 

Purch hi 
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supplies for garrison purposes, 

Now, I submit when he puts in this amendment, which cuts off 
the power to purchase any vessel whatever, he is changing ex- 
isting law. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will ask the gentleman what 
law the gentleman from Iowa refers to? 

Mr. HULL. About all the law there is is in the bill; it is a 
change of the language of the bill. I do not think there is any 
other law than this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I will again attempt to 
state the purpose of this amendment. In the two paragraphs 
that immediately follow this paragraph of the bill there are 
items for the purchase of this kind of ship, lighters, launches, 
and yawls, and the combined appropriation amounts to $365,000. 
They ask in these two immediately following items $265,000 for 
the purchase of ships, lighters, launches, and yawls, and it ap- 

to me that this item for the transportation of the Army 
should not be available for the purpose. Under the language 
of the bill it reads “ For the purchase of wagons, carts, drays, 
and ships and other vessels,” and there would be three specific 
appropriations from which this kind of vessels could be pro- 
vided. For that reason I submit that the House should restrict 
this appropriation to the repair of these different ships, since 
the gentleman asks specific appropriations for other purposes in 
another paragraph. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, if the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York prevails, it will absolutely cut off 
any power to purchase the character of vessels that has always 
been recognized as necessary for the use of the Quartermaster 
and other departments in the administration of affairs. The 
gentleman refers to another provision in the bill, commencing 
with line 11, “ For completing the equipment of military posts 
with the necessary lighters, launches, and yawls for submarine- 
mine work, including the purchase of one torpedo planter for 
use on the Pacific coast,” etc., as a duplicate of the language in 
this paragraph. There is no duplication, and the gentleman 
knows that the very minute that paragraph is read the gentle- 
man’s committee will raise the point of order on it. The gen- 
tleman has not been fair to the House in the statement, because, 
if this language is put in, it will absolutely, in my judgment, 
work harm and not economy, but will make an increased ex- 
penditure in the hire of boats. The amendment should not be 
adopted, and I hope it will be voted down. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him 
a question? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Has the Quartermaster’s Department 
stated that it desired to purchase any launch, yawl, or any other 
vessel out of this appropriation for the coming year? 


Mr. HULL. It has purchased a great many. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But has it stated that it wants to do it 
in the coming year? 

Mr. HULL, It is a provision that is necessary to be kept in 
the bill so that they can purchase them as they need them. 
They may not need any and they may not have to do any re- 
pairs. Why should we change the law in this respect now? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Because I would like to compel the 
Department, like all others, to get specific appropriations for 
specific purposes and use the appropriations for the purposes 
for which they are made. Unless the gentleman can state that 
the Quartermaster’s Department intends to, or has estimated or 
suggested that it would require the purchase of vessels out of 
2 appropriation, I submit that it should not have the power 

o do so. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, that proposition is not a fair one 
either. The question of what may happen during the current 
year is something no man can tell. Let me ask the gentleman a 
question. We have a post on the Potomac Riyer—Fort Washing- 
ton—and the only way in which you can get there is by one of 
these small boats. We have other posts all through the country 
that are absolutely cut off from any communication with the 
outside world except by telegraph and by small boats. Sup- 
pose one of the boats should be sunk at Pugets Sound. Suppose 
one should blow up and be destroyed. The gentleman’s amend- 
ment would make it so that we could not use a dollar of this 
appropriation for establishing communication with the rest of 
the world. It has not been abused. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. They have other boats that could be 
Mr. HULL. Oh, they could have other boats that could be 
used, and then you would deprive somebody else of them. There 
could be no good result from the amendment, and there may be 
great harm. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. They have the power to hire boats. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentleman 
is from New York, and I believe there is a fort there called Fort 
Hamilton, and there is a little ferryboat operated by the Goy- 
ernment that goes to Governors Island. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. To New York City. 

Mr. PARKER. There is a ferryboat that runs down there. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes. 

Mr. PARKER. The Government has always bought ferry 
boats to go to forts on islands. Does the gentleman mean to say 
that he is going to cut the Government off from the right to 
get to its forts wherever they are put in the middle of streams, 
as they are in many harbors? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, no; that statement is not accurate. 
They have ample vessels to go to every post around the city of 
New York at present, and if anything should happen to any of 
the boats there they would have no difficulty whatever, even 
with this amendment adopted, in obtaining ample service to 
communicate with those posts. 

Mr. PARKER. How would they obtain it? 

Mr. FITZGERALD, They have boats there that could be used, 
and there is no danger of these boats blowing up or sinking so 
rapidly during the coming year if this amendment is put on. 

Mr. HULL. How does the gentleman know there is such a 
supply of boats on hand? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Well, does the gentleman, who is the 
head of this committee, and who is supposed to have that in- 
formation, know whether there are sufficient boats or not? 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, let us have a vote on the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. FITZGERALD, I would like an answer to that question, 
if the gentleman can give the information. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to haye read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

tri ut, in line 24, 88, an line 1, i 
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Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order on 
that. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Chairman, I will state for the benefit of 
the chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs and of the 
gentlemen of the House that this amendment is intended 
simply to make clear what I believe to be the present intention. 
As the act now reads, referring to compensation to be paid to 
land-grant railroads for transportation, it says, “ but in no vase 
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shall more than 50 per cent of full amount of service be paid,” 
which does not, to my mind, express anything very definite. We 
do not pay service; we pay compensation for service. Then 
the act now proceeds, “ provided that such compensation shall 
be computed upon the basis of the tariff or lower special rates 
for like transportation performed for the public at large,” which 
seems somewhat in contradiction with the previous statement 
that in no case shall more than 50 per cent of full amount of 
service be paid. 

Now, my amendment simply provides this: It strikes out the 
words “but in no case shall more than 50 per cent of full 
amount of service be paid,” and strikes out also the words in 
line 2, page 34, “be computed upon the basis of,” and amends 
so that the proviso shall read: 


Provided, That such compensation shall in no case exceed 50 per cent 
of the tariff or lower special rates for like transportation performed 
for the public at large. 


It simply makes it clear that to these land-grant railroads 
the payment for Army transportation shall in no case exeeed 
50 per cent of the tariff or other lower special rates paid for 
like transportation by the public. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I suppose on the theory that any 
language would not be subject to a point of order, even where 
it changes the current of appropriation, I will withdraw the 
point of order and ask for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa withdraws his 
point of order. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
OLMSTED) there were—ayes 11, noes 20. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For completing the equipment of military posts with the necessary 
lighters, launches, and yawls for submarine mine work, including the 
purchase of one torpedo planter for use on the Pacific coast, $150,000. 


Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of 
order that this paragraph is not authorized by existing law, 
that it changes the existing law, and that the matter is not a 
matter within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Military 
Affairs to report, but within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Appropriations, and upon the point of order I desire to be heard. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be heard in opposi- 
tion to the point of order. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Rule XI provides that all proposed 
legislation shall be referred to the committees named in the pre- 
ceding rule, as follows, namely: Subjects relating to fortifica- 
tions and coast defenses to the Committee on Appropriations. 
The same rule provides that the following-named committees 
shall have leave to report at any time in the matters herein 
stated, namely, the committees having jurisdiction of appropria- 
tions, the general appropriation bills. It must be borne in mind 
that the rule provides that the Committee on Appropriations 
shall have jurisdiction not of seacoast fortifications, but of “ sea- 
coast fortifications and coast defenses.” Under this rule the 
Committee on Appropriations has always exercised sole and ex- 
clusive jurisdiction in reference to the submarine mine defenses 
of the United States. They are as distinctive a part of the coast 
defense as seacoast guns. Now, this provides for “ completing 
the equipment of military posts with the necessary lighters, 
launches, and yawls for submarine mine work, including the 
purchase of one torpedo planter for use on the Pacific coast.” 
It will not do for gentlemen to say, as was intimated here, that 
a torpedo planter is simply a vessel for the purpose of transpor- 
tation. The very contention upon which the Department claims 
the right and the need to buy or construct a torpedo planter is 
because the ordinary boat is not suitable for that purpose. If it 
be suitable for that purpose, then out of the abundance of Army 
transports and vessels purchased under the preceding section 
of this bill an abundant supply and the proper means for plant- 
ing these torpedoes is already on hand or can be purchased, but 
it is asserted here, and will be claimed by the gentleman from 
California interested in this enterprise as the Representative of 
those people, that with the common and ordinary boats you 
could not lay torpedoes in San Francisco Bay in thirty days. 
Why? Because in order that you may expeditiously plant these 
torpedoes you must have not an ordinary boat, but a boat 
especially constructed for that purpose as an auxiliary sub- 
marine defense, a part of the seacoast defense, and in the face 
of the fact that this is a special boat, necessarily specially con- 
structed to meet the need of submarine mine planting, and in the 
face of the fact that the matter of submarine defense is solely 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations the 
Quartermaster-General of the Army sent his estimate, if ever he 
sent any to anybody, to the Committee on Military Affairs 
through the Secretary of War. They never apply to the commit- 
tee having jurisdiction of this subject at all, but seek to put 


this item into this bill, which seems upon its very face to be dis- 
tinctively a part of the coast defense of the United States. If 
specially constructed vessels known as “ torpedo planters” are 
not part of the coast defense, then no specific items can be said 
to be a part of the const defense. I grant that if this were a 
boat generally used by the Quartermaster’s Department for mis- 
cellaneous purposes and not specially constructed for this pur- 
pose it could be bought under the preceding section of this bill 
and then there would be no necessity for this item, but if this 
boat is to be specially constructed of a peculiar type for this 
purpose it is decidedly part of the coast defense of the United 
States and not within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

They have no jurisdiction of cables to connect submarine 
mines with the mining casemates. They have no jurisdiction of 
the construction of the mining casemates. They have no juris- 
diction of the provision of explosives for the submarine mines. 
They have nothing to do with the submarine mines directly or 
indirectly. They are a part of the coast defense of the United 
States. This item might have been adroitly drawn to conceal 
its purpose, and I congratulate the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs upon the fairness and the candor displayed at least in 
avowing in the very language of the bill that this is for the pur- 
chase of one torpedo planter for use on the Pacific coast, and 
other items, $150,000. z 

Mr. HOLLIDAY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Certainly, I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY. I desire to ask the gentleman if, in the 
broad sense, the whole Army establishment is not a part of the 
coast defense? - 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. No; it is not part of the coast defense. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY. On the theory that they may be called 
upon to defend the coast? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is no part of the coast defense. 

Mr. HULL. In the Book of Estimates, page 144, is found 
“For completing the equipment of military posts with the nec- 
essary lighters, launches, and yawls for submarine-mine work, 
including the purchase of one torpedo planter for use on the 
Pacific coast.” That is the estimate submitted to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

In the hearings before the committee, on page 64, we find 
this matter entered into as follows: 

5 CHAIRMAN. The next item, on page 38, is new legislation. It 
reads: 

“For completing the 5 of military posts with the necessary 
lighters, launches, and yawls for submarine mine work, including the 
purchase of one torpedo planter for use on the Pacific coast (sub- 
mitted), $150,000.” 

We provided for the submarine-mine work and all that under the 
head of engineer work. 

General HUMPHREY. Not for the vessels used in this work, for which 
this is an estimate. We have been furnishing them heretofore. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is the need for a special appropriation in the 
matter if the same line of work is already appropriated for elsewhere? 

General HUMPHREY, That has heretofore been done out of appro- 
priation for transportation of the Arar x 

The CHAIRMAN. This is on page 38 of the bill. You did not pay 
for that out of transportation of the Army, did you? 

General HUMPHREY. The torpedo planters and transportation facil- 
ities of that nature were paid for from that appropriation. 

The whole testimony will show that all of these vessels—the 
Burnside, for instance—have been carried by the Army bill 
from its beginning. The Burnside laid the cable in the Philip- 
pine Islands. It laid the cable in Alaska. It is used wherever 
on the Pacific coast it becomes necessary to use a cable ship, 
and yet it has been all the time under the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Military Affairs. : 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question there? You do not claim that vessel is only con- 
fined to use in connection with seacoast defense? 

Mr. HULL. No; I do not claim this is, because this refers 
to posts; and my understanding is, Mr. Chairman, that in the 
maneuvering of the Army, and in these matters of infantry, 
cavalry, and all branches of the Army, it is defending the coast, 
as we call it, because that is where it happens to be located— 
because they use this vessel in these maneuvers and practices, 
and also use it for communication with the different posts. 
That is the evidence before us. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Military Affairs has 
never desired, never attempted, and has no thought of trying to 
invade the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropriations for 
the purpose of taking the fortifications from them; but where 
you are appropriating for posts and for the communication with 
posts, because it happens as an incident that they use it in 
these maneuvers, we make effective all lines of the Army, and it 
does not therefore destroy the character of the vessel to the 
point of making it a part of the coast defense. 

And not only that, Mr. Chairman, but it is on the same line 
we had up the other day. It is a movable part of the war es- 
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tablishment, not of coast defense only, but everything that comes 
in the line of communication with the posts. And if the Burn- 
side is carried on our appropriation bill, and if these other boats 
are carried on our appropriation bill, it seems to me that the 
point of order is not good in this case. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. Kann] desires to be heard. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, within the past three years there 
have been constructed for use on the Atlantie seaboard four of 
these torpedo planters. They were constructed out of the money 
appropriated for the transportation of the Army. 

Mr. HULL. And are under the jurisdiction of the Quarter- 
master’s Department. 

Mr. KAHN. They are, as the chairman of the committee has 
said, under the jurisdiction of the Quartermaster-General's De- 
partment of the Army. These vessels are used for purposes of 
instruction in the various fortifications on the Atlantic seaboard. 
One of them is stationed permanently at the School of Subma- 
rine Defense, at Fort Totten, N. Y. The others go from fort to 
fort, and the officers in command instruct the torpedo companies 
and detachments at the various fortifications how to lay the 
submarine mines promptly and effectively, so that in case of 
war the men who are connected with that branch of the service 
will know how to promptly and effectively perform their duties. 

There is no such vessel at the present time on the Pacific 
coast. The testimony before the Committee on Military Affairs 
indicates strongly the necessity fdr such a vessel on that coast. 
It would take thirty days at the present time, with the facilities 
at hand, to mine the harbor of San Francisco alone. It would 
take a very long time to mine Puget Sound. It would take a yery 
long time to mine the mouth of the Columbia River. The gen- 
eral in command of the artillery corps of the Army states spe- 
cifically that it is much more difficult to mine the harbors on 
the Pacific coast than it is to mine those on the Atlantic coast, 
because the channels are so swift there. In consequence it is a 
much more difficult problem. 

Now, in regard to the point of order, it seems that these boats 
are exactly analogous to the apparatus for directing the fire 
control of field artillery that was discussed here the other day. 
As I understand it, torpedoes are authorized in the fortification 
bill. They are delivered to the Government just as the field guns 
authorized in the fortifications appropriation bill are delivered to 
the Government. But the method of bringing these torpedoes into 
action is not unlike the method that is employed in bringing the 
field guns into action. The horses and harness that are neces- 
sary to move the field gun into its proper place are provided 
for in the military appropriation bill; and, in like manner, the 
ship that takes these torpedoes from the depots where they are 
stored and plants them in the proper places in the various bar- 
bors of the United States so that they might become effective 
against an enemy seems to me should be provided for in the 
military appropriation bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time that this question has 
been raised in the House. These vessels are of comparatively 
recent origin. The effectiveness of submarine torpedoes was 
demonstrated in the late war between Japan and Russia. It is 
a comparatively new branch of military science. It was a sub- 
marine mine that destroyed the Russian flagship Petropavlovsk 
off Port Arthur on April 13, 1904. The gentleman who made 
the point of order claims that these torpedo planters are purely 
coast-defense vessels. I want to call the Chair’s attention to 
the fact that the Appropriations Committee might claim, with 
equal force, that they have the right to appropriate for all coast- 
defense vessels. Under the rules governing this House all ap- 
propriations affecting fortifications and the coast defense ema- 
nate from the Committee on Appropriations, and all appropria- 
tions affecting the naval establishment come from the Commit- 
tee on Naval Affairs. Now, there is a line of vessels constructed 
by the Navy known absolutely as coast-defense vessels. I refer 
to the monitors. And the gentleman might with equal propriety 
claim that these vessels should not be provided for by the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs, but that they should be recommended 
by the Committee on Appropriations, because they are used 
solely for coast defense. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. May I ask the gentleman 
from California a question? 

Mr. KAHN. Certainly. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Has this lighter been pro- 
vided for in the military appropriation bill prior to this one? 

Mr. KAHN. There has never heretofore been such an item 
in any military appropriation bill or any other bill. It is en- 
tirely new legislation. I admit that; but I say that there is 
great need of it. 

Mr. HULL. It was never estimated for before. 

Mr. KAHN. It was never estimated for before. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I understand the gen- 


tleman to say that this is the first time it has been carried in 
the military appropriation bill? 

Mr. KAHN. This is the first time it has been carried in any 
bill. It is entirely new, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Then, as I understand, when 
the torpedoes are planted they are part of the coast defense. 

Mr. KAHN. And the field gun is also a part of the national 
defense, and yet the chairman of the committee held the other 
day that appliances for the manipulation of these guns were 
not a part of the guns, and so, by a parity of reasoning, the ship 
that places these torpedoes in position should not be considered 
as being part of the torpedo. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. It seems to me, Mr. 
Chairman, on the statement of fact, that this is the first time 
that this has ever been carried in a military bill. That is a rea- 
son why the chairman might decide it upon the phraseology, 
and it would seem to be necessary to decide for the Appropria- 
tion Committee, as when these torpedoes are planted they are a 
part of the coast defenses of the country and included within 
fortifications, and the Committee on Appropriations has juris- 
diction of appropriations for the coast defense. It is therefore 
properly included within the jurisdiction of the fortifications 
bill, and as this is a new question, and if upon passing upon it 
there might seem to be some doubt, then the Chair ought not to 
rule in favor of the Committee on Military Affairs, but should re- 
solve the doubt in fayor of the Committee on Appropriations. 
When the powers of this committee were distributed, in the 
Forty-ninth Congress, and six bills were taken from it, a minor- 
ity report was made by Mr. Randall, in which he predicted that 
it would be very dangerous to give to committees which had 
power of general legislation the power to make appropriations 
for the subjects upon which they had the power to legislate. 
And he asserted that the appropriations would increase very 
largely in the future. That prediction has been verified to the 
letter. The statement made in that report was the same argu- 
ment that was advanced by Mr. McKinley, late President, and 
then a Member of Congress, and Mr. Garfield, of Ohio. 

And it was asserted then that the committees would become the 
special representatives of the Departments for which they made 
appropriations, and upon which they had the power to legislate. 

That also has been verified by experience. To-day, if you 
will look about in this House for the chairmen of the large 
committees having jurisdiction over appropriations, you will 
not find them in their seats, except when their bills are under 
discussion. You will find them in their committee rooms. 
They are intrusted now with the power of legislating and 
also with the power of appropriating, and that very system 
has operated to take these gentlemen from the floor and con- 
fine them to their committee rooms, thus depriving the House 
of their services in general legislation. They have become in- 
evitably the special champions or special advocates of the De- 
partments for which they have the power to make appropria- 
tions. Now, as these several committees make their appro- 
priations, not with an eye single to the total volume of revenue 
which we have to expend, but each with an eye single to the 
needs of the special Department which it is serving, it would 
be bad to increase the powers of these several committees, 
which already have the power of legislation, by a ruling of 
the Chair; and if it is a doubtful question—and it seems to me 
that it is—then I think the Chair ought to resolve that doubt 
in favor of that committee which is not the servant or the 
champion of any Department of this Government; which cares 
for no one Department more than another, but which looks 
to the total of the reyenue of the Government, and makes its 
appropriations with an eye upon the total revenues and the 
needs of all the Departments, and not with regard solely to 
the special needs of any one Department as against the other 
Departments of the Government. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to dis- 
cuss the merits of this proposition. I make no question as 
to the necessity of this vessel.. My esteemed friend from Cal- 
ifornia, who has given it some investigation, thinks it is a 
meritorious proposition, and I do not care to dispute that 
question with him. I am satisfied that he is probably correct 
in that; but I do not want it overlooked that while expressly 
insisting upon the jurisdiction of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions over this item, I insist that it is new legislation, which 
in no event is justified upon this bill. 

But I want to call attention to this proposition: The instal- 
lation of submarine mines is as distinctly a part of the coast 
defense as the installation of a seacoast cannon in any part of 
the fortifications becomes a part of the fortifications. The 
fact that these mines are removed at times and then replaced 
does not make the placing of them any less a part of the coast 
defense of the United States, and it might as well be claimed 
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that, while we were clothed with jurisdiction to report bills, 
to erect emplacements, and to buy guns, the expense incident 
to installation of the seacoast cannon was a matter within the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Military Affairs as to claim 
that the expense incident to ‘the installation of a submarine 
mine is not a part of the coast defense. This item bears the 
same relation to the coast defense by submarine methods that 
the installation of the seacoast cannon bears to the ordinary 
seacoast fortifications. This is the instrumentality for install- 
ing the seacoast defense, and complete jurisdiction of the sea- 
coast defense inevitably and of necessity carries with it the 
sole jurisdiction to report appropriations for the means of in- 
stallation of that defense just as fully and just as completely 
as it carries with it the power to report for the expenses of the 
installation of the seacoast guns. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. The point 
of order made by the gentleman from Iowa raises again the 
question of jurisdiction between the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and the Committee on Military Affairs. The Chair has 
again been referred to the Book of Estimates, furnished by the 
Executive Departments of Congress, as a ground for holding that 
these items should go to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
The present occupant of the chair must again express his em- 
phatic dissent against this body being influenced in the inter- 
pretation of its rules by the Executive Departments. 

I do not know of any place where the noninterference of the 
executive with the legislative departments should be more care- 
fully or more jealously guarded than in this House; and whether 
the Book of Estimates calling for certain items from certain com- 
mittees is based upon an ignorance of the rules of this House or 
upon a conscious intention to influence the course of appropria- 
tions contrary to the rules of the House, the present occupant of 
the chair believes that it would be the unanimous opinion of 
this body that such estimates sent in such way should not be 
‘construed as affecting in any way the rules of this body. The 
question then is whether the items in this paragraph come under 
the rules by which the Military Affairs Committee takes juris- 
diction of all those matters relating to the military establish- 
ment and to public defense, including appropriation for its sup- 
port, or whether they go to the Appropriations Committee, which 
has jurizdiction among other things of fortifications and coast 
defenses. It is admitted in the argument that the submarine 
mines are for the defense of the coast, that the torpedo planting 
is for the purpose of planting torpedoes in the harbors on our 
coast line. So that it would seem fyom the debate quite clear 
to the Chair that these items belong exclusively to the fortifi- 
cation bill. 

But there is another method of determining what the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee having charge of the fortification bill is in 
that particular measure, and the Chair has endeavored to ex- 
amine the fortification bills prior to the division of the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee, and the Chair will read the items from the 
last fortification bill passed by Congress before the division of 
the jurisdiction as showing what was included in this bill when 
the division took place. In the bill making provision for the for- 
tifications passed in the second session of the Forty-eighth 
Congress are these items: 

For the purchase of movable subm: A 
trolled by —.— operated and 1 eral go pan 
be recommended by the Board of Engineers of the Army of the United 
States and approved by the Secretary of War, $50,000. 

For improvements, competitive test, and purchase of motors for 
movable torpedoes, $25,000. 

10 000 ae of appliances for submarine mines for harbor defense, 


For continuation of torpedo experiments and for practical instruc- 
tion of engineer troops in the details of the service, $50,000. 


So that it seems clear to the Chair from the character of these 
instrumentalities, and principally from the fact that the same 
items, or exactly similar items, were uniformly carried in the 
fortifications bill for twenty years and were in the last bill 
when the division of jurisdiction took place, that these items 
belong to the fortifications bill; and the Chair so holds, and sus- 
tains the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

‘onstruction of cable ship: F nst: 
ship of about 900 net 8 CCCC0CC000T0TT T AS 


condition the fire-control submarine cables used in connection with the 
system of harbor defense on the Atlantic seaboard, $215,000. 


Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, to this paragraph I 
make the same point of order as the one made to the para- 
graph immediately preceding. 

The CHAIRMAN. And for the same reason the Chair sus- 
tains the point of order. 

5 Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as 
follows: 


Barracks and quarters, Philippine Islands: Continuing the work of 
providing for the proper shelter and protection of officers and enlisted 


men of the Army of the United States lawfully on dut; 


in the Philip- 
pine Islands, including the acquisition of title to building sites when 
necessary, and including also shelter for the animals and supplies, and 
all other buildings necessary for post administration purposes, $150,000. 


Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 


out the last word. I would like to ask the gentleman in charge 
of the bill how many troops we have in the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. HULL. I can not answer that with any exactness. The 
last adjutant’s report to the Military Secretary will tell the 
number. I will say that a great many are being sent there 
now, and it is the purpose to accumulate there fifteen or twenty 
thousand troops. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. How much have we already spent 
for the purpose of erecting or constructing barracks in the 
Philippine Islands? 

Mr. HULL. I should say in the neighborhood of $3,000,000. 
That is an offhand guess. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. 
erected posts? 

Mr. HULL. I think there are about 400 posts over there, but 
they are not all permanent barracks. We have barracks at 
Manila, Iloilo, and Cebu, and on the island of Mindanao. And 
we are having permanent barracks built in the Moro country. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I withdraw the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk, preceeding with the reading of the bill, read as 
follows: 


Maintenance of the Army War College: For supplying the necessary 
fuél for heat the Army War College building at Washington Bar- 
racks and for light the building and gro ; also for pay of a 
chief engineer, at $1,2 per annum; an assistant neer, at $900; 
four firemen, at $720 each; one elevator conductor, at $720, $9,400. 


Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I will reserve a point of 
order on that to make an inquiry of the gentleman in charge 
of the bill. As I understand it, it is entirely new. 

Mr. HULL. It is for the occupation of the War College. I 
am perfectly willing the gentleman should make the point of 
order, if he desires. I do not wish to discuss it. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I would like to get at the facts. 

Mr. HULL. It is for the occupation, on completion, of the 
War College, which will be occupied the 30th of June, providing 


this provision goes in. 
Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is to provide for the personnel of the 


new War College? 

Mr. HULL. That is all. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I withdraw the point of order, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


MEDICAL DEPARTMENT. 


Medical and Hospital Department: Fer the purchase of medical and 
hospital supplies, including disinfectants for military posts, camps, 
hospitals, hospital ships, and transports; for expenses of medical supply 
depots; for medical care and treatment of officers, enlisted men, and 
contract su: ms of the Army on duty, and of prisoners of war and 
other persons in military custody or confinement, at posts and stations 
for which no other provision is made, under such regulations as shall 
have been or shall be by Secretary of War ; for the proper 
care and treatment of epidemic and contagious diseases in the Army 
or at military posts or stations, including measures to prevent the 
spread thereof, and ‘the payment of reasonable prey oo not otherwise 
provided for, for bedding and cloth .injured or royed in such 

revention; for the pay of male and nurses, not including the 

“urse Corps (fe e), and of cooks and other civilians employed 
for the proper care of sick officers and soldiers, under such regulations 
fixing their number, qualifications, assignment, pay, and allowances as 
shall have been or shall be prescribed by the Secretary of War; for the 

y of civilian physicians employed to examine physically applicants 
‘or enlistment and enlisted men, and to render other professional serv- 
ices from time to time under proper authority; for the pay of other em- 
ployees of the Medical Department; for the payment of pee companies 
and local transfers employed directly by the Medical Department for 
the transportation of medical and hospital supplies, including bidders’ 
samples and water for analysis; for supplies for use in teaching the 
art of cooking to the Hospital Co ; for the supply of the Army and 
Navy Hospital at Hot Springs, Ark.; for advertising, laundry, and all 
other necessary miscellaneous expenses of the Medical Department 
$623,000: Provided, That hereafter the purchase of medicines and 
medical stores or the engagement of services not personal for the 
Medical Department of the Army may be made by the Medical Depart 
ment in open market in the manner common among business men when 
the aggregate of the amount required does not exceed $200: Provided 
jurther, That no contract or purchase on behalf of the United States 
shall be made, unless the same is authorized by law or is under an 
appropriation adequate- to its fulfillment, except in the War and Navy 
Departments, for clothing, subsistence, forage, fuel, quarters, trans- 
portation, or medical and hospital supplies, which, however, shall not 
exceed the necessities of the current year: Provided further, That all 

rsons admitted to treatment in the general hospital at Fort Bayard, 
* Mex., shall, while patients in said hospital, be subject to the rules 
and articles for 
Provided further, That hereafter all moneys arising from dispositions 
of serviceable medical and hospital supplies authorized by law and regn- 
lation shall constitute one fund on the books of the Treasury Depart- 
ment, which shall be available to replace medical and hospital supplies 
throughout the fiscal year in which the dispesitions were effected and 
throughout the following fiscal year. 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, 


And at how many places have we 


government of the armies of the United States: 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 89, line 15, after the word “ dollars,” insert “ and every such 
urchase or employment shall be promptly reported to the Secretary of 
‘ar for approval, under such regulations as he may prescribe.” 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I think that is the law now, but 
I have no objection to putting it in again. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. This language is contained in the bill, 
page 46, in reference to another provision of the same char- 
acter. 

Mr. HULL. My recollection is that the general law provides 
for that, but I have no objection to its going in here. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amendment 
that is recommended by the Surgeon-General. On page 38, line 
7, after the word “ duty,” insert the words “and for applicants 
for enlistment while held under observation.” I will state the 
reasons for the amendment, that under the present plan of en- 
listing troops they are not finally mustered into service at the 
place of enlistment, except at the depots and recruiting stations 
like Columbus, Ohio, and others, and are there examined before 
being finally mustered in. If one of these parties held for “ ob- 
servation,” as they call it, becomes sick, it would be impossible 
for the medical officers of the United States to give him the 
proper medical attendance, and this amendment is intended to 
cure that evil. Therefore I think there can be objection to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the list 
word. I desire to ask the chairman of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs the necessity for including the language on page 39, 
from line 16 down to and including line 22, ending with the 
word “year.” That is the Revised Statute to-day, identically, 
eS word, section 3732. I simply want to know the reason 
or that. 

Mr. HULL. My understanding was that it was not exactly 
the same. 

Mr. TAWNDY. It is identically the same, word for word. 
Now, the reason I ask that is this: It may be that the act of 
1872, passed subsequent to this, effected in some way a change 
of the previous statute, but my understanding is that it does not; 
that this is the statute to-day. 

Mr. HULL. My understanding was that it was not entirely 
covered, and as a matter of precautionary safety they asked us 
to put it in. I did not look it up specially. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I had occasion to look it up in connection 
with the proposed transportation of troops to the Philippine 
Islands. 

Mr. HULL. ‘The other proviso respecting Fort Bayard is new. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I understand that. The only question I wish 
to have answered is why it was necessary to reenact this. 

Mr. HULL. That was the information that we had. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I think I can answer the gentle- 
man's question. The words “or medical and hospital supplies“ 
gre new. It included all of these articles except those included 
in those words. 

Mr. HULL. Yes; that is correct. I recollect that now. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Army Medical Museum and library: For Arm 
ervation of specimens, and the preparation a 
mens, $4,000. 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word simply to put in a letter I have from the Quartermaster- 
General in regard to the band stand at Fort Riley, and while 
I will say I was correct in my statement that buildings were 
included, I was not correct as to the character of the buildings. 
I find that the Quartermaster-General explains it as a clerical 
error in the print. It should have been band stables, and I ask 
that this letter be read in my time and put in the Recorp. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Medical Museum, pres- 
purchase of new speci- 


War DEPARTMENT, 
f OFFICE OF THE QUARTERMASTER-GENERAL, 
Washington, March 1, 1906. 
Hon. J. A. T. HULL, 


r 
Chairman House Committee on Maty Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 

Sır: Referring to the item “ Riley, band stand, $12,335," on page 56 
of my hearing before your committee, you are respectfully advised that 
the word “stand” is a clerical error and should have n “stable.” 
The building is a stable for horses of the field, staff, and band, and has a 
capacity of fifty-four animals. This error crept in through the haste 
that was necessary to revise the 8 and return them to your 
committee and from the fact that I had no opportunity to read the 
proof of them. 

Very respectfully, yours, 
HUMPHREY, 


C. F. 
Ouartermaster- General, United States Army. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Then I understand that this is a band 


stable? 


Mr. HULL. Yes. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. What is a band stable? 

Mr. HULL. All cavalry bands are mounted. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, then it is a stable for the horses of 
the members of the band? 

Mr. HULL. Yes; and fifty-four horses are provided for in 
that stable. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And the stable is to cost $12,335? 

Mr. HULL. It is to cost that, I understand. It is not com- 
pleted yet. If the gentleman will read the hearings again he 
will see that that is the amount that has been allotted for this. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. This was simply a clerical error, and was 
not a band stand, but a stable? 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the gentleman know of what material 
the stable is to be built? 

Mr. HULL. I do not. 

Mr. PARKER. I do. All the stables there are of brick or 
stone, with concrete floors. I think they are of stone that is 
quarried near there, and the cheapest material to be found in 
that region. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am willing to admit that this is a little 
bit less expensive as a stable than it is as a stand. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. While the gentleman from Iowa is on 
his feet and on that question, can he state as to whether all of 
these buildings, the cost of which is restricted to $20,000, are 
erected by enlisted men as provided by law, or are they erected 
under contract? 

Mr. HULL. They are erected by contract. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. If I recollect the law, as read by the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], they can only be 
erected by enlisted men. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman is entirely wrong if he has any 
such idea as that. How could you build officers’ quarters with 
enlisted men? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. That is my recollection of the law, which 
surprised me very much. 

Mr. HULL. Your recollection is wrong. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I will state to the gentleman 
from New York that I inquired yesterday of an officer who is 
familiar with the situation out there, on the particular line 
that the gentleman himself is now examining into, and I was 
told that there were quarries on the ground of the Government 
reservation and that the services of prisoners there, and per- 
haps of soldiers under arrest, were used in quarrying stone for 
those buildings. 2 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Cħairman, the law to which the gentle- 
man referred is this: 


Permanent barracks or quarters and buildin and structures of a 


permanent nature shall not be constructed unless detailed estimates 
shall have been previously submitted to Congress, and approved by a 
special approgriation for the same, except when constructed by the 
— 2 61 and no such structures, the cost of which shall exceed $20,000, 
shall be erected unless by special authority of Congress. 


Since citing this law yesterday, I have examined the original 
act, and I find the words “except when constructed by the 
troops” were not in the original act. I have not been able 
to find out when those words were inserted in the original law. 
I simply call attention to this in this connection because under 
a proper construction of this act, which is the only law author- 
izing the construction of barracks at forts, it seems to me im- 
possible for the War Department to construct any building at 
forts without first submitting estimates to Congress, unless 
such buildings are built by troops at the fort, and when built 
by troops at a fort, such buildings so constructed shall not ex- 
ceed in cost $20,000. 

Mr. HULL. My judgment is the gentleman will find the law 
applying equally to buildings costing more than $20,000 under 
this bill by detailed estimates. Mr. Chairman, that is not be- 
fore the House at all. If his reading of the law is correct, it 
means that the buildings erected by troops are taken out of both 
classes. It is a mere academic question, and the gentleman 
can carry out the debate before the Comptroller and law ofticers 
of the Government. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Engineer equipment of troops: For pontoon material, tools, instru- 


ments, and supplies required for use in the engineer equipment of 
$70,000 including the purchase and preparation of engineer manuals, 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order 
against that in order to ask the gentleman a question. Was 
not that in last year’s bill? 

Mr. HULL. Certainly not. We had on hand a quantity of 
equipment, and we believed, from the showing made by the 
engineer last year, we could leave it out for that year. Now 


they make the showing that they must have it, as the materials 
wear out. 8 
Mr. FITZGERALD. I withdraw the point of order, 
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Mr. HULL. I do not desire to say anything on the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman withdraws the point of 
order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ordnance stores—Ammunition: Manufacture or purchase of ammu- 
nition and materials therefor for small arms for reserve supply, and for 
the machinery necessary for its manufacture at arsenals; ammunition 
for burials at the National Soldiers’ Home in Washington, D. C.; am- 
munition for firing the morning and evening gun at military posts pre- 
scribed by General Orders, No. 70, Headquarters of the Army, dated 
za 23, 1867, and at National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers 
a its several Branches, including National Soldiers’ Home in Wash- 
ington, D. C., and Soldiers and Sailors’ State Homes, $629,000. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the language in this paragraph after the words“ sup- 
ply,” in line 12, down to and including the word “ arsenals,” in 
line 13, “ and for the machinery necessary for its manufacture at 
arsenals,” on the ground that it is not within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Military Affairs and is new legislation. It 
is the identical question which was submitted to the House by 
the chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs and by Mr. 
Moody, a former member of the Committee on Appropriations, 
and I do not care to discuss it. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I want to be heard for just a 
word in explanation of it. It is not the same as the question 
submitted by Mr. Moody and myself some years ago, because 
that was for an entire new plant. If the Chairman will bear 
with me, I want to call attention to the language used by Gen- 
eral Crozier, but I will say first that, although the two items 
here have been divided up and the language has been changed 
in some respects, it does not change the effect. 

When this language was proposed by General Crozier, I asked 
the question : 

The CHAIRMAN. * „ JI see you put in the words “ machinery 
necessary for manufacture at arsenals,” 

General CROZIER. That wording is in most appropriations, and we 
find that it enables us to keep the plant up and purchase new machines 
when we need them. 

Bd 3 It is more for keeping up old than in installing new 
p 

In other words, without this language they can not even re- 
pair a machine. They are not trying to start any large plant. 
It is not intended to do so. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an inquiry? Is 
it not a fact that the machinery in these arsenals used in the 
manufacture of guns 

Mr. CAPRON. Ammunition. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Ammunition and guns—the same thing—is 
all provided for in the sundry civil appropriation bill? 

Mr. HULL. For the installation of the new plant, yes; not 
for keeping up the repairs. 

Mr. TAWNEY. My colleague here, a member of the subcom- 
mittee on the fortifications bill, will verify the statement that 
in respect to every appropriation, almost, that was made for 
ammunition manufactured at a , the identical words were 
included in the fortifications bill for the purchase of machinery, 
and the same identical explanation was made that General 
Crozier has given to the Military Committee. 

Mr. LITTAUER. The repairs to the plant are taken care of 
in the sundry civil bill. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The machinery and everything. 

Mr. HULL. Without some language of this kind it is impos- 
sible to keep the plant running. That is the idea I have from 
the General. We have always had the same language, and 
points of order have been raised heretofore; and it was on the 
installation of a new plant, as was the one submitted to the 
Speaker, that we were ruled against. But this language, which 
was General Crozier’s statement, has been carried heretofore in 
some form of this character. I do not believe the point is good. 
It is a matter of indifference. It may stop the manufacture 
for a while, until they can go to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. That is all right. It does not affect me any more than 
it does any other citizen of the country. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I wish to say to the gentleman from Iowa 
that this question was directly involved in the decision to which 
I referred, touching so much of the estimate—$1,100,000 for the 
manufacture of arms, submitted on page 136 of the Book of Esti- 
mates for the fiscal year 1901—as includes machinery, tools, 
and fixtures for their manufacture. 

Mr. HULL. For a new plant that was proposed to be built. 

Mr. TAWNEY. No; this was for the manufacture of arms; 
and this particular item included the purchase of machinery, 
tools, and fixtures for their manufacture. Now, the difficulty 
arising from this concurrent jurisdiction on the part of two 
committees over a general subject, such as the military estab- 
lishment, necessarily leads to more or less confusion. 

It is impossible for the House to tell, without having this 


matter clearly defined, just what committees should appropriate 
or how much this Department is getting from Congress under 
one or the other of the two committees. In the preparation 
of the fortifications bill, every appropriation for the manufac- 
ture of ammunition ineludes this identical language, so that 
they have ample authority and sufficient amount of money to 
purchase or repair any machinery in any arsenal used for this 
purpose. If this language is stricken out on my point of order, 
it will prevent the duplication of appropriations for the same 
purposes. 

Mr. HULL. Has the sundry civil bill passed the House? 

Mr. TAWNEY. It has not. But in the fortifications bill 
there are provisions for identically this same thing—for the 
repairs of machinery. 7 

Mr. HULL. That would be very proper there, 

Mr. TAWNEY. I made an inquiry myself as to the necessity 
of including it—— 

Mr. HULL. We do not appropriate anything for the Water- 
par Arsenal. You would have to have it in for the arsenal 

ere. 

Mr. TAWNEY. You are appropriating or proposing to appro- 
priate for purchase of machinery in an arsenal, to be used in 
the manufacture of ammunition. ; 

Mr. PARKER. Small-arms ammunition. 

Mr. TAWNET. Small-arms ammunition. 4 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair 
will call attention to the decision of Speaker Henderson. The 
decision was not limited to installation and buildings or plants, 
but contained also exactly the language to which the point of 
order has just been made. I read from the original decision 
of the Speaker, “And that the appropriations for buildings, 
installation of plants, machinery, tools, fixtures for the manu- 
facture of small arms and equipment therefor to the Committee 
on Appropriations.” Therefore, the Chair feels constrained to 

sustain the point of order. 

Mr. GRAFF. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the chairman 
of the Committee on Military Affairs whether he knows to what 
8 smokeless powder is manufactured at the arsenals, If 
any 

Mr. HULL. I do not know that I can answer that. 

Mr. GRAFF. After the fortification bill had been reported 
by the Committee on Appropriations and had passed this House, 
I was asked by a citizen of my own town, Peoria, Ill., Robert S. 
Waddell, president of the Buckeye Powder Company, to go to 
the War Department and ascertain what method was adopted 
by that Department in the purchase of smokeless powder. I 
went upon my mission and ascertained on my visit to the War 
Department that there was, in fact, absolutely no competition 
whatever, and that the submission of bids for smokeless powder 
to the War Department were theoretically on advertisements 
for smokeless powder, but as a matter of fact these advertise- 
ments were simply a matter of form; and while four different 
companies submit their bids year after year for smokeless 
powder, they all submit a bid at the same price—namely, 70 
cents per pound for smokeless powder. About 5 cents’ worth 
of alcohol went into the smokeless powder, leaving them 65 
cents outside of the price paid for that ingredient for the manu- 
facture and completion of that article for delivery. And I was 
informed by Mr. Waddell, of Peoria, president of this powder com- 
pany, that the Government, paying 70 cents per pound for smoke- 
less powder, as a matter of fact paid to these four bidders, bidding 
companies, a profit of about 100 per cent, and that as a matter 
of fact these four companies could furnish smokeless powder to 
the Government for 45 cents a pound and then have to them- 
selves a profit of more than 25 per cent. 

Furthermore, that these four companies, which are the Du 
Pont, which has a capacity of 7,000 pounds daily, or 22,100,000 
pounds a year; the Laflin & Rand Company, which has a capacity 
of 7,000 pounds daily and 22,100,000 pounds yearly; the Inter- 
national, with a capacity of 6,000 pounds daily and 1,800,000 
pounds yearly; and the California, which has a capacity of 
4,000 pounds daily and 1,200,000 pounds yearly, are the four 
companies which are owned by what is known as the “ Du Pont 
syndicate.” It was insisted by this same citizen of my own city, 
who had himself been for twenty-one years with the Du Pont 
people, engaged in the manufacture of smokeless powder, that 
the Government could build plants, four plants, costing $250,006 
each, and pay for those four plants out of the profits made now 
by the Du Pont syndicate in their sale to the Government of 
smokeless powder for a single year. I do not say this for the 
purpose of criticizing in any way the actions of the Committee 
on Military Affairs with regard to the pending item, but for the 
purpose of embodying this information in the Recorp, so that it 
may be a subject of future consideration by the committee of 
the House which has jurisdiction of this matter, which I under- 
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stand to be the Committee on Appropriations. I understand the 
matter of Government powder mills could not properly be placed 
in the bill now pending, under the rules of this House. I desire to 
incorporate in my remarks a printed letter from Mr. Waddell, 
addressed to the President and Appropriations Committees of 
Congress, on this subject. Mr. Waddell is a business man of 
high standing and a man of intelligence. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the manner 
indicated. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

The letter is as follows: 


To the President and Appropriations Committees of Congress 
pathos aao ten, D. C.: 


This country, through the wisdom of Congress, has expended hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars in building a Navy and constructing forti- 
fications for the defense of the Republic in times of peril. Many more 
millions have been expended in guns and ordnance for the use of the 
Navy and Army, for without these our ships and forts would be worth- 
less. You are about to appropriate additional millions of dollars for 
ships, guns, men, and munitions of war. Without powder to hurl the 
shot and shells our Navy would be “as idle as a painted ship upon a 
painted ocean.” 

Yet this great panny is wholly dependent in times of peace and war 
on one gi tie trust that has an absolute and exclusive monopoly for 
the manufacture of all the powder that the Government requires for 
offensive and defensive use. When 1 7 know beyond a doubt that the 
Du Pont trust is owned and controlled by men who bent continually, 
and openly defy and break the laws of the States and nation, how. much 
faith can be placed in their loyalty and patriotism in times of emer- 
gency and national distress? 

The Du Pont powder trust owns and controls the Lafin & Rand, 
International, and California wder companies. They all bid sepa- 
rately the same price for ordnance smokeless 8 70 cents r 
pound, the Unit States Government to furni the alcohol, which 
costs approximately 5 cents per pound. This powder is made by the 
“powder trust under inspection of Army and Navy officers stationed 
at the plants, and who know it is com of cotton saturated in 
nitric and . acids, then washed, forming gun cotton that costs 
from 20 to 22 cents per pound. The gun cotton is then gelatinized, 
and when completed, with all salaries and expenses added, costs 30 to 
85 cents per pound. The ge f and War Departments pay the Du Pont 
trust 70 cents a pound for all the Government consumes. 

For several years the Departments paid the | kang pool (Du Pont 
and Laflin & Rand) 88 and cents per pound. en the International 
plant was built and competition reduced the 
when the Du Pont trust obtained control of 


,000 pounds yearly; 
iifornia, 4,000 pounds dally, 1, 


The three eastern seaboard 1 are in almost constant operation. 
Estimating the consumption of the Government at the capacity of the 
aes say, 7,200,000 pounds per year, the net profits of the Du Pont 
rust are Eb 530,000 a year. 

The United States Government can build and equip four better plants 
than the trust“ owns at a cost not ex ing $250,000 each, pay for 
these plants out of the profits extorted from the people in a single 
year, and have more than a million dollars left in the 5 that 
would, under 1 conditions, be paid to fureher enrich the “ trust.” 
The Navy and Army can detail scores of men, graduates of the acade- 
mies, who are more competent to direct the making of the powder than 
those who supply it. 

To the query, “If the profits are so large, why do not capitalists in- 
vest and compete?” 

ir know the conditions and methods of the powder trust; that the 
United States Government is hopelessly at the mercy of this monster, 
which recently swelled its capital from two millions to fifty millions, 
on paper. These capitalists know the competition they would offer 
would prove futile, and in declining assign reasons that are good, but 
are not complimentary to our Government. 

The independent manufacturers of blasting powers and dynamite are 
defending their right to exist against the unfair, destructive, grafting 
practices of the Du Pont trust, with its rule or ruin pno These 
manufacturers, holding charters from mene States permitting them to 
conduct business, and their employees and friends have read the honest 
and highly commendable public utterances of the President demanding 
fair dealing for all the people, and tbey know that the United States 
Government is furnishing the powder trust tbe money that is being 
used to destroy all competitors of the “ trust” throughout the country. 

These independent manufacturers know that the Du Pont trust is one 
of the founders and a party to the international agreement between it- 
self and European dynamite manufacturers fixing a and dividing 
the markets of the world. They also understand the influence of this 
gigantic organization on the construction of the Panama Canal. It dis- 
counts Colonel Sellers's . peat for there is no lacking ingredient. 

The executive and judicial departments are making heroic but vain 
efforts to enforce the antitrust laws, and the legislative branch is ap- 
proving such action, or these laws would be repealed. To continue 
present conditions will stultify the Government. 

If required, we will furinsh detailed proofs of all these statements 
and abundant evidence of more than I have mentioned. 

Knowing that the Du Pont trast has an absolute, exclusive monopoly 
of all the resources of national defense and is levying extortions 
amounting to millions of dollars yearly on the taxpayers of the country; 
can the representatives of the people in Congress afford to appropriate 
money to perpetuate these conditions or the President approve such 
nen a iat d the W d N Depart ts d 

‘ongress appropriates an e War an a partments expen 
the funds contributed by the whole people. ithe Departoients are ho; 
lessly in the clutches of the Du Pont trust, and the responsibility for 
this condition rests on Congress and the President. 

I submit that the United States Government should not be particeps 
criminis in this exclusive monopoly of the trust; that the appro- 

riation should be for powder factories that will produce soppum for 

e Army and Navy mnong independent of -unlawful combinations. 
any other course would be dangerous and a menace to the public wel- 

are. 


Whatever might at one time haye been said favorable to support ot 
individual manufacturers, this sentiment vanished with the passing” 
of the individual and the advent of the trust. When any combina- 
tion of millionaires flagrantly defies the law, creates an exclusive 
monopoly, corners the market against the United States Government 
on the one article without the use of which the Army and Navy would 
be useless, levies an extortionate price in times of peace, who could 
advocate such a cause? When the call comes to the patriots of the 
land to offer their lives at $13 pa month to defend the flag, who can 
name the price at which the Du Pont trust will offer its products? 

In_times of peace this trust has pre for war. It has cor- 
nered the market against the Government. With this knowledge, will 
Congress take any chances? 

Should appropriations be made for purchase of pews from the 
trust and no provision be made to free the country from its clutches, 
it would be appropriate for the great Atlantic uadron, the pride of 
the nation, to assemble off Barnegat and join the forts in a salute 
across the mud flats of Jersey, half to the honor of the old flag and the 
other half for the profit of their dictator, the Du Pont trust. 

Perhaps it might be well to pull down Old Glory and hoist the 
royal purple standard of the trust so long as the country may re- 
main under its absolute dominion. While the heads of the eo are 
bowed in humiliation before this unlawful 9 I would suggest 
another salute across the Atlantic in honor of the modern sentiment, 
slightly paraphrased: Millions of dollars for tribute to the Du Pont 
powder trust, but not a single dollar for defense.” 


Respectfully, 
RoBERT S. WADDELL. 

PEORIA, ILL., February 22, 1906. 

Mr. RIXEY. I desire to ask the gentleman from Illinois a 
question. 

Mr. GRAFF. I yield to the gentleman with pleasure. 

Mr. RIXEY. I understand the statement made by the gen- 
tleman from Illinois to be that the powder makers could make 
this powder for about 50 per cent of what they are paid? 

i Mr. GRAFF. That is it; and leave a profit to the manufac- 
urers. 

Mr. RIXEY. I merely want to call the gentleman's atten- 
tion right on that line to the statement made by Admiral 
Mason two or three weeks ago. He stated that the cost of 
manufacturing smokeless powder at Indian Head was 60 cents 
a pound, and that we pay for what we purchase 70 cents a 
pound. I haye the hearings here, and that is the statement of 
Admiral Mason, who is Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance. The 
Government now owns a factory at Indian Head, which was en- 
larged there—I was very active in securing the appropriation 
for the enlargement of that factory—and it is my belief that 
we ought to manufacture more powder there. Admiral Mason 
said that we only manufacture about 20 per cent of what we 
use and that what we manufacture costs us 60 cents, whereas 
what we purchase costs us 70 cents. 

Mr. TAWNBEY. Can the gentleman state the daily capacity 
of that factory at Indian Head? 

Mr. RIXEXV. I can not state it at this moment, although I 
have no doubt the figures appear in the hearings. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Three thousand pounds. 

Mr. GRAFF. I desire to state further to the gentleman from 
Virginia that it was claimed by people who corresponded with 
me on this subject that on inyestigation it will be found to be 
true that there are no adequate facilities, including these private 
enterprises which now furnish practically all the Government 
uses of powder, to provide sufficient powder to anywhere nearly 
meet the needs of the country in time of war. 

Mr. RIXBY. I think the hearings before the Naval Commit- 
tee showed the fact that plenty of powder can be secured. The 
hearings went to the extent, however, of stating that it took 
three to six months, perhaps, to prepare this powder; that it had 
to be dried out, and so on; and for that and other reasons a 
large amount of powder had to be carried in reserve, which 
deteriorated to some extent; and it is a nice question as to 
how much powder ought to be carried in reserve, in view of the 
fact that it does deteriorate. 

Mr. HULL. It deteriorates slightly, but not as much as for- 
merly. 

Mr. GRAFF. There is another statement which I desire to 
call to the attention of gentlemen, which is to the effect that the 
Du Pont syndicate have recapitalized their plant to the extent of 
ten times their original capitalization, and we would naturally 
infer that that increased capitalization must have been based 
upon the large profits which were derived from the manufacture 
and sale of powder. 

Mr. RIXEY. I will state to the gentleman that I am sure 
that the hearings haye demonstrated the fact that these smoke- 
less-powder concerns are practically in agreement, and that there 
is practically no competition by these different factories in re- 
gard to the prices at which powder is furnished to the Govern- 
ment. The only protection which the Government has is the 
fact, as far as the Navy is concerned, that it has a smokeless- 
powder factory. 

Mr. GRAFF. If what the gentleman says is true, that it 
costs the Government 60 cents a pound to make smokeless 
powder at Indian Head, it seems exceedingly strange to me 
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that these four powder companies, syndicated as they are, and 
knowing that they are the only bidders that there are in this 
country, and the only competitors for the demand for this 
powder on the part of the Goyernment, would be so generous 
as to demand only 10 cents a pound profit, which is an ex- 
ceedingly small profit for a syndicated body of manufacturers 
to ask from the Government when they have the Government 
entirely at their mercy, which is admitted on all hands. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RIXEY. I moye to strike out the last word. I would 
like to state to the gentleman that the reason is very plain. It 
is because the Government owns a powder factory at which it 
can make its own powder, and can thus control the price. 

Mr. GRAFF. To what extent? 

Mr. RIXEY. If it did not get the powder at a reasonable 
price, it could enlarge its factory at Indiah Head and make all 
its powder there. The factory should be enlarged. 

Mr. GRAFF. But the Indian Head capacity is only 3,000 
pounds daily, and each one of these four plants that are now 
privately conducted by the Du Pont syndicate has a capacity of 
twice that amount. Each one of them has a capacity of twice 
that, and it is admitted—and I haye heard it from authorita- 
tive sources which I do not feel at liberty to quote now—that 
there is an inadequate capacity in the United States to-day 
to fill the need of powder should war be precipitated. 

Mr. YOUNG. Will the gentleman from Virginia yield for a 
question? Can the gentleman state to the House what that 
60 cents of cost per pound includes? Does it include any in- 
terest on the inyestment at Indian Head, anything for depre- 
ciation of plant, anything for the probable blowing up of the 
plant, which usually occurs once in about five years? 

Mr. RIXEY. It does include interest upon the plant and 
also a reasonable allowance for depreciation. 

Mr. YOUNG. And how much is that? 


Mr. RIXEY. I could not tell you that. 
Mr. SLAYDEN. If the gentleman from Virginia will per- 
mit me—— 


Mr. YOUNG. Does not the gentleman know that the life of 
one of these powder plants is ordinarily not to exceed five years, 
that they blow up in that time, om an average? 

Mr. RIXEY. I have always understood that the estimate in- 
cluded an allowance for depreciation. But, Mr. Chairman, 
I rose for the purpose of giving the statement of Admiral 
Mason, chief of the Bureau of Ordnance, as to the cost of the 
making of smokeless powder. The evidence is that it costs 60 
cents a pound. There is no evidence of what it would cost the 
Government to purchase powder if we had no powder plant. It 
may be we could not make all the powder at Indian Head.. The 
very fact that we have there a good plant, that we have men 
who can make this powder, and that it is easy to enlarge the 
plant is the reason why, in my judgment, we are enabled to 
purchase the powder at a reasonable price. 

Mr. GRAFF. What per cent of the entire amount of smoke- 
less powder used by the Government is produced at Indian Head 
at the present time? 

Mr. RIX®Y. About 20 per cent for the Navy. 

Mr. GRAFF. And for the Army? 


Mr. RIXHY. I do not suppose any part of it is used for the 
Army. 
Mr. GRAFF. It would be an insignificant amount compared 


with the total amount. 

Mr. RIXEY. I suppose if the Army used as much as the 
Navy it would be not far from 10 per cent. 

Mr. GRAFF. Does the gentleman from Virginia think that 
the existence of the plant at Indian Head is any great threat 
of competition to private enterprise at the present time sufti- 
cient to cause them to lower their prices? 

Mr. RIXEY. I do not know whether you would call it a 
threat or not; but I am sure that that is the reason why we 
get the powder at this comparatively reasonable price over 
what it costs the Government to make it. 

Mr. GRAFF. Outside of the question of price, does not the 
gentleman think it is a vital question whether the Government 
will have facilities for procuring a sufficient amount of smoke- 
less powder to meet the exigencies of the case when we are 
spending millions for mines, for coast defense, military estab- 
lishment, naval establishment, in the event of war? 

Mr. RIXBY. I have no doubt that we can get, in a reason- 
able time, all the powder we need. But I will go further and 
state to the gentleman that I will go as far as he will in pro- 
viding for an increase in this factory at Indian Head for smoke- 
less powder, and that I will then go with him, if he will go tvith 
me, and build an armor-plate factory to protect the Govern- 
ment against the greatest trust that has lived upon the appro- 
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priations by Congress for the past twenty years. We ought to 
have a factory of that kind; we ought to be able, if we never 
made æ pound of armor plate, to make it; and if we had our own 
eng it would pay the interest upon the cost though we never 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have been very much inter- 
ested in the debate on this item, and have received some little 
political encouragement from it. As a member of a party 
which has been engaged in trust baiting for some years, and 
which in doing so has marched from disaster to disaster, I wel- 
come as allies my friend from Illinois and his associates. I 
think they will now go on to destruction. But, Mr. Chairman, I 
must confess I do not haye as much indignation toward this 
alleged powder trust as I did have before I learned something 
about the facts of the case yesterday... While the powder manu- 
facturers are perhaps charging a considerable profit, in view of 
the hazard of the business, it does not appear to be excessive. 
I had a conversation with an ordnance officer yesterday, in 
whose ability and in whose accuracy and judgment I have great 
confidence, and out of that conversation I have made a little 
brief memorandum which I will give to the House. The plant 
at Indian Head cost the Government $625,000. Then, figuring 
the interest on the plant, which is done here to get at the cost 
of that powder, at 6 per cent, and making for each year an al- 
lowance of 10 per cent for depreciation, and estimating insur- 
ance at the rate usually carried by powder manufactories, say, 
6 per cent, the cost of the powder has been found to be 61 cents 
per pound. This price includes the cost of alcohol that is an 
important item in the manufacture of smokeless powder. 

Mr. GRAFF. I desire to ask the gentleman whether his cal- 
culation is not somewhat misleading, because the plant at In- 
dian Head is used for experimental purposes and for other pur- 
poses besides the making of smokeless powder? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I can only reply to that by saying that these 
figures were given me by a very careful man, and he assured me 
that they were an accurate computation. 

Mr. GRAFF. I understand the plant at Indian Head is used 
for experimental purposes, for the testing of explosives in the 
matter of ordnance and ammunition; in other words, they do 
other things there besides the manufacture of smokeless powder. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Yes; and they test armor plate.” 

Mr. SLAYDEN. But that has nothing to do with the manu- 
facture of smokeless powder. 

Mr. GRAFF. There are guns there, I am told, also, so the 
plant is used for that purpose, and it would not be fair to charge 
the plant to this single purpose when it is used for a great 
many others. : 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Unquestionably; but I was assured by the 


gentleman who gave me these figures, who is a very careful 


man, one of the brightest and ablest men in the Ordnance Corps, 
that that was as nearly a correct estimate of the cost of the 
manufacture of powder, adopting the usual commercial methods 
of computation, as it was possible to make. The cost of the pow- 
der which we buy under contract for the use of the Army is 70 
cents a pound plus about 5 cents as representing the cost of 
the alcohol, which we furnish them free. 

Mr. Chairman, this suggests the thought that if the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means and the House, in its wisdom, should 
give us untaxed alcohol for industrial purposes it would enable 
us to get cheaper powder for all purposes throughout the 
country, for sportsmen as well as for commercial uses. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the gentleman, 
there is only 5 cents’ worth of alcohol in a pound, and if we take 
off the tax how much difference would it make? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I am unable to estimate that. 

Mr. YOUNG. Two cents, would it not? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. It would have some influence in fixing the 
price of powder. e. 

Mr. GRAFF. Right there, I was told by an officer in the 
War Department that the tax does not enter into this calcula- 
tion, because under the law the manufacturer of smokeless pow- 
der for gevernmental purposes is given the alcohol tax free. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I have just stated that fact, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, has the gentleman from 
Texas made any calculation as to about how much cheaper the 
Government would be able to furnish this alcohol if the bill 
now pending in the Committee on Ways and Means should be 
passed into law? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would say to the gentle- 
man from Ohio that I have not made such a calculation, but 
I am told materially cheaper. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. How much does the Government now 


pay? 
Mr. SLAYDEN. I understand that alcohol could be had then 
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for industrial purposes at probably 12 or 15 cents a gallon. Am 
I correct in that? 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Possibly; I do not know. My point is 


this, How much tax does the Government now pay? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have stated twice that the 
Government pays no tax. 

x Mr. GROSVENOR. Then it will not make one hair white or 
lack. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Unquestionably not, but it will make a dif- 
ference in the cost to manufacturers at large, and it might ulti- 
mately result in the establishment of more factories to supply 
the commercial as well as the military trade. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 

word. With reference to the feature spoken of by the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. GRAFF] of this being a trust, there can 
be no question about it. I am assured by military authorities 
that the same competitive bid was made by the four great pow- 
der companies in this country, and that all the circumstances of 
this bidding indicated that there was collusion in the making of 
this price. In reference to my inquiry as to the standard of 
powder made by these companies, he said it was up to the re- 
quired military standard. That, however, may reasonably be 
expected, as the Government maintains its own inspectors at the 
plants, and when powder is turned out for the use of the Gov- 
ernment it goes out with the approval of the officers who are 
stationed there. When General Crozier, Chief of Ordnance, was 
before the Committee on Military Affairs, we interrogated him 
with reference to the accumulation of supplies for the use of the 
Government. The House will remember that we haye been told 
frequently that when the Spanish-American war came on there 
was an inadequate supply of ammunition in this country to meet 
any sort of hostile attack. Now, Mr. Chairman, I for one never 
want to see that condition of affairs again, and much as I am 
opposed to having the Government engage in commercial enter- 
prises of any sort, I would gladly see the Government embark 
in the manufacture of ammunition and guns and armor plate 
for the defense of the country rather than be put at the mercy 
of trusts who can hold us up in a moment of peril. 
. Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, we haye estab- 
lished, since the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SLAYDEN] and my- 
self haye been Members of Congress, in the last seven or eight or 
nine years, a Government powder factory. To what extent has 
that supplied the Government with powder, and what effect has 
it had upon the cost of the powder? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Except the small plant down here at Indian 
Head, concerning which we have just spoken definitely, the Gov- 
ernment has no powder plant. My colleague from Texas [Mr. 
Gittesriz] has now at the Clerk’s desk an amendment which 
he proposes to offer to this paragraph to appropriate $100,000 
to start the erection of a powder plant for the manufacture of 
powder for the Army. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, just a minute more. The 
Secretary of the Navy—I think Secretary Long—recommended 
the building of a Government powder factory to get the Gov- 
ernment out of being oppressed by the powder trust, and we 
have time and again appropriated for the purpose of seeing how 
the Government could work that. What effect has that factory 
had on the quality and price of this powder? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I will say to the gentleman from Tennessee, 
Mr. Chairman, that that plant is now in operation about 50 
miles from the city of Washington, at Indian Head, making 
3,000 pounds of powder a day. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. And your idea is to enlarge it? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. No; but that we ought to have one for the 
Army. That at Indian Head is for the Navy only. 

. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations who opened this subject has just 
touched the fringe of one of the greatest dangers that beset 
this country if it should ever come into a time of war. It is 
well known that at the outbreak of the war with Spain we had 
only enough powder to fire one or two rounds from some of 
the guns in our Nayy. It is not so well known that the present 
annual capacity of all the powder mills of this country would 
suffice us for but a day or two—I will not give the exact time 
of actual war, and that the accumulations of powder that haye 
been made, owing partly to changes in its form and character 
as improyements haye been made and owing partly to the fear 
of deterioration which was expressed by the Navy Department, 
although it is not believed in by the War Department, that these 
accumulations are not large. We have, fortunately, a great 
quantity of manufacturing establishments, however, that deal 
with the same dangerous materials—the nitrates, nitrie acid, 
and gun cotton—and there are celluloid companies, or manufac- 
turers of substances in the nature of celluloid, which in the 


case of necessity could change their plants or, at any rate, fur- 
nish workmen who are used to dealing with these materials; 
and, in my judgment and that of people acquainted with the 
subject, we could very largely increase our capacity of manu- 
facture in case of necessity. But there is one condition that 
lies back of all, and that is that the original material out of 
which the modern powders are made, whether for use in the 
mines or in the Army or Navy, is not found in this country. 
All of these powders used to be black powders made out of 
charcoal and saltpeter. Now they are all new. There is nitro- 
glycerine, made out of nitric acid and glycerine, and gun cotton, 
which is made out of nitric acid and cotton. Then there is 
dynamite, which, I belleve, has a certain clay added to nitro- 
glycerine; but the foundation of all is in the nitric acid, and 
the foundation of nitric acid from which it is made is found 
commercially solely in the nitrates produced in Chile, and which 
are thence exported in yery large quantities to the various coun- 
tries of the world. 

Every country that expects war has laid up, not an extensive 
quantity of smokeless powder, though they have enough at least 
to carry them for some months of consumption until they can 
make more, but every country which respects itself and its 
national honor is at least beginning to buy these nitrates from 
Chile at a cost of only about 2 cents a pound. That cost would 
be very greatly increased if any sudden run were made upon 
the market, but the cost remains about the same so long as 
the market is not disturbed, and a prudent government lays by, 
these nitrates for use in case of necessity. They do not depre- 
ciate. They can be piled out of doors and rained on all the 
year. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. How about the powder, though? 

Mr. PARKER. As I say, the War Department says that its 
powder does not depreciate, whereas the Navy Department seems 
to have some fear of that depreciation; and that matter is not 
settled, Now, only a word on the point that was raised. I be- 
lieve in a Government plant to make some powder. I believe 
that it cuts down the price. I do not believe that if all the 
items of cost are considered the Government eyer makes it so 


| cheaply as private individuals or can make it so cheaply. I 


believe also that the maintenance in the field of large factories 
throughout the United States engaged in this work should be 
hailed, because every one is a new center which can be enlarged 
at any time, and we do not want to confine this matter to any. 
one Government monopoly at any one place, because, with many 
men and many minds at the work, it can be enlarged to meet 
our necessities in time of need. 

Mr. GRAFF. How are you going to accomplish the increase 
of our powder factories in this country? 

Mr. PARKER. I do not know. If the prices are too high 
the nitrates are free to all and competition will come in time. 

Mr. GRAFF. The fact is, I am informed, when one of these 
powder factories was outside of the trust at that time the price 
had been 90 cents a pound. Through the competition brought 
about through the existenee of this one independent powder 
factory it was brought down to 60 cents a pound. Afterwards 
the Dupont syndicate purchased the independent plant, so now. 
they are all in unison and simply fix the price arbitrarily that 
the Government has to pay for the powder. 

Mr. PARKER. It has been stated that we hold down the 
price by our plant at Indian Head. I believe in such a plant. 
I do not believe in attempting a Government monopoly, but 
rather a Government rivalry, which will hold down the price. 

Mr. GRAFF. How could 3,000 pounds daily manufactured at 
Indian Head be any factor in keeping down the price? 

Mr. PARKER. I do not know, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Crumpacker in the chair). 
of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman may have two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I only wanted, as the ques- 
tion had been raised, to bring before this House the necessity 
of our supporting any committee, whether it be of the Navy, 
of the Army, or of the general appropriations, in any appropria- 
tion from time to time, which will aid onr Government quietly, 
as it may be, or openly, if it will, to acquire these indispensable 
supplies for this country within the near future. The Chief of 
Ordnance says that in fourteen years he will have powder for 
the Army. But Congress must not fail to see that we have 
abundant stores of the indispensable and comparatively cheap 
material of which powder is made, and which we shall be sure 
to need in time of war. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I ask that we proceed with the 
consideration of the bill. We haye had an hour now, and over. 


The time 
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Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I hope the gentleman will defer 
his request for a moment or two. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman can have time on something else. 

I understand that there is an amendment at the desk, and I 
ask that it be reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GILLES- 
PIE] offers an amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “ dollars,” in line 22, page 43, add the Apn 


“One hundred and fifty thousand of which shall be expended in t 
establishment of a plant for the purpose of manufacturing gunpowder.” 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order. I will 
reserve it, however, in order to let the gentleman talk, if he de- 
sires to do so. 

Mr. YOUNG. I will make the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas desire to 
be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. GILLESPIE. I submit that under this paragraph pro- 
viding for engaging in the manufacture of powder it appears that 
it is an enlargement of the work on the part of the Government. 
I submit also that it is not subject to a point of order. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. If the gentleman will yield to 
me for a moment, I will say that I think we have had that ques- 
tion time and again passed upon here, that where it simply en- 
larges a building that is already in existence it is not subject 
to a point of order. I think we had it in this very powder mat- 
ter or some other similar matter. 

Mr. HULL. This is no limitation on the appropriation. In 
other words, under the language of the amendment we could not 
build any structure. Therefore this is a provision for extending 
and providing for the erection of something that is not now 
authorized by law at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. This amendment seems to be for the es- 
tablishment of a new factory for the manufacture of gunpowder. 
The Chair is of the opinion that it is new legislation, and the 
point of order is sustained. 

Mr. GILLESPIE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer another 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “dollars,” in line 22, pa 43, insert: “Provided, 
That no part of the said $629,000 shall be paid to any trust or combina- 
tion in restraint of trade nor to any corporation having a monopoly of 
the manufacture and supply of gunpowder in the United States, except 
in the event of an emergency.” 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against that. It is new legislation and changes existing law. 
The Secretary now has discretion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Youne] desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. YOUNG. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of the opinion that it is a 
limitation upon the appropriation contained in the paragraph. 

Mr. GILLESPIE. Mr. Chairman, it seems to be admitted all 
around that the Government is in the clutches of an immense 
powder trust, a concern that exists clearly in violation of law. 
And the Government has its own agents there inspecting the 
powder produced by this illegal combination, and is in pos- 
session of the facts that stamp this concern as a violator of the 
law of this country. We are spending from four to five mil- 
lion dollars a year for powder for the Army and Navy. The 
only hope of escaping this powder monopoly lies in erecting and 
operating our own powder plants. These concerns are the 
masters of this Government. They are debauching the public 
conscience. They are gathering to themselves all the natural 
sources of supply of the people and the Government. It is 
practically admitted that the armor-plate trust dictates prices 
to the Government and takes its millions from the people. See 
what a step the steel trust has taken, as shown by the following 
article from this morning’s Washington Post: 


BIG DEAL IN IRON ORE—STEEL CORPORATION’S CONTRACT WITH JAMES J. 
HILL—ONE BILLION ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY-FIVE MILLION DOLLARS 
IS INVOLVED—LEASE OF ALL THE HILL ORE PROPERTIES ON THE MESABA 
RANGE TO RUN FOR THIRTY YEARS—GUARANTEES IMMENSE INCOME FOR 
GREAT NORTHERN RAILROAD—DEAL PRACTICALLY CLOSED—ORE PRICES 
INCREASE. 

2 CLEVELAND, ORIO, February 28, 1906. 
It is stated that a deal involving iron ore amounting to as great a 
tonnage as all the ore mined in the Lake Superior ranges during the 
more than fifty years of their operation, a deal by which the immensely 
valuable ore properties of James J. Hill on the Mesaba Range are to 

pass into the control of the United States Steel Corporation for a 
riod of thirty years, is about to be consummated. A special from 
uluth to the Iron Trade Review concerning the deal says: 

“Although no official announcement has been made, your correspond- 
ent is informed, on authority reliable beyond a question, that all of 
the principal terms bave been agreed upon and the contract drawn. 


It is estimated that the Hill interests have ore deposits amounting to 
300,000,000 tons, which, delivered at Lake Erie ports, would be worth 
$1,125,000,000, 


“INCREASING PRICE FOR ORE. 


“The terms of the contract provide that the steel Corpora non shall 
take a lease on these aig, smd for thirty years, and shall pay for the 
first two years 70 cents per ton for the ore mined and 80 cents for the 
carrying of the ore from the mines to Duluth on Mr. Hills Great 
Northern Railroad. It is further provided that after two years the 
price for ore in the ground shall be increased 5 cents every two years 
until, at the end of twelve years, the price shall be $1, and stay at that 
figure for the remaining eighteen years of the period. 

“Another important provision is that the Great Northern Rallroad 
shall be guaranteed freight amounting to 10,000,000 tons annually during 
the life of the lease. If mines other than those in the deal furnish the 
amount, the steel corporation will not be uired to furnish any, but it 
must supply whateyer is taken of the stipulated tonnage. 


“IMPORTANCE OF THE DEAL. 

“The great advantage of this important transaction to the corpora- 
tion is evident. It insures the corporation a tremendous tonnage, and 
prevents the possibility of competing companies getting control of these 
great deposits. The licy of the officials of the corporation will be 
highly commended, and at the same time it is clear that the transaction 
will be very profitable to the Hill railroad. Last year this railroad car- 
ried 6,500, tons of ore, and by the new arrangement it will largely 
increase this tonnage at a guaranteed rate which can not be set aside 
by any legislation. The income which would result from the royalty 
would be fully $250,000,000 for all the ore, and the $58,000,000 PE 
year which will be earned by carrying the ore will, of course, be addi- 
tional. It can not, however, be stated with certainty that the corpora- 
tion will mine all the Hill ore in thirty years.” A 

It is understood that the 3 to whether the quality of the 
ore is to be guaranteed is still undecided. 

How can the Government insist that individuals be punished 
for violating the property rights of these concerns when they 
so unblushingly violate the rights not only of individuals but of 
communities and States and yet go unwhipped of justice? I 
submit, Mr. Chairman, that something ought to be done some- 
where by this Congress to teach these concerns that we are 
not going to be always bowed down before them and subject to 
their extortion and dictation. The Goyernment seems paralyzed 
before them. 

Now, it has been intimated here that we could make more 
powder at Indian Head if the plant were run at its full capacity. 
Now, why is it not run at its full capacity? We would natur- 
ally conclude the officers of the Government overseeing both 
plants—because Mr. Waddell says in his article that officers of 
the Government inspect the powder trust’s output—that it is 
purposely held back in order that the powder trust might get 
a profit of 14 cents a pound on powder, the Government paying 
that much more to the trust than it costs the Government to 
manufacture powder. I think it can be clearly learned by con- 
sulting those in authority that if the plant at Indian Head were 
increased and the people in charge of it forced to run it at its 
full capacity that the powder would not cost the Government 
61 cents a pound as now stated by the gentleman from Texas, 
The gentleman from Illinois, according to this Mr. Waddell, 
from whom he quoted, shows that the powder can be manu- 
factured for 40 cents a pound, and he seems to be a man who 
knows what he is talking about. And yet we stand all this, 
while the Government is absolutely held up by this powder 
trust and compelled to pay them 74 cents a pound for this pow- 
der. That is a condition I desire to protest against. [Loud 
applause. ] 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, we have but to go 
back a year or two to find that the Secretary of the Navy said 
that he was not able—I do not recollect precisely his words, but 
I give them in substance—that we were not able to make the 
smokeless powder that the Government needed. Congress then 
established a powder factory for the purpose of not only getting 
enough powder for our military uses and of the proper quality, 
but for the purpose of vieing with this monopoly that seems to 
be now holding up the Government. I was not in the Chamber 
when the statement was made here—I presume it was made— 
that this powder factory is not being run to its full capacity, 
because, it is claimed, in effect, it would furnish too much com- 
petitive powder. I would like to ask the gentleman from Texas 
who said the factory was not run to its full capacity? 

Mr, GILLESPIE. I think it was the gentleman from Virginia 
who made that statement. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

Mr. RIXEY. I do not know that I made that statement. I 
am not informed on the subject, and I do not know whether it 
is run to its full capacity. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Do you know how much it does 
make? 

Mr. RIXEY. I am informed it makes about 20 per cent of 
what we use. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. It makes about 20 per cent of 
what we need for the Navy. Why not enlarge it to make all 
we need? 

But, Mr. Chairman, what I rose particularly to urge is this: 
The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rrxey] and I entered Con- 
gress the same year—March 4, 1897. He and I have favored 
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the building of a Government armor-plate factory, not so much 
for the purpose of making in this factory armor plate, but that 
it might be held in terrorem over this monopoly that has been 
holding up the Government and compelling it to pay unreason- 
able prices for that indispensable product—armor plate. Presi- 
dent Lincoln commented upon the condition of the United States 
during the civil war, and in substance said that we had no Goy- 
ernment factories to furnish military supplies, and recommended 
the building of public factories for that purpose. I have fre- 
quently said on the floor of this House, Mr. Chairman, that for- 
eign countries have these publie factories, and they divide pub- 
lic work between the public factory and that of the private 
factory to keep both in good running order and to avoid monop- 
oly and be ready for war by the aid of both kinds of factories. 
Thus the private factory and the government factory are kept 
in readiness to meet any of the responsibilities of peace or war. 

Another point, Mr. Chairman: A Government factory is super- 
vised and watched day and night by an officer of the Army or 
Navy under oath, and subject to court-martial if derelict. 
Hence there is little chance of the factory being burned or de- 
stroyed. A private factory is watched by private individuals 
and private labor, not under oath, not subject to being court- 
martialed, not subject to being punished if they go to sleep at 
their posts. Hence fires may occur. If we erect a Government 
armor factory or a Government powder factory which is 
watched day and night by men under oath, the officers or watch- 
men may be court-martialed if they do not do their duty. 
Therefore there is less liability of the destruction of it. Again, 
a private factory could sell out to the enemy, a public factory 
could not. 

It does seem to me that the great committee having this mat- 
ter in charge should make an appropriation at an early day to 
extend this Government powder factory, not so much for the 
purpose of making all our powder, but so that we would have 
it in time of war and peace to meet any exigency. With this 
factory, at all times we could compete more successfully with 
the powder trust which seems to be in existence. 

I should like to ask whether the Department of Justice is in- 
yestigating this powder factory trust. I will ask my friend 
from lowa [Mr. HULL] if there is any investigation in progress 
on that subject. Here is one gentleman on the Republican side 
(Mr. Grarr] and one on the Democratic side [Mr. GILLESPIE], 
both of whom say, and nobody disputes it, that here is a great 
unlawful powder concern that is to-day doing business with and 
holding up the Government at oppressive prices. I presume 
that the Attorney-General—good, industrious, faithful man that 
he is—is investigating the matter, but I should like to ask, What 
are the facts? 

Mr. HULL. Ihave no informatton on the subject. I suppose 
the gentleman from Tennessee is always correct on those matters. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. The presumption of law is that 
the Attorney-General is doing his duty, but what is the fact? 
I will say, however, that Attorney-General Moody has done 
more against the trusts than any Attorney-General we have 
ever had, but he has had more money and more law to do so 
than his predecessors. I want to give him more law and more 
money to keep up this work, and I should like to see this powder 
monopoly investigated. It should be at once, but I do not be- 
lieve anything is being done in this matter to curb this combine. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennes- 
see has expired. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who has precipi- 
tated this discussion belongs to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and the Committee on Appropriations, under the rules of 
the House, is the only power that can start this building for a 
powder plant unless there is an independent law providing that 
it shall be done. But as a part of the national defense I should 
imagine if the estimates were submitted to Congress they would 
be referred to that committee, and then they would have full 
power to act. The Indian Head powder plant is entirely out- 
side of the jurisdiction either of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions or the Committee on Military Affairs, 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Was that powder factory erected 
under a special or a general law? 

Mr. HULL. It was instituted on an appropriation bill re- 
ported by the Naval Committee; but we have absolutely nothing 
to do with it. Whether it is run to its full capacity or not run 
at all is none of the business of the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi? 

Mr. HULL. Yes; provided I do not get cut off so that I can 
not speak to the amendment. I want to speak to the amend- 
ment. Does the gentleman desire to ask a question? 


Mr. WILLIAMS. I notice in this bill that we are already. 
manufacturing ammunition and materials therefor for small 
arms for reserve supply. 

Mr. HULL. Itsays “manufacture or purchase of ammunition.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And we appropriate for the machinery 
necessary for the manufacture of ammunition at arsenals, 

Mr. HULL. I will say to the gentleman that the words “ ma- 
chinery necessary for its manufacture,” and so forth, went out 
on a point of order, and the Chair has held that that belongs 
entirely to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Lines 10 to 22, on page 43? 

Mr. HULL. Commencing at the word “supply,” in line 12, 
on page 43, down to and including the word “ arsenals,” in line 
13, and those words have gone out. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That does not strike out the language then 
“manufacture or purchase of ammunition? ” 

Mr. HULL. Not at all. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then if there is still a proviso for the man- 
ufacture or purchase of ammunition—— 

Mr. HULL. Under those words what we purchased is cov- 
ered by this appropriation, and what we manufacture in the 
way of cartridges is covered by this appropriation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But this language says not only purchase, 
but manufacture. 

Mr. HULL. Certainly, and we do manufacture under this a 
great deal of material for the small arms, but not the powder. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does not the word “ammunition” mean 
powder? 

Mr. HULL. Oh, yes; and what powder is made of. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then the gentleman is contending that this 
8 something that it is construed to mean rather than what 

says. 

Mr. HULL. It means what it says. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The point I am trying to make is that there 
is a provision in here for the manufacture of powder. 

Mr. HULL. Not only for powder and ammunition, but mate- 
rial for small arms. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then any provision touching the manufac- 
ture of powder is germane to this bill. 

Mr. HULL. I have not raised that question. On the propo- 
sition of the gentleman’s amendment I want to talk for a mo- 
ment. I want to say to the House that if the amendment shall 
be adopted you absolutely tie up the hands of the Government 
so that it can not accumulate any ammunition at all. You 
would have to go into the courts to determine, or anyone could 
put you into the courts to determine whether there was a com- 
bination to manufacture the powder of this country, which is 
purchased by the Government. 

Mr. GILLESPIE. Will the gentleman from Iowa admit that 
the trust does exist and that the Government can’t get it any- 
where else? 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman from Iowa is not lawyer enough 
to draw the line where a large corporation is running its busi- 
ness to determine whether it is a trust combination, a monopoly, 
or a strictly legitimate business. That is a question for the 
law officers of the Government. But you would tie up the ap- 
propriation until it was determined in the courts. Now, I want 
to say to the gentleman that when the proposition to manufac- 
ture comes before the House in a proper way I will support that 
proposition. It could not come from the Committee on Military 
Affairs, but until the time comes that we shall manufacture for 
ourselves I protest against tying the hands of the Government 
so that it will be powerless, in the face of the world, to accu- 
mulate any supply of ammunition. 

Mr. GILLESPID. I submit that if we adopt this amendment 
that it will pave the way for manufacturing our own powder. 

Mr. HULL. Oh, no; it would say in effect that for a year the 
Government could not accumulate smokeless powder anywhere, 
It says until the Government manufactures we shall not accu- 
mulate anything. It does not paye the way, and I sincerely 
hope that this House, on both sides, will yote against an amend- 
ment so mischieyous in character, so well caleulated to work 
injury to the interests of the country. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, before this section is left 
I move to strike out, in line 21, the word “six” and substitute 
for it the word “nine;” so that it will read “nine hundred and 
twenty-nine thousand dollars,” instead of “six hundred and 
twenty-nine thousand dollars.” 

Now, I will state why I offer that amendment. That clause 
reads as follows: 

Ordnance stores, ammunition, manufacture or purchase of ammuni- 
tion, ete.— 

For several purposes, and then appropriates $629,000. I offer 
to make it $929,000 in order, without being subject to the point 
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of order, to furnish, under the proviso of the bill providing for 
the manufacture of powder, a sufficient amount of money for 
the Government to manufacture powder at its own works. The 
gentleman from Iowa has just stated that if a resolution was 
offered for the Government to manufacture its own powder, he 
would vote for it. Here is his chance. I offer the amendment 
to give him his chance. This amendment is not subject to a 
point of order. It merely increases the amount of the appro- 
priation, and it will give the Government money enough, at 
least, to begin to manufacture its own powder so as not to 
leave us in the helpless condition that the gentleman from Iowa 
has just said that we are now in. If we pass the resolution 
offered by Mr. GILLESPIE, of Texas, not to buy powder from any 
trust, even a convicted trust under the antitrust laws of the 
United States, the gentleman from Iowa admits that we would 
now find ourselves completely cut off from the power to buy 
powder at all, and our hands, under the resolution, would be 
completely tied. 

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman’s amendment would be effective, 
I would feel very kindly disposed toward it, but the gentleman 
is too good a parliamentarian, as a leader of the minority, and 
too good a lawyer to believe for one minute that if we were to 
make an appropriation even of $3,000,000, in place of his 
$900,000, that one penny of it could be used for the erection of 
buildings or the purchase or installation of machinery for the 
manufacture of powder. That can only be brought about by this 
House appropriating specifically for the erection of the building 
and the installation of machinery. Under the rules of the 
House, and under the decisions of the Chair, it would not be in 
order to offer that on this bill. : 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the House that the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs has not cut down—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before the gentleman passes from that I 
want to say a word. He says that not a penny of this will be 
devoted to the purpose of manufacturing powder. 

Mr. HULL. No; I did not say that. I said for the erection 
of buildings and the installation of machinery. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is not the Government already manufactur- 
ing powder at Indian Head? 

Mr. HULL. We are buying nitrates and accumulating sup- 
plies for the Army. At Indian Head the Navy has a small 
powder plant. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If that be true, the Executive Department 
is now spending the money for the purpose it has been appro- 
priated for. This very clause appropriates a part of the money 
carried by it for the manufacture of powder. If the gentleman 
admits that the Departments of this Government, under the 
present Administration, will not welcome an opportunity, where 
the money appropriated for them enables them to do so, to get 
out of the clutches of this great powder trust, which is one of 
the most immense grafts in this country, then I stand corrected. 
But I am not ready to admit that the Government of the 
United States would not be glad to use this $300,000 for the 
purpose of escaping the present exploitation. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, let the gentleman then offer an 
amendment here and get unanimous consent, appropriating 
$300,000 for the erection of a building and the installation of 
machinery to manufacture smokeless powder, and then if his 
amendment would go through it would be of some use; but, Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment is of no value for the reason that if 
made not a dollar of it could be used for the purpose the gentle- 
man has in his mind. Not only that, but I want to say in te 
creation of reserve ammunition, in the supply of reserve arms, 
the Committee on Military Affairs has given to the Ordnance 
Department every dollar that it asked for. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa 
having invited me to ask unanimous consent for the following 
resolution, I shall now do so. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I would prefer the gentleman to 
say that I suggested a way to the gentleman rather than that 1 
invited him. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi offers an 
amendment, which the clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 48, line 21, after the word“ Homes,” strike out the words “six 
hundred and twenty-nine thousand dollars” and insert in lieu thereof 
the words “ $929,000, $300,000 of which shall be expended for the erec- 
tion of a plant for the manufacture of powder.” 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the Chair sustained the 


point of order so soon that I did not get an opportunity to dis- 
cuss it. I desired to ask the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. . 
TAWNEY] a question, if he will reserve his point for a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Mississippi move 
to strike out the last word? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; I will move to strike out the last 
word. I might just as well ask it here. I desire to ask the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney] if he is in collusion 
with the imputed intention of the executive department not to 
get out from the clutch of this powder trust; and if he is not, 
why he made the point of order? 

Mr. TAWNBY. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentleman 
from Mississippi, in the first place, that it is not established 
that the Chief Executive is in collusion with the powder trust, 
and in the next place, if he is, I am not in sympathy with it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not say the Chief Executive was in 
collusion with the powder trust. 

Mr. TAWNEY. But the gentleman's question implied that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I asked if the gentleman was in collusion 
with the imputed intention—imputed by the gentleman from 
Iowa—imputed intention of the Executive Departments not to 
try to get out from the clutch of this trust. 

8 Mr. HULL. The gentleman from Iowa made no such imputa- 
on. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And I asked the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Tawney] if he is not, why he made the point of order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Simply because this is not the way to get out. 
If we are in the clutches of the powder trust, this is not the way 
to get out of its clutches. - 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I will take my five 
minutes en that point. Mr. Chairman, I am much fonder of 
things substantial than I am of things parliamentary. The 
gentleman says that he makes the point of order because this 
is not the right place for the legislation. Every place is the 
right place to do right, and if the gentleman thinks that we 
ought not to be paying 65 cents to the Dupont powder trust for 
powder which can be made and sold for 40 cents, then he should 
leave it to somebody who thinks it is right to do that to make 
the point of order. There are two ways of voting against a 
bill. One is to vote against it and the other is to make a point 
of order against it. There are two ways of voting against an 
attempt to get out of the clutch of a trust. One is to vote 
against it when the proposition is presented in a separate bill 
and the other is to make the point of order against it when 
you are trying to get it upon a bill. The gentleman is the chair- 
man of the great Committee on Appropriations. The country 
will understand that in making this point of order he is repre- 
senting the policy of his party, and the country can not be 
deceived with the notion that he makes it merely because he 
has some sort of a religion of fetish worship about the rules of 
the House. He is not sworn to make a point of order. It is 
not his duty to make a point of order. He makes it in pursu- 
ance of a policy, and being the chairman of that great com- 
mittee he is making it in pursuance of the policy of his party. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Just in a moment. If the gentleman had 
taken the position that he did not think any trust was selling 
the powder and that he was not in sympathy with the idea of 
getting out from its clutches, he could have stood upon safe 
ground, but when he says he is in sympathy with the idea of 
escaping from its clutches and then makes a point of order on 
a proviso offered to this bill, which is the only present available 
opportunity to escape that is furnished him, he is upon thin 
ice. Now, I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr, TAWNEY. The gentleman's amendment provides for 
nothing except an appropriation of $300,000 for the construction 
of a powder factory? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. TAWNEY. In what way will that amendment destroy 
this alleged powder trust? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will tell the gentleman. In the language 
of the gentleman from Iowa, it would take ten or twelve years 
time now to get the plant fully furnished and equipped, and 
this $300,000 is the beginning of a Government plant, and, 
therefore, of the end of the powder-trust clutch. It will not be 
the end of it now, but it is the beginning of its hold on the 
Government, and I made it a small item on purpose, so we 
could start with the building at this time and then, as room 
is furnished, get the plant ready, and then we can go ahead 
and make the powder. 

Mr. TAWNEY. What would be the capacity of a powder 
plant costing $300,000? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not believe it would be very large, 
but if—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. Can you give the House any idea? I want 
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to find out how much you know about destroying the powder 
trust and of the capacity of a plant costing „000. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I know it is a beginning in ‘that direction. 
I know it is a precedent set, and I know if set it will be fol- 
lowed, and now, “a Daniel having come to judgment,” I will ask 
the gentleman these two questions. The first one is, How much 
do you think would be necessary as an appropriation right now? 
Would a million do? 

Mr. TAWNEY. For the erection of a powder plant? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; and to equip it this year. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know what the consumption of the 
United States is, and I was going to ask the gentleman from 
Mississippi if he knew. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, this is not to make powder for the 
world, or even for the United States; it is to make powder for 
the Army and Navy. We can ascertain the amount purchased 
by the Army and Navy each year, and it seems to me a build- 
ing costing $300,000 ought to be big enough to contain equip- 
ment enough to provide all that the Army and Navy need, but 
now that such a plant necessary may be put down, I now 
promise the gentleman if he thinks this amount is not all that 
is necessary to erect a building for beginning the work, I will 
put it at any figure he thinks proper. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then how do you know that $300,000 is 
not sufficient? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I know that will provide for a plant pro- 
ducing 3,000 pounds a day, that is all. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. This amendment contemplates only for the 
building, that is all. It will build a house big enough to con- 
tain the machinery. We can equip it later. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the chairman 
of the Committee on Military Affairs if he can tell the House 
what sum would have been necessary for “ the machinery neces- 
sary for manufacturing ammunition at arsenals?” 

Mr. HULL. Well, Mr. Chairman, the understanding we had 
from the Chief of Ordnance was that it was only a small 
amount, that it was used more for repairs. The Committee on 
Military Affairs did not claim to have jurisdiction over the 
installation of any new plant. 

Mr. SHUERLEY. Well, can the gentleman give the House any 
figures? Would it cost $5,000 or $10,000 or $20,000? 

Mr. HULL. They said if they wanted small repairs they 
would get them out of this. Some years it would cost only 
$5,000, some years $10,000, and some years less. 

Mr. SHERLEY. I presume the gentlemen in fixing on the 
sum asked for, $629,000, had some estimate upon which to base 
the figures. 

Mr. HULL. No; the estimate on that was very small and 
varied so it was not considered as cutting any figure at all 
one way or another in the appropriation. 

Mr. SHERLEY. You ask $629,000 as being necessary for the 
ammunition without regard to the machinery? 

Mr. HULL. No; I should imagine there was probably a few 
thousand dollars put in there for repairs. 

Mr. SHERLEY. The reason why I ask the gentleman this 
question is this: It appears if we strike out some item on a 
point of order we are worse off than if we do not, because you 
keep the same sum and expend more money for less purposes. 

Mr. HULL. I would say this: As far as that is comerned, 
an amendment to reduce it $29,000 would not meet with any 
objection on my part, as I had the feeling, to be frank with you, 
that any surplus that was saved out of this item could be put 
into reserve ammunition to good advantage. 

Mr. SHERLEY. I desire then to offer the following amend- 
ment: 


On page 43, line 21, strike out the words “and twenty- 2 8 so that 
the appropriation will read “ six hundred thousand dollars 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to the amend- 
ment at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I wish to reenforce, if I can, in my 
humble way, the argument made by the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. WIILIAus!] and point out to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Tawney] that whatever theory he may base 
his attitude upon, the fact remains he is standing by his objec- 
tion, by having raised this point of order, between the Govern- 
ment of the United States and the exactions of the great powder 
trust. I do not believe the Government ought to go into the 
business of manufacturing as a general principle, but there are 


some cases where it may properly do so. For example, all of 
those things which are necessary for the defense of this Gov- 
ernment ought to be provided by the Government itself, either 
wholly or at least partially. The Government should not be 
made dependent for its supply of powder upon trusts in the 
United States or upon importation. In time of war it might 
not be easy to import powder. In time of war domestic trusts 
would increase the price enormously, and there ought to be 
left in the Government some means of defending itself against 
the exactions of the manufacturers of powder abroad and the 
trusts that manufacture it at home. And therefore if the gen- 
tleman did not make his point of order and even a small be- 
ginning were made by the establishment of a small plant for 
the manufacture of powder, we could increase the size of that 
plant so that in war times we could manufacture powder and 
not be dependent upon the trusts here or upon the manufacturers 
of powder abroad. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Small-arms target practice: 


Ammunition, targets, and other accesso- 
ries, for small-arms far 


t practice and instruction ; marksmen's med- 
als, prize arms, and insignia for all arms of the service; and oor the 
machinery necessary for their manufacture at arsenals, 51.200,00 


Mr. HULL. According to the ruling of the Chair, the 80 
“machinery necessary for their manufacture at arsenals” 
should go out. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will make 
the alteration in the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I want to offer this amend- 
ment: 


In line 23, page 43, after the word “ammunition,” insert “ which 
shall be manufactured by the Government.” 


Mr. TAWNDY. I make the point of order, Mr. Chairman, that 
we have already passed that paragraph. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no; we have not. The Clerk just this 
minute read it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 43, line 23, after the word “ ammunition,” insert “ which 
shall be manufactured by the Government.” 

Mr. TAWNEY. We just struck out part of lines 1 and 2, on 
page 44, after the conclusion of the reading of that paragraph. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not all of the paragraph was stricken out, 
but only a part of it, and this applies to the part not stricken out. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order 
made on the ground that the paragraph has been read. That is 
the only ground on which it was made. 

Mr. HULL. I understood him to make it on other grounds, 

Mr. TAWNEY. I understood the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WittiamMs] offered his amendment at the bottom of page 43, 
in line 22. If that is not the fact, then I make the point of 
order that it is unauthorized by law. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HULL. Let us decide the question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment offered by the gentleman 

from Mississippi [Mr. Witt1ams], as the Chair understood it, 
was in line 23, on page 43, in a paragraph which had not come 
to its conclusion until the end of line 3, on page 44. The gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEy] made a point of order that 
the paragraph had been passed. That point of order the Chair 
overruled. 
Mr. TAWNEY. I understood the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Mississippi followed the word “dollars” in 
line 22, at the end of the paragraph of “ordnance, stores, and 
ammunition.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again report the amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 43, line 23, after the word “ ammunition,’ insert which shall 
be manufactured by the Government.” 


Mr. TAWNEY. Then, I make the point of order, Mr. Chair- 
man, that this amendment is for an object not authorized by 
law. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Upon that point of order, Mr. Chairman, 
I will reply simply that this is a restriction upon the sort of 
powder to be procured, and the places whence to be bought. 
It is a limitation upon the language of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ask the gentleman 

Mr. TAWNEY. It would cause the Government to go into 


the construction of a new line of work. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Government is already making powder, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ask the gentleman from 
Mississippi whether the Government now has a manufactory for 
the manufacture of this powder? 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. The Government is now manufacturing 
powder. On page 43, line 10, beginning the clause immediately 
prior to this, the bill says that there shall be appropriated 
$629,000 for a certain purpose, and one of them is, you will find, 
on line 10,a provision for “ manufacture or purchase of ammuni- 
tion.” So that the Government is now manufacturing powder 
by law. Whether the War Department is doing it in fact or not 
T. do not know. But I understand it is doing it as a matter of 
fact. 

Mr. HULL. In the matter of manufacturing a powder, there 
is a manufacture of powder for the Navy. If we start to manu- 
facture, this would carry it right on. We do manufacture some 
of the material, but we do not manufacture the powder. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether, as a 
matter of fact, or not the War Department manufactures any 
powders or has eyer manufactured any or not, but I do know 
that there is authority of law for it in existing law, and that 
therefore this is a limitation of the manner and method—a re- 
striction. It makes no difference, so far as the point of order is 
concerned, whether a pound is really ever manufactured or not 
by the Army Department. The fact is that it is manufactured 
by the Navy Department; but if the War Department wants to 
manufacture it authority of law is here already for the manu- 
facture of powder. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman that 
there is a point of order raised. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to be heard, Mr. Chair- 
man, on the inquiry that the Chair has just made. I want to 
read from the report of the Secretary of the Navy, made to the 
Fifty-sixth Congress, and directly on that point, under the head 
of “ Powder,” page 30: 

The Government powder factory at Indian Head is progressing 
favorably and will be completed in a few months. Unavoidable de- 
lays in obtaining materials have retarded its progress to some extent, 
and it is preferable to do good rather than hasty work. It is neither 
expected nor desired to enter into competition at these works with 
peireto manufacturers, exċept as to quality, it being the policy of the 


partment to foster the comme: dustry, upon which the country 
must largely draw for its supply. 

Also I want to read from the report of the Secretary of the 
Navy of November 17, 1900, on page 13, in which he says: 

Manufacturers of smokeless powder are now experiencing little diffi- 
culty in supplying powder of excellent quality which meets the required 
climatic, physical, and ballistic tests. Three of the battle ships and 
one cruiser have already received an outfit of smokeless powder, and 
other vessels will be supplied as they are commissioned. 

The manufacture of smokeless powder by the Government has been 
successfully carried on during the past year. 

I de not know 


So, as a matter of fact, we are making powder. 
how much we are making, but this amendment simply enlarges 
the appropriation for manufacturing powder by the Government, 
and is not new legislation and does not change existing law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi provides 
that out of the $1,200,000 appropriated, in so far as it relates 
to ammunition, it shall be expended for ammunition which 
shall be manufactured by the Government. 

Now, the present occupant of this chair thinks that the deci- 
sion of this question must be based exclusively upon the 
facts in the case, not upon the language in this or other 
bills concerning the purchase or manufacture of ammunition, 
but upon the actual facts of the case. If the Government, 
in any of its departments, has no facilities for manufactur- 
ing powder, then this amendment would haye a tendency to 
force the Government into establishing a manufactory for the 
purpose of making powder. If, however, as appears from the 
facts brought forth in this debate, the Government of the 
United States is manufacturing ammunition, it would seem that 
this amendment is simply a limitation and merely prescribes 
the method in which this money shall be expended; and if 
there is no contradiction of the fact that the Government is 
manufacturing powder, the Chair would hold the amendment 
is in order as a limitation, and overrules the point of order, 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Division, Mr. Chairman! 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 54, noes 81. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask for tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed Mr. HULL 
and Mr. WILIAMS. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 
53, noes 85. 

Accordingly the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment at the end of line 22. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. g 
The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of line 22, on page 43, insert: 

“And it is hereby declared to be the fixed policy of the Government to 


enter upon the manufacture of all powder needed for use of the Army 
and the Navy.” 


Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order on that 
for two reasons. One is that we have passed that paragraph 
and proceeded to the next one, and the other is that it is entirely 
a change of existing law. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is only necessary to pass upon the first 
point. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out, in line 2, 
page 44, the words “ two hundred thousand.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an amend- 
ment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 44, in lines 2 and 3, strike out“ two hundred thousand; so 
that it will read “one million dollars.” 

Mr. HULL. We have stricken out all about machinery. 

Mr. SHERLEY. I should like to ask the gentleman if that 
$200,000 covers the amount necessary for the building of ma- 
chinery? 

Mr. HULL. I should say that would amply cover it, because 
it is not so much for building machinery as it is supplying ma- 
chines to replace old ones. My understanding is that it will 
more than cover it. 

Mr. SHERLEY. That is all right. I had intended to offer 
a similar amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ordnance stores and supplies: For overhauling, cleaning, repairing, 
and preserving ordnance and ordnance stores in the han of troops 

at the arsenals, posts, and depots; for purchase and manufacture 
of ordnance stores to fill requisitions of troops; for infantry, cavalry, 
and artillery equipments, including horse equipments for cavalry and 


artillery, and the machinery necessary for their manufacture at ar- 
senals, $1,185,000. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the words in lines 
3 and 4, after “artillery,” down to and including “ arsenals,” 
are out of order in this bill, and ought to go out, under the 
previous ruling of the Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the Clerk will 
make the alteration. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

National trophy and medals for rifle contests: That for the purpose 
of furnishing a national trophy and medals and other weeny to be pro- 
vided and contested for annually, under such regulations as may be 
mee by the Secretary of War, sald contest to be open to the 

rmy, REN Marine Corps, and the National Guard or organized 
militia of the several States, Territories, and of the District of Colum- 
bia, and for the cost of the trophy, 3 and medals herein pro- 
vided for, and for the promotion e practice, the sum of $5,000 
be, and the same is hereby, e ger 

ated, 


Treasury not otherwise appropr to be 
F preseribed under the direction o 


out of any money in the 
nded for the purposes 
the Secretary of War, 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out all after 
the word “dollars,” in line 15, including the word “ appro- 
priated,” in line 17. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from [Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 45, in lines 15, 16, and 17, strike out the words “be, and 
the same is hereby, appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated. 

Mr. MADDEN. That would make the item read: 

And for the promotion of rifle practice the sum of $5,000, to be ex- 
pended for the purposes hereinbefore prescribed under the direction of 
the Secretary of War. 

Mr. HULL. I have no objection to that amendment at all. 

Mr. MADDEN. It seems superfluous to have that language 
there. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Hereafter all funds received as the value of military stores tran 
ferred by the several staff departments of the Army to the Insular De- 

tment of the 55 or work done, shall be deposited in the 

reasury of the Unit States and remain available during the fiscal 
year in which the transaction occurred and the following year for the 
procurement of like military stores to replace those so transferred. 

Mr. MADDEN. I move to strike out the paragraph just read, 
because it seems to be a duplicate of one printed on page 46, 
commencing at line 17 and running down to line 23. 

Mr. HULL. No; they are different propositions. 

Mr. MADDEN. Then I withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the amendment 
will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Whenever the Ordnance Department, under existing regulations, pro- 
cures stores for other Executive Departments or bureaus, including the 
Philippine government, its appropriations shall be applicable to defray 
the necessary expenses in connection with the procurement, subject to 
reimbursement from time to time, or on completion of the work, from 
the department or bureau for which the stores were procured. 

Hereafter the purchase of supplies and the procurement of services 
for all branches of the Army service may be made in open market, in 
the manner common among business men, when the aggregate of the 
amount required does not exceed $500; but every such purchase shall 
be promptly reported to the Secretary of War for approval, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I reserve the point of order, for the purpose 
of asking the gentleman from Iowa a question or two about 
these paragraphs. 

Mr. HULL. It is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I am not making the point of order; but does 
not this first paragraph, on page 46, have the effect of increasing 
the appropriation heretofore made for that purpose? 

Mr. HULL. Do you mean the Ordnance Department? No; 
I think not. The Ordnance Department under existing regula- 
tions does procure stores for some other Executive Departments 
and bureaus, and especially the Philippine government. They 
have repaired their guns at the expense of the General Goyern- 
ment. They furnish guns to the constabulary. They take 
charge of that, and they sell guns. 

Now, they pay out of the insular treasury for this work; but 
unless you have this provision the Ordnance Department is 
crippled to that extent, because in place of being able to reuse 
that money in the way it was appropriated for they are short 
the amount that they furnish to the Philippine government. 

Mr. TAWNEY. In the next paragraph, on which this point of 
order is reserved, I would like to have the gentleman’s opinion 
as to whether it will not result in an increase of appropriation 
there. 

Mr. HULL. Yes; it will. There is a $300 increase there, and 
it puts in the Medical Department as well as the others. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I withdraw the point of order, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

All funds received as the value of military stores transferred by the 
several staff departments of the Army to the insular department of 
the Philippines, or work done, shall be deposited in the Treasury of the 
United States and remain available during the fiscal year in which the 
transaction occurred and during the following year for the procurement 
of military stores. 


Mr. TAWNBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I would like to have the chairman explain that provi- 
sion. 

Mr. HULL. That is on the line of the provision we had last 
year. House Document 424 shows that the provision in the 
Army bill for this fiscal year contains the following provision: 

All funds received as the value of military stores transferred by the 
several staff departments of the Army to the insular department of 
the Philippines shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States 
and remain available during the fiscal year 1906 for the procurement 
of like military stores to replace those so transferred. 

Now, this makes it available for the fiscal year and the fol- 
lowing year, because the way it was passed last year it was not 
effective. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I am still of the opinion that 
commencing on line 17, page 46, is a duplication of that 
which is contained in line 20 and following on page 45. If 
the chairman of the committee can explain why it is not a dupli- 
cate, I would like to have him do it; otherwise I want to re- 
serve a point of order until I bear what he has to say. 

Mr. HULL. My impression ts that the gentleman from Illi- 
nois is right and that from line 17 to line 23, on page 46, should 
be stricken out. 

Mr. MADDEN. I moye, Mr. Chairman, that the paragraph 
commencing in line 17 and ending in line 23, on page 46, be 
stricken out. 

Mr. HULL. I think that is correct. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

To enable the Secretary of War to prepare the ground and suitabl 
mark the graves of soldiers and sailors buried on Isle St. Michel, 
commonly known as “Crab Island,” the sum of $20,000, or such por- 
tion thereof as may be necessary. 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 


amendment: 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Insert, after line 3, on page 47, the following: 

That a commission is hereby created to be known as the Confederate 
Memorial Commission, to consist of three members, who shall receive 
an annual salary of $5,000 per year, payable monthly. The President 
of the United States shall, uF and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, appoint the commission from veterans of the Union and Con- 


federate armies. Vacancies occurring therein shall be filled in the 
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same manner. 
herein set forth under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers and 


It shall have the authority and exercise the powers 


the direction of the Secretary of War. 

Sec. 2. That said commission shall organize within thirty days 
after its S by the selection of such officers as may be re- 
quired in the performance of its duties, and shall also adopt rules and 
regulations, not inconsistent with law, to govern its deliberations, sub- 
ject to the approval of the Secretary of War. 

Sec. 3. That it shall be the duty of the said commission to mature 
and adopt such plan or plans, from examinations already made of the 
graves of Confederate soldiers, looking to the preservation, protection, 
and beautifying of the same, and shall supervise the expenditure of any 
moneys appropriated by Congress looking to the protection, care, and 
beautifying of the graves of Confederate soldiers, which disbursements 
shall be audited by the Auditor for the War Department. 

‘ Mr: KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order against 
nat. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ask the gentleman from California to 
reserve his point of order until I can be heard. 

Mr. KAHN. I will reserve it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I note that the commit- 
tee in this appropriation bill reports an item here “to enable 
the Secretary of War to prepare the ground and suitably mark 
the graves of soldiers and sailors buried on Isle St. Michel, 
commonly known as ‘Crab Island,’ the sum of $20,000.” Of 
course the item would be, in all probability, subject to a point 
of order if the point of order were made, which I do not propose 
to make against that item in the bill. But I want to say that 
the amendment I have offered is along the same lines. The 
amendment offered by the committee in the bill proposes to 
take care of the Union soldiers. 

Mr. HULL. Oh, no; of the war of 1812. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, they are soldiers of the United 
States and still Union soldiers. The provision that I offer here 
is along the lines of the bill, I think, and of a bill that has 
already been reported to this House by the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs to mark the graves of the Confederate soldiers. 

Mr. KEIFER. On that island? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; it is a general bill. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, it has been the sweet pleasure for the women of the 
South to decorate and, as far as lay in their power, to preserve 
the graves of the Confederate soldiers; but it is beyond their 
power to accomplish that which I believe we owe to the future. 
I believe the graves of the northern soldiers and Confederate 
soldiers belong to the country; that no country ever amounted to 
anything that has not a history, and that unless we preserve the 
history of our country we are on the downward grade. The 
bravery and glory of those who bore our flag, whether they were 
on the northern side or on the southern side of the line, is a 
part of the glory of our country; and we owe it to the children 
of our country, whether they come from southern blood or from 
northern blood, to mark the graves of their forefathers. Now, 
this bill or this amendment which I offer does not contemplate 
a large expenditure of money at any time. It certainly does not 
contemplate a large expenditure now; but I will say that 
through the southern country there are a few cemeteries where 
a Confederate soldier is buried that monuments haye been 
erected over the graves of that private soldier. Many of these 
plats are still extant where you could locate the grave of the 
particular soldier and erect a headstone for that particular man 
at that grave. 

If you let time run much further, those tablets, those memo- 


-randa of records from which you can erect these monuments 


will have gone, and then it will be impossible to do so in the 
future. Now, all this amendment proyides is the appointment 
of three commissioners from the Confederate and from the Union 
armies—old soldiers on both sides—to collect these records and 
report to Congress what we should do in reference to the pre- 
serving of the Confederate graves. It is a matter in which the 
whole country is interested. It is no more out of order than 
the provision in the bill that has just preceded it, and I hope 
the point of order will not be made. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I will state to the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Unprerwoop] that the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs by unanimous vote this morning reported out the 
Senate bill known as the “ Foraker bill,” fixed up by amend- 
ment exactly as the women of the South asked us. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But this is the same thing. 

Mr. HULL. No; it is not the same thing, and we put 
$200,000 in that bill, and when we take that bill up and pass 
it through the House it can become a law before this one. 
There is no use of loading down the appropriation bill with it. 
It is true this is just as much in order as the proviso which 
precedes it, but the time for raising the point of order on that 
has passed. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
order. 

Mr. HULL. We wanted to do just what the good women of 


I do not intend to raise the point of 
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the South, who cherish in their hearts the memory of their 
brave who are buried near northern prisons, desired, and we 
have made all the requirements that the South has asked of us— 
North and South on the committee uniting to do this work as 
one of the peace offerings of this time to all the passions of the 
past. [Applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will 
allow me just a moment, I. will say this: I appreciate, as a 
southern man, what the committee has done, so far as the For- 
aker bill is concerned. I believe it is right; but that bill applies 
merely to the graves near northern prisons. Now, I think that 
the soldier who died south of the Mason and Dixon line is just 
as near and dear to the hearts of his people as any Confederate 
soldier who died north of that line. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentleman that 
the Confederates who appeared before us on that proposition 
say that where their dead lie in their own neighborhoods and 
among their own people the South does not ask and does not 
expect and would not tolerate the Federal Government taking 
charge of those graves. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to my friend that some people 
haye said that, but I have received petitions, and a number of 
them, that desire this very thing to be done as to the southern 
+ graves. Now, I will state that I have received letters from 
these ladies the gentleman speaks of. They have beautified the 
graves; but I can point to a number of cemeteries in the South 
where to-day there is not a monument raised. It is true the 
cemeteries are kept clean; they are beautified as far as our 
people have the money to beautify them; but they have not 
erected any headstones to mark out where the individual soldier 
lies, where his people can come and find him in the future. 
They haye not the money to do it. The Federal Government 
has the money, and I think it would be a proper tribute to the 
glory of these people. 

Mr. KAHN and Mr. HARDWICK rose. 5 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Alabama a question. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I will yield the floor to the gen- 
tleman from Alabama until he can answer the question of his 
colleague. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gen- 
tleman this question, if this does not correctly represent the 
position of the ladies of the South on this question. I hold in 
iny hand this letter from the Ladies’ Memorial Association of 
Georgia, in which they say that they are in favor of the pro- 
visions of the Foraker bill only, and that they do not desire 
that any special care be given by the Government to any Con- 
federate graves in the South. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentle- 
man that I do not so understand the letter. My understanding 
of the letter was that they preferred the Foraker bill to the bill 
introduced by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Prince], because 
the Foraker bill provided for a commission to look after these 
matters, instead of subordinate employees of the War Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. HARDWICK. The concluding sentence of the letter, I 
will state, is this: 

The decided preference of these associations is for the provisions 
of the Foraker bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I have 
had letters myself from the ladies in reference to this bill that 
I have introduced, and the objection was to the Prince bill, not 
to the idea of taking care of the graves in the South. The ob- 
jection was to not having officers of the Union and Confederate 
armies of high character and standing to do this work. That 
is what they want. F 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, as the son of a Confederate 
soldier who is very proud of being one, I hope the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Unprerwoop] will withdraw his amendment. 
I have received letters from Gen. Stephen D. Lee, the last lieu- 
tenant-general of the Confederacy and the chief of the Order of 
United Confederate Veterans; I have received letters from 
Mrs. Lizzie George Henderson, the head of the Daughters of 
the Confederacy ; from Mrs. Behan, at the Southern Memorial 
Society, and I have received letters from the Sons of Confeder- 
ate Veterans of the various camps, all united in requesting that 
the Foraker bill be reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs to the House just as it passed the Senate, and all say- 
ing that it would be perfectly satisfactory to them from every 
standpoint, sentiment being the most precious of all. All of us 
I think are united in this. I think no daughter and no son of 


a Confederate veteran whose body is safely buried within the 
soil of his own country desires anybody else except the family 
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of the buried soldier to decorate and keep his grave. [Ap- 
plause.] I am not asking even the legislation which the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs is going to report, except for the rea- 
son that the graves are upon northern soil adjacent to prisons 
held by the Federal Government during the war, outside of 
Dixieland, and it is not possible for us to give them the care 
and attention which people like to give to the graves of those 
whom they respect. I hope that nothing will be done to inter- 
fere with the passage of the bill which the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs of the House is going to bring into the House, 
which I understand is the bill passed by the Senate. 

Mr. HULL. There is only one amendment, and that is agreed 
upon by the Daughters of the Confederacy, and that is simply 
in regard to the purchase of the land, in the discretion of the 
Secretary of War. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that. 

Mr. HULL. That is the only change made in the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that. 

Mr. KAHN. The gentleman from Ohio desires to address the 
Chair, and I have no desire to interfere with him. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with pro- 
found admiration to the remarks made by the gentleman from 
Mississippi. During the last Congress the so-called “ Foraker 
bill” had been passed by the Senate, and at the request of the 
distinguished Senator, who was also for his age a most dis- 
tinguished soldier, I looked after the interest of that bill in 
this House, and tried in various ways to reach an opportunity 
to have it passed. During the time it was pending I heard 
from not only Members on this floor who were ex-Confederate 
soldiers, but from a great many gentlemen who came to the 
city, and during the recess between the Fifty-eighth and Fifty- 
ninth Congresses I heard a great deal in the southern cities 
about the so-called“ Foraker bill.” I understand that what the 
gentleman from Mississippi has said is exactly a correct state- 
ment of the public sentiment of the South. Their anxiety for 
the passage of the Foraker bill is not that they are not abun- 
dantly able and abundantly willing to do all that they could do 
to carry out their sentimental, patriotic, and affectionate pur- 
poses, but it is because the Federal Government has the data 
upon which alone this purpose could be carried into execution. 

I might refer to Johnsons Island, a beautiful spot, where, 
under the superintendency of the Federal Government, these un- 
fortunate soldiers were laid to rest, and whatever of data, what- 
ever of identication there remain are in the hands of the Fed- 
eral Government, and the same may be said of the surroundings 
of hospitals and prisons in Chicago and elsewhere—in the North 
and in the South—and it was the patriotic purpose of Congress, 
Mr. Chairman—not of the North, not of the South—but it was 
the patriotic purpose of the Congress of the United States, in 
the discharge of its duty, to do what was proposed to be done. 
[Applause.] It was not an offer coming from the North to be 
executed as a gratuity to the South, but it was an act of hu- 
manity, of decency, of loyalty and good fellowship, with a pur- 
pose to put one more flower over the chasm we haye been trying 
to close up for so many years. [Applause.] So I hope that there 
will be no opposition coming upon this floor when that bill shall 
come up, nor yet in the form of amendment to the pending bill, 
that seeks to supersede the operation of the Foraker bill. Let 
that bill be accepted in the spirit in which it has come here and 
it will go a long way to carry out the suggestion that McKinley 
made, that Roosevelt has made, and to which every patriotic 
loyer of his country to-day says Amen. [Applause.] 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I received in the mail yes- 
terday morning a letter, which I desire to call to the attention 
of the committee. It is as follows: 

ATLANTA, GA., February 24, 1906, 


Hon. W. T. HARDWICK, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sin: The Ladies’ Memorial Association, of this city, represent- 
ing, as they believe, the strong sentiment of all similar associations in 
Georgia, respectfully urge that your sympathetic attention be given to 
the measures now pending in Congress concerning the care of Confed- 
erate graves, by our Government, 

The ladies of these associations feel that they can not show too earn- 
estly their great concern that the graves of those brave soldiers of the 
Confederate as well as of the Union Armies who died in service or 
were killed in battle should not become a reproach to our country or to 
any part of its people on account of neglect. 

These associations have not failed to prevent this reproach so far 
as the graves are accessible, but thousands of southern soldiers died 
and were buried far away, where their praras have no proper care. 
For these graves especially they make this appeal to Congress, and 
pray that their voice may be favorably heard. The decided preference 
of these associations is for the provisions of the Foraker bill, and they 
respectfully urge their adoption. 

Very truly, yours, Mrs. W. D. ELLIS, 
President Ladies’ Memorial Association of Atlanta, Ga. 
Mrs. JOSEPH MORGAN, 
Mrs. S. H. MELONE, 
Miss Lucy Evans. 
Committee. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I am utterly opposed to the adoption of 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Unverwoop], even if the point of order against it be not insisted 


upon. So far as the South is concerned, our ladies haye demon- 
strated, in splendid loyalty and in touching love, their ability to 
take care of the Confederate graves that are located in our 
own midst. And we do not ask and we do not desire, and I be- 
lieve I speak the overwhelming sentiment of the South when 
I say that we would not appreciate the aid there. We can take 
care of the graves of our own dead whenever they are on our 
own soil. The memorial associations everywhere ask only that 
Congress give this aid under circumstances detailed by the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIILIAus!] and by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor]—namely, when those graves are 
away from the South, where the loving care of the women of the 
South can not reach them. 

I therefore respectfully submit, in the interest and in behalf 
of the ladies of the South, that the passage of any such amend- 
ment as this would be, whether intentional or not—and I know 
that it would be unintentional—a reflection upon that tender 
love and grateful care which the women of the South have ever 
bestowed, in our own land, upon the graves of our dead. And I 
earnestly hope the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Unperwoop] 
will not insist upon his motion. [Applause.] ¥ 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr, Chairman, in the beginning of this Con- 
gress Mr. Foraker introduced a bill in the Senate to mark the 
graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Confederate Army and 
Navy who died in northern prisons and were buried near the 
prisons where they died, and for other purposes, A bill iden- 
tical with the bill that Senator Foraker introduced was intro- 
duced by me in the House. The bill introduced by the Senator 
was referred to the appropriate committee of the Senate, and 
they reported his original bill with certain amendments. Dur- 
ing the time this proceeding was going on in the Senate like 
action was being taken in the House on the bill I introduced. 
The Comittee on Military Affairs made some amendments to 
that bill. They reported it to the House and it is now on the 
Calendar. In the meantime, as the two bills as amended came 
before the country they brought the attention of those who are 
directly interested in the result. After much discussion on the 
part of the Confederate soldiers of the South and on the part 
of the Daughters of the Confederacy, they were led to believe, 
and I do not question their judgment, that they preferred the 
Foraker bill as amended to the Prince bill as amended. 

To-day we had a hearing before the Military Committee. 
There appeared before us a gentleman in behalf of the Southern 
Confederacy Memorial Association, and one of its principal 
officers. There also appeared before us a lady, who is a his- 
torian of the Daughters of the Confederacy. We gave them a 
hearing, and as a result of that hearing the committee unani- 
mously agreed upon, and authorized me to report to the House, 
the Foraker bill as it is, with a slight amendment. 

I desire to say that much, so that the House will know that 
it is the unanimous desire of the Committee on Military Affairs 
to carry out the wishes of the representatives of the late South- 
ern Confederacy and the representatives of the Daughters of the 
late Southern Confederacy. That bill, as I have said, was re- 
ported to-day and will be on the Calendar. At the earliest mo- 
ment that the House will permit me under its rules, or other- 
wise, to take that bill up I stand ready to present it, and I ask 
that it be unanimously voted for by the Members of this House. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Kaun] to yield to me just a minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the House does not understand from 
what the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Wit1ams] and the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Harpwick] have said what the 
purport of this bill is. Now, I want to say in the beginning 
that when I arose and offered this amendment I did not know 
that the Military Committee had reported the Foraker bill. It 
was only reported this morning. Necessarily being in the 
records and undisclosed, I had no way of obtaining that in- 
formation, not being a member of the committee. I am heartily 
in favor of the Foraker bill and have always been, but this bill 
is not along that line. 

Now, I understand what my friends say about our southern 
women taking care of our southern graves, and I know they are 
yery jealous about it and very desirous of doing it. But there 
are certain records that you can not preserve more than a gen- 
eration unless you have some means of preserving them. This 
does not say to Congress what it shall do or what this resolu- 
tion shall do. It is an effort to preserve the history of the Con- 
federate soldiers in the civil war. 

If you will listen a minute, you will see that this does not 


interfere with what is to be done under the Foraker bill. 
providing for the appointment of a commission, it says— 

That it shall be the duty of said commission to mature and adopt 
such pian or plans, from examinations already made of the graves of 
Confederate soldiers, looking to the preservation, protection, and beau- 
tifying of the same. 

Now, in those cases where they are preserved, why this com- 
mission would have nothing to do; but there are ene 
where they are not preserved, where, unfortunately, there is 
nobody to take care of them, and in the interest of and in con- 
nection with the sentiment of the southern people to take care 
of these grayes where opportunities haye not been given I am 
pleading to-day. So that is all this amendment amounts to. 

Mr. KEIFER. Will the gentleman allow me a question? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will. 

Mr. KEIFER. I want to ask if it ever occurred to the gentle- 
man that no such attempt has ever been made on the part of the 
United States as to make a record of Union soldiers. ~ 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I must say that when the Union 
soldiers were being buried right after the war, and national 
cemeteries made, I was a very young man, and really did not 
know much about it. 

Mr. KEIFER. But this is a proposition to go to the private 
graveyards and the church cemeteries and all that, throughout 
the South, and gather up and make up a record, is it not? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, I will say to my friend from Ohio, 
the object is to appoint a commission and ascertain the facts 
as to the condition of these graves and report to Congress for 
its consideration. It does not propose any affirmative action 
on the part of Congress at this time. 

Mr. KEIFER. The record that you propose to make is a 
record of those buried in private graveyards and private lots; 
and I wish to suggest to the gentleman that I, with others, will 
go as far as we have gone in reference to Union soldiers, but I 
think this amendment, if adopted, would be very unfortunate 
in its effect upon the measure that the committee, I understand, 
is reporting. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Ohio 
that it is evident from this amendment that it does not intend 
to do anything affirmative now, but merely intends to appoint 
a commission to ascertain the facts and conditions and report 
them to Congress, so that we can have them, if desired in the 
future, to legislate intelligently in reference to the matter of 
preserving the records. It is the record which we wish to pre- 
serve, so that in the future Congress can act if it desires, and 
the Foraker bill does not cover that ground. 

Mr. SPIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I am one of the few ex-Confed- 
erate soldiers on this floor, and think I know something of 
southern sentiment along the lines about which we have been 
talking. While our people gratefully accept the patriotic offer 
on the part of the Government to care for the graves of Con- 
federate prisoners who are buried in northern graveyards, we 
neither expect nor desire that anything of the kind shall be done 
with reference to the graves of our dead who are sleeping in 
their own soil. Not only do our women feel this way about it, 
but the living ex-Confederate soldiers themselves and the sons 
and daughters of the dead feel the same way. I think that 
the offering of the amendment by the gentleman from Alabama 
is unfortunate, and I hope that he will withdraw it and not 
either have it ruled out on a point of order or voted down in 
this House. [Applause.] 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Committee 
on Military Affairs, I heartily approve of the Foraker bill, 
which the committee agreed to report this morning, and when 
it comes up for discussion on this floor I shall be very glad 
to raise my voice, if necessary, and give my vote in its favor. 
I believe that the graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Con- 
federate army and navy who died in northern prisons should 
be properly marked by our Government. The bill which the 
gentleman from Alabama has offered as an amendment to the 
Army appropriation bill, however, is entirely out of order. The 
gentleman has made a splendid appeal, a splendid speech for 
the benefit of his gallant constituents; but the gentleman must 
know, if he knows anything of legislation, that this is not a 
proper place to offer such an amendment. [Laughter.] The 
gentleman knows that you can not legislate in this fashion; 
that what the gentleman has proposed here is against the rules 
of the House. I am surprised that my friend from Alabama 
should expect to have a matter of this kind go through, prac- 
tically, by unanimous consent. I have no doubt but that his 
is a proper case, but I say that a matter of this kind should be 
looked into by a proper committee. When the gentleman’s bill 
is reported to this House in a proper manner from the proper 
committee, and it comes up for discussion in this House, then 
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I think will be the proper time to take it up for consideration. 
I must insist upon the objection I haye made. [Laughter and 
applause. } 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to go back to the last paragraph on page 44, 
in order that I may ask the gentleman from Iowa, the chairman 
of the committee, to give attention to a matter which I think 
has escaped his attention. 

Mr. HULL. I noticed that. There is only one more para- 
graph to read; let us read that, and then your request to return 
to the paragraph will be in order. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Very well. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized to ex- 
pend the sum of $5,000, or so much thereof as 5 be necessary, in 
protecting and preserving the battlefield of Balls Bluff, in Loudoun 
County, Va.; and the burial place of those killed in that battle. In his 
discretion and within said appropriation said Secretary of War is 
authorized to buy so much of said battlefield as he deems proper for 
the purposes aforesaid. The sum of $5,000, or so much thereof as may 
be necessary, is hereby appropriated for this purpose. 


Mr. HOAR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer the following 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers 
an amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 47, in line 4, after the word “that,” insert the words “ the 
sum of $5,000 be, and the same is hereby, appropriated, and.” 

On page 47, in line 5, strike out the words “sum of $5,000” and 
insert the word “ same.” 
aur pari 47, in line 11, strike out the sentence after the word “ afore- 


Mr. HULL. I ask that the paragraph be read as it will read 
after the amendment is adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the paragraph as it 
will read when amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the sum of $5,000 be, and the same is hereby, appropriated, and 
the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authori: to expend the 
same, or so much thereof as may be necessary, in protecting and pre- 
serving the battlefield of Balls Bluff, in Loudoun County, Va., and the 
burial place of those killed in that battle. In his discretion and within 


said appropriation said Secretary of War is authorized to buy so much 
of sald battlefield as he deems proper for the purposes aforesaid. 


Mr. HULL. I have no objection to that amendment at all. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. That means that only 
$5,000 will be appropriated? 

Mr. HULL. That is all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massathusetts. Now, Mr. Chairman, I 
submit my request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent to return to the last paragraph on page 44, 
to the title of “ Ordnance stores and supplies,” for the purpose of 
asking a question of the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I call the attention of the 
chairman of the committee to the fact that the item for 
machinery necessary for the manufacture of equipments for the 
infantry and cavalry and for ordnance has been stricken out, 
but that the total amount appropriated remains unchanged, 
which would operate to leave a surplus in the hands of the De- 
partment officer. 

Mr. HULL. If the gentleman will ask unanimous consent to 
strike out the words“ and eighty-five,” I will raise no objection. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I ask unanimous consent 
to strike out, in line 4, page 45, the words “ and eighty-five.” 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Massachusetts offers 
an amendment to be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 45, line 4, strike out the words “and eighty-five.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HULL. I move that the committee do now rise and 
report the bill to the House with the amendments and with a fa- 
vorable recommendation. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. BOUTELL, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had directed him to report back to the House 
the bill (H. R. 14897) making appropriation for the support of 
the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, with sundry 
amendments, and with the recommendation that the amend- 
ments be agreed to, and that as amended the bill do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate yote demanded on any of the 


amendments? If not, they will be voted upon in gross, 
The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time; and it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hutt, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 


TARIFF RELATIONS BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND GERMANY. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present the following 
privileged report from the Committee on Ways and Means. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolution No. 346. 

Resolved, That the President of the United States is hereby requested, 
if not incompatible with the public Interest, to transmit to Congress 
information as to what arrangement or agreement the Department of 
State has made with the German Government in reference to the tarif 
relations between the United States and Germany. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I desire to have the report read 
so far as it includes the letter from Secretary Root. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


[House Report No. 1833, to accompany H. Res. 346.] 


Mr. Payne, from the Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was 
referred House resolution 346, calling upon the President of the United 
States for information as to what arrangement or agreement the De- 

artment of State has made with the German Government, reports 
: or the resolution with the recommendation that it be laid upon the 
able. 

The resolution was submitted by the Committee on Ways and Means 
to the Secretary of State, who replies, under date of February 28 in- 
stant, transmitting the entire arrangement or agreement and all papers 
relating thereto between the United States and ihe German Government 
in reference to the subject-matter of the resolution. This corre- 
spondence and the papers received from the Secretary of State are 
made a part of this report, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 28, 1906. 

My Dran Mr, Payne: I have your letter of to-day inclosing copy 
of a resolution introduced in the House yesterday requesting * infor- 
mation as to what arrangement or agreement the partment of State 
has made with the German Government in reference to tariff relations 
between the United States and Germany.” 

Perhaps the simplest treatment of the subject will be to give you the 
information now. There has been no arrangement or a ment made 
with the German Government in reference to the tariff relations be- 
tween the United States and Germany, except as appears in the in- 
closed correspondence. 

The proclamation referred to in my letter of February 19, 1906, con- 
tinuing the duties of section 3 of the Dingley tariff act has been issued. 
The amended consular regulations, Nos. 678 and 680, referred to in my 
letter of February 16, 1906, have been prepared and will probably have 
been 1 by the President by the time your committee meets. 5 
very sincerely, yours, 

Ermu Roor. 

The Hon, Sereno E. PAYNE, 

Chairman Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives. 

(Inclosures:) To German ambassador, February 16, 19, 21, and 23, 
1906. From German ambassador, February 18, 24, and 26, 1906, with 
memorandum. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the 
accompanying papers be printed with the report without read- 
ing them. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I was about to ask for the 
same thing, as I introduced the resolution, and I hope it will 
not be objected to. 

The SPBAKER. The 
Chair hears none. 

The papers are as follows: 


Is there objection? [After a pause.] 


DEPARTMENT OF Srarn, 
Washington, February 16, 1908. 

ExCELLEXCY : I bave received from the Secretary of the Treasury a 
formulation of the various changes in the Customs Laws and Regula- 
tions, to whieh the Treasury gives its assent, upon the several points 
as to which you desire changes. 

1. You said in your letter of November 21: “It is now almost en- 
tirely the rule that the exporter has to appear personally before the 
American consul in order to get his invoice legalized. Could the rule 
be made the exception?“ 

I inclose herewith, marked “A,” a proposed amendment of section 
678 of our Consular Regulations, which I think accomplishes what you 
desire. 

2. You say: “ Would it be possible to have the invoice legalized, at 
the choice of the exporter, in the district where the goods have been 
bought or in the district where the importer lives?” 

The proposed amendment of regulation 678 above referred to also 
provides that the invoice may be legalized at the choice of the ex- 
porter in the district in which the goods were bought or in the dis- 
trict where they were manufactured. This I understand to he a sub- 
stantial compliance with your wish. 

3. You say: Could, under certain circumstances, the American 
consul in making his inquiries about the dutiable value be instructed 
to cooperate with competent German chambers of commerce?” 

I inclose a proposed amendment of Consular Regulation No. 680, 
making it the duty of consular officers to confer with the German 
chambers of commerce, and making it their duty also to report the 
communications which they may receive from such bodies, so that their 
views and action shall be before the Soprelsing officers in this country. 
The proposed amended regulation 680 marked B.” 

4. You say: Could the special agents or commissioners sent by the 
United States to Germany (special Treasury experts and agents) in 
order to investigate in cases of special importance the market value 
be notified to the German Government and in certain cases cooperate 
with the competent German chambers of commerce?” 

I inclose a proposed instruction to the agent of our Treasury Depart- 
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ment charged with such matters in Germany which I think will ac- 


complish what you desire. It is marked “C. 

5. You say: “Could, in certain cases in which the accuracy of the 
value declared by the importer had been rendered probable by certifi- 
cates of German officlal chambers of commerce, the importer be allowed, 
if nevertheless the American customs authorities do not accept his 
declaration, the . of defending himself in a more efficient way 
than he now can? Could the appraisers be instructed to give the mo- 
tives of thelr decisions in all cases in which they decide against the 
certificates of these chambers of commerce?" 

inclose a proposed rule, or order, from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to the Board of General Appraisers, which requires them to make 
the hearing in such cases open and in the presence of the importer or 
his attorneys whenever the goue interests will not be prejudiced 
thereby. It is believed that will accomplish what you desire as 
fully as is practicable. It does not seem to be practicable to require a 
regular trial, as in a court of law, upon every case of appraisement. 
That would be something unknown to the administration of customs 
laws anywhere in the world and wholly incapable of practical operation. 
The whole theory under which our customs laws are administered is 
that the appraising officer shall reach a conclusion as to the value upon 
the best information that he can get. The rule now proposed goes as 
far in the direction of turning this ascertainment of value into a trial 
as su ne ad th it is possible to go. This proposed rule is 
mar ip” 

6. You say: “Could it be arranged that an additional duty be leyied 
ony in ae the appraised value exceeds the declared value more than 

r cent?” 

his would require Congressional action. I inclose, marked “E,” a 
pro recommendation from the Secretary of the Treasury to Con- 
gress, which spores the rule for which you ask to the extent of 5 per 
cent, and, as to the remaining 5 per cent, ves the Secretary of the 
Treasury authority to waive or remit the additional duty upon ‘a certifi- 
cate that the undervaluation was the result of honest difference of 
opinion—that is to say, under the proposed rule the additional duty 
would be imposed only in case the appraised value exceeds the de- 
clared value more than 5 per cent, and could then be remitted up to 
the point of a 10 per cent difference upon a certificate of good faith. 

7. You say: “Could goods on consignment be treated like goods 
far Dare been sold as regards the reexamination of costs of produc- 

on?” 


You will recall that in an interview with Baron Bussche he indicated 
this was intended to call for an application of section 7 of the cus- 
toms-administration law, which ts the owner or consignee of pur- 
chased merchandise at the time of entry an addition to the cost or 
value given in the involce, so as to raise the invoice value to the actual 
market value or the wholesale price of such merchandise at the time of 
exportation to the United States. The second A Sertap erp of the * 
posed recommendation by the Secretary of the Treasury marked “B” 
contains a further recommendation for the necessary amendment of 
section 7 to rompy with your wish regarding consigned goods. 

I beg you to believe, my dear Baron, that in our treatment of all 
these subjects we have been actuated by a strong desire to comply with 
the wishes of your Government and to obviate any annoyances or 
hindrances to German producers and merchants in the conduct of their 
trade with the United States. We would greatly deplore any inter- 
ference with that trade, and we are anxious to avoid, so far as it can 
possibly be done, every occasion for irritation on the part of the persons 
engaged in it. We sincerely hope that the trade between our countries 
may continue and increase upon both sides with mutual satisfaction and 


rofit. 
p Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurance of my highest considera- 
on. E 


ELIHU Roor. 
His Excellency BARON SPECK VON STERNBURG, 


A. 
CONSULAR REGULATIONS. 


Section 678. Invoices of merchandise purchased for export to the 
United States must be produced for certification to the consul of the 
district at which the merchandise was purchased, or in the district in 
which it was manufactured, but as a rule consular officers shall not re- 
quire the personal attendance at his office of the shipper, purchaser, 
manufacturer, owner, or his agent, for the purpose of making declara- 
tions to invoices, but he shall certify invoices sent to him through the 
mails or by messenger. To conform to the statute which requires that 
merchandise shall be invoiced at the market value or wholesale price of 
such merchandise as bought and sold in usual wholesale quantities at 
the time of exportation to the United States in the principal markets 
of the country whence imported, consuls will certify to invoices the ad- 
ditional cost of transportation from the place of manufacture to the 

. place of shipment whenever the invoice is presented to be consulated in 
a country other than the one from which the merchandise is being 
directly exported to the United States. 


B. 
CONSULAR REGULATIONS. 


680. When the invoice and declaration are received by the consul it is 
his duty to examine carefully each item and marae 8 himself that it Is 
true and correct. In aid of this examination it shall be the duty of 
such consular officer to confer with official chambers of commerce and 
other trade organizations in his district, and he shall report any and 
all written communications from such commercial bodies and trade 
organizations that may be submitted to him in writing, together with 
ait schedules of prices furnished him officially for that pu „ and the 
consul is authorized, in his discretion, to call for the bills of sale of 
merchandise purchased for export to the United States, to inquire into 
the cost of production of merchandise not obtained by purchase, to 
demand samples, and, if the conditions 2 it, to examine the entire 
consignment. Whenever an invoice is offered for certification which 
covers consolidated shipments consisting of the productions of different 
manufacturers, the consul may demand the submission of the manu- 
facturers' bills relating thereto. Even when the merchandise has been 
purchased for export and the inyoice sets out truly the price paid, the 
consul should ascertain whether the price represents the market value 
of the goods. 8 


In conducting Investigations for purposes of discovering market value 
or cost of manufacture of merchandise produced within your district, 
you directed to confer with chambers of commerce and other trade 
0 tions, and to report to this 


Department all information you 


derive from these sources, together with price lists submitted and 
approved by such organizations. 


D. 


You are hereby directed that in reappraisement cases pending before 
a board of three the hearing shall be open and in the presence of the 
importer or his niger whenever, in the judgment of the board, the 
public interest will not be prejudiced thereby. 

E. 

I beg to recommend the following amendments and modifications of 
the customs administrative act of June 10, 1890: 

1. That section 7 of the customs administrative act of June 10, 1890, 
be so amended as to permit at the time entry is made such addition to 
the cost or value given in the invoice of consigned merchandise as, in 
the 5 of the consignee or his agent, may raise the same to the 
actual market yalue or wholesale price thereof the same as is by said 
act permissible of merchandise actually purchased. 

2. I further recommend that section 7 be so amended as to impose no 
additional duty for undervaluation unless such undervaluation shall 
equal 5 per cent of the market value of the merchandise, and that 
the Secretary of the Treasury be authorized to remit all additional 
duty whenever the undervaluation is less than 10 r cent of the 
value of the imported merchandise, provided the board of general ap- 
praisers shall certify that, in its opinion, the underyaluation is the 
result of good-faith differences of opinion or error. 


IMPERIAL GERMAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, February 18, 1906. 

Mr. Secretary: As the American Government has not found it pos- 
sible to arrive at a decision on my memorandum of November 4 the 
German Government, fully recognizing the difficulties of the American 
Government in dealing with the question, is ready to fulfill the desire 
which been expressed to me by the President and by yourself, and 
recommended by me to or Government. The German Government is 
willing to grant to the United States for a certain period those reduced 
customs duties which have been fixed by the treaties concluded in 1904 
and 1905 between Germany on one side and Belgium, Italy, Austria- 
Hungary, Russia, Roumania, Switzerland, and Seryia on the other side. 
To-day a bill will be introduced in the Reichstag with a view to au- 
thorize the Federal Council (Bundesrath) to grant to the United States 
of America until 30th of June, 1907, these reduced duties. In making 
this concession the German Government expects that Germany wil 
enjoy after March 1, 1906, the reduced duties of section 3 of the 
Dingley tariff as heretofore. 

y I ask you, Mr. Secretary, to favor me with a written confirma- 
tion of this at your earliest convenience? 

The German Government further hopes that the existing sever! 
and rigidness of the American customs administration will be lessened, 
and that during the time granted the negotiations which have been 
8 . continue and finally lead to a conclusion satisfactory 
0 parties. 

Believe me, Mr. Secretary, yours, most sincerely, 


STERNBURG. 
The Hon. ELIHU Root, 
Secretary of State of the United States. 


+ * * And also to state that the President will issue a proclama- 
tion with regard to section 3 in due time. 
The neg tions in the Reichstag will begin on Tuesday next. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
» Washington, February 10, 1906. 

Excretiency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 
note of February 18 advising me that the German Government is will- 
ing to grant to the United States for a certain riod those reduced 
customs duties which have been fixed by the treaties of 1904 and 1905 
between Germany, Belgium, Italy, Austria-Hungary, Russia, Roumania, 
Switzerland, and Servia, and that a bill is about to be introduced In the 
Reichstag with a view to authorize the Bundesrath to grant these re- 
duced duties to the United States until June 30, 1907. 

I beg to say that upon the accomplishment of the purpose thus stated, 
by the assurance to the United States of such reduced duties until the 

of June, 1907, the President will promptly issue the necessary 
proclamation for assuring to Germany the reduced duties of section 3 
of the Dingley tariff, as heretofore. 

I hope that the communication which I had the honor of addressing 
to you Friday, the 16th instant, 9 certain aproposen changes 
in the customs administrative law and regulations will be regarded by 
your Government as evidence of the President's strong desire to relieve 
our customs administration from everything which seems to German 
exporters to have any feature of severity. I hope also that during 
the period which, under the p action of the German Government, 
will continue until the 30th of June, 1907, a satisfactory way will be 
found to establish a permanent basis for the mutual trade of both coun- 
tries upon terms satisfactory to both. I am sure that there could not 
be a more sincere and kindly purpose, or more reasonable and open- 
minded views, than have actuated the representatives of both countries 
in the treatment of this subject, and I feel great confidence that a con- 
tinuance of the same attitude on both sides will lead to a conclusion in 
conformity with the strong desire for real friendship between the Ger- 
man and American peoples which we both entertain. 

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest considera- 


tion. 
ELIHU ROOT. 
His Excellency BARON SPECK VON STERNBURG. 


FEBRUARY 21, 1906. 


My Dear Baron: The President authorizes me to say that the regu- 
lation marked C“ in the memorandum handed me by you to-day can 
be modified in accordance with your suggestion by inserting the word 
“first; so that it will read: 

“In eonducting investigations for pu es of discovering market 
value or cost of manufacture of merchandise produciu within your dis- 
trict, you are directed to confer, first, with chambers of commerce and 
other trade organizations, and to report to this Department all informa- 
tion you derived from these sources, together with price lists submitted 
and approved by such organizations.” 

The other memorandum relatin 


to inclusion of the first general ap- 
praiser in the provision relating 


open bearings has been sent to the 
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Bacretery of the Treasury for an expression of opinion by him, and I 
0 


hope able to advise you regarding that to-morrow. 
Always faithfully, yours, 
Ermu Root. 


His Excellency BARON SPECK yon STERNBURG, 


FEBRUARY 23, 1906. 


My Dran Baron: Regarding the inclusion of the first general ap- 
praiser in the provision authorizing open hearing in Cage inte 
cases, the etary of the Treasury says that it can be done if you 
are specially urgent for it, but he thinks that E ought to say to you t 
he does not consider it probable that the first general appraiser will 
consider it practicable to give hearings which will be in the nature of 
court p: ings, and that he does not think the authority conferred 
in the new rule would be very much exercised by the first general ap- 
praiser—that is to say, he thinks that if the authority were given the 
appraiser would quite uniformly rule that the public interests would be 
prejudiced by the open mamik 

eferring to your letter of February 22, I have asked the Secretary 
of the Treasury to favor me with an expression of his views upon the 
uestions whic ou asked, and I will communicate with you imme- 
tely upon hearing him, 
Very sincerely, yours, 
Ermu Roor. 
His Excellency BARON SPECK VON STERNBURG. 


[Confidential] 
IMPERIAL GERMAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, February 24, 1906. 

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: In os your letter of the 23d instant, per- 
mit me to say that our people interested in the matter think that the 
seared of open hearings before the first general appraiser is essen- 
fal. They also believe that the first general appraiser will not uni- 
formly that the public interests would be prejudiced by the open 
hearing, if he is left entire discretion in this respect. I therefore would 
be greatly obliged to you if you would have the proposed modification 
inser’ 


Believe me, Mr. Secretary, very sincerely, yours, 
Srrnxnund. 
The Hon. ELIHU Root, 
Secretary of State of the United States, Washington. 


IMPERIAL GERMAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, February 26, 1906. 

Dean MR. Srennranr: Permit me, in connection with my statements 
of this morning, to inclose a memorandum explaining the status of our 
new customs law. Could I ask you to be so kind as to send me a short 
notice of the date on which the proclamation of the President regarding 
section 3 of the Dingley tariff will be issued? 

Believe me, ý retary, most sincerely, yours, 
STERNBURG, 

The Hon. Ern Roor, 

Washington, D. C. 

MeMoORANDUM.—The bill has come before the Bundesrath and will im- 
mediately be submitted to the Emperor for signature. In the meaa- 
time the Bundesrath bas made use of the power conferred upon this body, 
and decided on Saturday last to grant, until further notice, to the 

roducts of the United States the rates of the German conventional 
ariff without setting a term within the fixed time. As soon as the act 
has received the signature of His Majesty it will be published, together 
with the resolution of the Bundesrath. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the resolution lie on 
the table. 
The motion was agreed to. 


MARKING GRAVES OF CONFEDERATE SOLDIERS AND SAILORS. 


Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (S. 1234) to provide for the 
appropriate marking of the graves of the soldiers and sailors of 
the Confederate army and navy who died in northern prisons 
and were buried near the prisons where they died, and for 
other purposes, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to ascertain the locations and condition of all 
the preses of the soldiers and sailors of the Confederate army and navy 
in the late civil war, 1861 to 1865, who died in Federal prisons and 
military hospitals in the North and who were buried near their places 
of confinement with power, in his discretion, to acquire possession or 
control over all grounds where said prison dead are buried not now pos- 
sessed or under the control of the United States Government; to cause 
to be prepared accurate registers In triplicate, one for the superintend- 
ent's office in the cemetery, one for the Quartermaster-General’s Office, 
and one for the War Records Office, Confederate archives, of the places 
of burial, the number of the grave, the name, company, regiment, or 
vessel and State, of each Confederate soldier and sailor who so died, by 
verification with the Confederate archives in the War Department at 
Washington, D. C.; to cause to be erected over said graves white marble 
headstones similar to those recently placed over the graves in the Con- 
federate section in the national cemetery at Arlington, Va., similarly 
inscribed: to build proper fencing for the preservation of said burial 

ounds, and to care for said burial 1 8 in all proper respects not 
herein specifically mentioned; the said work to be completed within two 
88 at the end of which a report of the same shall be made to 

‘ongr 


ess. 
That for the carrying out of the objects set forth herein there be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury of the United States 
meit otherwise appropriated, the sum of $200,000, or so much th:reof 


as may be necessary. 


And the Secretary of War is hereby anthorized and directed to ap- 
point some competent person as commissioner to ascertain the location 
of such Confederate grayes not heretofore located, and to compare the 
names of those already marked with the registers in the cemeteries, 
and correct the same when found necessary, as preliminary to the work 


of marking the graves with suitable headstones, and to fix the compen- 
sation of said commissioner, at the rate not to $2,500 per annum, 
who shall be allowed necessary traveling expenses. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman 
a question. We have in Chicago the Confederate mound in 
Oakwood Cemetery, a plat of ground under the care of the 
Government, in which 4,000 Confederate soldiers are buried 
who died at Camp Douglass. The Government has undertaken 
to care for the ground under a bill which I introduced in the 
Fifty-seventh Congress, and an annual appropriation of $250 
is made for the care of it. A Confederate association has 
erected upon this ground a large monument, The ground stands 
in the middle of Oakwood Cemetery. It has no fence around it; 
it is not possible to ascertain the names of all the soldiers buried 
there, but to put a fence around it, to put up marble slabs on 
the ground would simply be to disfigure what is now probably 
one of the most beautiful resting places to be found in this 
country. 

Now, I wish to ask the gentleman whether, under this bill, the 
Secretary of War will be required to walk into this beautiful 
cemetery, into this ground where these soldiers are buried, and 
put up a lot of little dinky slabs around this beautiful monument 
and then put a fence around it? 

Mr. PRINCE. In answer to the gentleman I will say that I 
do not think he would be compelled to do it. If the graves of 
the dead are so sufficiently marked to satisfy those that are 
interested in the marking of the graves, I see no necessity for 
his going there and putting up those markers. 

Mr. MANN. That will depend upon the terms of the bill. 
Of course these graves are not marked at all. There is a plot 
of ground, and there is no possibility of marking the graves 
except that they could put up a lot of marble slabs purporting 
to mark the graves. The graves themselves are beyond mark- 
ing. The ground has been raised, it is grassed over, trees have 
been planted on it by the Government, and it has been put in 
a perfectly beautiful condition. Now, will this bill require the 
Secretary of War to ruin this piece of ground? 

Mr. PRINCE. I should say not. 

Mr. PAYNE. Why not put in a proviso that it shall not ap- 
ply to this cemetery? 

Mr. MANN. It seems to me that might be well. 

Mr. PRINCH. I am frank to say if the gentleman will sub- 
mit an amendment or proviso that I will have no objection to 
it. I do not think there is any necessity for it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. He can not mark the graves if he does not 

know where the graves are. 
- Mr. MANN. I apprehend he will find that condition of affairs 
at most of the graves, but that they will mark the graves there 
in regular order in their places, whether they find the actual 
graves or not. It is true, I suppose, in all of the camp prisons, 
as it was there that trenches were dug in which a large number 
of these soldiers were buried.. There is no way of ascertaining 
where these men are individually buried. Of course, in many 
places it would look better to put up a headstone or a footstone 
in the semblance of ascertaining the exact places, but I do not 
want a bill passed, if I can help it, which will spoil what is cer- 
tainly now the most beautiful resting place for the Confederate 
dead in the North. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If we could insert in the bill the 
words “ where practicable,” I think it would be satisfactory. 

Mr. HEPBURN. Why not put in a proviso that the provi- 
sions of this bill shall not apply to that cemetery. 

Mr. MANN. Why can not the gentleman tell me the place to 
put in a proviso that the provisions of this bill shall not apply 
to the Confederate mound in Oakwood Cemetery, Chicago? 

Mr. KEIFER. If the gentleman will allow me to suggest, 
the same condition, in some degree, exists at Columbus, Ohio, 
and other places, I presume, and it better be made general. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, Mr. Speaker, I hope that will not be 
done. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I think the Confederate mound 
in Oakwood Cemetery is the only place that is now actually 
eared for by the Government in the North where the Confeder- 
ate dead are buried. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no; there are some out here at Ar- 
lington. Certainly the Secretary of War can be trusted in a 
matter of this kind. 

Mr. KEIFER. If he is given discretion. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. He is given that discretion. 

Mr. MANN. If he is given the discretion, I am satisfied. 
Why not put in the words in his discretion.” 

Mr. PRINCE. It is impossible to mark anything where 
there is not anything. 


3246 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


MARCE 1, 


Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I would suggest an amendment, 
at the end of line 16, on page 2, to add the following: 

Provided, That as to cemeteries already under Government care the 
fence and markers may be omitted. 

Mr. MANN. That satisfies me. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I shall object to any amendment 
made to this bill. It has been perfected now exactly as the 
people in interest want it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Mann] will yield a moment, I desire to suggest that wher- 
eyer it can not be ascertained that a soldier has been buried, 
wherever his grave can not be identified, there will be no possi- 
bility even of there being a marking of the grave. Wherever it 
can be identified, we do not care where it is; if a particular Con- 
federate soldier can be ascertained to have been buried in that 
particular place, we want it marked. Now, as far as the situa- 
tion described by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] is 
concerned, there seems to be no possibility of identifying a 
grave, and, of course, it would be a matter of barbarity to 
erect headstones on guesswork, and nobody would attempt it— 
certainly not this Confederate commission; but if they could find 
that a certain Confederate soldier of a certain company and regi- 
ment is buried in a particular spot, they desire to mark it, and 
where they can not ascertain it, of course they will not mark it. 

Mr. MANN. Now, the gentleman would not contend, I sup- 
pose, that if the Confederate mound were not now being taken 
care of this bill would not apply to the case? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why, it could not apply—— 

Mr. MANN. Because it is a futile proceeding for Congress to 
pass a bill upon this subject if it does not propose to actually 
take care of the resting place of these soldiers. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It must first “ascertain” in order to 
“mark.” Where it can not ascertain it can not mark. 

Mr. KEIFER. Will the gentleman from Mississippi allow me 
to make this suggestion? I have the original bill in my hand, 
and I have no objection to it, and I am anxious that it should 
pass, as its friends in the South desire it, but I suggest that 
in line 8, where it reads “ to cause to be erected over said graves 
white marble headstones,” that after the word “ erect” I would 
put in the words “ where practicable,” adding nothing more, but 
putting those two words in there, so it would read: 


To cause to be erected where practicable over said graves white 
marble headstones similar to those, etc. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, could they be erected if it was not 
practicable? 

Mr. KEIFER. It requires it emphatically here, so they might 
have to put them where they ought not to be put. 

Mr. MANN. We do not want headstones in the Confederate 
mound; we do not want a fence around it. It would offend 
every Confederate soldier who came to Chicago and visited this 
place, and I presume more have gone to that graveyard there 
than to any graveyard in the North. This is now in a most 
beautiful spot, and it is cared for under an annual appropriation. 

Mr. HULL. Is not this true, Mr. Speaker: It is under the 
direction of a Confederate, and it is not expected to take charge 
of a place like the Chicago cemetery that is provided for by 
law now, and where the mound has been cared for and so much 
appropriated annually for its care? Therefore how can this bill 
interfere with it? My objection to commencing to interfere 
with the bill by amendment is this, that it has been gone over 
carefully by the committee and it has been carefully considered 
by General Lee—— 

THE FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend for a moment? 
If there be no objection, the Chair will lay before the House a 
Senate bill with House amendments disagreed to, so that it may 
go to conference. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate joint resolution 37, extending the tribal existence and govern- 
ment of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian Territory. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask the House to insist upon 
the House amendments and agree to a conference upon it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas moves that the 
House do insist upon its amendments and agree to a conference. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The SPEAKER announced the following conferees: Mr. SHER- 
MAN, Mr. Curtis, and Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 


MARKING GRAVES OF CONFEDERATE SOLDIERS AND SAILORS. 

Mr, HULL. Mr. Speaker, I was just saying this bill has 
been carefully considered, not only by the committees of the 
Senate and the House, but it was prepared by General Lee and 
the good women of the South. This bill places the responsibil- 
ity cn the ex-Confederate commissioner. There is nothing, in 
my mind, that would justify going into general amendments by 
the House. The cemetery at Chicago is already fixed. A Con- 


federate, a man who holds in as tender reverence the dead of 
the Confederacy as anyone can, will be appointed to look after 
this matter, so it is in the hands of friends; and to assume even 
that he will so act as to desecrate a grave is something that, to 
my mind, is a violent assumption, and I did hope, after we had 
reported it, after we had had full conference with the Daugh- 
ters of the Confederacy and with representative generals of the 
Confederacy this morning, that we would pass the bill as it 
was reported and as they expect it will be passed, and it will 
saye explanation if we do so. In my judgment, no harm will 
come to any cemetery now cared for by the Government, and 
parties directly interested will be happy. 

Mr. CANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I want to say I have the honor 
of having Gen. Stephen D. Lee as one of my constituents, and L 
have had considerable correspondence with reference to this bill, 
and I know that the Foraker bill, and I understand this is the 
same, meets his absolute approval, and he desires this to pass 
without amendment. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, if I had felt that this bill would 
interfere with the Confederate mound at Chicago I probably 
should have raised an objection to the consideration of the 
bill until it were properly amended. I do not ask that the bill 
be amended. I asked in the first place, hoping that there 
might be a response that this bill would not affect the situation 
there. Apparently the bill is directory upon the War Depart- 
ment, but all I ask now is that if it be found that the War 
Department believes that under the bill it is compelled to 
enter upon the Confederate mound at the Oakwood Cemetery 
and put up gravestones there not wanted, and a fence that 
would be a desecration, this House and Congress will promptly 
meet the appeal of the ex-Confederates of Chicago and amend 
the law so that it will not apply to that place. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Will the gentleman allow me a word? 

Mr, PRINCE. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Suppose we pass the bill now as it is. 
There are two or more amendments to the Senate bill. Should 
the bill now be passed, then it will come upon the question of 
concurring by the Senate. And all of us who appreciate the 
position taken by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] will 
see to it that the objection or suggestion of the gentleman 
is made in the Senate or in the conference, as the case may be. 

Mr. MANN. I appreciate fully the suggestion of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor], which, like all of his sug- 
gestions, is very bright; but the truth is, I have all I can do 
trying to look after my work at this end of the Capitol with- 
out attending to the other end. I appreciate the suggestion, 
however, and may act on it. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the committee amend- 
ment will be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 1, in line 9, after the word “confinement,” insert “ with 
power, in his discretion.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I think I have the floor. If it is 
proper now to discuss the bill, I want to yield some time—— 

Mr. KEIFER. Let us pass the bill. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Pass it, and then discuss it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PRINCE] 
has the floor. 

The question is on the passage of the bill as amended. 

The question was taken, and the bill as amended was ordered 
to be read a third time; was accordingly read a third time, and 
passed. 

On motion of Mr. Prince, a motion to reconsider the last vote 


was laid on the table. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED, 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 297. An act to authorize the construction of dams and 
power stations on the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals, Ala- 
bama; and 

H. R. 13308. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Arkansas River at Pine Bluff. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of 
the following title: 

S. 4482. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
the construction of a bridge across the Cumberland River at or 
near Carthage, Tenn.” 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr, 
Orsen, for four days, on account of important business. 
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 45 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Navy submitting an 
estimate of deficiency appropriation for coal and transportation, 
Bureau of Equipment—to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, in 
response to the inquiry of the House, a report of the Commis- 
sioner of the General Land Office as to the conduct of the land 
office at Kingfisher, Okla.—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were seyerally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. PRINCE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15744) to 
abolish the office of Lieutenant-General of the Army of the 
United States, reported the same with amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 1825) ; which said bill and report were referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3541) granting a pension 
to Dora Weathersby, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1796); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, te which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4598) granting an increase 
of pension to James B. Barry, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1797); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5725) granting an increase 
of pension to John G. Davis, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No, 1798) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 5726) granting an increase of pension 
to Cate E. Cobb, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1799) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8530) granting a pension 
to Benjamin Q. Ward, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1800) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
9296) granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth D. Hoppin, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1801); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10450) granting an increase 
of pension to Silas H. Ballard, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1802); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 10562) granting a pension to Alpheuis 
M. Beall, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 1803) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. : 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen- 


granting a pension to Thomas J. Chambers, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1804); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13526) granting a pension 
to Levi N. Lunsford, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1805); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 13537) granting an increase of pension 
to Elizabeth B. Busbee, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1806); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
14113) granting an increase of pension to Isaac N. Perry, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1807) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14487) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Marquis M. De Burger, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1808) ; 
ree said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14824) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Samuel P. Newman, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1809); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 14823) granting an increase of pension 
to William Woods, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1810); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14909), 
granting a pension to John W. Creager, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1811); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15251) granting an increase of pension to Alexander M. Tay- 
lor, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re- 
port (No. 1812); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. ; 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15252) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Samuel Allbright, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1813); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15253) granting an increase of pension 
to Balos C. Dewees, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1814) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15304) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Irwin O’Bryan, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1815); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15385) granting an increase of pension to William Lucas, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1816) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15393) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Nancy N. Allen, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1817); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15536) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry H. Tillson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1818); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15553) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Susan H. Isom, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1819); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MILLER, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12840) for the relief of 


sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10785) | L. Biertempfel, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
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panied by a report (No. 1820); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. McGAVIN, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11676) for the relief of 
persons who sustained property damage caused by fire at the 
Rock Island Arsenal, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1821); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. GARRETT, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8699) for the relief of 
James A Carroll, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1822); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MOUSER, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13418) for the relief of 
W. S. Hammaker, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1823); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas, from the Committee on Claims, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9298) for the 
relief of the estate of David C. Haynes, deceased, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1824); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah, from the Committee on Claims, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1894) for the re- 
lief of P. S. Corbett, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1826); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. KAHN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15909) to re- 
ward the widow and minor son of Capt, Charles W. Dakin and 
the widow and minor children of Thomas J. Hennessy, late of 
the San Francisco fire department, who lost their lives while 
fighting a fire on board of the United States Army transport 
Meade, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 1828); which said bill and report were referred 
to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOGG, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re- 
ferred the bill of the House (H. R. 11978) to reimburse Toney 
E. Proctor for services as appraiser of the town of Wagoner, 
Ind., T., reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 1832) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. CURRIER: A bill (H. R. 15911) to amend the laws 
of the United States relating to the registration of trade- 
marks—to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill (H. R. 15912) to amend the act 
creating the Spanish Treaty Claims Commission, approved 
March 2, 1901—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio (by request): A bill (H. R. 15913) 
to amend section 2 of an act approved June 6, 1896, entitled 
“An act relating to the sale of gas in the District of Colum- 
bia —to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 15914) to provide for sit- 
tings of the United States circuit and district courts of the 
southern division of the western district of Missouri at the. city 
of Rolla, in said district, and for other purposes—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 15915) to regulate the pro- 
cedure and punishment for hazing at the United States Naval 
Academy—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. REEDER: A bill (H. R. 15916) for leasing the public 
domain—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. WEEMS: A bill (H. R. 15917) regulating proof of 
the length of military and naval service under the act of June 
27, 1890—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 15918) to regulate the manu- 
facture and sale of patent“ and “ proprietary“ medicines—to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 15919) to provide for the entry 
of agricultural lands within forest reserves—to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 15920) 
providing for fees for examination for admission to the civil 
service—to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service. 

By Mr. POLLARD: A bill (H. R. 15921) to amend the pen- 
sion law of 1890—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BEDE: A bill (H. R. 15923) to provide for the con- 
struction of a bridge across Rainy River, in the State of Min- 
nesota—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 1, 


By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 16006) estab- 
lishing a United States court at Sulphur, Ind. T.—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 16007) appropriating 
the receipts from the sale and disposal of public lands in cer- 
tain States to the construction of works for the drainage or 
reclamation of swamp and overflowed lands—to the Commit- 
tee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16008) to pro- 
vide for the establishment of judicial divisions in the district 
of Indiana, designating the places where court shall be held, 
and for other purposes connected therewith—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Pennsylvania: A joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 108) proposing an amendment to the Constitution pro- 
viding for the repeal of the second section of the fourteenth 
amendment—to the Committee on the Census. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: A resolution (H. Res. 
350) requesting the Secretary of the Treasury to communicate 
to Congress certain information concerning revenue from cus- 
toms—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
we following titles were introduced and severally referred as 

ollows: 

By Mr. McNARY: A bill (H. R. 15922) granting a pension to 
Mary C. Fallon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ACHESON: A bill (H. R. 15924) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas D. Welch—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15925) granting an increase of pension to 
Abraham Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15926) granting an increase of pension to 
W. H. Aiken—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: A bill (H. R. 15927) for the relief of 
Benjamin Franklin Woodall—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 15928) granting an 
increase of pension to Herbert D. Ingersoll—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By. Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 15929) grant- 
ing a pension to William A. Holt—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. : 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15930) for the relief of George Taylor, ad- 
ministrator of the estate of Elizabeth Taylor, deceased—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 15931) for the relief of 
the estate of William Haynes Kilby, deceased—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: A bill (H. R. 15932) granting an tn- 
crease of pension to Hartley B. Cox—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 15933) for the relief of 
Aaron C. Dean—to the Committee on War Claims, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15934) for the relief of James T. White— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15935) for the relief of Thomas Seymour— - 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15936) for the relief of the estate of Sion 
Johnson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: A bill (II. R. 15937) for the 
relief of John M. B. Walker, of Cumberland County, Tenn.—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15938) for the relief of John M. B. Walker, 
administrator of the estate of James Walker, deceased—to the 
Committee on War Claims. : 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 15939) for th 
relief of William H. Linton—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15940) granting a pension to James M. 
Carley—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CASSEL: A bill (H. R. 15941) granting a pension to 
Lydia A. Keller—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 15942) for the 
relief of John H. Frick—to the Committee on War Claims, 

By Mr. DALE: A bill (H. R. 15943) granting an increase of 
pension to William D. Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 15944) granting a 
pension to Levin W. Hudson—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15945) granting a pension to Cynthia A. 
Compton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15946) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Berry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. DRESSER: A bill (H. R. 15947) granting an increase 
of pension to Philip H. Haupt—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FLOYD: A bill (H. R. 15948) to correct the military 
record of John Smith—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15949) granting an increase of pension to 
Elias Yarborough—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 15950) for the relief of the 
55 75 0 of T. N. Ferrell, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. GILL: A bill (H. R. 15951) for the relief of Charles J. 
Boteler—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15952) for the relief of the heirs of William 
P. Custis, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15953) granting a pension to Lily Rosen- 
berger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15954) granting a pension to Eliza F. Ed- 
wards—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GUDGER: A bill (H. R. 15955) for the relief of J. A. 
Reagan—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 15956) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Walter F. Bean—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 15957) granting a pension 
to Harrison Rightmire—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HILL of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 15958) for the 
relief of the estate of John F. Bryan, deceased—to the Commit- 
tee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15959) for the relief of the estate of John 
McFarland, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 15960) for 
the relief of Samuel Jewell—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 15961) to 
quiet title to certain lots in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 15962) for the relief of the 
estate of T. J. Pritchett, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15963) for the relief of George W. Lan- 
dram and H. M. Henson—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. KLEPPER: A bill (H. R. 15964) granting a pen- 
sion to Rhoda Thogmartin—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 15965) granting an increase 
of pension to Stephen D. Gangwere—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15966) granting an increase of pension to 
Jefferson Good—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. LAMAR: A bill (H. R. 15967) granting a pension to 
Susan R. II. Davis—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15968) granting a pension to Nancy Brew- 
ton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15969) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Wester—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15970) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Wester—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15971) granting a pension to Mary Jer- 
nigan—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15972) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas J. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15973) to remove the charge of desertion 
against Joseph Jernigan—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. McKINLAY of California: A bill (H. R. 15974) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Martin C. King—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McLAIN: A bill (H. R. 15975) for the relief of the 
estate of C. H. Barland, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15976) for the relief of John A. Brent—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15977) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary E. Ramsey—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 15978) for the relief of the 
estate of John Jones, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 15979) granting an increase of 
pension to Sarah A. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 15980) granting an increase 
of pension to John F. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. OLMSTED: A bill (H. R. 15981) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William Hampton, sr.—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15982) 
granting an increase of pension to Henrietta W. Wilson—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. s 

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 15983) for the relief of the 
estate of David Hollenberger—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15984) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan W. Crum—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 15985) granting an in- 
crease of pension to James Aarons—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 15986) granting an increase 
of pension to Nicholas Mount—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. RHODES: A bill (H. R. 15987) for the relief of the 
neire of Burton Randolph, deceased—to, the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. SMITH of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 15988) grant 
ing an increase of pension to Peter McCanna—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SPERRY: A bill (H. R. 15989) for the relief of the 
heirs of Eneas Munson—to the Committee on Claims. ~ 

By Mr. SPIGHT: A bill (H. R. 15990) for the relief of the 
pe of John M. Rook, deceased—to the Committee on War 

aims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15991) for the relief of the estate of Robert 
W. Smith, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 15992) grant- 
ing a pension to Regina Ebert—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15993) to correct the record of Joseph 
Samec—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. STERLING: A bill (H. R. 15994) for the relief of 
Morgan’s Louisiana and Texas Railroad Company, assignee of 
8 pets claim of Charles Morgan—tto the Committee on War 

aims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15995) for the relief of the Galveston, 
Houston and Henderson Railroad Company—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15996) for the relief of Morgan’s Louisiana 
and Texas Railroad and Steamship Company, successor of the 
New Orleans, Opelousas and Great Western Railroad Company— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TRIMBLE: A bill (H. R. 15997) for the relief of 
James H. Fuqua—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15998) for the relief of Lizzie R. Ashurst, 
administratrix of the estate of William Ashurst, deceased—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 15999) for the relief of Lizzie R. Ashurst, 
administratrix of the estate of William Ashurst, deceased—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TYNDALL: A bill (H. R. 16000) granting an increase 
of pension to William Foeste, alias William Foster—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. N 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16001) granting an honorable discharge to 
Jackson Knight—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WEEMS: A bill (H. R. 16002) granting a pension to 
Theodore T. Bruce—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16003) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WELBORN: A bill (H. R. 16004) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William J. Fulkerson—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: A bill (H. R. 16005) granting an increase 
of pension to Hezekiah J. Reynolds—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions, 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15867) granting an increase of pension to Annie 
M. Stevens—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15906) granting a pension to Mary Caroline Ellis 
Hargin—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of Ferdinand Halzendorl, for 
indemnity on account of alleged unjustifiable detenfion in Ger- 
many—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
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Also, petition of various organizations of railway employees, 
for passage of the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial 
Association, against bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of All Souls’ Church, of Chicago, relative to the 
Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of the Protective Tariff League, 
against change of schedules on any Philippine goods—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Abraham Walker— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Thomas D. 
Welch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of Strikersville 
‘Council, No. $75, Junior Order United American Mechanics, and 
citizens of Leighton, Pa., favoring restriction of immigration— 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, for bill 
H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, 7 

By Mr. ANDREWS: Petition of the Santa Fe Board of 
Trade, for Pajarito Cliff National Park—to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

Also, petition of Robert Black et al., of Silver City, N. Mex., 
relative to bill H. R. 10853—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of the American 
Protective Tariff League, against change of schedules relative 
to Philippine goods—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Louisville Commercial Club, against re- 
peal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURNETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Thomas Seymour—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James T. White— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Aaron C. Dean— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of estate of Leon 
Johnson—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of citizens of New York, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAPRON: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 15839) 
granting an increase of pension to Mary Jane Burroughs, to 
accompany bill granting an increase of pension to Mrs. Abbey J. 
Bryant, and to accompany bill granting a pension to Ella E. 
Kerney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COCKRAN: Petition of New York Chapter, Ameri- 
can Institute of Architects, for repeal of the duty on art 
works—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of A. N. Eager et al., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petitions of Beulah M. 
Adams and Mary L. Strong, for preservation of Niagara Falls— 
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. DALE: Petition of the Navy League of the United 
States, for placing naval militia on the same basis as land 
militia—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 3 

Also, petition of the Pennsylvania Prison Society, for bill S. 
8250—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Dames of 1846, for increase of pension for 
Mexican war veterans—to the Committee on Pensions. | 

Also, petitions of C. F. Davis, C. E. Glaab, and William | 
Naegeli, Scranton, Pa., against the post-office “fraud order ”— 
to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the National Business League of Chicago, 
against bill S. 1345—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of T. D. Lewis Council, No. 1015, Junior Order 
United American Mechanics, against bill H. R. 8131—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the National Board of Trade, approving bill 
S. 529—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Philip Argal, of Denver, Colo., and J. T. 
Kingsbury, president of the University of Utah, for the Mondell 
bill—to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

Also, petition of George V. Thompson, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, for bill 
H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, 

Also, petition of I. L. Smith, principal of Smith’s Business 
College, and ©. A. Van Warnier, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


Also, petition of the American Protective Tariff League, 
against the Philippine tariff bill—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of George V. Thompson, against a parcels post 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Richard O’Brien and J. E. O'Brien, of Scran- 
ton, Pa., for bill S. 2165—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Carbondale, Pa., against liquor in 
Government buildings and for protection of no-license towns, 
etc.—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of the Independent Refiners’ Association, of 
Titusville and Oil City, Pa., for change in the railway rate 
laws—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Pioneer Dime Bank, of Carbondale, Pa., 
approving bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Also, petition of the Pittsburg Filter Manufacturing Company, 
for an H. R. 9748—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbia. 

Also, petition of the Religious Liberty Bureau, against bill 
H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Religious Liberty Bureau, against bills 
H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Delaware Valley Naturalists’ Union, for 
preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also; paper to accompany bill for relief of William D. Jones— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean League, for re- 
tention of the present Chinese law—to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Brewers’ Association, for a Federal judi- 
cial court in the Orient—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Postum Cereal Company, for bill H. R. 
15262—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petitions of the West Side Bank, of Scranton, Pa.; the 
Pioneer Dime Bank, of Carbondale, Pa., and the Merchants and 
Mechanics’ Bank, of Scranton, Pa., against bill H. R. 48—to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DENBY: Petition of a local union of the Painters, 
Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America, for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of J. L. Lewis and 16 others, for reorganization 
of the naval militia—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the governor of Utah and State officials, for 
reorganization of the naval militia—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petitions of the American Beet Sugar As- 
sociation, the American Cane Growers’ Association, and the 
Michigan Sugar Manufacturers“ Association, against change of 
schedules in the tariff on Philippine products—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men’s Association, op- 
posing repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DRESSER: Petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, for 
protection of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for the Morris law and a national reservation in the 
White Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of 300 to 400 citizens of Bellefonte, Pa., against 
sale of liquor in Government buildings and parks—to the Com- 
mittee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of Arthur M. Thomm, against bill H. R. 12973— 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: Petition of citizens of New York, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of the New York Credit Men’s 
Association, against repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the American Beet Sugar Association et al., 
against change of schedules in the tariff on Philippine prod- 
ucts—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of American Beet Sugar Association 
et al., against change of schedules in the tariff on Philippine 
goods—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petition of the Buffalo Credit Men’s 
Association and resolution of the Credit Men’s Association of 
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New York City, opposing repeal of the bankruptcy act—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FLACK: Paper to accompany bill (H. R. 9309) for a 
publie building at Rouse Point, N. Y¥.—to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. FOSS: Petition of citizens of Glencoe, III., relative to 
the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GARRETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
heirs of T. K. Ferrell—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GILL: Petition of Robert Brooksson and others and 
John Myerson and others, against bill H. R. 10510—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GREENE: Petition of the Massachusetts Association 
of Sealers of Weights and Measures, for the metric system—to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of citizens of New England, for a national for- 
estry reservation in the White Mountains—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of Webster Merrifield, president 
of the University of North Dakota, for the metric system—to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measure. 

Also, petition of the North Dakota Educational Association, 
for preseryation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 4 

Also, petition of Arthur G. Lewis, relative to reclamation of lands 
in the Red River Valley—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, petition of J. L. Newgard, against a parcels-post law, 
etc.—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Petition of citizens of Athens, Ohio, 
for repeal of the tariff on works of art—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of the Connecticut 
Forest Association, for a forest reservation in the White Moun- 
tains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of the Dames of 1846, for an 
increase of pensions for Mexican war veterans—to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Sailors’ Union of Portland, Oreg., against 
bill S. 27—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
of La Grande, Oreg., for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Jewish Tribune, of Portland, Oreg., rela- 
tive to the refusal of the Russian postal authorities to honor 
American money orders—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of citizens of Willimantic, Conn., 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of citizens of Iowa, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Grange No. 908, of Pennsylvania, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the George V. Thompson Company, against 
domestic parcels-post legislation—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William Conner— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HULL: Petition of citizens of Iowa, against the law 
to restore liquors to soldiers and sailors—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. = 

Also, petition of citizens of Stony City, Iowa, against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KLINE: Petition of the Union Gazette, of Allentown, 
Pa., for removal of the tax on linotype machines—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KNAPP: Petition of citizens of Bernhards Bay, N. Y., 
for a parcels post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, petition of Indian River Grange, No. 19, for retention 
of the tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Indian River Grange, No. 9, for good roads— 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Dexter Grange, No. 724, for a parcels post— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: Petition of the Associated Veterans of 
the Mexican War, for an increase of pensions to $30—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 


By Mr. LACEY: Petition of the Santa Fe (N. Mex.) Board 
of Trade, for the Pajarito Cliff Dwellers’ National Park—to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of members of St. James Lu- 
theran Sabbath school, of Gettysburg, Pa., for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized aléohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the American Beet Sugar 
Association et al., against change of the schedule in the tariff 
on any Philippine prođucts—to the Committee on Ways and 

Jeans. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men's Association, 
against repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the International Association of Mechanics, 
District Lodge No. 15, of New York, relative to pay of Govern- 
ment employees—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: Petition of citizens of Atlanta, Ga., 
ee to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign 

airs. 

By Mr. McKINLBY of Illinois: Petition of the American 
Protective Tariff League, against change of schedules of the 
existing tariff on Philippine products—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MACON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
Jones—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MANN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Sarah 
A. Davis—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: Petition of Arthur G. Lewis, auditor 
of Cass County, N. Dak., relative to the reclamation of lands in 
the Red River Valley—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of North Dakota, for repeal of reve- 
one tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

feans. 

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of Huron Grange, No. 138, and 
citizens of Ohio, for repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alco- 
hol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, for retention of 10 per cent 
tax on imitation butter—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of the Nonpartisan Union Labor 
League, for retention of the present Chinese law—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Associated Veterans of the Mexican War, 
for an increase of pensions—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, opposing 
the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. OLMSTED: Petition of the Fortnightly Club of Steel- 
ton, Pa., against commercial spoliation of Niagara Falls—to the 
Committee no Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. PARSONS: Petition of New York Chapter of the 
American Institute of Architects, against the tariff on art 
works—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania: Numerous letters and 
papers against repeal of the canteen law—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: Petition of the Dames of 1846, in favor 
of bill H. R. 6010—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Altoona Evening Gazette, for removal of 
the tax on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 14856) for the relief of 
Burdine Blake and to accompany bill for the relief of John 
Lee—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Grange No. 1120, of Pennsylvania, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Orient Council, Junior Order United Ameri- 
ean Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration—to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Washington Camp, No. 79, Patriotic Sons of 
America, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Blair County Grange, No. 37, for the estab- 
Ashment of a parcels-post and post-check currency—to the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Col. James Crowther Camp, No. 89, Sons 
of Veterans, asking an amendment of bill H. R. 8131—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 14759) for the relief of 
Jacob Chamberlain and to accompany bill (H. R. 13730) for the 
relief of Joseph Shrayer—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of D. M. Butler Camp, No. 254, Sons of Veter- 
ans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 
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By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of the New England Shoe and 
Leather Association, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RUCKER: Petition of citizens of Utica, Mo., against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SMITH of Pennsylvania: Petition of General Phil 
Kearny Camp, No. 36, Sons of Veterans, against bill H. R. 
8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Punxsutawney, Pa., against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 
4483), for public building at San Angelo, Tex.—to the Commit- 
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SMYSER: Petition of W. B. Hughes and 19 others, 
of Holmes County, Ohio, for a parcels-post law—to the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Tuscarawas (Ohio) Council, No. 64, D. of P., 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of the Connecticut Forestry Asso- 
ciation, for a forest reservation in the White Mountains—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. . 

By Mr. SPIGHT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of estate 
ef Robert W. Smith—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of estate of John M. 
Rook—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of the Minnesota 
Retail Implement Dealers’ Association, for Interstate Commerce 
Commission control of railroad rates—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of St. Paul, Minn., against the tariff 
on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of St. Paul, Minn., for the metric 
system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of Lake Shore Grange, New 
Hampshire, for repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: Petition of citizens of West Wash- 
ington, D. C., relative to excessive charges by the Georgetown 
Gas Company—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. TIRRELL: Petition of the Fitchburg Board of Trade, 
relative to improvement in the consular service—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WEEMS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of George 
E. O'Neal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of Oliver H. Mans- 
field—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Robert M. Eaton et al., for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 


SENATE. 


Fray, March 2, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. EDWARD E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s 
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. HansprougH, and by 
unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 


LABOR CONDITIONS IN HAWAII. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, stating that 
he had forwarded to the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives the third report of the Commissioner of Labor on labor 
conditions in the Territory of Hawaii, prepared in accordance 
with the provisions of section 76 of “An act to provide a goy- 
ernment for the Territory of Hawaii,” as amended April 8, 
1904; which was referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands 
and Porto Rico, and ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownina, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the bill (S. 1234) to provide for the appropriate marking 
of the graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Confederate 
army and navy who died in northern prisons and were buried 
near the prisons where they died, and for other purposes, with 
an amendment; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
bill (H. R. 14397) making appropriations for the support of the 
Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907; in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate, 


The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the House to the 
joint resolution (S. R. 87) extending the tribal existence and 
government of the Five Civilized 'Tribes of Indians in the In- 
dian Territory. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolution; and 
they were thereupon signed by the Vice-President: 

z 1 80 An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
allihee ; 

H. R. 10067. An act authorizing the disposition of surplus 
and allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the 
State of Washington, which can be irrigated under the act of 
Congress approved June 17, 1902, known as the reclamation 
act, and for other purposes; and 

S. R. 37. Joint resolution extending the tribal existence and 
government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the In- 
dian Territory. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. PLATT presented a petition of the Ministerial Union of 
Troy, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to restrict 
REELS Oe; which was referred to the Committee on Immi- 
gration. 

He also presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 36, Brother- 
hood of Railroad Trainmen, of Binghamton, N. Y., praying for 
the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill” and also 
the“ anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Min- 
neapolis, Minn., praying for an investigation of the existing con- 
ditions in the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Commercial Club of Du- 
luth, Minn., praying for the enactment of legislation to establish 
a signal station at Knife Island, in Lake Superior, in that 
State; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a memorial of Camp No. 5, Minnesota Diyi- 
sion, Sons of Veterans, of Duluth, Minn., remonstrating against 
the enactment of legislation to prohibit the wearing of the uni- 
form of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue Service; 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a memorial of the Epworth League of the 
First Methodist Episcopal Church of Minneapolis, Minn., re- 
monstrating against the repeal of the present Army canteen 
law; which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. PILES presented a petition of the Central Labor Council 
of Seattle, Wash., praying for the enactment of legislation re- 
lating to the complement of crews of vessels ; which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Commercial Club of Ho- 
quiam, Wash., praying for the enactment of legislation to estab- 
lish a light-house, life-saving station, and a telegraph station 
north of Grays Harbor, at or near Point Granville, in that State; 
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Everett, Wash., praying that an increased appropriation be 
made to aid in the reclamation of arid lands; which was 
referred to the Committee on Irrigation. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH presented a petition of the Educational 
Association of North Dakota, praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to prevent the impending destruction of Niagara Falls 
on the American side by the diversion of the waters for manu- 
facturing purposes; which was referred to the Committee on 
Forest Reservations and the Protection of Game. 

Mr. KEAN presented a petition of Elizabeth Lodge, No. 688, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Elizabeth, N. J., and a 
petition of Jersey City Lodge, No. 53, Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers, of Jersey City, N. J., praying for the passage of the 
so-called “ employers’ liability bill“ and also the “ anti-injunc- 
tion bill; “ which were referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman’s Foreign Mis- 
sionary Society of Camden, N. J., praying for an investigation 
of the existing conditions in the Kongo Free State; which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. CRANE presented a petition of the Associated Charities 
of Lynn, Mass., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
restrict immigration; which was referred to the Committee on 
Immigration. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented petitions of the Washington 
Board of Trade, of the Civic Center, of R. Ross Perry & Son, 
of Henry T. Satterlee, bishop of Washington, and of S. R. Bond, 
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all of Washington, D. C., and of the National Consumers’ 
League of New York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of 
legislation providing compulsory education in the District of 
Columbia ; which were referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. BACON presented sundry papers to accompany the bill 
(S. 4730) for the relief of Jacob Cohen; which were referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 4729) 
for the relief of the Jerusalem Evangelical Lutheran Church, 
Ebenezer, Ga.; which was referred to the Committee on Claims, 

He also presented sundry papers to accompany the bill (S. 
4732) for the relief of the estate of Sarah S. Maner, deceased ; 
which were referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. WETMORE presented a petition of Rhode Island Lodge, 
No. 390, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Providence, 
R. I., praying for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ lia- 
bility bill” and also the anti-injunction bill;“ which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Public Lands, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 2188) granting to the city of 
Durango, in the State of Colorado, certain lands therein de- 
scribed for water reservoirs, reported it with amendments, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 3245) creating the Mesa Verde National Park, reported 
it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 4673) to provide for the allowance and 
payment to the employees of the Government Printing Office of 
the same leave of absence as is allowed to the clerks and em- 
ployees of the Executive Departments of the Government, re- 
ported it without amendment. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH, from the Committee on Public Lands, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3414) providing for a public 
highway on the east side of the Fort Sherman abandoned mili- 
tary reservation, Idaho, reported it with an amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4470) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to provide for the appointment of a sealer and 
assistant sealer of weights and measures in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and for other purposes,” approved March 2, 1895, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 8461) to amend chapter 1495, 
Revised Statutes of the United States, entitled “An act for the 
survey and allotment of lands now embraced within the limits 
of the Flathead Indian Reservation, in the State of Montana, 
and the sale and disposal of all surplus lands after allotment,” 
as amended by section 9 of chapter 1479, Revised Statutes of the 
United States, asked to be discharged from its further considera- 
tion, and that it be referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs; 
which was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana, from the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8461) to amend chap- 
ter 1495, Revised Statutes of the United States, entitled “An act 
for the survey and allotment of lands now embraced within the 
limits of the Flathead Indian Reservation, in the State of Mon- 
tana, and the sale and disposal of all surplus lands after allot- 
ment,” as amended by section 9 of chapter 1479, Revised Statutes 
of the United States, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment : 

A bill (H. R. 14590) to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across Cumber- 
land River; and 

A bill (H. R. 14589) to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River. 

Mr. PERKINS. I am directed by the Committee on Com- 
merce, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 13398) to amend 
section 4400 of the Revised Statutes relating to inspection of 
steam vessels, to report it without amendment. I ask that the 
bill just reported by me take the place of Senate bill No. 8724 
on the Calendar, being Order of Business 801, and that the Sen- 
ate bill be postponed indefinitely. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to whom were referred the following bills, reported them 
severally without amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 


A bill (S. 4426) to amend section 927 of the Code of Law for 
the District of Columbia, relating to insane criminals; and 

A bill (H. R. 18842) to amend an act entitled “An act to in- 
corporate the Eastern Star Home for the District of Columbia,” 
approved March 10, 1902. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM, from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1243) providing for 
compulsory education in the District of Columbia, reported it 
with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. WARREN, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to whom was referred the bill (S. 582) to provide for 
the purchase of a site and the erection of a public building there- 
on at Denver, in the State of Colorado, reported it with amend- 
ments, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4348) for the relief of Augustus Trabing, 
reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. DUBOIS, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3139) for the relief of Lorenzo A. 
Bailey, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

Mr. ALLEE. I am directed by the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 14813) to 
amend an act approved March 1, 1905, entitled “An act to amend 
section 4 of an act entitled ‘An act relating to the Metropolitan 
police of the District of Columbia,’ approved February 28, 1901,” 
to report it without amendment, and to submit a report thereon. 
I ask that the bill just reported by me take the place of Senate 
bill 4869 now on the Calendar, being Order of Business 1140, 
and that the Senate bill be postponed indefinitely. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. PLATT introduced a bill (S. 4826) granting a pension to 
Agnes B. Earl; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. ALLEE introduced a bill (S. 4827) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas Hammonds; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4828) to provide for the purchase 
of a site and the erection of a public building thereon in the city 
of Milford, State of Delaware; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4829) providing for the reopening 
and readjusting the accounts of Harry G. Cavenaugh, lieuten- 
ant-colonel, United States Army, retired, and for other purposes; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4830) to amend sec- 
tions 675, 676, 683, 684, and 686 of the Code of Law for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and other laws and regulations relating to 
registration of deaths, removal of dead bodies, and for other pur- 
poses; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH introduced a bill (S. 4831) for the relief 
of Gordon, Ironsides & Fares Company (Limited); which was 
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. NELSON introduced a bill (S. 4832) to authorize the is- 
suance of special bench warrants in certain criminal cases; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CRANE introduced a bill (S. 4833) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act permitting the Washington Market Company to 
lay a conduit and pipes across Seventh street west,” approved 
February 23, 1905; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4834) granting an increase of 
pension to Octave Counter; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. LATIMER introduced a bill (S. 4835) granting a pension 
to Elizabeth S. Tennent; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. STONE introduced a bill (S. 4836) providing for the erec- 
tion of a public building at Muskogee, Ind. T.; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

Mr. McLAURIN introduced a bill (S. 4837) for the relief of 
the estate of Nancy Maria Minter; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 4838) to provide for the 
repairing, furnishing, and completing of the public building at 
St. Joseph, Mo.; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 
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He also introduced a bill (S. 4839) for the relief of John S. 
Logan; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4840) for the relief of Ellis W. 
Joy; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. LONG introduced a bill (S. 4841) to regulate the practice 
of dentistry or dental surgery in the Indian Territory; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

Mr. KEAN introduced a bill (S. 4842) to reimburse Capt. 
Sydney Layland for sums paid by him while master of the 
United States transport Mobile in July and August, 1898; which 
va read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 

aims. 

Mr. WETMORE introduced a bill (S. 4843) granting a pen- 
sion to Henry W. Whiteman; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. PILES submitted an amendment authorizing the issu- 
ance of fee-simple patents for lands heretofore allotted to 
George Bowen and certain other Indian allottees, etc., intended 
to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. McCUMBER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3433) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to divide the judicial district of North Dakota,” ap- 
proved April 26, 1890; which was ordered to lie on the table 
and be printed. 

Mr. KITTREDGE submitted an amendment proposing to 
appropriate $8,650 for the purchase of 1,000 acres of land and 
springs and the water right for a permanent water supply for 
the Indian school at Rapid City, S. Dak., intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mt. LODGE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission; which was ordered to lie on 
the table and be printed. 

Mr. WARREN submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 3413) to prevent cruelty to animals 
while in transit by railroad or other means of transportation 
from one State or Territory or the District of Columbia into 
or through another State or Territory or the District of Colum- 
bia, and repealing sections 4386, 4387, 4388, 4389, and 4390 of 
the United States Revised Statutes; which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to be 
printed. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—JOSEPH F. DUNLAP. 


On motion of Mr. Knox, it was 


Ordered, That the Secretary of the Senate be directed to take from 
the files of the Senate the papers accompanying the bill 8. 2840, Fifty- 
elghth Congress, granting an increase of pension to Joseph F. Dunlap, 
and return the same to Joseph F. Dunlap, there having been no unfayor- 
able report on the said bill. 


FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 
Mr. CLAPP submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing yotes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the joint resolu- 
tion (S. R. 37) extending the tribal existence and government 
of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian Territory, 
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to rec- 
ommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the House 
amendments, and agree to the same with an amendment as fol- 
lows: Add at the end of the resolution the following words: 
“Unless hereafter otherwise provided by law;” and the House 
agree to the same. 

Moses E. CLAPP, 

P. J. McCumber, 

FRED T. DUBOIS, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

James S. SHERMAN, 

CHARLES CURTIS, 

Jonn H. STEPHENS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 


GRAVES OF CONFEDERATE DEAD. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1234) to 
provide for the appropriate marking of the graves of the sol- 
diers and sailors of the Confederate army and navy who died 
in northern prisons and were buried near the prisons where 
they died, and for other purposes, which was, on page 1, line 9, 
after the word “confinement,” to insert “with power in his 
discretion.” 

Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 

H. R. 14397. An act making appropriations for the support of 
the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


Mr. CLAPP. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5976) to provide for the final 
disposition of the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the 
Indian Territory, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The pending question is on the 
amendment of the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La For- 
LETTE] to the amendment of the committee in section 13. 

Mr. CLAPP. In view of the absence of the Senator from 
Wisconsin, if in order, I ask that section 13 be passed over for 
the present and that we take up for consideration section 19, 
which was also laid over. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, section 13 will 
be passed over for the present. 

Mr. TELLER. I ask the chairman to let me suggest a 
couple of brief amendments. In section 2, page 2, line 16, after 
the word “ members,” I move to insert “ or freedmen.” 

Mr. CLAPP. I will agree to that amendment. : 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Secretary. On page 2, line 16, amend the committee 
amendment as agreed to yesterday by adding after the word 
“members ” the words “ or freedmen.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. On page 25, line 3, after the word “ him,” I 
move to strike out “ forty ” and insert “ one hundred and sixty.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Secretary. It is proposed to amend the committee 
amendment agreed to yesterday by striking out the word 
“forty,” before “ acres,” in line 3, and inserting “one hundred 
and sixty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLAPP. Since I made the suggestion that we pass over 
section 18 and proceed to section 19 I observe that the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin has entered the Chamber. Perhaps 
we may as well now continue the consideration of section 13. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La For- 
LETTE] to the amendment of the committee in section 13. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, at the close of the ses- 
sion last evening I had offered a letter received from a resident 
of the Territory and sent it to the desk. By an oversight it 
was not read. I ask to have it read now. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read as requested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


LAWTON, OKLA., February 22, 1906. 
Senator ROBERT M. LA FOLLETTE, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sin: The coal lands of the Indian Territory are worth many 
millions and the Indians should have the uttermost farthing of their 
actual value. The surface overlying some of the best mines is worth 
from twenty-five to fifty dollars per acre for agricultural arpaan alone, 
This is especially true in the Lehigh vicinity. My recollection is that 
the annual output of these mines is worth much more than the $6 per 
acre appralsement. Boone Williams, ef Lehigh, Ind. T., could give you 
full an Tage’ information upon the foregoing points. ould It 
not be well for Congress to pass a joint resolution providing that rail- 
roads in the Territories should not own more land than was necessary 
to conduct their business and should not engage in any other business 
than that of common carriers? Allow me to direct your attention to 
freight-rate conditions in the two Territories. The Congressional acts 
chartering the railroads which run through Oklahoma and the Indian 
Territory provide that they shall not charge higher freight rates than 
those charged in Kansas, Arkansas, and Texas. This is, of course, an 
indeterminate standard, but no effort has been made either to observe it 
or to enforce it. The law had no sanction and no penalty and no one 
was charged with its execution. ‘The railroads have run riot, with no 
one to say them nay. Permit one or two instances: They refused to 
furnish cars. ‘The farmers this season have ordered twenty-five hun- 
dred cars of coal. A majority of the mines refused to sell them coal, 
and the railroads refused to haul them coal unless they would join the 
coal trust. As much as twelve hundred dollars, which had beeu pald 


1906. 
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fn advance for coal, was refunded to the farmers by the mine operators. 
The Santa Fe road, as I am advised, refuses to receive cars from the 
— 5 Tanoa road, thus necessitating unloading and reloading at junc- 
on 

The rate on wheat from Aline, Okla., to Oklahoma City, a distance of 
about 100 2 is 26 cents per hundred, whereas the rate from Aline 
via Oklahoma City, a distance of 496 miles farther, is also 26 cents. 
The rate on cotton seed from Indianola to Crowder City, Ind. T., a dis- 
tance of 9 miles, is 14 cents, while the rate from Indianola via Crowder 
City to Fort Smith, about 90 miles, is only 6 cents. Those are the rates 
when I was last advised. ‘The rates on all points in the two Territories 
which are near enough to the Texas line to secure competitive rates 
with Texas points are from 25 per cent to 60 per cent lower than from 
other points in the Territories which are not so situated. ‘This applies, 
of course, to shipments to Galveston and points in Texas. 

We have the same systems of roads and same character of traffic as 
the State of Texas. If self-government should again be denied us, 
which seems at least probable, a railroad commission, modeled after 
the Texas plan, 8 by the President and invested with jurisdic- 
tion over the two Territories, would be an infinite blessing to the people 
of the two Territories. 

Kindly consider such a measure in the event our hopes for statehood 
Should again be deferred. 

Believe me, sir, very truly, yours, T. P. GORE. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I have very little to 
add to what I said yesterday in support of the pending amend- 
ment. Some Senators have said to me personally that the 
amendment goes too far; that it is quite right to bar railroads 
from ownership in coal which they transport in competition 
with other producers who must use their lines of road, but 
that the proposition which would exclude the officials of rail- 
way companies and their stockholders from owning and oper- 
ating such coal mines is too extreme, too radical. 

Mr. President, legislation to be of any value to the people of 
this country must be practical. It must meet the existing con- 
ditions. Of what avail is it to enact a statute barring railroad 
companies from becoming competitors in production with those 
who are producing and transporting over their lines if the rail- 
way companies are permitted to accomplish exactly the same 
thing through their officers and stockholders? 

That situation is particularly emphasized by the letter which 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN] had read on 
this floor, written by the governor of West Virginia, to which I 
made reference last evening. He said it makes little difference 
whether the railroad company competes over its own lines with 
producers who must ship over those lines or whether the con- 
trolling stockholders and officers of the railroad engage in the 
business as competitors. To enact a statute barring the rail- 
road companies, and stop there, is to give husks instead of the 
kernel of practical. legislation to the interests that are crying 
out for protection, 

Many years ago, in the State of Pennsylvania, the anthracite 
coal fields were in a measure taken possession of by certain rail- 
road companies that built into those fields. Those railroad lines 
furnished the only highways over which that coal could go to 
market. The lines at that time were largely owned by indi- 
viduals and private corporations. What transpired? The own- 
ers of these highways over which the coal had to be shipped to 
market were able, by a combination or understanding, to push 
the freight rates up on the individual owners and operators, de- 
nying them equal facilities and equal rates in reaching the mar- 
kets with their coal. The State of Pennsylvania adopted a con- 
stitutional amendment in 1873, prohibiting any railroad com- 
pany from owning lands in that State either for mining or manu- 
facturing purposes, providing that they might own such lands 
as were necessary for the conduct of their business as common 
carriers. 

But there was no provision in the Constitution that the offi- 
cers and stockholders of those roads might not organize com- 
panies and take possession of coal Iands for mining purposes. 
‘As a result these railroad companies and those who represent 
them have driven the independent operators and owners out of 
business. To-day companies organized by the officials and 
stockholders of these railroads control 98 per cent of the anthra- 
cite coal of Pennsylvania. 

What does that mean, Mr. President? It means this: There 
are three anthracite coal fields in this country so far as present 
discovery discloses. Upon those anthracite fields the people of 
the United States are dependent for coal to warm their homes. 
‘If you could bring those three coal fields together into one body 
it would make a little patch of country 8 miles by 60; or, to be 
perfectly accurate, 8 by 624 miles. 

The people of Pennsylvania and the people of this country 
have slept while 98 per cent of all that precious product has been 
taken possession of and is under the control practically of 
eight railway companies in Pennsylvania. For that reason 
I have incorporated in this amendment the proposition that not 
jonly the railroad company shall be barred from acquiring title 
to this land, but that the deeds when executed shall contain a 
provision against the officials and the stockholders of the 
companies becoming the owners of these coal lands. 


It may be said here, Mr. President, as it was said in the 
Committee on Indian Affairs when I offered the amendment, 
that if the railroad companies want these coal lands they will 
get them. But I desire to record here my protest against the 
doctrine, that now or at any time in the history of this country 
it shall ever be said that the railroad companies can secure the 
mastery and control the ownership of any of the natural prod- 
ucts of this country. In other words, to put it a little differ- 
ently, I believe that this Government, however it may have ap- 
peared in recent years to the contrary, is stronger than any of 
its creatures; that this Government is stronger than all the rail- 
roads of this country in aggregation, stronger than all of the 
centralized power of this country represented in unlawful com- 
binations and trusts. 

So, Mr. President, I venture to ask Senators to support the 
amendment which I have offered here and to write into the 
statute books of the United States that railway companies shall 
be common carriers and nothing else, and to so write it as to 
make it effective. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I simply desire to say in regard 
to this amendment that much which has been said would un- 
doubtedly be of force if we were at this time dealing with that 
question, which is now pending before the Senate and which 
must be dealt with in the very near fuaure. 

The question of this amendment substantially was before the 
committee for its consideration. The committee felt, in the 
first place, that these lands being the lands of Indian tribes it 
was our duty to safeguard as far as possible to them the highest 
possible price that could be secured for the land, and we echoed 
the sentiment contained in the letter read this morning that it 
was our duty to secure for them the last farthing possible to be 
obtained in the sale of the lands. 

We felt that in trusting this matter to the President and Sec- 
retary, the less limitations there were thrown around the sale 
of the lands the more they would bring when the time came to 
dispose of them. 

If this bill ever passes it will contain a clause postponing the 
sale of these lands, under the present terms at least, until 1911, 
during which time there will be abundant opportunity to con- 
sider these questions. But. there was no reason that impelled 
the committee—— 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minneso: 
yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to ask the Senator the reason why 
this legislation should be enacted now. - 

Mr. CLAPP. I am just going to reach that in a moment. 

Mr. LONG. Considering the fact that the Senate has already. 
adopted an amendment postponing the sale until 1911. 

Mr. CLAPP. That is what I just stated to the Senate, and 
I thought I was using voice enough so that it might be heard 
throughout the Chamber. I will say again that as the bill now 
stands it contains a prohibition against the sale of this prop- 
erty prior to 1911. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not think the Senator under- 
stood me. What is the necessity of providing for the lands at 
all if they can not be sold until 1911? Why not reject the 
amendment proposed by the committee and restore the House 
provision that reserves the lands from sale? 

Mr. CLAPP. I stated the other day that, so far as the chair- 
man was concerned, he was perfectly agreeable to strike out 
all of section 13. But that does not seem to this point to have 
been the prevailing sentiment of the Senate. So I am dis- 
cussing the question from the standpoint of the possible adop- 
tion of section 13, as reported by the committee, subject to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

There were two other reasons why we did not feel it incum- 
bent upon us to interfere in this matter. In the first place, if 
that country is admitted as a State, then, as to intrastate traffic, 
it will be the subject of State control and legislation. As to 
interstate traffic, it will remain the subject of Federal legisla- 
tion. There is pending to-day in Congress, pending in this very 
Chamber, under consideration by the Chamber, a resolution 
broadly designed to reach the very question covered by the pro- 
posed amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [r. La For- 
LETTE]. The Committee on Indian Affairs felt that it would be 
an usurpation on their part, in view of the pending legislation 
in Congress, to take this matter into their own hands, even as 
to that one Territory, and for that reason the committee rejected 
the proposition which is practically embodied in the proposed 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin to the 
amendment of the committee. 


— 
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Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I desire to say just a word. I 
am in sympathy with the general purpose expressed in the 
amendment offered by the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
La FoLLETTE], and I think I would be safe in saying that every 
member of the Commitee on Indian Affairs accords in that view. 
The only things which deterred the committee, and which would 
deter me now, from voting for the amendment is the one stated 
by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. CLAPr], the chairman of 
the committee, that this limitation upon the purchasers might 
result in a loss, a large loss, to the Indians, and because the 
amendment in its present form might be held to be subject to 
constitutional objections. 

These are not public lands. They do not belong to the United 
States. The United States holds them in trust for the benefit 
of these Indians, and holds them under solemn pledges contained 
in treaties entered into between the United States and these 
several tribes. I am not sure—indeed, I am far from being 
sure—whether a greater sum in the aggregate would be received 
from the sale of these lands with this amendment incorporated 
in the law or with it out. 

I was impressed by the statement made by the Senator from 
Wisconsin, that if the railroads carrying this coal to market 
are to own it in any large quantity, outside and independ- 
ent purchasers would be deterred from investing in the lands 
on the apprehension that the carrier would deny to them equal- 
ity of rates and opportunities in reaching the market. There 
is force in that suggestion. It simply increases the difficulty, 
in my mind, as to the action that Congress ought to take if 
the lands are to be sold. It is because of the enormous value 
of the property, the great interest involved in it, and of the 
infiuences which are operating and will operate to obtain the 
control and ownership of these valuable concessions that I on 
yesterday offered the amendment to postpone the date of the 
sale for five years, and I am inclined now to follow the leader- 
ship of the chairman of the committee and vote to disagree to 
the committee amendment proposed to the House bill, leaving 
it where the House bill left it, and let the lands be only leased. 


One hundred and seven thousand acres of them have already 


been leased, and something near half of that great area is 
now under lease to and is operated by railroad companies—at 
least that is my information. The remaining three hundred 
and odd thousand acres can well be left where it is for years. 
-if it is anything like as valuable as the leased and developed 
lands have proven to be. I believe it would be the part of high 
wisdom to do that, not to sell the lands, and I doubt whether 
~ they ought to be leased for some time to come. 

I believe it would be well to insert a clause in the House bill 
forbidding the sale or lease of those lands for at least two or 
three years. I know the argument is that that would tend to 
create a monopoly in those who already have leases; but, Mr. 
President, the companies who are now operating will hold in 
practical effect that monopoly anyway for the next two or 
three years. The lands can not be leased and capital obtained 
to develop them immediately, and, in order that Congress may 
have an opportunity to better understand that situation through 
some agency which Congress may appoint, I believe it would be 
well to defer any conyeyance, limited or unlimited, to the re 
maining lands. 

The resolution offered by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
CLARK] yesterday to appoint a committee to visit the Indian 
Territory during the vacation and look into this question, to 
thoroughly examine and report such facts and bring such infor- 
mation to the Senate as will enable it to act intelligently, ought 
to be adopted, and until Congress can receive that information 
I do not believe any disposition whatever should be made of 
these lands. 

This entire section in its present form, and, of course, all 
amendments to it, should be kept out of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] to 
the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I think that there is a very 
strong feeling here that we had better first dispose of the thir- 
teenth section of the bill. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. That is the section which is now 
before the Senate, and the pending question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin to the amendment re- 
ported by the committee. 

Mr. TELLER. I understand that, Mr. President, but I 
wanted to suggest that possibly we could save time by first 
disposing of the question whether we wished to enact section 
13 as amended or otherwise. I believe if a vote were taken on 
it that the thirteenth section would be voted out; in other words, 
that the House provision would be left in the bill. I do not, 
however, know just what the parliamentary situation is. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that it is 
necessary to first perfect the section, and that then the question 
will be upon agreeing to the amendment as amended. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I suppose technically, perhaps, 
the amendment to the amendment will have to be voted on if 
the Senator who offers it insists on that; but that will necessi- 
tate some debate. 

Mr. President, I am in full sympathy with every effort which 
is made to prevent a railroad from engaging in any business 
except the business for which it is supposed ordinarily. to be 
organized—that is, for transportation purposes. 

My education in the law would lead me to suppose that, un- 
less a railroad company was specifically and specially author- 
ized by its charter or by some act of the legislature chartering 
it, or under which it was chartered, transportation is its only 
purpose, and that, unless so provided in its charter legally and 
properly, if it should engage in other business everything be- 
yond transportation would be ultra vires and without authority. 
The Supreme Court of the United States within a few days 
has, I think, practically settled that question and has covered the 
very thing now complained of as possible and probable, namely, 
that these railroads will become the miners of coal or, in other 
words, that they will become miners and not transporters, by 
saying that this did not enable them to escape the provisions of 
the interstate-commerce law. So it seems to me that the fear 
that these particular lands will pass into the hands of the rail- 
roads is rather unnecessarily indulged in. Ordinarily, we 
should think it a very unusual thing to say that a stockholder 
of a railroad company could not buy property in a mine or an 
enterprise of any kind established for a distinct and different 
purpose from that of transportation. It is very possible that 
there may be such power, but, Mr. President, I do not believe it 
is necessary that we should attempt to exercise that power 
either in the Indian Territory or anywhere else. I have no 
doubt we could ssy that a railroad company itself should not do 
that, because it is organized for a different purpose, but a man 
who buys stock in a railroad company stands on entirely differ- 
ent ground from that. Possibly we might prohibit the officers 
of a railroad from doing so, and it is said that, unless we do 
that, we might as well not prohibit the railroads from purchas- 
ing, because they have a method now of organizing companies 
within companies, consisting of the officials of the railroads, 
and then those officials-become really the trustees of the rail- 
road. 

Mr. President, because there is an evil it does not necessarily 
follow that we are bound to attack it in a way that will raise 
difficult questions of law and difficult questions as to our rights, 
and which may establish precedents which will hereafter return 
to plague us. 

A few years ago we had an anthracite coal strike all over the 
country, and the people in every section felt the injurious influ- 
ence of that strike. ‘There were all sorts of suggestions to 
escape from the sufferings and the burdens which were put 
upon the people; more particularly those who were using an- 
thracite coal. Then, Mr. President, we heard for the first time 
the most astonishing proposition ever heard of in this country, 
and that was that the United States might take charge of the 
anthracite coal business. Everybody admitted that there was 
an evil for which a remedy should be found, but I think there 
would be very few members of this body who would be willing 
to see the United States Government take charge of the anthra- 
cite coal business. If it could take charge of the anthracite 
coal business, it could take charge of the bituminous coal busi- 
ness, and if it could take charge of that it could take charge of 
every other industry in this country in which the people were 
interested; yet so conservative a body as the Massachusetts 
legislature, Mr. President, passed resolutions in favor of the 
Government of the United States taking charge of the anthracite 
coal business of the United States. When there is a great wrong 
being done to the people, there is great danger that we shall, in 
our anxiety to save the people from that wrong, take steps and 
do things that are not justifiable. If we take a step of that kind 
in one serious case, we will take it the next time when the case 
is not half so serious. This question can be met by this body, 
not by saying that no one shall buy this coal land, but by pro- 
viding that a railroad company shall not mine coal. 

If you put an incumbrance of that kind upon this land, you 
are depriving the proper owners of it, who are the Indians of 
the Indian Territory, of the value of their property. No one 
would go and buy that property to-day if he knew that when he 
came to look for the purchaser he must find a man who did 
not own stock in a railroad company. You would eliminate 
from the purchasers a very large percentage of the men in the 
United States who are able to buy coal lands. 

If there were no other remedy possible, we might resort to an 
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extreme remedy, but the remedy is in our hands. We can do 
it in this bill now before the Senate; we can do it in a Dill 
that is to come here for dur -active consideration in a few days, 
or, rather, which has been here for at least two days being 
considered. 

We want to give these Indians all that they can get out of 
that land. We have held it in trust; we still hold it in trust; 
and I believe it is the duty of the trustee of a trust to make 
the best possible use and get the greatest income possible out of 
the wards’ property. i 

I admit the wrong being done in that Territory by these 
railroad companies owning coal lands. I admit the wrong now 
being done to the Indians and to the white men. It is a wrong 
that should not be allowed to continue, but, in my judgment, 
this is not the remedy. There is a remedy in our hands ample 
and sufficient, under the ruling of the Supreme Court of the 
United States, by which we can prevent this abuse from being 
further continued and, at the same time, not prevent it at the 
expense of our wards. 

For that reason, Mr. President, while I am in sympathy 
with controlling the railroads and keeping them to the busi- 
ness which they were originally intended to follow, I am going 
to vote against this amendment, and when the opportunity is 
presented I mean to yote to strike out the amendment to the 
thirteenth section and to let it stand as it came from the House, 
unless it is thought best to strike out that provision also when 
the committee shall consider the question more carefully. 

Mr. MALLORY. Mr. President, I believe the amendment pro- 
posed by the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] 
is open to amendment now, is it not? - 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks not. 

Mr. MALLORY. I have very little to say on the subject. I 
indorse the principle of the amendment. 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him a 
moment? 

Mr. MALLORY. Certainly. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I am under the impression that 
the Senator from Florida can offer an amendment to this amend- 
ment, can he not? 

Mr. MALLORY. There has been no amendment offered to it, 
so far as I am aware. 

Mr. SPOONER. But the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin is an amendment to the Senate committee amend- 
ment, which is an amendment to the House bill. 

Mr. TELLER. Oh! 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment of the Senator 
from Florida would be an amendment in the third degree. 

Mr. TELLER. I was not aware of that. 

Mr. BACON. If I may be pardoned, I wish to suggest to the 
Chair a consideration which may lead the Chair to a different 
conclusion. I feel quite confident in my mind that the rule 
as stated by the Chair is not correct, and a slight illustration, I 
think, will show the reason for that. The general rule is an 
undoubted one that only two amendments can be pending at 
the same time; but that means two substantive amendments to 
the same proposition. In other words, if the Chair will pardon 
me, there can not be another amendment offered to this amend- 
ment of the committee. That would be a violation of the rule, 
because the pending amendment is a distinct matter, which 
must be disposed of. 

Mr. ALDRICH rose. 

Mr. BACON. I ask the Senator to pardon me for a moment. 
I am just trying to get the attention of the Chair, because I 
am speaking for the purpose of presenting my view. I may be 
in error, but it is certainly the purpose of the rule to enable 
the body to perfect any measure. It would be perfectly appar- 
ent that, if the rule as stated by the Chair is correct, it would 
be impossible to perfect the amendment now proposed by the 
Senator from Wisconsin. The Senator from Wisconsin pro- 
poses an amendment, and, while another amendment to a differ- 
ent part of the amendment of the committee would not be in 
order, an amendment which is designed to perfect the pending 
amendment is always in order—necessarily so; otherwise it 
could not be perfected. 

Mr. LODGE. It is never in order. 

Mr. BACON. Senators disagree with me, but I will ask that 

they hear me before they come to that conclusion. 

Mr. LODGE. Not under general parliamentary law, or any 
law I ever heard of. 

Mr. BACON. Here is an amendment proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. Senators might be willing to vote for the 
proposition of the Senator from Wisconsin if it were perfected, 
but would be unwilling to vote for it in its present shape. If 
the rule stated by the Chair is correct, there is nothing to do 
but to yote upon this amendment as it stands—either to accept 


it or reject it as it stands—and the purpose of the rule is 
defeated. 

The distinction is very clear between the purpose of the rule 
in prohibiting the pendency of two amendments and the pur- 
pose of the rule in providing a means by which no amendment 


may be perfected. I may be in error, but I have not the slight- 
est doubt in the world as to the correctness of that statement. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I did not suppose there was any 
rule better settled than the rule that there can not be an 
amendment beyond the second degree. As I understand, the 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin is an amendment to 
an amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. LODGE. Then no other amendment can be offered until 
that amendment is disposed of. If the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin be adopted, then the original amendment 
will be open to perfection and to further amendment; if it be 
rejected, the occasion for perfecting it does not arise. But I 
do not believe, under general parliamentary law or any law, 
anything is better settled than that no amendment can be en- 
tertained in the third degree. 

Mr. MALLORY. Is it in order for me to ask unanimous con- 
sent to offer an amendment to this amendment? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Florida asks 
unanimous consent to offer an amendment to the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin. Is there objection? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. One moment, Mr. President. 

Mr. LODGE. I object. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I want to know what the amendment is. 

Mr. MALLORY. It simply strikes out the word “stock- 
holder.” 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will object to that. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

Mr. MALLORY. I merely desire to say that I should like 
very much to vote for the principle embodied in the remarks 
made by the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] 
this morning, and I would vote for his amendment were it pos- 
sible to eliminate the word “stockholder” from the provision 
of the amendment. But I can not see, in the first place, what 
right Congress has to put such an inhibition on the individual 
citizen of the United States. I question very much, Mr. Presi- 
dent, whether we have the legal right to do so; and, in the sec- 
ond place, if we had the right, I do not think it would be good 
policy for us to exercise it. I do not well see how it is possible 
for a stockholder who may be residing 500 or a thousand miles 
away from the railroad to work any injustice to the public in- 
terests by being interested in coal lands along the line of road. 
I can readily understand and appreciate the danger of per- 
mitting railroads to own these coal lands or permitting directors 
or officers of railroads to have anything to do with them, but, so 
far as the stockholder is concerned, it strikes me that we are 
going a little beyond our legitimate province, and I question 
yery much whether the courts would sustain the action of Con- 
gress, if we were to take such action. Therefore I shall feel 
constrained to vote against the amendment; otherwise I should 
very gladly vote for it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE obtained the floor. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, like the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. MALLORY], I am in favor of the general principle 
involved in the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
La FoLLETTE] ; but there are two matters in the amendment as 
offered by him to which I desire to call his attention and to 
ask an expression of his views for the benefit of the Senate upon 
those two propositions. 

In the first place, the amendment provides that no railroad 
company shall acquire any right, title, or interest whatsoever 
in any of the coal or asphalt lands to be disposed of. 

I understand the real substantial objection to the ownership 
of coal lands by railroad companies is in so far as they will use 
the product of the mines in competition with a like article in 
private or other company ownership; but I know of no reason 
why a railroad company should not own coal lands and supply 
its lines with the necessary coal for the operation of the road. 
I know that it is quite usual for railway companies who are not 
engaged in the sale of coal or the mining of coal for commercial 
uses to own coal lands which they operate to secure coal with 
which to perform the labors and the obligations of the road— 
to run their locomotives, to supply their great machine shops, 
and for many other uses required of a railway company in the 
proper operation of its road. Therefore I would ask the Sen- 
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ator from Wisconsin what objection he could haye to so chang- 
ing the first clause of his amendment so that it would read as 
follows: 

Provided, That no railroad company shall acquire any right, title, or 
— in said coal and asphalt lands by purchase at said sale ex- 

This is the addition I would suggest— 
except to supply the said railroad: with coal necessary for its operation. 

In other words, to allow a railroad company to purchase a 
portion of these coal lands, but the lands purchased to be used 
exclusively and solely by the railroad company for the opera- 
tion of the road. 

Mr. SPOONER. You would have to keep a watchman there. 

Mr. PATTERSON. No; I think not. I think there is a suf- 
ficient number of private dealers to see that a right of this kind 
is in no way abused. I have an idea if a railway company 
owned coal lands to be worked by it for the coal with which to 
operate its road, that just so soon as it would attempt to put 
any of that coal upon the market there would be enough indi- 
viduals and companies interested in suppressing that illegal 
traffic to call the attention either of the court or the railway 
commission to the violation of the law. 

Then again, like the Senator from Florida, I doubt the wis- 
dom of the prohibition of a man who happens to own stock in a 
railway company having any interest whatever in any coal 
lands that are part of coal lands that would be disposed of 
under this bill. The principle is right, and the theory upon 
which his amendment is framed is that if a sufficient number 
of stockholders or officers of a railway company own coal 
lands in proximity to the road, they may, without the railroad 
ag u corporation being directly interested in it, so control the dig- 
ging of coal and the sale of coal as to control not only the 
price of coal, but the cost of labor in connection with the opera- 
tion of the mines and also to use such coal for the purpose of 
drifing private owners out of business. 

But here is a dilemma into which the stockholders in railways 
might be thrown by this provision: I am a stockholder in a rail- 
way at the present time. These lands are to be sold. I would 
be prohibited from purchasing; but I am not a stockholder in 
the railway and I purchase some of these lands. In the future 
I may become a stockholder in the railway. I would have a per- 
fect right to purchase stock upon the market or in any other 
way. Then what is to become of my stock in the railway com- 
pany, or what is to become of my interest in the land? If the 
eyil could be avoided by prohibiting present stockholders from 
acquiring interests in such coal lands, well and good; but that 
is only for the present and immediate period. A year from now 
those who would be stockholders, who would become stockholders 
subsequent to the sale, see fit to purchase an interest in these 
coal lands. If they have a right so to purehase such interest 
then the law might readily be avoided by stockholders selling 
their stock, then purchasing an interest in the land, then again 
becoming owners of the stock, and thus stockholders might be 
able to control great areas of these coal lands. 

I think the Senator from Wisconsin will hardly contend that 
a law that would be a valid law could be enacted that would 
prohibit a person who acquires stock in one of the railroads from 
subsequently purchasing these coal lands or interests in them, 
or that would prohibit those who would purchase coal lands at 
this sale from subsequently purchasing stock in the railroad com- 
panies, 

The eyil that is intended to be reached can not be reached by 
the provision of the amendment I am now criticising, and it is 
for that reason I suggest to the Senator from Wisconsin, in 
order that those who are in sympathy with the general provi- 
sions and the general principle of this amendment may vote for 
it, that he agree it may be amended in ways that are reasonable, 
so it will not contain provisions that will necessarily be inop- 
erative or that must be declared illegal when they come before 
the court. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I am quite in sympathy 
with the purpose intended to be accomplished by the Senator 
from Wisconsin regarding this matter, but I take the same view 
as the Senator from Colorado regarding the ownership of the 
coal lands by stockholders or officers of any railroad company 
or corporation. 

It seems to me we will have advanced quite a way in the di- 
rection of curbing and restraining monopolies if we adopt that 
provision of the amendment which declares that no one shall 
acquire any interest whatever in these coal and asphalt lands 
exceeding 3,000 acres, and if any corporation or individual does 
secure more than 3,000 acres the title shall then revert to the 
United States to be held in trust for the tribes of Indians. 

I understand there are about 450,000 acres of coal land, and 
if we secure at least 150 competing companies in that coal field, 


whether the stockholders of those companies be the stockholders 
and officers of railroad companies or otherwise, we will have ad- 
vanced a great way in the direction of curbing monopoly. 

We are always met with the insufficiency of any legislation 
that is intended to restrain this great evil. The senior Senator 
from Colorado insists upon it that while he is in sympathy with 
the purpose of the Senator from Wisconsin he does not think it 
should be accomplished in any way by that amendment; but by 
general legislation upon the subject restraining common car- 
riers generally from owning and operating coal fields. Even in 
that legislation we will have a difficulty, because it is a question - 
as to how far we can control a purely State corporation that is 
authorized by its charter to own coal lands or is authorized by 
its charter to own stock in companies operating coal fields. 
We all know the Reading Company is a company of that form. 
It is a corporation organized under the laws of Pennsylvania, 
engaged in running a railroad and at the same time engaged 
in operating large coal fields. I do not know whether it owns 
these coal fields directly or whether it owns them through the 
agency of subsidiary corporations, the stock of which is owned 
by the Reading Company, but here we have a corporation di- 
rectly or indirectly authorized by the sovereignty which created 
it to own and operate coal mines and the question is, How can 
we control such a State corporation? 

I presume it will be claimed we can control it as far as its 
interstate business is concerned. We could perhaps prevent 
it from transporting to another State the coal which it pro- 
duces, but it seems to me a very serious question as to whether 
we could strike down the power to own and operate coal mines 
conferred upon it by the sovereignty which created it. 

Throughout the entire country we will find these coal fields 
are being gradually monopolized either by railroads or by those 
interested in railroads, and that the coal fields which are 
owned by those who are not interested in railroads as stock- 
holders or controllers of railroads have no chance whatever in 
the competition of commerce. For instance, the Baltimore and 
Ohio Railroad Company controls a large portion of the coal 
fields of West Virginia, and it is complained that the coal fields 
having an ownership outside of its control have no chance 
whatever; that they are impeded in their business; that if cars 
are demanded they are not forthcoming; that if a switch is 
desired it is not constructed, and even though there be an 
apparent willingness to accommodate the owners of these coal 
fields, there is always at the same time some apparently good 
reason for not furnishing them with facilities with which to do 
business. The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company does not 
confine its operations to the State of West Virginia. It owns 
to-day one-sixth, I believe, of all the stock of the Reading Com- 
pany. I do not understand that the Baltimore and Ohio Rail- 
road Company enters the Reading district, yet it owns approxi- 
mately one-sixth of the stock of the Reading Railroad Company. 
Why is that? It is claimed that it is a way of securing con- 
trol of the Reading Railroad and its coal fields by the joint 
action of the Baltimore and Ohio, the Pennsylvania, and the 
New York Central. I have not been able to verify this charge 
and I do not know to what extent it is true; but it is true that 
the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company is a large stockholder 
in the stock of the Reading Company, a corporation in Pennsyl- 
vania. 

The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad is a corporation organized 
under the laws of Maryland, a purely State corporation, getting 
all its powers from that State. It is authorized by the laws of 
that State, as I understand it, to own and operate these coal 
fields either directly or indirectly. How can we strike, then, 
at the power given by the sovereignty of Maryland to a crea- 
tion of that sovereignty? The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 
Company does not operate, it is true, only in the State of Mary- 
land. It operates in eight States outside of Maryland, so that 
as to those eight States it is purely a foreign corporation. It 
operates, I presume, with the assent of those States, but we 
know how easily that assent is gained and how few limitations 
are put upon the exercise of the powers given. The result is 
that in eight States the transportation system is under the 
control of a corporation organized under a foreign sovereignty, 
and its powers are entirely created by that sovereignty. It only 
illustrates what I have always contended for, that we will never 
reach a solution of this question until we compel all corpora- 
tions engaged in interstate commerce to organize under a 
national charter, a charter created by the people of the United 
States, through legislation in which every State in the country 
will share. 

In the State of Colorado, I am told, and in the State of 
Utah, the coal fields are being similarly monopolized. In Colo- 
rado, I believe, the coal and iron fields are almost entirely or 
very largely owned by the Colorado Fuel and Iron Company. 
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The senior Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] states that 
they are not largely owned by tbat corporation. 

Mr. TELLER. I mean they do not have the majority of the 
controlling interest in the coal fields. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Of course, I am not accurately informed 
upon the subject, and I ask the Senator from Colorado what 
proportion of the coal fields in Colorado is owned by the Colo- 
rado Fuel and Iron Company? 

Mr. TELLER. The Colorado Fuel and Iron Company is a 
very large corporation, which is not only engaged in mining 
coal, but in making steel as well. They undoubtedly have in 
the southern part of the State a considerable area of coal lands, 
which they mine for coal not only for their own use, but also 
to sell. It is a coal company as well as a steel company. To 
say that they have any considerable portion of the vast coal 
fields of Colorado is a mistake. There are immense fields in 
Colorado where they have never acquired any title whatever. 
They can be in no wise said to control the coal trade of that 
State. 

Mr, NEWLANDS. I will ask the Senator from Colorado 
whether the Colorado Fuel and Iron Company is not the owner 
of a very large proportion of the iron deposits of that State? 

Mr. TELLER. They own a great deal of iron. What the 
proportion is to the whole I do not know, and nobody else 
knows, because there are vast iron fields that have never been 
exploited. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the junior Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I think the following, perhaps, would be 
a more definite and accurate statement of the condition of coal- 
land ownership in Colorado: There are two great coal corpora- 
tions that own by far the largest area of coal lands now being 
worked in southern Colorado—that is, south of a line drawn, 
approximately, through the State that is known as the “ Di- 
vide ”—the Colorado Fuel and Iron Company and the Victor 
Fuel Company. Those coals are bituminous, and are coking 
coals; and while there are individual owners of small tracts of 
coal lands in the northern part of the State, I think it may be 
safely said that these two coal corporations—one a coal and 
steel corporation and the other purely a coal corporation—own, 
I will say, two-thirds of the coal lands that are now being 
worked south of the Divide. The coal of the lands north of 
the Divide belongs to the lignite class of coal, and neither of 
the two corporations mentioned own any of those lands. The 
lands north of the Divide are owned by a very considerable 
number of individuals and companies. I think I could name 
twelve or thirteen or fourteen different coal companies that 
own the coal lands in the northern coal fields—the southern 
coal being bituminous and coking coal, the northern coal being 
lignite and noncoking. 

So that the claim of the Senator from Nevada would be 
largely true as to the coal lands of the southern part of the 
State, but it would not be accurate in any degree or to any 
extent whatever with reference to the lands in the northern 
part of the State. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will ask the junior Senator from Col- 
orado whether the tendency is not toward a concentration of 
the ownership of the coal fields in the northern part of the 
State? 

Mr. PATTERSON. There is but one considerable owner of 
coal lands in the northern part of the State, the Northern Coal 
Company. Its ownership may amount to several thousand acres 
of coal lands; but the rest of the-coal land, and it covers a very 
vast area in the northern part of the State, is owned by indi- 
vidual operators; and I can not see any tendency in the northern 
coal fields to the consolidation of very considerable tracts of 
coal land in the hands of any particular corporation or group 
of individuals. . 

Mr. NEWLANDS. But I understand the more valuable coals 
are the bituminous coals in the southern part of the State? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes; they are the more valuable for all 
sorts of industrial enterprises. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. And the tendency there is toward con- 
centration and consolidation? 

Mr. PATTERSON. The lignite coal is used simply for do- 
mestic and steel-making purposes. Our bituminous coals are 
used very largely for the making of coke as well as for domestic 
purposes. The lands in the southern part of the State are al- 
ready pretty well consolidated in the hands of these two compa- 
nies. I know there are, however, individuals and individual 
companies who own some of the mines. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will ask the Senator from Colorado 
whether twenty years ago, or within a comparatively recent 


period, all these lands in the southern part of Colorado which 
are concentrated mainly in the two companies of which he 
1 were not in the ownership of the Government as public 
ands? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes; I would say that thirty years ago 
the great bulk of them were owned by the Government. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. And is not that true also of the iron de- 
posits which they own? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I do not know much about the iron de- 
posits. I do not think there are many iron deposits now being 
worked in Colorado. I know of one in Saguache County that 
is being operated by the Colorado Fuel and Iron Company, but I 
do not think there are many iron companies that are being 
worked. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Where does this company get the iron 
from which it makes its steel? i 

Mr. PATTERSON. I can not give the Senator from Nevada 
that information, because I have not investigated it. I think 
it owns iron mines in New Mexico, but where it gets the bulk of 
its ores I do not know. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. It is safe to say, I presume, that all the 
iron deposits which the two companies own were, within a com- 
paratively recent period, in the ownership of the United States 
as public lands? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes; 
years. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, it is not very important, per- 
haps, in connection with this bill, but I do not like to have the 
Senator from Nevada make a statement which does not quite 
represent the situation. My colleague has spoken of the south- 
ern coal fields. Within the last year I know of land being sold 
in the southern section of the State which did not go to this 
corporation at all. It was sold for about twenty to twenty-two 
dollars an acre. If the Senator wants to engage in the coal 
business I can point him to some very cheap coal lands out 
there that I know to be good coal lands. I do not own them, 
but I know who does. In the northwestern part of Colorado 
we have certainly as much coal as there is south of the Divide. 
There are several fields south of the Divide of which my col- 
league has not spoken, particularly the Arkansas field, where at 
least thirty-five years ago I know coal land was being purchased 
and mined. In the northwestern part of the State there are 
thousands and thousands of acres of the finest bituminous coal 
land in the world. 

‘There is also anthracite coal and cannel coal, and practi- 
cally all varieties of coal, in that part of the State, and, with 
small exceptions, no part of it is in the hands of the coal com- 
panies of the State. There is one coal company my colleague 
did not mention, the Rocky Mountain Fuel Company, leaving the 
“Tron” out. That is organized with a capital of about a million 
dollars, owning coal in southern Colorado, in northern Colorado, 
and in western Colorado—in all parts of the State. It has not 
committed any act that anybody can complain of up to the pres- 
ent time. It has opened coal mines, and is producing a lot of 
coal and selling only to the people of the State. 

There is to-day no fear by anybody in Colorado of combina- 
tions that will prevent the ordinary man from getting all the 
coal land he wants if he is willing to pay for it. There is to-day 
a considerable coal-land area in southern Colorado the title to 
which is in the United States, which a man can acquire for $10 
an acre away from the railroad and $20 if it is nearer the rail- 
road. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I did not pretend to give 
an accurate statement regarding Colorado, nor was it necessary 
to give an absolutely accurate statement, in order to point my 
argument. I think the Senators from Colorado have given us 
sufficient information upon the subject to enable us to ascertain 
that the tendency there is toward consolidation, and that in the 
southern portion of Colorado that consolidation has been accom- 
plished through the ownership of two great fuel companies; and 
I think I am safe in saying that one of these companies, the 
Colorado Fuel and Iron Company, is one of the greatest polit- 
ical factors that exists in the control of that State. 

Now, as to the State of Utah, the coal lands are gradually 
drifting out of the ownership of the Government and into the 
hands of private parties. I am told that the coal lands within 
the reach of railroads there have for the most part drifted into 
the hands either of the railroads or of corpbrations controlled 
by the railroads. I can not see that any one of those corpora- 
tions should be blamed for obtaining these coal deposits. They 
are absolutely necessary in the operation of the roads, and they 
have been, doubtless, diligent in the prosecution of their carry- 
ing business in looking out for deposits of coal from which to 
obtain cheap coal and thus economically operate their roads. 

No one can object to the spirit which animated these roads 
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in the acquisition of these coal properties. What we object to is 
the extension of it in the line of monopoly. We find that these 
lands, which, according to the statement of the Senator from 
Colorado, thirty years ago belonged to the entire people of the 
United States, are now drifting into the hands of monopolies 
which are likely to be controlled for the purpose of oppressing 
the people of the United States. 

I have no doubt the most innocent of motives led the Penn- 
Sylvania Railroad and the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad and the 
Philadelphia and Reading Railroad originally into the acquisi- 
tion of coal properties; but with the instinct of man for acqui- 
sition that sentiment has gradually grown until we find now 
these corporations are controlling practically the coal product of 
Pennsylvania and West Virginia. We find that in the Western 
States, where these lands have been within thirty years in the 
ownership of the whole people, they are now being gradually 
drifted into the hands of these giant corporations. And yet we 
take no action. You can hardly get a man from the Western 
States, from the section I represent, to vote for a measure that 
will prevent the sale of these coal lands and maintain their pro- 
prietorship in the great mass of the people. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to state that, as far as the State 
of Utah is concerned, her coal lands were, as a general thing, 
taken up by individuals, I know of no law, nor do I think the 
Senator from Nevada knows of one, that will prevent them 
from selling those coal lands to whoever they please. The coal 
lands have been transferred, it is true, as the Senator from 
Nevada says, to railroad corporations, as they are of very little 
value whatever unless a railroad is near them to take the product 
of the mines to the market. The railroads themselves have not 
acquired the coal lands in our State other than by purchase, and 
I do not know how the Senator from Nevada is going to prevent 
that. As far as I am personally concerned, I do not see that it 
would be a very good thing to prevent it. If the parties who ac- 
quired the coal lands, who filed on or purchased them, desired to 
sell them to the railroad companies, I can not see why they 
should be prevented from doing it. 

There are three great counties of our State that may be called 
coal-land counties—Carbon County, Emery County, and Iron 
County. The great coal fields in Iron County are mostly owned 
to-day by individuals. You can not ship coal from there, owing 
to the fact that there is no railroad in there, and a great portion 
of the titles are still in the hands of the individuals who first 
located them. But in the other two counties that furnish coal 
for the market it is true that they are virtually controlled by 
a company, the Utah Fuel Company. I can not say positively 
whether that company is controlled absolutely by the railroad 
company or not; but it is understood, of course, that they are 
very closely connected. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, it is not my contention 
that we should in any way prevent any man who has acquired 
coal lands either from the Government or from private pro- 
prietors from selling those lands to whomsoever he chooses. I 
am now talking about the policy that the National Government 
as the proprietor of the coal lands now remaining in its posses- 
sion should pursue, as to whether or not it should encourage 
this system of private entry of the coal lands, their sale, their 
gradual concentration and consolidation in the hands of great 
corporations, a system which will inevitably end in monopoly 
and in the oppression of the people unless we come to the con- 
clusion in the future that we will regulate by legislation fixing 
the price of coal. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Let me ask the Senator from Nevada if 
we can not very simply and effectively dispose of this whole 
matter by passing a national incorporation law, providing in 
that law that no railway shall be engaged in other business than 
the business of a common carrier and compelling all railways 
doing an interstate business to reincorporate under the national 
law? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. We can certainly do that. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think that is a remedy. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I am very glad to have the support of the 
Senator from North Dakota. I have found one convert at last. 
Probably the Senator from North Dakota anticipated me in the 
view. But I am sure we will win more converts as we ad- 
yance, and that the ultimate solution of this question is that the 
machines that are to do interstate commerce shall be created 


by the sovereignty that has jurisdiction as broad as interstate 
commerce itself, and only by that sovereignty; that we will 
never permit the smaller sovereignty to create the machines 
that are to do the greater sovereign's business. 

But I am not now intent upon that. I am now intent upon 
this question of the monopoly of coal. I do not pretend to give 
any solution, but I do wish to call the attention of the Senate 
to the fact that the great coal deposits in Colorado, in Utah, and 
in other States in the West are gradually being consolidated 
under the control of great industrial corporations, which will 
ultimately use their powers, just as they have throughout the 
United States, for the purpose of oppressing the masses of the 
people; that those lands thirty-five years ago were the prop- 
erty of the entire people of the United States, and that there are 
yast areas there still that are now the property of the people of 
the United States, and yet we take no measures to prevent the ac- 
quisition of those lands by private parties and the gradual 
drifting of the entire coal domain of the United States into the 
hands of monopoly. 

And the Congress of the United States sits apathetic and inert 
when this condition of things confronts them. I was remark- 
ing that you could get hardly a Senator or a Representative 
from the Western. States, where these coal lands are, to favor 
an act that would do away with the existing condition of things. 
Why? Not because they favor monopolies, not because they 
favor the concentration of the ownership of these coal lands, 
but because they stand for the development of their States, and 
they are anxious, therefore, that the public lands shall drift 
out of public ownership, where they are untaxed, where they 
are unresponsive to the demands of the western people for gen- 
eral local development into the hands of private individuals 
where they can be taxed and where the taxes can aid the devel- 
opment of the States of the West. 

I am absolutely sympathetic with that feeling of the West. 
The feeling of the West looks to the development of great Com- 
monwealths the increase of population and the increase 
of wealth. But it seems to me that if we are wise we can ac- 
complish both pu development of the West and the 
restraint of monopoly—by holding the title of these lands for- 
ever in the people, where it now rests, and providing for leases 
of the lands by the United States Government, the United 
States Government reserving the control, if necessary, to fix 
the price, so as to prevent monopoly and to prevent oppression, 
and then providing that the royalties from the leases, or a cer- 
tain proportion of them at least, shall go to the Commonwealth 
where the coal lands lie, so that the proceeds can be used in the 
local development of the State. It seems to me, at all events, 
that we can prevent the monopoly of the future if we can not 
altogether destroy the monopoly of the past. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 
Would he recommend the same procedure as to the development 
of other mineral lands, and that the Government should reserve 
the right to lease those as he would the coal lands? Does he 
recommend the repeal of the law whereby a person can take up 
coal lands in our part of the country? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do, and the substitution of a leasing 
law. The Senator asked me whether I would apply that to all 
mineral deposits. I will say that I would apply it to any where 
there was danger of monopoly. 

Mr. SPOONER. It would make some differenee in applying 
it as to whether the article is a necessary of life? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes; it would make a great difference as 
to whether the article was an absolute necessity of life. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I ask the Senator if he 
would apply that to the product known as “ borax,” which is a 
monopoly, I understand. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes; I would apply it to soda and to 
borax, and I would apply it also to the timber lands, for we are 
in danger of an absolute monopoly in the lumber supply of the 
country. We know to-day that for years the practice has 
existed of taking clerks and school-teachers from the great cities 
up to the timber lands and securing locations in the interest of 
great purchasers, and obtaining title, and then turning over yast 
areas so acquired to great corporations. This condition has 
existed throughout the West, and it has created a standard of 
morais which has resulted in the sad occurrences in Oregon, a 
state of morals that justifies tampering with and evading the 
land laws of the country, just as many women, honest and high- 
minded evade the tariff laws. We have so illy adapted those 
laws to the economic requirements of the West that they feel 
they are justified in evading these laws, and the result is that we 
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are constantly pursuing people in the West with criminal in- 

> dictments who according to the public sentiment there are 
entirely innocent of any intentional wrong. Yet at the same 
time we are neglecting to reform the laws, which have made 
evasion necessary there in order to meet the economic require- 
ments of the West. 

Mr. President, I do not know that I have been very suggest- 
ive as to remedies. I haye had but little familiarity with the 
subject under discussion, but my attention has just been brought 
to it by the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin, and my 
object in rising was to direct attention to the fact that we have 
now a practical monopoly of the coal supply in two great coal- 
producing States, West Virginia and Pennsylvania; that there 
are tendencies toward consolidation and monopoly in other 
States, and that the people of the United States haye still in 
reserve a great domain of coal and timber land which we ought 
to preserve for the reasonable and unmonopolized use of all the 
people for all time. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I do not desire to reopen the 
question of order which I suggested to the Chair, but as I find 
that what I stated was not sufficiently clearly stated to be un- 
derstood at least by the Senators who sat around me, I de- 
sire again to state it in order that the proposition may be 
properly presented by myself. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Georgia 
suspend for a moment? The hour of 2 o’clock having arrived, 
the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business. It 
will be stated. 

The Secretary. House bill 12707—the “statehood bill,“ so 
called. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask that the unfinished business may be 
laid aside for the day, to remain as the unfinished business. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Georgia will proceed. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, there is no question as to the 
rule that only two amendments can be pending at the same 
time to a given proposition. That is a general rule and an 
elementary one. There is, however, another rule which is 
equally well known. When two propositions are pending, one 
an original proposition and the other in the nature of a sub- 
stitute to the other, each for the purpose of amendment is 
treated as an original proposition and is subject to the law of 
amendment as an original proposition, and not as an amend- 
ment. 

Now, what is the status before the Senate of the section un- 
der discussion? Section 13 of the bill is the section under dis- 
cussion. It comes from the House. The committee proposes 
to strike out that section and insert in lieu thereof another 
substantive section, covering four pages. So the matters be- 
fore the Senate are in nature and are in fact an original 
proposition and a substitute therefor. In other words, it is 
not the situation of an original proposition with a pending 
amendment, but in the view of parliamentary law it is the 
same as two independent propositions, one of them the original, 
the other the substitute. 

Now, Mr. President, in every book on parliamentary law the 
rule will be found laid down that when there is an original 
proposition pending, and also a substitute pending therefor, the 
body having it under consideration has the right to perfect 
each before a vote is taken upon either, and that in the process 
for the perfection of either by amendment each is taken as an 
original proposition and not as an amendment. In other 
words, the substitute when it is under consideration for amend- 
ment, although technically it is an amendment, is for this pur- 
pose not treated as an amendment, but as an original proposi- 
tion, and therefore, treated as an original proposition, two 
amendments can be pending to it at the same time. 

The rule of practice as laid down in the books is that when 
one, either the original proposition or the substitute, is thus 
perfected it will be laid aside and the other taken up and per- 
fected in the same way, in order that the body may have before 
it the two perfected propositions between which it will choose. 

Now, if there is any doubt about that I am prepared to fur- 
nish any amount of authority upon it as being the correct rule. 
I submit that this is that exact situation. It is not the case 
of a proposition to which there is a partial amendment pro- 
posed, but it is a case where the original proposition is proposed 
by the committee to be displaced and substituted by an alto- 
gether independent, substantive, integral proposition, complete 
within itself, and entitled to be treated as a substantive, inte- 
gral proposition when we come to consider amendments pro- 
posed to it. 

I thought it due to myself, Mr. President, that I should make 
that statement; and I am very sorry that the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loper], who stated the rule 


applicable to this case as one so very elementary as not to per- 
mit a doubt, is not here to hear the statement which I make in 
regard thereto, and as to the correctness of which, I repeat, I 
have not the slightest doubt. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I can not allow the statement 
made by the Senator from Nevada as to the western country 
and the lawless character of the inhabitants to pass without a 
protest. I do not know when the Senator from Nevada went 
West, but I do know that he must have fallen into an unfor- 
tunate community if he gathered his facts from that commu- 
nity, because he does not state a condition that exists in that 
part of the West, at least, that I have lived in for forty-five 
years. 

In the State of Colorado, embracing 100,000 square miles, I 
will venture to say there is more coal land that is not taken up 
and the title is in the Government than has been taken up. I 
will venture to say that in southern Colorado there is more coal 
land outside of these two great corporations that my colleague 
has mentioned than they own. I can name two other great 
companies that own coal land down there. I can name a great 
many individuals who own coal land. 

A man can take, under the laws of the United States, only 
160 acres of coal land if it is returned as coal land; and it is the 
duty of the surveyors when they go over it to return it as coal 
land if it is coal land. There are thousands and thousands of 
acres. He can buy that, if it is returned, by doing a certain 
amount of work on it, developing it, and showing that it is coal 
land, if it is more than 20 miles from a railroad, by the payment 
of $10 an acre; if it is within 20 miles of a railroad, $20 per 
acre. 

Now, in anticipation of a railroad that is being built in Col- 
orado, I have no doubt that within the last three years perhaps 
there have been forty or fifty thousand acres of coal land taken 
up in that State. The man who wants to take 160 acres of land 
files on it, proves to the satisfaction of the Government of the 
United States that it is coal land, and pays $10 an acre, and if 
the railroad should fail he will hold it, as some men have to my 
knowledge, for twenty-five years before he will probably sell it. 

Now, there is not any complaint of monopoly of coal in Col- 
orado. I do not speak for any other section. I think I have 
quite as much knowledge of conditions in Colorado as the Sena- 
tor from Nevada. 

I want to say, again, we have in many portions of the State 
more or less timber. About one-half of Colorado is prairie; 
more than one-half, if you take the open bottoms on the rivers 
in the mountains. But nearly one-half is east of the Rocky 
Mountains. Then we have the Rocky Mountains. Then we 
have the land lying along the streams, and frequently for sey- 
eral miles along the streams there are prairies also. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will state to the Senator that I have 
just received a memorandum, unsigned, from the gallery, making 
some statements regarding the Colorado Fuel and Iron Com- 
pany, and I would like to read it. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator can read it now. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I should like to read it and ascertain from 
the Senator whether it is correct. 

The Colorado Fuel and Iron Company, by itself and its subsidiary 
corporations, owns and controls practically all the coal fields worked 
at the present time in the Territory of New Mexico, and have done so 
for years. It also controls all the iron mines that are at present 
worked in that Territory or which are accessible by railroad. 

Recently the Phelps-Dodge concern, which operates mines and smelters 
extensively in southeastern Arizona, purchased three or four hundred 
miles of railroad in New Mexico to reach the Dawson coal fields in 
northeastern New Mexico, and which this latter concern is now oper- 
ating, but only for the use of its own railroads and smelters, and is not 
selling coal in the open market in competition with anybody. In other 
words, the Colorado Fuel and Iron Company controls the entire coal 


trade, railroad and commercial, with the above exception, of both New 


Mexico and Arizona, as well as northern Sonora, in Mexico. 


ati in existence. Chey wore Shut ont De the see weet ot one 
Colorado Fuel and Iron Company, received from the Santa Fe Railroad 
Company, and out of which such a scandal and such heavy suits have 
recently arisen, or at least within the last year and a half. 

Mr. TELLER. I am not going to say what is the condition in 
New Mexico. It is enough for me to deal with my own baili- 
wick. I understand this company does mine coal down there, 
but whether it mines any considerable amount or not I know 
but little about it. I recollect very well the scandal that came 
up as to a rebate that had been paid by the Santa Fe Company 
to this coal company. That is not a question I care to go into 
now. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator made an allusion a few mo- 
ments ago to my comments upon the morals of the West regard- 
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ing public lands; and if the Senator will permit me I wish to 
say a word on that matter. 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I intended no reflection whatever on the 
moral standards of the West. What I was contending for was 
that our land legislation has not met the economic require- 
ments of the West, and whenever that is the case we always 
find that the law is overridden. 

Now, with reference to the actual condition of morals there, 
let me give as an illustration an instance which occurred to me 
recently. The Senator knows that under the homestead law it 
is necessary to state, I believe, under oath, is it 

Mr. TELLER. Yes. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. That the applicant intends to use the 
lands as a homestead. He is compelled to live on those lands 
for five years and then he gets title without the payment of 
anything; but he can commute, if he chooses, I believe, after 
fourteen months by the payment of a dollar and a quarter an 
acre. 

In going out over those great ranges I have have ridden with 
“buckayros,” as they are called“ vaqueros” sometimes by 
others who ride on those ranges—and they have told me just asa 
matter of fact that they had made entries for the owners of 
property of such homesteads with the intention of having a 
nominal residence there, and it is very apparent that they had 
simply a nominal residence for fourteen months, and then 
turned the title over to the owners. 

Recently I met in the Orient an eastern man, a man of the 
highest reputation in the East, who has very high standards of 
integrity and who is regarded as one of the leading men in 
reform. He told me that he had acquired a very large ranch 
in the West. I asked him how he had acquired it. Well,” 
he said, “it was rather limited at first, but we gradually en- 
larged it. We got our cowboys to make entries under the 
homestead act, and so forth, and in that way we got title,” I 
said to him: “ Did you know that you have been following there 
the practices that have secured convictions of two or three 
people in recent trials?” 

Now, that shows what a condition of indifference there was. 

Mr. TELLER. That was out in Nevada? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. No; it was not in Nevada. I will not 
mention the State because I do not wish to be invidious, but it 
was not in Neyada. What I say is, that the West has practi- 
cally administered the land laws itself. 

Mr. TELLER. I suppose I may fairly presume that when 
the Senator was riding with people who said they had been in- 
fringing the law, that was probably in Nevada. 

Mr. President, I was saying that we have timber in Colorado. 
We have very little commercial timber in Colorado. There 
may be occasionally a piece of land taken for the timber under 
the preemption act, or it may be under the homestead act, but 
there never has been any large aggregation of timber land in 
Colorado. I do not know that I have ever heard any complaint 
about it, nor have I heard any complaint about the coal land. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Nevada wants to introduce 
a new system for the Government of the United States. It has 
been coming on for some time. I know some people who think 
that the Government of the United States ought to run all the 
farms, or if the General Government can not do it that the State 
ought to do it. 

Up in the Northwest, only two or three years ago, I met a 
very intelligent person who had emigrated from the East out 
West, and he coolly told me that he thought if the wheat fields 
of that great State of Idaho were only under the control of the 
United States they could raise better wheat and more of it and 
cheaper than the individuals could, and he was anxious to turn 
over everything to the Government. 

The Senator wants the Government to retain this coal land, 
and then lease it out. I do not think I need say to the Senator 
that I should have to find authority for the Government to 
enter into that business, but the Senator is satisfied that the 
Government can do anything it wants to do. I am not quite 
up to that standard, Mr. President. I have an idea that when 
the Government held this land, it did not held it as the owner 
of 160 acres of land holds it for his benefit. Nor was it ex- 
pected that the Government of the United States would ever 
enter into the farming business or the timber business. The 
Government of the United States started out in the beginning 
with the idea that the land was to be occupied by the people 
and not held by the Government. Does anybody here believe 
that we would be in a better condition to-day if the Govern- 
ment should hold this land and lease it out? Mr. President, a 
man must be ignorant of the history of this country who would 
say that it would have been better to have kept the title in the 
Government and not have had it in the individual. The halcyon 


day will come to the West when the Government shall no longer 
put its hand on our land, when every acre of land everywhere 
will be in private ownership. 

Mr. President, by this insane notion that the Government of 
the United States must hold these lands for unborn genera- 
tions, we have now in the State of Colorado one-fifth of the 
entire State tied up by forest reserves, so that no settler can 
go there—thousands and thousands of acres of land which 
ought to be under cultivation. 

Mr. President, when there had not been a surveyor's chain 
in the State of Colorado, I once saw men brought before a 
United States court charged with unlawfully cutting timber on 
the public land. After their prosecution had proceeded for some 
time, the judge sitting there said, “ Why, gentlemen, while the 
law may say these men can not cut timber on the public lands, 
the Government has said they might come here, that they 
might live here; and the timber in this desk behind which I sit 
was cut in violation of law; the church on the corner of the 
street was built of timber cut in violation of law, and do you 
mean to say, Mr. Prosecutor, that I must send these men to 
the penitentiary because, there being no way that they could 
cut timber and not infringe upon a law thnt had fallen into 
disuse—do you mean to say that I must send them to the peni- 
tentiary?” The prosecutor said he did. The judge, exhibiting 
the sense which is usual with American judges, said “I dis- 
miss this case.” And when they appealed here to Washington 
the authorities here said to that district attorney, “ You must 
not prosecute any more of those people;” and we cut that tim- 
ber, Mr. President, and we built up a community which alone 
has sent into the circulation of the world a billion dollars of 
gold and silver since 1861. r“ 

For fifteen years or more, Mr. President, we had to cut tim- 
ber in violation of law or leave the country. It was only when 
the State got representatives in this Senate that it was able 
to secure a law which would enable a man to cut timber with- 
out violating the old statute that had fallen into disuse and 
which was enacted originally for the purpose of protecting ship 
timber and not protecting other timber on the public domain. 
There would have been no population west of the Mississippi 
River if that statute had been put into full force and operation. 

Mr. President, the title to land in the State of Colorado may 
be in the Government of the United States, but by a law that 
has been applied everywhere it belongs to the people of that 
State; and the time will never come when the Senator will 
see the Government of the United States degrade itself to be- 
come the owner of coal mines any more than he will in a few 
years, when we shall have aroused public attention to the mat- 
ter, see the Government cutting and selling timber to the settler 
at 25 cents a cord or 50 cents a cord, as some irresponsible 
agent of the Government may think it should and as they have 
been doing. 

Mr. President, from the time the Pilgrims landed on the 
shores of New England they claimed the right to go upon the 
public land, and they claimed the right to get title to it, and 
though the King of Great Britain gave the land out in great 
tracts and the Dutch King did the same in the region which is 
now New York, yet in time it all passed into private ownership. 
Such ownership has been the strength and glory of the great 
mass of the people, and the fact that the people owned the 
land upon which they live and that nobody could make them 
afraid has made the country rich and great. 

Mr. President, the people of the West are as law-abiding as 
any people in the world; they have exhibited as high a state 
of morals as has been exhibited by any other people in the 
world. We in the West are not vagabonds. We have, Mr. 
President, I venture to say, in the city of Denver more men 
and more women who have been graduated from eastern col- 
leges than can be found in any New England city of the same 
size. 

Mr. President, we of the West have made a great community. 
Within nineteen States west of the Mississippi River we have 
got at least one-fifth, nay, more than that, one-fourth of the 
population of the country. We produce more than one-half 
the wealth that comes to this country by exportation of agri- 
cultural products from the States which lie west of the Missis- 
sippi River, which may be called “ Western States.” We have 
produced immense wealth in the form of gold, silver, copper, 
and lead, and we claim the right to own the lands there and 
not to have them farmed out for the profits to be distributed 
elsewhere. Those lands belong to us, and I want to say to the 
Senator from Nevada that we shall see to it that they come to 
us and to nobody else. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I quite agree with the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] that the United States 
Government holds this vast public domain in trust. All I con- 
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tend for is that that trust should be for home seekers and not 
for monopollsts. z: 

The land laws of the United States are to be commended in 
so far as they turn Government ownership into private owner- 
ship for the purpose of securing individual homes to the set- 
tlers in the West. They are wise in that they promote the 
development-of the mines that produce the precious metals; 
that they stimulate enterprise and energy and courage in 
searching for those metals which constitute the money supply 
of the world, the medium of exchange upon which all commerce 
is dependent. They are wise in so far as they develop the 
natural resources of the West in the interest, not only of those 
localities, but in the development of the wealth and population 
of the United States; but I contend that they are not wise 
where economic necessity compels their evasion. They cer- 
tainly were not wise in the instance which the Senator from 
Colorado presents, where a person going upon public lands for 
the purpose of securing wood for fuel or timber for building 
his house was subject to prosecution for theft. The Senator, 
therefore, admits in that very statement that the laws them- 
selves were defective. 

The laws are not wise in so far as they have provided for a 
home of only 160 acres, for we realize that while 160 acres of 
valley land in a humid region may support a family, 160 acres in 
the arid region will not support a family. We know that they 
were unwise in not permitting considerable areas to be put 
under one reclamation project, so that an entire tract could be 
irrigated and after irrigation divided up into small tracts and 
turned into individual homes. They were wise in so far as 
they allowed a single individual to get title to a small area of 
timber land for the purpose of erecting a sawmill and supply- 
ing the neighborhood and the market with lumber. They are 
not wise when they permit a million acres of that land to be 
concentrated in the ownership of a single corporation. Such 
ownership may not be limited to a million acres, for by combi- 
nation among these various companies the entire timber region 
of the West may ultimately fall under the control of one cor- 
poration. 

I stand for individual homes in the West; I stand for the 
protection of the individual home seeker, and I stand for a 
policy which will give to him at a reasonable price the necessi- 
ties of life. What is one of the great necessities of life in this 
climate? Coal, that warms the house and cooks the food; coal, 
that furnishes power for all the varied machinery of production ; 
and it is essential to the home seeker that coal should be se- 
cured at a reasonable price. It is the duty of the Government, 
which now owns this vast public domain, to see that those great 
coal deposits are preserved in such a way as to protect the 
rights of the home seeker and of the home maker, 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I simply want to ask the Senator if he 
can recall a single instance where the production is cheaper or 
is even as cheap or as reasonable under Government ownership 
as under the private ownership of the greatest trust or combina- 
tion that ever existed? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. No; I can not. I have not looked into 
that matter. My proposition does not involve Government pro- 
duction, let me'say to the Senator. 

Mr. McCUMBER. But it involves the principle, does it not, 
of the Government leasing of coal lands? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Les. 

Mr. McCUMBER. And the Government leasing of coal lands 
necessarily presumes lessees, it presumes laborers? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. And Government control of that would 
be influence by combinations of laborers who are in the coal 
mines, and who would elect their Senators and their Represent- 
atives to represent them for higher-priced labor; and would not 
the result inevitably be, under any system of Government own- 
ership, that everything would cost the people more than it 
possibly could cost them under any system that we have ever 
known? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do not think so. What does the Gov- 
ernment ownership of these coal lands imply? That the Goy- 
ernment itself shall run the coal mines? Not at all; but that 
the Government, under wise restriction, shall lease these coal 
jauds to the coal operators for a sufficient time and in sufficient 
quantity to warrant private capital in putting up the necessary 
works. 

What does the Government receive? It can demand, if it 
chooses, a royalty, small or large. I presume, with a view to 
making coal as cheap as possible, it would make that royalty 


very small, probably only sufficient to make that property yleld 
to the State in which it is situated an amount equal to the taxes 
on the property if in private ownership. It would lease these 
lands, not for the profit of the United States, not that the in- 
come should go into the General Treasury for the benefit of the 
entire people, but fer the purpose of providing a fund to be 
turned over to the State and which would be a substitute for 
the taxes paid on these lands if in private ownership, and that 
only. The taxes on these lands in private ownership would, 
of course, increase the price of coal to the consumer, for every 
cost to the operator must be reflected in the price of coal itself 
to the consumer; but if the royalties demanded by the United 
States Government should only equal the amount of taxes, 
I ask how can the price be increased to the consumer? 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. The Senator says, as I understand, that if 
taxes were levied upon these coal lands it would increase the 
price of coal to the consumer. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes. 

Mr. FULTON. And he proposes to avoid that by having the 
coal miners pay a royalty to the Government and letting that 
royalty go back into taxes. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. To the State. 

Mr. FULTON. After they paid that royalty, would not that 
increase the price of coal to the consumer just the same? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Just the same, as I have stated. 

Mr. FULTON. Therefore, where is the advantage? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Recollect that when the coal lands are in 
private ownership there is no restraint or control over the 
owner as to the price which he shall charge for his coal unless 
you adopt general sumptuary laws throughout the United States 
and fix by law the price of coal. Otherwise, he has the right 
to charge whatever he chooses— whatever he can get. 

Mr. FULTON. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. The Senator made a statement a few moments 
ago that he had no objection to 160 acres of timber land going 
to an individual in order that he might erect a sawmill and 
engage in the manufacture of lumber. Does the Senator think 
that a sawmill would be erected and put in operation by a man 
who only had 160 acres of land to supply it, and pay a royalty 
on it as well? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. It certainly could be in some cases. As 
to whether or not 160 acres could be as economically developed 
as a thousand acres, I am not prepared to say. It would depend 
upon the location of the 160 acres. 

Mr. FULTON. The Senator is speaking about getting these 
products to the people as cheaply as possible. Does not the 
Senator know that a large sawmill, constructed with all modern 
appliances and a large area of timber from which to draw, can 
supply the people much more cheaply than a little one-horse 
mill running on 160 acres of timber? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Will the Senator answer me a question 
there? 

Mr. FULTON. I will if I can. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. That is, whether it is necessary for a sin- 
gle corporation to own a million acres of land in order to pro- 
duce lumber economically? 

Mr. FULTON. I do not place any limit. I do not say 
whether or not it is necessary to own a million or a half 
million acres, but I do say that it is necessary to have a large 
area of timber land supplying a mill in order that the mill may 
be run economically. 

While I do not wish to take any of the Senator’s time to dis- 
cuss this question, I want to suggest this: A great many peo- 
ple who live in the mountains or out on the prairies are in the 
habit of talking about timber land. The Senator, I believe, 
resides in Nevada. I have never heard that that State was a 
largely timbered region, and, perhaps, he is not as familiar 
with the conditions that are necessary to develop the lumber 
resources as are people who live in the timbered region. I 
suggest that it would be very proper, at least, for the people 
who are proposing to regulate the sale of the public domain to 
consult, to some extent, as the Senator from Colorado has said, 
the people who live where these lands are held, who are inter- 
ested in the development of those sections of the country, who 
have studied those problems, and perhaps have reached as fair 
a solution regarding them as those who live thousands of miles 
away, who solve them by theories. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I quite agree with the Senator from Ore- 
gon that the people who live in the region where timber is pro- 
duced are to be consulted with reference to the economic deyel- 
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opment of the country in which they live; but I think that 
people who live outside of those regions are also interested, 
particularly where it involves a matter so essential to conven- 
jence and comfort and even to life itself as the use of lumber. 
I do not share in the view of the Senator that only those who 
live in the timbered regions know about timber. I lived for a 
long time in California, where there are great areas of timber 
land, and I had some familiarity with timber lands there. I 
live in Nevada, and there, on the eastern slope of the Sierra 
Nevadas, we had very extensive ranges of timber, but under 
_ unwise timber laws those timber lands were taken up, the 

mountains were absolutely denuded of the forests, and the Com- 
stock became what was called the “ Grave of the Sierras.” 

That timber was absolutely essential to the great mining 
development of the Comstock, but the cutting of that timber 
could have been conducted in such a way as to have produced 
just as substantial results and yet have preserved the forests 
for all time as a constantly continuing source of prosperity; but 
under unwise timber laws those mountains are bare to-day, 
no longer producing lumber and no longer affording the shelter 
for the snow, that natural reservoir of water, holding it in 
suspense until the hot season comes and then letting it out, 
as required, upon the fertile but arid plains below. So that I 
bave some knowledge and I have some experience, although I 
come from a State whose scanty timber reserves were destroyed 
under unwise timber laws. Had the forest laws of to-day been 
applicable then these forests would have been preserved, the 
mature timber only being cut, and the young growth constantly 
protected until maturity was reached. 

The Senator asks, Can it be possible that a lumber enterprise 
can be conducted on 160 acres of land? It might be possible if 
the land were favorably located and the timber upon it were 
sufficiently thick, but I do not contend that in all cases 160 acres 
is sufficient for the proper and economic development of the 
lumber industry. 

I want to preserve that industry as a competitive industry. 
If we are to let these lands drift into private ownership, I 
am willing to allow the units of ownership to be sufficiently 
large to accomplish the greatest economical development of 
that industry consistent with the maintenance of competition; 
but I am not willing to permit those lands to drift, as they are 
drifting and as they have drifted, into concentrated ownership, 
prolific of that monopoly which is the prevailing curse of the 
country to-day, and I think it would be much wiser for the 
Government to retain the fee of the timber lands and to sell 
the stumpage at reasonable rates and in such quantities as will 
not recklessly waste the forest supply. I insist upon it that 
the statesmen of the West ought themselves to be the leaders 
of this reform regarding the lands of the West. They can 
inaugurate methods here which will be more potential in build- 
ing up those Commonwealths than the present system. We 
must be candid with ourselves and recognize that abuses exist 
abuses that ought to be cured. 

It is said this means Government production and the Govern- 
ment going into business. Not so; it simply means that the 
Government retains the land containing these great coal de- 
posits for the demands of the future, not for the purpose of 
making money out of them, not for the purpose of securing 
profits, but for the purpose of protecting the entire people of 
the United States against monopoly and extortion. Does the 
Senator contend for a moment that a great company, having 
obtained the privilege of cutting the mature timber on public 
timber lands, by the payment of reasonable royalties in the 
shape of stumpage, can not accomplish the economic develop- 
ment of the lumber industry just as well as if it had private 
ownership of the land itself? 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Neyada 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes. 

Mr. FULTON. I wish to ask the Senator a question; but 
first let me premise my question by this statement: The Gov- 
ernment to-day has withdrawn in the timber States of the West 
practically all of the timbered lands. In the State of Oregon 
there is withdrawn to-day for forest reserve purposes over one- 
fifth of the entire area. The Government is proposing now to 
sell, as the Senator knows, and in many instances is selling 
the timber without any limit as to the amount that one person 
ean take individually to log and to manufacture into lumber, 

Will the Senator tell me that it is any less of a monopoly 
for the Government to put the lands in reserves and thus prevent 
them from contributing to public charges in the way of taxes 
and from sustaining the public by the way of paying taxes, 
than it is to allow one individual to take just as much timber or 
just as wide an area of timber as he may see fit to pay for and 


take? I ask the Senator if a monopoly does not exist just the 
same so long as be controls the timber, whether he owns the 
soil and fee simple title or not? Does not the monopoly exist in 
the control of the timber, and is not the Government, by the sys- 
tem that it is pursuing to-day, giving the same monopoly that 
the Senator is complaining of? And yet, mind you, all of that 
land is withdrawn from private entry and from private sale and 
purchase. It does not contribute a dollar in the way of taxes to 
sustain the public; it does not contribute anything toward the 
public burden. Men may not go on there and enter it for homes. 

The Senator says he is in favor of building up homes. So am 
I. I believe that the public domain was intended to be used for 
the purpose of providing homes for settlers. I do not believe 
it was ever intended by the founders of this Government that it 
should be withdrawn and withheld permanently from private 
entry and private purchase and sale. I submit to the Senator 
that it is immeasurably better that this land should be held in 
private ownership, even though it be held in large bodies, than 
that it shall be reserved permanently by the Government and 
sold at public bids, without reference to the quantity that one 
may purchase or one may secure over which he may exercise 
control. The monopoly that the Senator is talking about is not 
being prevented or lessened by this policy he is supporting and 
the policy against which the people of the West are complaining. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, the Senator inquired 
whether monopoly under a lease can not be as bad as monopoly 
under ownership, I answer yes, if the monopoly under lease is 
permitted. The difference between the two is that monopoly 
under ownership can not be prevented by the General Govern- 
ment, for it is not a party in interest. Monopoly under lease 
can be prevented, because the Government can so shape the 
lease as to the area leased, and by proper restrictions and limita- 
tions in the lease itself, as to absolutely prevent monopoly. 

Mr. FULTON. Permit me to call the Senator's attention 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Let me make a complete answer to what 
the Senator has said. Let me say further to the Senator that if 
monopoly exists to-day under the present system of the con- 
trol of the forests of the country by the Department of Agri- 
culture, my answer is that we can easily cure it by legislation, 
for the lands are the public lands, and I will cooperate with the 
Senator in such legislation. The Senator complains becuse 
large areas 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me to 
make a suggestion right there? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. The Senator had the floor quite a while, 
and I ask permission to make my reply continuous. 

ae VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nevada declines 
to yield. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will yield to the Senator in a moment. 

The Senator complains that the Administration, acting under 
the authority of law, recollect, is now making large reserva- 
tions in the West. I claim that, even though the injury may be 
a temporary one, it is wise to do that in order that the Gov- 
ernment may catch its breath. We have been going along 
headlong in this movement for transferring to the hands of 
monopoly the domain of the entire people.” I do not complain of 
that part of the land laws which puts the public domain into the 
private ownership of individual home seekers and home makers. 
On the contrary, I advocate it and I would seek to perfect it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say, Mr. President, that I do not un- 
derstand the rule of the Department of Agriculture as it has 
been stated by the Senator from Oregon. I understand that the 
supervisor of a forest reserve can sell to an individual $100 
worth of timber within the reserye without an advertisement, 
and then if it is more than $100, and not to exceed $500, they 
have to advertise at least sixty days. I can not see why the 
Senator from Oregon asked the question as to the Department 
selling great tracts of timber, when the rule of the Department, 
as I understand it, does not allow it. 

Mr. FULTON. If the Senator from Nevada will permit me 
to do so, I will explain. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. The Senator from Nevada was talking about 
the monopoly that was secured by the entry of timber under the 
land laws permitting private entry. I said so far as the monop- 
oly in timber is concerned the same monopoly could be secured 
under the present administration of the Bureau of Forestry, 
because there is no limit to the amount of timber that one indi- 
yidual can secure. The Senator is mistaken if he thinks there 
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is. There is absolutely no limit, and they are selling it to 
individuals without any limit. I know that to be a fact. 
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Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. All I can say is that, as far as the State of 
Utah is concerned, the supervisor of any forest reserve has 
only authority to sell $100 worth of timber to any one single 
individual. A 

Mr. FULTON. Without advertisement. 

Mr. SMOOT. Without advertisement; and when that $100 
worth of timber is cut into lumber, then and not until then can 
the supervisor sell to him another $100 worth. If he desires more 
than $100 worth he has to advertise for sixty days. The $500 
worth of timber is sold to him, and that has to be cut and used 
before he can advertise for another $500 worth. That is the 
rule of the Department, as far as our State is concerned. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. So that, as I understand it, the adminis- 
tration of the Department is not tending toward the creation 
of monopoly; but whether that be so or not, I contend that if 
we reserve these great coal deposits 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will yield in a moment. If we reserve 
these great areas of timber land and provide a system for leas- 
ing or sale of stumpage, Congress itself can, in the law author- 
izing it, absolutely prevent monopoly, and if monopoly is sought 
to be accomplished under the lease, the lease can be made in 
such a way as to prevent it in the future. 

Mr. FULTON. The Senator says he understands the De- 
partment is not creating a monopoly. The Senator from Utah 
explains the rule governing forestry as regards forest reserves 
in Utah; but that is not the rule that is in force in other 
States—in Washington and in Oregon. The Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. HEYBURN] had a provision attached to the last agricul- 
tural appropriation bill, I believe, restricting the sales in Idaho. 
I will ask the Senator if I am not correct? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Preventing them. 

Mr. FULTON. Preventing them, in Idaho. 

That applied only to Idaho. But what I call the Senator’s 
attention to is the fact that it requires constant legislation. 
Does the Senator think he can prevent this by the present 
system or by a system of leasing? He will find there will 
constantly be required new legislation and other legislation. 
What I contend is that it is a wise policy to sell the lands that 
are fit for private ownership and keep them subject to private 
entry and sale and let the people get hold of them and get the 
titles. Then you can deal with monopolies by general law, and 
regulate those questions at the proper time; but I am opposed 
to the theory and the policy of retaining in the public ownership 
wide areas of public lands. I believe it is not the best policy. 
I believe it is not conducive to the best public interest and the 
welfare of the people. That is my position. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I understand the position 
of the Senator from Oregon, and I have no doubt he is well 
intentioned in taking that position and has a proper regard for 
the welfare of the community in which he lives and of a great 
part of the United States. All I can say is that I differ with 
him in his views, and I have endeavored, in my feeble way, 
to present my reasons for that difference. 

I believe that if the men of the West themselves will deter- 
mine to enter upon the consecutive study of these land laws 
just as we did upon the study of the irrigation question—through 
a select committee outside of Congress, composed of senators 
and representatives of each State and Territory—we will, in 
the end, reconcile our differences, and we will present to the 
people of the entire country a scheme of legislation such as was 
presented in the irrigation act, which will absolutely stand as a 
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barrier against a monopoly of any kind and which will pre-. 


serve this great domain for the home seekers and the home 
me 

-LA FOLLETTER. Mr. President, the discussion has 
3 a good deal beyond the questions raised for the con- 
sideration of the Senate upon the amendment I offered. 

I have been much impressed with one thought that seems to 
run through the discussion on the part of every Senator who 
has risen here to speak to the question. Every Senator has 
said he is in favor of accomplishing the purpose of the amend- 
ment. Each one has recognized the importance of the question. 
Each one has declared that the amendment goes too far. 

I beg to bring the attention of the Senate back again to the 
practical question with which this amendment proposes to deal. 
What will it avail to adopt a provision here rendering it im- 
possible or unlawful for any railroad company to acquire title 
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in coal lands if you leave the condition with respect to the 
control just where thirty years of experience in Pennsylvania 
and many years of experience in West Virginia demonstrate 
the utter folly of such legislation? 

I ask again to remind Senators of the quotation made from 


Governor Dawson’s letter. It is plain that in West Virginia 
they have such a statute as Senators here say should be 
adopted, a statute preventing railroad companies from acquir- 
ing title or ownership in coal lands. It is plain they lave such 
a statute there, but it is equally plain that lie railroad com- 
panies haye secured control through the stockholders acquiring 
the title and managing the coal companies for the railroad com- 
panies. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. 

Mr. KNOX. I wish to ask the Senator a question for my 
own information so that I can vote intelligently upon the 
amendment, the principle of which, to my mind, is a sound 
one, namely, that railroad corporations should be kept to- 
their legitimate business of carrying freight and passengers. 
If a young man in the State of Maine, for instance, upon the di- 
vision of his father’s estate receives in the distribution ten 
shares of some railroad in the State of Maine, and then goes 
off to the Indian Territory for the purpose of seeking his for- 
tune, and there discovers that a private corporation is engaged 
in mining coal on land acquired under the provisions of this act, 
and for the purposes of investment and without haying any- 
thing to do with the management, direction, or control of this 
corporation, he purchases a share of stock in that corporation, 
is that property to revert to the United States? Is that one of 
the purposes of the amendment, or is that the legitimate con- 
struction of the amendment? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am inclined to think it is, Mr. Presi- 
dent; but I believe that this question is big enough and its im- 
portance to the people of the country is great enough to deny. 
to individuals, here and there, even where it may involve hard- 
ship, the right of investment in stocks such as has been sug- 
gested here. Any New England son making his way to the West 
and investing his money there invests it with notice of what this 
law is, if this amendment is adopted. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President s 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin. 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I would premise by saying that I have 
much sympathy with the purpose the Senator has in view, but I 
would like to understand, in regard to the reversion of the title 
to the United States, whether or not if a party, disqualified by 
reason of being a stockholder in a railroad company, were to 
acquire an interest in a coal company in the nature of stock, 
what would revert to the Government, the stock or the title? 
That analysis of the question puzzles me somewhat. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not know that I rightly under- 
stand the question of the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Perhaps I can state it more precisely. The 
amendment, as I understand it, provides that an interest in 
coal lands acquired in violation of the restrictions of the amend- 
ment would revert to the Government of the United States. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Suppose that interest was represented by 
stock; what would revert? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The title to the land reverts. : 

Mr. HEYBURN. What title? Because the title is in the cor- 
poration, and it would not be fair to carry the title of all the 
innumerable innocent holders in the corporation back to the- 
United States for the sake of punishing one man. That is a 
difficulty I would be very glad to have the Senator explain. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I frankly confess that that raises a 
question to which my mind has not been before addressed, and 
at this moment I am not prepared to answer it. I know of 
no other way of reaching this question except by requiring 
that the title should revert. I believe that a recital in the deed, 
when the conyeyance is made, providing against the ownership 
by one holding or acquiring stock in a railway company or any- 
one an official of a railway company or thereafter becoming an 
official, is the only way to reach this question. 

It may be that an amendemnt providing that it should not be 
possible for one to acquire any valid holding in stock would 
reach that proposition. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Then, Mr. President, I will suggest further 
this inquiry to the mind of the Senator: Where would the title 
that this party was incapable of taking rest? One man has 
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2 * and received his money for it. Now, where would 
go? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not understand the question asked 
by the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. HEYBURN. It would either haye to remain in the 
party who thought he had sold it and had not because of the 
proni aan against the purchase of it, or it would be forfeited, 
perhaps. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think I understand the question 
now; and it seems to me—— 

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator will pardon me a moment, 
Mr. President, I am not suggesting these questions for the 
purpose of embarrassing the question or the Senator. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I appreciate that. 

Mr. HEYBURN. But this is the time to foresee all the pos- 
sible difficulties. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I simply wish to have the Senator from 
Wisconsin elucidate his proposition on just one line. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTSH. I will if I can do so. 

Mr. McCUMBER. As I understand the amendment, it pro- 
vides that neither a railway company nor any person owning 
any stock in any railway company can purchase coal lands. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think that is the amendment. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Then suppose a person is the owner of 
160 acres of land, and, not haying any stock in any railway com- 
pany, he is to-day entitled to the land. To-morrow he either in- 
herits stock in that company or purchases stock in the com- 
pany. What becomes of his land? Does it revert to the Gov- 
ernment? He has done no act to sell it in any way. Does it 
simply revert to the Government by reason of his falling heir 
to some stock in a railway company or by reason of his pur- 
chasing stock in such company? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think he would not, under the law, be 
able to acquire any right or title to any stock in a railway 
company that was engaged in transporting coal in that Terri- 
to: 


ry. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Suppose he gets it through inheritance or 
by a will, could we provide that he could not receive any such 
property? Would not a provision of that kind, if we attempted 
to make one, be absolutely unconstitutional and an interference 
with the laws of the State? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, it is possible that there 
are proyisions embraced in this amendment which would be 
held by the Supreme Court to be unconstitutional. But I say 
that this question can be reached according to the demonstra- 
tion made in Pennsylvania and West Virginia in the last gen- 
eration of time in no other way, and I for one am anxious to 
take the opinion of the Supreme Court upon these questions and 
find out where we may legislate and in what way we may deal 
with this important matter. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I simply wish to say to the Senator that 
while I may not be one of those who agree with his entire propo- 
sition as contained in this amendment, I think we can ali well 
agree that a common carrier should be engaged exclusively in 
the business of a common carrier and no other business; but 
I would not wish to say that a person who happens to own stock in 
a common carrier, though it might not be $20 worth or $40 worth 
or $100 worth, should not own any other property in the United 
States of any kind and character—that he can not own any- 


thing else. But I rose only to see what would become of the | 


title in the case I mentioned. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In answer to the last suggestion made 
by the Senator, I would simply say that he apparently recog- 
nizes, as everybody else does, that this question must be dealt 
with in some way to prevent the control by the railroad corpo- 
rations of this country of the coal lands of the country, and yet 
he must know that a law which simply prohibits railway com- 
panies from becoming the owners of coal lands does not reach 
the question. 

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me right in this con- 
nection to make a suggestion? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. 

Mr. BACON. The objection of the Senator from Wisconsin to 
the holding of coal lands by a stockholder of a railroad I pre- 
sume is predicated upon the assumption that such a holding 
would necessarily be in the interest of the railroad, and thus 
defeat the purpose of the restriction which is sought to be 
placed upon the railroad as to holdings. 

15 LA FOLLETTE. I think that is the history of such 
dings. 

Mr. BACON. That is the assumption upon which the Senator 
acts, and, as he says, that assumption is borne out by history. 
He is absolutely correct in that. 

Of course the manifest hardship of prohibiting anyone who is 


the transporta: 
and it should see fit to compete in the production of coal. 


a stockholder in a railroad from holding other property is one 
which commends itself to every man. The Senator himself 
recognizes it, and is unable to find a way in which that hardship 
can be avoided and at the same time this great evil eradicated. 

I wish to suggest to the Senator, as I can not, under the rul- 
ing, offer an amendment, a modification which possibly he may 
be able to make, either now or at some other stage of the con- 
sideration of this measure, which may accomplish his purpose 
and at the same time avoid the great hardship which suggests 
itself to all Senators. I suggest to the Senator in the first line 
of Bis amendment, after the word “company,” to insert the 
words: 

Nor any person in the interest of said railroad company. 

Or, if he chooses to make it broader—but of course we all 
understand that under the decisions of the courts “ persons” 
embraces “ corporations ”—he may say “nor any person or any 
corporation in the interest of said railroad company;” so that 
it would read this way: 

That no railroad company nor any person or corporation in the in- 
ps said railway company shall acquire any right, title, inter- 

Then I would suggest to the Senator, in the subsequent part, 
after the semicolon in the third line, to add these words to 
make it as emphatic and as comprehensive as possible, following 
the word“ sale: 

And said prohibition— 

That is the prohibition contained in the proviso of the Sena- 


tor previously recited— 
. or or- 
said railroad com- 


And said prohibition shall extend to any person 
ganization in the interest or under the control of 

common carrier, either as agent, trustee, representative, 
; and every contract or arrangement or device 


— el other capacity 

which may have the effect to give or secure, either directly or indirectly, 
any railroad company or other common carrier engnact in transport- 
ing coal from lands shall be illegal and void. 

Now, the purpose of that, Mr. President 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Allow me to ask the Senator with ref- 
erence to the last proyiso, what modification he suggests there? 

Mr. BACON. I would prefer to deal with those as two inde- 
pendent propositions, because the Senator will recognize the 
fact that they are absolutely separate and distinct in the prin- 
ciples by which they are to be controlled. In the one case there 
is the great principle for which the Senator contends, and for 
which I think he correctly contends, which I understand to be 
the principle recognized by the Supreme Court of the United 
States, that a common carrier engaged in the transportation of 
coal should not have the opportunity to deal in coal or to com- 
pete with those who are engaged in the production of coal. 

That is one great proposition; but the question as to whether 
any corporation shall hold over a certain amount of coal lands 
rests upon an altogether different principle, and a Senator 
might be in favor of one proposition and not of the other. For 
that reason I would prefer to deal with those two separately. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not have reference to the propo- 
sition limiting the holding, but to the last proviso of the amend- 


ment. ' 
I beg the Senator’s pardon. That brings me 


Mr. BACON. 
to some comment upon inquiries which have been made of him 
as to what should be done in case this rule was violated. I 
would say that I would not favor forfeiture. I do not think 
that is in accord with the spirit of our laws. 

Mr. SPOONER. We can not hear on this side what the Sen- 
ator says. 

Mr. BACON. I say I would not favor a forfeiture or a re- 
version. I do not think that is necessary for the accomplish- 
ment of the design, nor is it in harmony with the general spirit 
of our laws. There are frequent occasions where the law pro- 


' hibits certain holdings by certain parties in certain interests, 


but it does not forfeit those holdings. Upon proper appeal to the 


court the law is complied with by requiring that those holdings 


shall be surrendered, not that the value of them shall be for- 
feited, but that the right to hold shall be taken away and that 


: the party shall have the equivalent. 


It strikes me that all of the suggestions which have been made 
here by Senators as to particular cases of hardship which would 
arise are met if that particular part of the amendment of the 
Senator is changed; if they are simply prohibited, as in the 
amendment which I suggested to the Senator. It seems to me 
that that is sufficient and for this reason: I will take an illustra- 


tion. Suppose a railroad company, or some one in the interest 


of a railroad company, by some device were attempting to hold 
these coal lands for the purpose really of advancing the private 


scheme of the railroad company in the production of coal and in 


tion of coal to the utter destruction of all others, 
When 


the matter was brought before the court, if the court should de- 
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termine that it was an illegal transaction, the court would not 
forfeit the property. 

The railroad company would simply be required to surrender 
the stock, and under proper processes and through proper means 
that stock would be sold, and the railroad would be given the 
yalue of it, of course, and some person would necessarily be 
the purchaser of it the holding by whom would not be pro- 
hibited by law. 

Therefore, I make this suggestion to the Senator. While I 
can not offer it as an amendment, and I do not know that it is a 
matter to be disposed of to-day, I will take the liberty of hand- 
ing it to him, and I suggest to the Senator that his object can 
be accomplished, in my judgment, without the drastic provi- 
sions which the Senator has thought necessary in order to 
accomplish it. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President 

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me just a mo- 
ment 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. I was only going to ask a 
question. 

Mr. BACON. In other words, I do not think it necessary to 
say that no stockholder in a railroad company which is engaged 
in the transportation of coal shall be permitted to hold title 
to coal lands, because, as I formerly said, the purpose is to pre- 
vent the railroads from having the benefit of it. Therefore, if 
we have a particular prohibition against any person, natural 
or artificial, from having title or interest in these lands in the 
interest of a railroad company, it is the accomplishment of the 
purpose without that drastic and, as I conceive, unduly harsh 
provision of law. Now I will be glad to hear the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The question I was going to ask the Sena- 
tor is only this: Does the Senator feel that there is no consti- 
tutional inhibition against the power of Congress to say to the 
citizen of any State, You can not purchase such property with- 
out forfeiting or being compelled to sell other property?” Can 
we as a Congress provide a law that a citizen of the State of 
Georgia, holding stock in a railway company, can not also buy 
stock in a mining company or buy a mine itself? Is it certain 
that we have that power? 

Mr. BACON. I do not know that I need follow the Senator 
through the tortuous line of his question, but I can make a 
more direct reply by saying that we are dealing exclusively 

_ here with the question of the disposition of property within a 

“Yerritory and not within a State, the right to sell which and to 
prescribe the terms of the sale of which does rest in the sover- 
eignty of the United States and does in no manner relate to the 
question of the right of the United States to prescribe upon 
what terms property shall be sold in a State, or who shall hold 
property in a State, or what citizen of a State or upon what con- 
ditions the citizen of a State can hold property. he United 
States undoubtedly has the right to prescribe the terms upon 
which this property shall be sold, and when that is said it 
seems to me the whole thing is said. 

Here is a valuable property, and it is conceded—we are con- 
ceding it in proposing to legislate about it—that the United 
States Government has a right to prescribe the terms upon 
which the sales shall be made. Although the direct title may 
not be in the United States, we have the same power to deal 
with it as if it had. It is in the same manner that a private 
individual anywhere can sell property and, by certain stipula- 
tions, control the question as to what disposition can subse- 
quently be made of that property by the vendee—as to what 
particular class of persons can hold the property. 

Mr. McCUMBER. In this case, I want to say to the Senator, 
we are not dealing even with property that belongs to the 
United States. The title of that property is in Indian tribes. 

Mr. BACON. Yes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. We have only a reversionary interest in 
case the tribe becomes extinct. Now, following our duty to 
dispose of this land for the benefit of the Indians of the tribe, 
can we place any such inhibition upon the same, even in a Ter- 
ritory? 

Mr. BACON. The Senator’s inquiry goes much further than 
the particular suggestion which I am making. The Senator’s 
inquiry is one which leaves in doubt our right. Of course we 
had better decide that before we legislate about it at all. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I say we have undoubtedly the right as 
trustees to sell under our treaties and agreements. 

Mr. BACON. It is assumed that while this is the property of 
the Indians, it is property they can not sell, but the sale of 
which and the terms upon which it is to be sold are subject 
entirely to the control of Congress. 

Mr. KNOX. May I ask the Senator from Georgia a question? 

Mr. BACON. Certainly. 
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Mr. KNOX. I should like to know if the purpose of his sug- 

gestion of modification would relieve this difficulty, which is the 

main one with me. These coal lands get into the hands of a 

conl company in the Indian Territory who seek to develop 
em. 

A man who happens, either by purchase or inheritance or 
in any other way, to own any stock, no matter how little, 
whether it be one share or a controlling interest, in a railroad 
company in the Territory which hauls coal away from those 
lands is prohibited by this proposed law from acquiring any 
interest whatever in the coal lands, which would, of course, 
cover the purchase of a part of the capital stock of the cor- 
poration which is operating the coal lands. Now—— 

Mr. BACON. I will state to the Senator 

Mr. KNOX. Let me fininsh the statement of what I regard 
the principal difficulty, and I hope the suggestion made by the 
Senator is intended to obviate it. This act does not forfeit 
the stock that the stockholder in the railroad acquired in the 
coal company, but it forfeits the coal company’s title to land, 
when the stockholder may not have known anything about this 
transaction whatever; in other words, was an innocent pur- 
chaser. 

Mr. SPOONER. I wish to make a suggestion with reference 
to the interrogatory. The Senator from Pennsylvania has 
assumed that under this amendment a stockholder or officer of 
the railroad company would be prohibited from buying stock 
in a coal company. 

Mr. KNOX. ‘That is what the junior Senator from Wisconsin 
said in reply to my first question as to whether that was the 
intent of the act. 

Mr. SPOONER. The language of the amendment proposed 
is “the person acquiring interest by purchase or lease in the 
land.” Perhaps the amendment ought to go further. 

Mr. KNOX. The purchase of a portion of the capital stock 
would be acquiring an interest in the land, although not tech- 
nically so. 

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me, his question 
was predicated upon a misunderstanding so far as my amend- 
ment is concerned. 

Mr. KNOX. I ask the Senator if his amendment cures that? 

Mr. BACON. ‘The purpose is to cure it. In other words, the 
purpose of the amendment is to eliminate from the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin the feature which 
prohibits the holding by a stockholder or any person or any 
other corporation, unless it be some one acting in the interest 
of the railroad company. The Senator will perceive that it 
does not relate to any stockholder unless that stockholder is 
acting in the interest, either direct or indirect, of a railroad 
company engaged in the transportation of coal. 

Mr. KNOX. I perceive the difference, and I think the sug- 
gestion is a very wise one, because that objection to the amend- 
ment should certainly be eliminated. 

Mr. BACON. I think that is the radical objection to the 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin. It is the fact that 
the person who might be a stockholder in a railroad company 
might have an interest in the coal land and be in no wise con- 
nected in so doing in any interest of the railroad company. On 
the other hand, some person not a stockholder in the railroad 
company could still hold stock in the coal company in the in- 
terest of the railroad company. So the Senator’s amendment, 
as it now stands, could easily be evaded. 

But the purpose is to affect no one in the holding of coal 
lands unless that holding is in the interest of the railroad com- 
pany. In order to make that provision effective the amend- 
ment which I suggest goes on to make that holding an illegal 
holding if by any arrangement or by any device that is the 
effect of the holding of that person. 

At the same time it entirely destroys the objectionable feature 
which would prohibit a stockholder of the railroad company 
from having stock in the coal company although he might not 
be so holding in the interest of the railroad company, but en- 
tirely in his own interest. I simply suggest that to the Senator. 
As I said, it is possible that this may not be finally determined 
this afternoon, and I would be glad to give it to him for such 
consideration as he may think proper to give to it. I was inter- 
rupted before I had entirely finished my reply to the Senator's 
inquiry as to the subsequent provision, the last proviso of the 
Senator’s amendment, which is in these words: 

And provided further, That upon violation of any of said conditions 
all right, title, and interest in and to said lands shall revert to and 
vest in the United States in trust for the tribes of Indians now owning 


the same, and the tribal organization is hereby continued in so far 
as may be necessary to execute the condition hereby created. 


I would not have that provision for the reason that the only 
purpose of the amendment is to have an effective amendment 
to prevent a railroad company from holding title to any of these 
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coal lands or to prevent any other person, either artificial or 
natural, from holding any of the coal lands in the interest of 
the railroad company. When that is accomplished it is not 
necessary, it seems to me, to have a penalty attached. It is 
sufficient if there is the machinery in the courts, and every 
lawyer knows there would be machinery in the courts under 
this provision, to say to a railroad company, “ You shall not 
hold this title; you shall not have this stock; you shall not have 
control of this coal company, but I will appoint a receiver and 
I will have that sold at public outery; I will give you back 
the money that it may bring, and then you are acquit of the 
whole subject, and somebody may hold the title of the coal land 
who will not be interested in the transportation of its industry 
in that way in an unfair position for competition with other 
producers and for the destruction of competing interests.” 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I very much appreciate 
the value of this discussion. I am fortunate, indeed, in hav- 
ing offered an amendment here, whatever inherent weakness 
it may have, which has developed that this subject is of primary 
importance, and has interested the ablest lawyers of this body 
in endeavoring to work out in some form, better than I have 
suggested, a means of disposing of this important question. 

Sir, I venture now to ask unanimous consent that the matter 
may go over for to-day in order that there may be opportunity 
to perfect an amendment which will not be subject to consti- 
tutional objection, and yet will deal no less effectively and com- 
pletely with the subject. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I should be disposed to request 
unanimous consent for this reason: I think that it is evident 
to anyone who has watched this matter that it is the general 
purpose of the Senate now, if it can ever get to a vote upon it, 
to strike out the Senate committee amendment to section 13 
and also a part of House section 13. We have exhausted the 
day upon a question which I believe nearly everyone will agree 
will be practically eliminated from this bill, and, for one, I 
feel disposed to object to a further continuance of it, except 
upon a vote of the Senate. 

Mr. GALLINGHR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Burrows in the chair). 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fo.zerre] is entitled to 
the floor. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, Mr. President. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I make no pretense to any 
special knowledge concerning these Indian matters; I do not 
rise to discuss any feature of the bill that is under considera- 
tion; but an hour ago a letter was handed to me, which came 
through the mail with a special-delivery stamp upon it, so that 
I presume it has not been sent to other Senators. It is from a 
gentleman who has taken a great interest heretofore, and does 
now, in all matters relating to Indians, and I ask that the letter 
may be read at the desk. I trust the chairman of the commit- 
tee will give it such consideration as its merits may justify. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator that, 
at the instance of the Senator from Missouri, I think the sug- 
gestions contained in the letter have all been carefully safe- 
guarded, or provision will be made for safeguarding them, when 
we get to the nineteenth section. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator, without objection, sim- 
ply allow the letter to be printed in the Recorp? That is all I 
ask. 

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly; I have no objection to that. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Then, I ask that the letter may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The letter will be printed in 
the Recorp, in the absence of objection. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 2, 1906. 


My DEAR Senator: I tfully call your careful attention to cer- 
tain portions of the bill H. R. 5976 pending in the Senate entitled: 
“An act to provide for the final disposition of the affairs of the Five 
Civilized Tr in the Indian Territory, and for other purposes.” 

Certain amendments to the bill added by the Senate Committee on 
Indian Affairs would indicate, from thelr nature, that they were not 
fully understood. 

Section 19 of the bill is amended in part as follows: 

“e © „Provided further, That when restrictions upon the allena- 
tion and leasing of lands have been, are hereby, or may hereafter be 
removed, said lands are alienable from the date of selection thereof. 

1 And as to all“ leases and conveyances heretofore made by 

member of either of the Five Civilized Tribes whose restrictions 
as to alienation are removed by this act, of or upon lands other than 
homesteads, and which said leases and conveyances have been hereto- 
fore filed in the office of the United States Indian t for the Union 
Agency at Muscogee, or with the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, or the 
Secretary of the Tatarilor, it shall not be necessary to bave the approval 
of the Secretary of the Interior. And no lease heretofore made shall 


declared invalid solely on the ground that it was not acknowledged.” 
high a 1 the agreement made with the Cherokee Kalbe, 


tions 15 and 16 o 
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approved July 1, 1902, provide for alienation of the lands allotted to 
members of the tribe, a portion of which is not alienable for five years 
from the date of the approval of the patent to issue by the Government 
to the allottee, so that several years will yet elapse before all these 
lands are alienable by the ajlottees under said agreement, Freedmen 
were given the right to alienate their allotments about one year after 
the date of the agreement above referred to, but it should be borne in 
mind that all conveyances were required to be approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior before becoming valid. There are probably 3,500 
freedmen in the Cherokee Nation. 

Likewise section 7 of the Creek agreement, approved March 1, 1901, 
restricts the alienation of lands allotted, and contains the saying clause 
of previous approval by the Secretary to enable the allottee to convey 


a good title. 
he Choctaw and Chickasaw agreement of June 28, 1898, provides in 
a similar manner for the protection of the allottees in the disposition of 


their allotments. 
The greatest threatened wrong contained in the proposed legislation 
lies in the provision that the date of legal alienation by the allottee 
shall revert to the day the allottee selected his allotment, not the 
time restrictions may have been removed, or the date of the approval of 
the allotment, or the day upon which the Secretary may have approved 
of any sale made after authority of law was 8 to dispose of cer- 
tain portions of the land. 
Scarcely less subject to criticism is the clause providing that no lease 
shall be declared invalid solely on the ground that it is not acknowl- 


edged. 

Po years ago, when an investigation of the affairs in Indian Terri- 
tory was being made, it was found that all sorts of schemes were bein 
resorted to in the wild effort to secure title to Indian lands, some o 
the operators 5 bold as to defy the authority of the Government 
8 out its preventive measures to secure protection for the 

Various conveyances were secured at that time and previous thereto 
and filed with the United States Indian agent at Muscogee, or with the 
Secretary of the Interior, which were altogether void reason of hav- 
ing no authority of law. These conveyances stipula for transfer of 
ownership in the lands by the allottee for a tri consideration, not 
at all commensurate with the real value of the lands, and the most 
daring manipulations and fraudulent practices were resorted to in the 
effort to accomplish the results sought for. I recall that in many cases 
it was found that a purported lease contract contained a clause whereby 
the title to the lands leased was conveyed to the lessee at the termina- 
tion of the lease, the annual amount of rental stipulated to be paid 
being the consideration for title in fee simple. 

It is now proposed to legalize these contracts of lease and sale by a 
law of Con, and great pressure is evidently being brought to bear to 
sper up 2 Sat tho Bradley Investment Co ft M 

v en mpany, o usco; 
alone has cm 500 contracts of lease and sale, 8 100, 
acres of allotted lands. Many other companies and private speculators 
are engaged In similar work, and no doubt all have brought their infu- 
ence to bear in an effort to have a statute enacted to profit by their 
unconscionable transactions with these Indians. 

The other provision noted, whereby no acknowl mt shall be re- 
quired to validate the conveyance, is the worst sort of legislation. 

In a new country like Indian Territory it seems of th 
importance that conveyances of realty should be guarded b. 
ties of great legal tga T, in order that fraud shall not be com- 
mitted. Not P are the 2 8 purchasers of allotted lands seek- 
ing to secure this l lation, t railroad Se omg are alleged to 
be deeply interested quieting title to lands at the courts have 
so far refused to sanction, on account of gross irregularities in the 
execution of the conveyances from the Indians. 

I understand that the honorable Secretary of the Interlor is opposed 
to the legislation referred to in this communication. 

May I not hope that after a careful investigation of this matter 
you will see your way clear to oppose the legislation which has been 
referred to herein? 

Very respectfully, 8. M. Bnosrus, 
Agent Indian Rights Association. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I understand the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. CLarr] to object to this matter going 
over until to-morrow. 

Mr. CLAPP. I would not object to section 13 going over 
long enough for us to dispose of section 19, which is still 
pending. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then I ask unanimous consent that 
that be done, that we pass over section 13 for the time being. 

Mr. CLAPP. Until we dispose of section 19. I have no ob- 
jection to that. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I infer from the suggestion 
of the Senator from Wisconsin that he does not desire to-day 
to further discuss the amendment to section 13. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will say to the Senator that I de- 
sire at as early a time as possible to make this amendment 
effective by modification, if it is objectionable for constitutional 
reasons, and, if possible, to do so this afternoon. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I so understand the Senator, but it seems 
to me that that should not preclude a further consideration 
of the section to which the amendment is directed by Sen- 
ators who have not had the opportunity to express themselves 
in regard to it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think not. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Such discussion will not in any way inter- 
fere with the perfection of the Senator's amendment. It is not 
necessary, in order to have time for that purpose, that we should 
suspend consideration of the bill. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. But my request for unanimous consent 
was merely to pass over this amendment for the time being. 
When we return to it, it will, of course, be open to discussion 
and amendment throughout, as it now is. 
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Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, if the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin has finished the discussion of the section, as I infer he has 
from his statement 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield the floor to the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I desire for a few minutes to consider this 
question from the general standpoint. There is no more impor- 
tant question before this Senate than the one involved in this 
amendment or in the section proposed to be amended. There is 
no greater evil to-day in the United States than that involved in 
the existing control of common carriers over the utilities of life. 

Mr. President, productive industry and the functions of a 
common carrier should be kept so distinctly apart that neither 
would control the other. If productive industry controls the 
railroads, they do it for their selfish interests; if the railroads 
control productive industry, they do it for their selfish interests. 
It may be difficult to find a remedy for this evil; but it is the 
greatest evil to-day existing in the business world. No railroad 
should be engaged in any other business than that of a common 
carrier; no productive industry should have such a grasp upon 
the common carriers of the country that they can control them. 
Take the producers of iron and steel and iron and steel products 
of this country and allow them to control the transportation as 
a matter of personal accommodation to them, to the exclusion 
of those whom they may choose to exclude, you paralyze compe- 
tition and you place this industry in the hands of the control- 
ling force. 

Take these coal lands. Perhaps we shall never find a cure 
in our generation for the evil that exists in the older States; 
but we can at least scotch it as it approaches and threatens the 
new civilization of our country in these Territories; and we 
should direct our attention to it. We can only draw conclusions 
of wisdom perhaps from the things of the past or from condi- 
tions that are beyond our reach to-day; but we should not fall 
to draw those conclusions for the benefit of a correct solution 
of the difficulties that confront us in this case. 

Here are, perhaps in extent and in character, as valuable 
coal lands as there are in the world. We are proposing to sell 
or lease them for the best price and upon the most favorable 
conditions for the benefit of these Indians. If we sell enough 
or lease enough of those coal lands to the railroads to enable 
those railroads to supply the market, the remainder of the coal 
lands will have no value whatever. Private investment is not 
going into the field to compete with the railroads in mining and 
selling coal in the general market, unless you can reach that 
much-to-be-desired point of preventing discrimination in freight 
rates on the part of the railroads, by which to-day in the State 
of Wyoming, where the railroads own vast and valuable coal 
fields, coal lands that are not owned by the railroads have no 
market and individual ownership of those coal lands is to-day 
without any possible realization. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Will the Senator allow me to make 
a correction in his statement? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It is true that in the State of 
Wyoming great quantities of coal lands are held by public 
corporations. We have 30,000 square miles of coal in the State 
of Wyoming. Some of the common carriers of that State are 
engaged in coal mining. We have, however, other coal-mining 
industries there, and very great ones, in addition to those that 
are connected in any way with any railroad or carrying corpora- 
tion. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I accept the statement of 
the Senator from Wyoming as being true within the limitations 
that I know to exist. We deal with the coal of Wyoming. I 
cited it as an instance, in no invidious sense, but because we 
draw our coal supplies from those mines, and we know some- 
thing of the restrictions upon our rights in a business way that 
flow from the management of those mines. We know that half- 
way between the coal mines in Wyoming and our mines there 
are other coal fields that, with the same development, would 
produce the same character of coal and the same quantity of it; 
and we also know that because of the interest which the rail- 
road company and those connected with it have in these mines 
in Wyoming, we can not secure either the accommodations for 
transportation or such rates as would enable us to deliver our 
coal to our market for the same price that they deliver the 
coal from their mines. We know that as a matter of fact. 
There is nothing in this legislation that can possibly effect a 
cure of that evil; but we must draw our lessons of wisdom from 
the experiences of life around us; and I cited it only as an in- 
stance. 


Mr. FULTON. Mr. President—— 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 


Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. 

Mr. FULTON. I agree with the Senator in his desire to pre- 
vent railway companies engaged in hauling coal from owning 
coal mines and selling the product; but I wish to ask the Sen- 
ator does he think that that could be prevented without at the 
same time preventing the stockholder in a railroad company 
being interested in coal mines? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I am inclined to think that it 


can. 

Mr. FULTON. The same conditions probably would prevail 
against which the Senator objects. We all know that—— 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, it is true and perhaps—— 

Mr. FULTON. But what I want to ask the Senator 

Mr. HEYBURN. Excuse me. Perhaps by some method of 
circumvention the law would be evaded, but we will try to stop 
those leaks as they occur. 

Mr. FULTON. I ask the Senator if he thinks we could pro- 
hibit the stockholders in a railroad corporation from investing 
their own money in coal lands? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not think so. I think as a matter of 
law we could not do it. I do not believe that the power of the 
Government could be extended that far. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I do. 

Mr. TELLER. I wish to ask the Senator whether he has 
examined the decision of the Supreme Court on this coal ques- 
tion, which was rendered a few days since—the case of the New 
York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company v. The Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. In that case the court holds: 


The question, therefore, to be decided is this: Has a carrier engaged 
in interstate commerce the power to contract to sell and transport in 
completion of the contract the commodity sold when the pere stipu- 
lat in the contract does not pay the cost of purchase, the cost of 
delivery, and the published freight rates? 


In this case the Supreme Court held, I think, with unanimity 
that the railroad company could not engage in such business, 
I believe therein lies our remedy, and in the bill that is either 
before us or which is coming before us soon. That would not, 
of course, apply perhaps to coal in a State, but the States could 
themselves handle that within their jurisdiction the same as 
the General Government can within its jurisdiction. So it is 
within the power of the General Government or of the States 
to prevent these corporations from doing this to-day. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I have not doubted for a 
moment at any time that a corporation would be limited to the 
powers conferred by its charter, and all transportation com- 
panies, so far as I have had occasion to know about them, are 
by the terms of their charters confined to that class of business, 
but it is rather a question with us of affording an opportunity 
for the evasion, the easy evasion, of the law in this case. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Is not the Senator of the opinion that there 
lies confronting us a solution of this proposition which will be 
quite incapable of evasion, and the only one which can be de- 
vised which will not be susceptible of evasion; and that is, that 
the United States shall hold these lands in trust and shall not 
sell them at all, but shall hold them and lease them, retaining 
such control over the lease as the lessor may lawfully retain, 
and thus in this way paying over to the Indians the annually 
accruing royalty and preventing any possibility of the concentra- 
tion of these lands in corporate ownership or under corporate 
control? Is not that the way to do it? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I think that a remedy lies in that direction; 
but here is a difficulty that we must meet in connection with 
that remedy: It was stated here by a Senator this morning, I 
think, that about 60 per cent of the leases that have been made 
have been transferred to the railroad companies, thus giving 
them indirectly the advantage they would have by purchase. 

Mr. SPOONER. That was very wisely brought to the at- 
tention of the Senate; but nothing would be easier than for Con- 
gress, in providing for the leasing of these lands, to make the 
leases nonassignable; to provide that they shall be assignable 
only upon the approval of the President of the United States, 
or to provide that they shall be only assignable upon the ap- 
proval of Congress. If the people can not, in the last analysis, 
trust this body and the other body and the President, our in- 
stitutions do not amount to much. 

Mr. HEYBURN. 1 am in entire accord with the Senator 
from Wisconsin in regard to the manner in which these lands 
should be disposed of. I have never believed in placing the 
Indian lands beyond the reach of the Government. I am op- 
posed to a system of government that ties up public lands either 
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that they may be leased by the Government or controlled by, it. 
I believe in the Government selling these lands, but I believe 
in the Government, in the execution of a trust of this kind, 
adopting the policy best adapted to perpetuate the benefits to 
the cestui que trust. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I wish to ask the Senator from Wisconsin 
whether the purpose sought to be accomplished by him would 
not be realized simply by the rejection of the Senate committee 
amendment to section 13? : 

a SPOONER. Yes; and the modification of the House pro- 
vision. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Which would necessitate the modification 
of other parts of the bill. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I understand that the original House bill 
provided for just such leases as the Senator from Wisconsin 
contemplates. 

Mr. SPOONER. No. 

Mr. HEYBURN. The amendment of the Senate committee 
in a measure cuts out certain provisions of the House bill that 
would necessarily be restored if we are going to treat these 
lands from the standpoint of leasing them. 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes; the amendment of the Senate commit- 
tee to the bill cuts out all of section 13 of the House bill, which 
provided : i 


That all coal and asphalt lands, whether leased or unleased, shall be 
reserved from sale under this act until the existing leases for coal and 
asphalt lands shall have expired 


Then 


and the 3 of the Interior is authortzed to lease the residue of 
the unleased coal and asphalt lands for mining purposes under rules 
and regulations to be prescribed by him. 


But not to sell them. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. If the Senator from Idaho will permit me, 
I wish to ask whether, if we leave section 13 as the House en- 
acted it, that would not accomplish the purpose sought by the 
Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. SPOONER. If it is left, we should want to add some 
provisions restricting the assignment and transfer of leases, 
and all that. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I should say, Mr. President, that section 13 
of the House bill does not go far enough. It states a general 
principle of action, but it does not sufficiently safeguard it 
against the very evils from which we are seeking to protect 
against in this case. The section, if restored to the bill in lieu 
of the Senate committee amendment, should contain a limita- 
tion as to the time of the leases, the quantity of lands that 
might be leased, and the provision suggested by the Senator 
from Wisconsin as to the assignability of the leases. Of course 
we gain nothing; we throw no protection about these people if we 
allow these leases to be made and then to be assigned at the 
will and pursuant to the connivance of those who desire to mo- 
nopolize the land; but if the leases are nonassignable, if the 
contracts are of sufficient size to justify the expenditure inci- 
dent to the opening of a coal mine so as to make it an attractive 
investment, we shall then have drawn to that country, instead 
of one great monopoly to mine coal, hundreds and hundreds of 
operators, who will represent an element of healthy competition 
and also diversified investments from various sections of the 
country and under various conditions. The more men who are 
engaged in mining coal in that section, each on his own account, 
the better for the country. It is much better that those coal 
lands should be developed by a hundred different combinations 
of capital than that they should be developed by one, for we 
shall thereby get the element of competition. 

Mr. President, I think there is no more important question 
before the Senate than this; and this is the time when it must 
be settled. If we treat this question lightly and give authority 
under this act to sell those coal lands, it will be but a short time 
when one railroad, or a combination of railroads acting in har- 
mony, will own them all, operate them all, place its own price 
upon the product of the mines, and say to others who would in- 
vest in them, who would engage in the enterprise, “ If you do it, 
you will do it against our secret rebates with those who are inti- 
mately associated with us in financial affairs; you will do it at 
the risk of being able to detect us in the subterranean arrange- 
ments which we will haye with our stockholders or with those 
who are acting in sympathy with us.” 

The consequence will be that private enterprise will be kept 
out not only of the field of operation, but out of the field of 
purchase. It will not go in there any more than it will take 
hold of the coal lands to which I have referred earlier in my 
remarks. 


I have been there; I have known them nearly thirty years, 
as fine coal measures as are to be found in any country, utterly 
and absolutely without value because they have no available 
market, and there is no railroad that will give them a rate or 
haul their product, and they are hundreds of miles from any 
possible competing line. So it will be here in this new country, 
where there are now but two roads available on which to carry 
that coal to the market, and those two roads are acting in con- 
cert, making their own rates, and making such rates as are 
prohibitive of competition. 

Mr. President, I hope that we shall not, because of any pres- 
sure for time, allow this measure to go without that full consid- 
eration and this bill to be enacted without that careful amend- 
ment that will surely accomplish the purpose of protecting these 
lands against the spoiler. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I think, if it has 
developed nothing else, the discussion has developed the fact 
that the Senate is not prepared at this time to legislate in re- 
gard to these lands in definite form. The committee was of 
that opinion; and in the amendment which the committee pro- 
posed it was provided that nothing should be done either toward 
the sale or the lease of these coal lands until March, 1907, 
allowing one year in which the Senate could make its investi- 
gations, and then it provided that if it was determined to sell 
these lands they should be sold under certain restrictions men- 
tioned in section 13. That has been extended for five years 
further. 

The discussion, however, has developed along such lines and 
has created such a deep impression that we are more intensely 
ignorant of the conditions in the Territory than we even 
thought. If the opportunity shall offer, I shall make a sug- 
gestion that the Senate recede from its amendment, or ask that 
the Senate disagree to the amendment of the committee entirely. 
I would make that motion now were it not for the fact that the 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin to the committee 
amendment is still pending and he may desire a vote upon that 
amendment. But wheneyer the time shall come I shall make 
a motion for that disposition of this section. That, of course, 
would restore the House section which, by the Senate com- 
mittee amendment, is proposed to be stricken out. Then I 
shall propose that the House section shall be modified so as to 
read substantially as follows: 

Sec. 13. That all coal and — lands, whether leased or unleased, 
shall be reserved from sale under this act until the existing leases for 


coal and asphalt lands shall haye expired, or until such time as may 
be otherwise provided by law. 


That eliminates, so far as this session of Congress is con- 
cerned, any affirmative legislation in regard to the disposal of 
these lands either by lease or otherwise, and leaves each of 
those questions to the future consideration of Congress, upon 
such data and upon such information as they may be able to 
acquire between now and the time when we may be called to 
act in regard to these lands, either by leasing them or selling 
them. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I have observed, Mr. President, in this 
debate a good deal of adverse sentiment regarding Government 
ownership of anything, and I wish to call the attention of the 
Senate to two inconsistencies in the actual legislation of this 
body and the House of Representatives with that sentiment. 
The other day the Secretary of War recommended the pur- 
chase of coal fields in the island of Batan in the Philippine 
Islands. Why? There was coal in Japan that could be se- 
cured; there was coal elsewhere in the Philippine Islands, in 
the island of Cebu, that could be secured. But it was claimed 
that this coal was about as good as the Japanese coal, and could 
be mined and sold at a cheaper price than could the Japanese 
coal; that it was superior to other coals in the Philippine 
Islands; that we had a navy and an army there, and that we 
had a budding merchant marine there all needing coal. What 
did we do in this Senate when that bill for the purchase of 
the coal fields in Batan came here? We passed it unanimously, 
I believe, just as they passed it in the House of Representatives. 

It is true there was some question in the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives as to what should be 
done with those coal fields after they were acquired by the 
United States Government, and Secretary Taft, in his hearing 
before that committee, suggested that it was not the intention 
of the Government to go into the business of coal mining, but 
that after it had acquired the coal fields it could then lease 
them to operators and would retain, just as is suggested here, 
with reference to the coal lands of the public domain, a control 
that would prevent extortionate prices. So Congress has al- 
ready acted almost unanimously in the line of government own- 
ership. 

There is another instance of stupendous Government owner- 
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ship entered into with the almost unanimous approval of both 
bodies. In the first place we purchased a canal, a partially 
constructed canal, owned by the French Canal Company. We 
paid $40,000,000 for it, and we are now engaged in completing 
that canal at a probable cost of anywhere from two hundred 
million to five hundred million dollars. 

Why are we building that canal? To promote foreign and 
interstate commerce. If we can build the Panama Canal, can 
we not build an interstate railway? And if we do not wish 
to enter into the Government ownership of railroads, can we 
not at all events incorporate interstate railroads? The Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin interjects that nobody denies that. Yet 1 
hear it frequently denied upon this floor that we have a con- 
stitutional right to pass a law for the purpose of organizing 
interstate railroads, and I am glad to know that I have ob- 
tained the Senator’s opinion, great lawyer as he is, in favor 
of the proposition that the United States Government has com- 
plete and ample power to pass a national incorporation act for 
the construction and operation of railroads engaged in inter- 
state commerce. 

We have not only entered upon the construction of the canal, 
but we have entered into the ownership of a railroad with the 
almost unanimous consent of both parties—the Panama Rail- 
road. We have bought all the stock of that railroad, the com- 
pany being organized under the laws of New York. At first we 
did not secure all the stock. We only had a part of it. What 
did we propose to do then? To exercise the power of eminent 
domain in order to get the rest. 

When we found we did not have all the stock of the Panama 
Railroad Company what did the Senate conclude to do? The 
Senate, that is so sensitive about Government ownership, passed 
a bill providing for the condemnation, not of the railroad itself, 
with its location in Panama, but for the condemnation of stock 
held by private persons in the United States in a New York 
corporation which owned the Panama Railroad, and it was the 
unanimous opinion of the great lawyers of the Senate that that 
could be done. 

What solution of the entire question of national ownership 
is suggested by this action? It is that the nation may condemn 
the common stock of all the railroad companies of the country, 
subect to their liabilities in bonds and preferred stock. We can 
thus in a very short time obtain control of the great corporate 
railroad systems of the country, and the Senate has blazed a 
way toward an easy solution of this question of Government 
ownership. We could thus solve the question of operation and 
administration, for the managers and operators would still re- 
main at their posts, just as they do in the Panama Railroad, 
and time could be taken to perfect administration. 

Unless we do legislate in the line of national incorporation, 
do you think the people are going to be insensible to the fact 
that there is an easy way of acquiring every railroad in the 
country by the condemnation simply of its common stock, and 
that we can issue bonds for the purchase of that stock at a low 
rate of interest, and that the dividends on the stock itself would 
take care of the bonds and constitute a sinking fund for their 
retirement and pay the bonds off within a period of thirty years? 

I insist upon it there are but two propositions before the 
country—either a complete control of the railroad system of the 
country by national incorporation, or through national ownership 
acquired in the method I have indicated, and which has the 
sanction of the ablest lawyers of the Senate. 

Let me call attention to another abuse that exists to-day, re- 
ferred to by a memorandum which has been sent to me, like 
the other one, from the gallery, with reference to the Philadel- 
phia and Reading Railroad Company. It gives the history of 
their control over coal fields, and it says: 

The Reading Railroad controls the anthracite coal fields through the 
medium of the Temple Iron Company, which obtained a blanket charter 
about 1790, authorizing it to make pig fron, buy coal and coal lands, and 
operate them, etc. en President Baer was the corporation attorney 
of the Reading 3 before coming to the head of the company, he 
learned of the unusually broad terms of the Temple Iron Company's 
charter and purchased a controlling interest in that company’s stock. 
The Temple Iron Company, originally a small local corporation, operat- 


ing a single pig-iron plant, has thus become practically the sole owner 
of the A E AITA anthracite fields. z 


And, remember, one-sixth of the stock of the Reading Company 
is owned by the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company, and a 
considerable portion, I think, is owned, either directly or indi- 
rectly, by the Pennsylvania Railroad Company and the New York 
Central Railroad Company. What a field this offers for Goy- 
ernment ownership, for it will be contended that by condemning 
in the courts merely the common stock of these three great trunk 
lines the nation will obtain not only the control of the railway 
systems, but the absolute control of the anthracite field of the 
country. 

So I insist upon it to the Senators who are so sensitive about 


Government ownership that they will find themselves confronted 
with these serious questions unless they now, within the near 
future, adopt an adequate system of national incorporation and 
control, which will permit the greater sovereign to do, through 
its own instrumentalities, the greater soyereign’s business, and 
which will not submit that business to corporations created by 
single States, whose lax legislation results in such abuses as 
have been accomplished through these holding companies in 
West Virginia and in Pennsylvania—such companies as the 
Reading Company. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, we have spent more than 
one day in the discussion of this bill, which I think all admit, 
as it is now amended, neither branch of Congress will pass. 
We have provided for five years in which to consider the sub- 
ject of the disposition of those lands. I know of no necessity, 
therefore of crossing that bridge until we reach it at that time, 
or nearly that time, if we need that much more time to inform 
ourselves of the subject-matter. 

I do not want to shut off any debate on this particular amend- 
ment, and would not do so if I did not think the debate that 
has been going on is more applicable to the general railway rate 
legislation that we are having under discussion from day to day; 
but in order to get through with this bill, I move that the 
amendment of the committee to section 13, together with the 
proposed amendments to that amendment, be laid on the table. 

Mr. CLAY. Does that include the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Necessarily the laying of one amendment 
on the table takes all of them and disposes of that question. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota 
moves v lay the amendment of the committee to section 13 on 
the table. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President, can not those questions be sep- 
arated? There is one distinct amendment proposed to this bill 
by the Committee on Indian Affairs. There is an amendment 
offered to that amendment. It strikes me that the question can 
be separated. The Senator from North Dakota moves to lay 
both the amendment offered by the committee and the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin on the table. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; the amendment to that amendment, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. If the Senator from North Dakota 
moves to lay the committee amendment on the table, the Chair 
is of the opinion that would carry all pending amendments. 
Does the Chair understand distinctly the motion of the Senator 
from North Dakota? 

Mr. McCUMBER. My motion was to lay the amendment 
proposed by the committee upon the table, which would carry. 
with it all amendments to that amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. MALLORY. On that I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered; and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. CLAPP (when his name was called). While I do not 
suppose that pairs will prevail on this vote, yet the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Smurmons], with whom I have a gen- 
eral pair, asked to have the pair preserved on this bill. As he 
is absent, I can not vote. If he were here, I would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. CLARK of Montana (when his name was called). I am 
paired with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE]. 
If he were present, I would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when his name was called). I 
am paired with the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. STONE]. 
Therefore I withhold my vote for the present. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). Owing to 
my general pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. TrrrMan], who is absent, I withhold my vote. I should 
yote “ yea,” if he were present. 

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON]. If he were 

The 


present, I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. KEAN (when Mr. Foraker’s name was called). 
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. FORAKER] is detained from the 
Chamber to-day on account of illness, I regret to state. 

Mr. MALLORY (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROCTOR]. 
If he were present, I should yote “ nay.” 

Mr. SCOTT (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TALtarerro]. 
I therefore ask to be excused from voting. 

Mr. SPOONER (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. CARMACK], who 
is absent. If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MONEY], 
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who is detained from the Chamber by illness. Therefore I 
withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Has the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
KITTREDGE] voted? + 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. He has not. 

Mr. PATTERSON. He and I are paired, and for that reason 
I will not vote. 

Mr. CLAY (after having voted in the negative). I desire to 
ask whether the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Loba] has voted? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. He has not. 

Mr. CLAY. I haye a pair with that Senator, and I withdraw 
my vote. If he were present, I should vote“ nay.” 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I should like to inquire whether this 
motion, if it is carried, will leave section 13 as it passed the 
House? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
the House. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. And subject to amendment? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. And subject to amendment. 

Mr. LATIMER (after haying voted in the affirmative). I 
desire to ask if the Senator from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS] has 
voted ? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. He has not. 

Mr. LATIMER. Then I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. MALLORY. The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Scorr] is paired with my colleague [Mr. TALtarerro], who is 
not present. I am paired with the senior Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. Procror]. The Senator from West Virginia and I 
have transferred our pairs and will vote, leaving my colleague 
paired with the senior Senator from Vermont. I vote “ nay.” 

Mr. SCOTT. I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Cray] is 
paired with the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE], 
who is absent. I am paired with the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. Carmack]. If it is agreeable to the Senator from Georgia 
we will change pairs and I will vote. 

Mr. CLAY. That is perfectly agreeable to me. 

Mr. SPOONER. I vote “ yea.” 


It will leave section 13 as it passed 


Mr. CLAY. I vote “ nay.” 
The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 7, as follows: 

YEAS—29. 
Aldrich Dolliver yang Scott 
Alger Frye McCumber Spooner 
Allison Fulton Morgan Teller 
Burkett Gamble Newlands Warner 
Burnham Hansbrough Overman Wetmore 
Clark, Wyo. Heyburn Perkins 
Crane Kean Piles 
Dick Knox Rayner 

NAYS—7. 
Bacon Clay La Follette Pettus 
Blackburn Dubois Mallory 

NOT VOTING—353. 

Alee Culberson Hale Patterson 
Ankeny Cullom Hemenway Penrose 
Bailey Daniel Hopkins Platt 
Berry ces 9 550 Kittredge tor 
Beveridge Dillingham Latimer Simmons 
Brandegee Dryden Lodge Smoot 
Bulkeley Elkins M Stone 
Burrows Flint McEner, Sutherland 
Burton Foraker McLaur Taliaferro 
Carmack Foster Martin 1 
Carter Frazier Millard Warren 
Clap Gallinger Money 
Clark, Mont. Gearin Nelson 
Clarke, Ark. Gorman Nixon 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The roll call discloses the absence 
of a quorum. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an- 
swered to their names: 


Aldrich Crane Kean Perkins 
Alger Dick Knox Pettus 
Allison Dillingham La Follette Rayner 
Bacon Dolliver Latimer Scott 
Blackburn Dubois Long Spooner 
Burkett Flint McCumber Stone 
Burnham Frye Mallory Teller 
Burrows Fulton Morgan Warner 
Clapp Gallinger Nelson Warren 
Clark, Mont. Gamble Newlands Wetmore 
Clark, Wyo. Hansbrough Overman 

Clay Heyburn Patterson 


Mr. DILLINGHAM. I merely wish to state that my col- 
league [Mr. Proctor] is necessarily absent from the city. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Forty-six Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. The Secretary will call 
the roll on agreeing to the motion of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. McCumper] to lay the amendment of the commit- 
tee to section 13 on the table. 


The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CLAPP (when his name was called). 


I shall have to 
make the same statement I made before. If the Senator with 
whom I am paired were here, I should vote“ yea.” 

Mr. CLARK of Montana (when his name was called). I have 
a general pair with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
BEVERIDGE]. If he were present, I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. CLAY (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lodz], but, if 
agreeable to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner], we will 
let the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loben] stand paired 
with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. CARMACK], so that we 
may both vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I again 
announce my pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. TILLMAN]. I should vote “ yea,” if he were here. 

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. Curperson]. I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from Washington [Mr. ANKENY] and 
will vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. MALLORY (when his name was called). As I an- 
nounced a while ago, I am paired with the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. Proctor]. The junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
DILLINGHAM] is paired with the Senator from South Carolina 
Mr. TILLMAN]. We have transferred our pairs. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. NELSON (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Berry). 
Not knowing how he would vote on this question, I withhold 
my vote. ‘ 

Mr. PATTERSON (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. KITTREDGE]. If he 
were here and voting, I would vote“ nay.” 

Mr. SCOTT (when his name was called). I have, as before 
announced, a general pair with the junior Senator from Florida 
(Mr. TALIAFERRO]. I will transfer that pair to the senior Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. PLATT] and vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Monry]. I 
will transfer that pair to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. FORAKER], 
so that he will stand paired with the Senator from Mississippi, 
and I will vote. I vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. NELSON. I will transfer my pair with the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Berry] to the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
DRYDEN] and vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Owing to the transfer of pairs an- 
nounced by the Senator from Florida [Mr. MALLORY] I am at 
liberty to vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLAPP. I desire to transfer my pair to the junior Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. Hemenway]. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. LATIMER. I will transfer my pair with the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Hopkins] to the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
McCreary] and vote. I vote “ yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 7, as follows: 


YEAS—3s8. 
Aldrich Dick Kean Piles 
Alger Dillingham Knox Scott 
Allison Dolliver Latimer Spooner 
Burkett Flint Long Stone 
Burnham 7 McCumber Teller 
Burrows Fulton Morgan Warner 
Carter Gallinger Nelson Warren 
Clapp Gamble Newlands Wetmore 
Clark, Wyo. Hansbrough Overman 
Crane Heyburn Perkins 
NAYS—7. 
Bacon Clay La Follette Pettus 
Blackburn Dubois Mallory 
NOT VOTING—44, 
Allee Culberson Hale Nixon 
Ankeny Cullom Hemenway Patterson 
Bailey Daniel Hopkins Penrose 
Berry Depew Kittredge Platt 
Beveridge Dryden Lodge Proctor 
Brandegee Ikins McCreary Rayner 
Bulkeley Foraker McEner; Simmons 
Burton Foster McLaurin Smoot 
Carmack Frazier Martin Sutherland 
Clark, Mont. Gearin Millard Taliaferro 
Clarke, Ark. Gorman Money Tillman ` 
So the amenāment of the committee to section 13 was laid on 
the table. 


Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand that the vote just 
taken restores the House provision. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That is correct. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I move to amend section 13 by 
inserting, after the word “expired,” in line 6, the words “or 
until such time as may be otherwise provided by law;”. and 
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further by striking out the balance of the section; so that the 
section as amended will read: 

Src. 13. That all coal and 5 lands, whether leased or unleased, 
shall be reserved from sale under this act until the existing leases for 
coal and asphalt lands shall have expired, or until such time as may 
be otherwise provided by law. 

Mr. CLAPP. I have no objections to the amendment, and 
unless some member of the committee raises an objection there 
is no objection to it on the part of the committee. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Secrerary. On page 16, section 13, after the word “ ex- 
pired,” strike out the remainder of the section and insert “or 
until such time as may be otherwise provided by law.” 

Mr. STONE. I should like to ask the Senator from Wyo- 
ming if that would still leave the land subject to be leased? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No; it takes it entirely out. The 
land could not be leased. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wyoming. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Is it in order now to offer an amendment 
to section 19? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is now in order. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that the amendment I offer may be 
read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read by the 
Secretary. 

The Secretary. On page 27 strike out all of section 19 and 
insert: 

Src. 19. That all restrictions upon alienations and cooly, lands 
of Indian allottees of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, eek, and 
Seminole tribes of less than full blood are, except as to homesteads, 
3 removed; that no full-blood Indian of any of said tribes, or his 
full-blood heirs, shall have power to alienate, sell, dis of, or 
incumber in any manner any of the lands allotted to him for a period 
of twenty-five years from and after the passage and approval of this 
act, unless such restriction shall, prior to the expiration of said period, 
be removed by act of 8 Provided, however, That such full- 
blood Indians of any of d tribes may lease any lands other than 
homesteads under such rules and tions as may be prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Interior; and in case of the inability of any 
full-blood owner of a homestead, on account of infirmity or age, to 
work or farm his homestead, the Secretary of the Interior, upon proof 
of such inability, may authorize the leasing of such homestead under 
such rules and regulations. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the understanding is that 

that amendment shall apply after the word “ allottee,” on line 
20, = page 27. It was drawn before the other amendments were 
made. 
. Now, Mr. President, this is a most important amendment not 
only as it affects the lives of the Indians, but particularly as it 
refers to the future prospect of all our Indian tribes in the 
Indian Territory. I wish to speak very briefly of the object of 
this amendment. 

The history of the American people in its dealings with the 
Indian tribes in the United States gives a degree of solemnity 
to that often-quoted phrase that our Pilgrim fathers, when they 
landed in this country, first fell upon their knees and then upon 
the aborigines. While the descendants of those Pilgrim fathers 
may have forgotten the first lesson of their fathers, I think they 
have never forgotten the second lesson, for we have continued 
to fall upon these tribes of Indians from the date of the earlier 
settlements until the present time. 

We forced the Indians from the Atlantic shore. We pressed 
them on beyond the Alleghenies. We followed them on over the 
Blue Ridge. We crowded them into the valleys of the Ohio. 
We pressed them onward again through the Mississippi Valley. 
We crowded them to the Mississippi River and to Minnesota, 
and even when that immortal poet was writing his beautiful 
poem of the immortal Minnehaha, we were pressing them from 
their old hunting grounds in that place. We crowded them then 
beyond the plains of the Dakotas, and still on across the Mis- 
souri, and over the Rocky Mountains, until we have brought 
them to the western coast. 

Now, Mr. President, in all of the crowding of these Indian 
tribes we never awakened up to any public conscience on what 
should be done with the few remnant tribes of the Indians until 
we got them so far from us that those who controlled the Goy- 
ernment relative to the Indians were not influenced at all by 
the Caucasian race that was crowding them out of their old 
hunting grounds. It exemplifies the old proposition that “ dis- 
tance lends enchantment to the view.” 

Finally our conscience was pricked to the extent that, in 1834, 
we did say We will take a little section of the United States, 
and we will set it aside for the Indian tribes of this country ;” 
that they are entitled to at least one-fiftieth or one hundredth 
of the land which was once entirely their own. We placed 
them in the boundary line of what was known as the “ Indian 


Territory ” in 1834. The intention at that time was to make 
an Indian territory out of that section of the country. We 
selected as fine land for hunting, for grazing, for agriculture 
as can be found anywhere in the United States. Our intention 
was good at the time. 

Finally the white settlers crowded along around the border 
lines of this Territory, and the white man has never yet recog- 
nized that the aborigines of any country on the face of the earth 
that was not white had any title or any rights to the country 
which he was bound in the slightest degree to respect. 

The whole sentiment of our people whenever they came in 
contact with the retreating Indians was that “ You must retreat 
farther; you have no valid claim to this fair country against 
the white man’s civilization; you have no right to stop the prog- 
ress of western civilization and western settlement by claim- 
ing one foot of your ancient territory.” But when we placed 
them there we felt at least that we had given them a piece of 
land that was all their own, and a section of the country wherein 
they could develop and live as Indians or be educated and live 
as white people if they saw fit. 

What happened but a short time after we had located them 
there? And, Mr. President, we did not locate them all there 
at their own will and pleasure. We crowded them out of the 
States of Georgia and Mississippi and other places and we 
fenced them within the border ‘lines of this new Territory. 
Then we said to them: “You may here follow out your own 
development, and we will protect you and shield you against 
the white man. We will shield you against ourselves.” But 
the moment the white man reached that border line he de- 
manded that the Indian should remoye. So he came to Con- 
gress. He went before the tribes of Indians themselves; and if 
there is anything on the face of the earth which demonstrates 
that the Indian will never learn to take care of himself wholly 
it is the fact that after two hundred and fifty years of history, 
knowing the contaminating influence of white civilization upon 
the Indian himself, he was led to believe, lured into the belief 
by the superior intellect of the white men, that it would be 
beneficial to him if he would allow them to cross over the border 
line and become a part of their citizenship. The Indians con- 
sented. We made the necessary laws. The result was that in 
less than thirty years we had demoralized the Indian. We had 
practically taken possession of his country and made of him a 
pauper. 

Mr. President, we have but these few remnants of the people 
left, and I confess that my sentiment joins with my sense of jus- 
tice in announcing that there is a duty upon the Government of 
the United States to protect those few remnants of full-blood In- 
dians in the Indian Territory if it is possible to do so. 

Our error has been in attempting to do something that was 
impossible in all of our history, and that is to make a white 
man out of an Indian; to so educate him, as we claimed, that he 
could compete in the business or professional enterprises of the 
world with the white civilization. That was one of our first 
errors, and an error that we ourselves seem never to have 
learned. 

Mr. SPOONER rose. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SPOONER. When you found that it could not be done 
in any other way, you did it by act of Congress? 

Mr. McCUMBER. We attempted to do it by act of Congress. 
We have been governing those Indians since 1834, and I think 
every Senator will agree with me that a worse governed Ter- 
ritory was never known in the world than has been the goy- 
ernment of the Indian Territory. 

They have been subject to such influences of the people who 
were trying to use them and rob them upon the one hand, and 
we have been so far from them that we did not understand 
their needs upon the other, that we have been making legisla- 
tion upon conditions that we knew nothing about, and we have 
coupled up by making legislation in an ignorant way by at- 
tempting to make a white man out of the Indian. The very 
most that we can ever hope to do with the Indian tribes is not 
to make white men out of them, but it is to make the best pos- 
sible Indians that tve can out of them. 

The Indian is improvident. I never say one yet—a full- 
blood Indian I am speaking of now—who had any property 
which could be sold that a white man could not obtain in six 
months for one-half of its value, if he stayed by him long 
enough and tried to impress him with the necessity of selling 
it. Wherever we have given the Indian the right to sell his 
land, he has sold it. Not only that, but I am informed to-day 
by some of the best authority from the Indian Territory that 
for a bottle of whisky up to $5 there are hundreds of thousands 
of claims that have been already sold subject to the possibility 
that Congress might ratify those previous sales. 
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Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President: 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator. k 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not want to take the Senators time, 
for he is in the midst of a very honest, frank, and straight- 
forward speech. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. SPOONER. I wish to ask the Senator if all these 
hundreds of thousands of arrangements for sales by the In- 
dians for whisky, without the consent or approval of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, are not validated by this bill? 

Mr. McCUMBER. That is just the point I was going to 
make. When I placed the number at 100,000, it was undoubt- 
edly excessive. I am giving the same statement the party gave 
to me. 

Mr. CLAPP. If the Senator will yield a moment, at the 
suggestion of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Warnes] and 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] it is proposed 
to strike out that provision, 

Mr. WARNER. I supposed the Senator from North Dakota 
understood that. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I was going to say that the provision has 
since been stricken out 

Mr. WARNER. No; it is proposed to be stricken out. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is proposed at least to be stricken out. 
I understand that. 

Now, Mr. President, we haye passed the kind of laws I have 
stated. I think we have made treaties with the Seminoles 
that there shall be no restrictions on some of their lands. So 
have treaties been made with others that the restriction shall 
expire within a certain time; with still others that it shall 
expire in a little longer time; with still others that it shall re- 
main for twenty-one years, I think. So there are several dif- 
ferent laws fixing restrictions upon the sale of their lands 
which shall be allotted to them. 

In a great many instances they have attempted to sell the 
lands, whether homestead or otherwise, despite the restrictions, 
and for almost nothing. Can we not say with almost absolute 
certainty that if you give them the power of sale, within a few 
months all of the property will be transferred from the Indian 
to white settlers, and transferred for whatever the white set- 
tler sees fit to give them? 

Can we change this by law at the present time? It is a 
serious question, Mr. President, but it is one which I believe 
can be answered in the affirmative. I do not care to go into 
the legal proposition unless it is challenged, but my proposi- 
tion is that so long as 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Minnesota, 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. CLAPP. I think, in view of the lateness of the hour 
and the suggestion of the Senator, unless some member of the 
committee objects, the chairman of the committee will be dis- 
posed to accept the amendment proposed by the Senator from 

North Dakota. 

Mx. McCUMBER. I would not take one moment of the time 
in arguing it if I thought there would be a general acceptance. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. McCUMBHER. I do. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I am very anxious to cooperate 
with the chairman of the committee in facilitating the passage 
of the pending bill. I would be delighted if it could be done 
this evening; but, if the Senator from North Dakota will in- 
dulge me a moment, I wish to say that I think this question 
ought to be discussed and considered by the Senate. It is one 
of the most important features of the measure. I am not in 
favor of the amendment proposed by the Senator from North 
Dakota, nor am I in fayor of the provision as it came from the 
House. 

I desire to moye that the entire section of the bill as it came 
from the other House and the amendment proposed by the 
Senate committee be stricken out, so as to leave the restrictions 
upon the alienation exactly as they are now under existing law. 

Mr. SPOONER. Those restrictions can be removed under ex- 
isting law. 

Mr. STONE. Yes; they can be removed under existing law 
as to full bloods—those having Indian blood. Under existing 
law, as I understand, the restrictions upon intermarriage with 
whites and freedmen, except as to homesteads—— a 


Sen McCUMBER. No; this amendment only affects full 
oods. 

Mr. STONE. I know this amendment does. I said under 
the present law there is no restriction upon the alienation of the 
surplus lands by white men or by freedmen. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No. 

Mr. STONE. There is a restriction under treaties made be- 
tween the Government and the Indians as to the alienation of 
their surplus or unallotted lands in the case of Indians of full 
blood or of citizens having Indian blood. 

The Senator from Wisconsin asks me what the restriction is. 
On the Cherokees it is five years from the date of their patent; 
that is, the Cherokee Indians can sell their present surplus or 
unallotted lands in five yess after they shall have received 
their patents. 

Mr. SPOONER. No. 

Mr. STONE. Yes. The restrictions put upon homesteads of 
course continue. 

In the case of the Choctaws and the Chickasaws they may 
sell one-fourth of their land after one year from the date of is- 
suance of their patent, one-fourth in three years, and the re- 
mainder in five years. The Seminoles may sell after March 
4, 1906, and the Creeks in five years from the date of the ap- 
proval of the supplemental agreement made in 1902. That 
is carried to 1907, and then they can sell. 

I believe, Mr. President, that that law ought not to be dis- 
turbed, or that policy departed from which was entered upon 
years ago under a solemn compact entered into between the Goy- 
ernment of the United States and these Indian tribes, under 
which these lands were allotted, and the Indians consented to 
accept their lands in severalty and to break up their tribal rela- 
tions and enter into other relations to the Government of the 
United States. I should like to be heard somewhat on that 
question before the Senate finally decides it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. STONE. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Does the Senator not think that to leave 
these lands without restriction upon alienation as to the full- 
blood Indian would be practically making him the prey of the 
white man, and that to a certainty within a very short time he 
would lose his homestead? 

Mr. STONE. I am trespassing on the time of the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumsrr}. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Not at all. I am entirely willing to yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. STONE. I desire to say, in answer to the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner], that there are about 90,000 people in 
the Five Civilized Tribes who are called citizens of those tribes. 
About 24,000 of them, according to a statement made by the 
Commissioner to the Five Civilized Tribes—I suppose he gets 
his information from the rolls which have been prepared—are 
Indians of the full blood. The greater part of the remainder 
are mixed bloods, with a sprinkling of intermarried whites and 
freedmen. The full bloods represent, therefore, about one- 
fourth of the entire population—I mean of the citizens of the 
Five Civilized Tribes. I have no doubt, Mr. President, that 
there is a comparatively large number—I do not know how 
many, nor does anyone else—but a proportion somewhat large 
of the 24,000 of those full bloods who are not competent to 
manage their own business and to deal on terms of equality. 
with the white people who are now in the Territory and who 
will go into it; I have no doubt, Mr. President, that there is a 
considerable number of mixed-blood Indians in exactly the 
same condition; I have no doubt that there are a number of 
freedmen down there who are in the same condition; but, on 
the other hand, I believe it to be true that a majority—a large 
majority—of all those people are as capable of managing their 
own affairs as are the average run of the American people. 
You can not go into any community, Mr. President, in any State 
of this Union where you will not find white citizens, adult males, 
men who vote, who exercise all the privileges and dignities of 
citizenship, of whom that may not be said. 

I do not believe that because there may be 10 or 15 per 
cent of this population composed of people who are without 
education, who may not speak the English language, who are 
not qualified as Senators here are qualified, or as the average 
American citizen is qualified, to conduct his own affairs, that 
the other 85 or 90 per cent should be put under a ban and 
restrictions be put upon their rights to dispose of, use, and 
enjoy their property as other citizens may do. Those people 
are citizens of the United States, clothed with all the privileges 
and immunities of citizenship, and they have been for years. 
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To say that they shall not have the right to dispose of their 
property because, forsooth, it happens that there are some citi- 
zens among them who are incompetent, does not strike me, Mr. 
President, as representing a policy that we ought to enter upon 
in this Congress. It seems wrong in itself; it is in violation of 
the solemn compact that we made with those Indians. I do not 
believe that we ought to violate that agreement with impunity. 

Mr. McCOMBER. Mr. President, I do not quite understand, 
I fear, the full purport of the argument of the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Stone]. If it means anything—and I know that 
it dees—it simply means in effect that one of the rights of cit- 
izenship acquired by the Indians is the right to have all of his 
property taken from him by the white population without any 
further protection of the Government. 

The Senator, as I understand, when he said there were 95 
per cent of those people as capable as those in any other com- 
munity of tak'ng care of their property, referred only to the 
mixed bloods, and not to the full-blood Indians. If I am in er, 
ror the Senator can correct me. 

Mr. STONE. I said, or meant to say, that from the informa- 
tion I have, perhaps there were from 15 to 20 per cent of In- 
dians of the full blood and mixed blood who, it might be said, 
were not competent. ~ 

Mr. McCUMBER. There are about 24,000, I think, of the 
full bloods left. Of those 24,000 it is probably true that not 2 
per cent of them would be capable of holding their own prop- 
erty and protecting it against the wiles of the white men, and 
it is for the benefit of those full-blood Indians that I have in- 
troduced the amendment. It does not affect any of the others. 

Mr. STONE. The Senator says that not more than 2 per 
cent of the 24,000 of those full-blood Indians are capable of 
managing their own affairs. I think that is a pretty strong 
statement. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think it is not quite strong enough. 

Mr. STONE. Not quite strong enough? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Not quite strong enough. So we evi- 
dently differ upon that point. 

Mr. STONE. Then there is no use in disputing about a mere 
matter of statement. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I base my statement, Mr. President, first, 
upon a pretty intimate acquaintance with full-blood Indians 
themselves. Almost ever since I can remember I have been 
acquainted with the Indians, with their characteristics, and 
have had a good deal of dealing with them, and have seen their 
dealings with white people. Taking my own acquaintance and 
observation wherever I have seen them have any business rela- 
tions with white men, and taking the testimony which was 
given before the committee, which was to the effect that the 
full-blood Indians down in the Indian Territory did not differ 
materially in their character for indigence from the full-blood 
Indians anywhere else, I think I can safely say that almost 99 
per cent of them would not be able to withstand the onset of the 
white civilization to get possession of their property. If that 
is true—and I think everyone who knows anything about the 
Indian character will agree with me that it is true—we come 
right back to the question whether or not it is our duty and 
whether we are not in conscience obligated to protect those In- 
dians by such means as are necessary to protect them. 

I know it has been often stated here that the best thing for the 
Indian is to place him upon his land and let him shift for him- 
self. I will agree to that proposition, provided you have given 
him a good home and that you will not allow him to sell that 
home; but you can not place him in a position where he can sell 
his property that he will not sell it, and that in a very short 
time. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, at the instance of the chairman 
of the committee, because of his anxiety to conclude the bill, I 
will state that I am not going to object to the suggestion made 
by the chairman that he will accept the amendment and that the 
matter will be settled otherwise. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I fear the chairman of the committee has 
an ulterior motive, and that when the bill gets into the confer- 
ence committee it will not receive the same support that it is 
receiying here. 

Mr. CLAPP. I will say that the Senator from North Dakota 
and the Senator from Idaho are both together on that question, 
and I would be in a hopeless minority if I had any purpose of 
the kind. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not want to take up a moment’s time 
if the Senator will accent the amendment. 

Mr. CLAPP. The amendment is accepted, then. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
Senator’s amendment come in? 

Mr. McCUMBER. The amendment proposes to strike out all 
of page 27 down to and including the word “ allottee,” in line 20. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. And insert the amendment which 
was read at the desk? 


At what point on page 27 does the 


Mr. McCUMBER. It will be inserted in lieu of the portion 
which I haye mentioned. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I desire to move to strike out 
all of lines 21, 22, and 23, on page 27. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the committee 
amendment will be stated. 

The Secretary. On page 27, line 20, after the word “ That,” 
it is proposed to amend the committee amendment by striking 
out “ when restrictions upon the alienation and leasing of lands 
have been, are hereby, or may hereafter be removed, said lands 
„ from the date of selection thereof; and; “ so as to 
read: 5 


Provided further, That conveyances heretofore made by members of 
any of the Five Civilized Tribes subsequent to the selection of allot- 
ment and subsequent to removal of restrictions shall not be deemed 
or held invalid solely because said conveyances were made prior to 
issuance and recording or delivery of patent or deed. 


Mr. CLAPP. I accept that amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I also move to amend the amendment of the 
committee, on page 28, by striking out, beginning with the word 
“And,” in line 4, down to the word “ no,” in line 12. 

Mr. CLAPP. And capitalize the letter “N” in the word 
“no.” I agree to that amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the committee to section 19 as it stands amended. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. STONE. I desire to offer an amendment to come in at 
the end of section 9, on page 11. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. At the end of section 9, page 11, after the 
amendment of the committee already agreed to, it is proposed 
to add the following: 


That the Court of Claims is hereby authorized and directed to hear 
consider, and adjudicate the claims against the Mississippi Choctaws of 
the estate of Charles F. Winton, deceased, his associates and assigns, 
for services rendered and expenses incurred in the matter of the claim 
of the Mississippi Choctaws to citizenship in the Choctaw Nation, and 
to render judgment thereon, on the principle of quantum meruit, in 
such amount or amounts as may appear equitable or justly due there- 
for; which judgment, if any, shall be paid from any funds now or 
hereafter due such Choctaws by the United States. Notice of such suit 
shall be served on the governor of the Choctaw Nation, and the Attor- 
ney-General shall appear and defend the said suit on behalf of said 
Choctaws. . 

Mr. CLAPP. There is no objection to that amendment, so far 
as the chairman of the committee is concerned. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER. I want to ask the Senator who has charge 
of this bill to turn to lines 18 and 19 on page 29, which read: 


That if any allottee of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, or 
Seminole tribes die intestate without widow, heir or heirs, or surviv- 
ing spouse, etc. 

What is the distinction between “widow” and “surviving 
spouse?” 

Mr. CLAPP. We have discussed everything to-day, but I 
knew there was one thing that escaped, and it is a discus- 
sion of the distinction between those terms. It is a distinction 
that ought to be made by the dictionary. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. SPOONER. Well, then, it ought to be made by the bill. 

Mr, TELLER. I have some amendments I desire to offer, 
which are acceptable to the committee, I believe, purely with 
reference to the joint resolution that we have passed. The pur- 
pose of these amendments is simply to put them in conference, 
so that the conferees can deal with them. I move to strike out 
section 6. 

Mr. CLAPP. There is no objection to that amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. I move to strike out all of section 9, on page 
11, down to and including the word “court,” leaving the re- 
mainder of the section stand. I repeat that all these motions 
are made simply to give the conference committee full jurisdic- 
tion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Colorado? 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. I move to strike out section 10 as it came from 
the House. If we have made any amendment to the section we 
will let the amendment stand. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. TELLER. Now, I move to strike out section 11. No 
amendment has been made to that section. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There are some amendments ia 
that section. There is also an amendment in the section the 
Senator moved to strike out a moment ago. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There are certain amendments made 
to section 11. 

Mr. TELLER. Where there are amendments simply correct- 
ing the text of the House bill let them go out, but where the 
Senate has added something we want to leave that in, so as to 
retain jurisdiction over it, 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I call the Senator’s attention to 
the committee amendment in section 10, at the bottom of page 
11 and the top of page 12. That section has been stricken out on 
the Senator’s motion, and I desire to call his attention to the 
committee amendment to see if that provision is of importance 
enough to cut any figure. 

Mr. TELLER. If we strike out all of section 10 the whole 
thing will be in conference. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I only made the suggestion in 
view of the Senator’s statement that he wanted to leave in the 
amendments made by the Senate. 

Mr. TELLER. I only want to retain those amendments that 
a independent of the sections of the bill as it came from the 

ouse, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado will be stated. 

The SECRETARY, It is proposed to strike out all of section 11, 
on page 13. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. I move to strike out all of section 15 down to 
the word “ tribes,” on page 24, line 22. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. On page 5, line 15, I move to strike out the 
words “ by blood; “ and in line 17 to strike out the same words. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Srorerary. In section 4, on page 5, line 15, after the 
word “ citizens,” it is proposed to strike out “ by blood; ” and in 
line 17, after the word “ citizen,” to strike out “ by blood.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. These amendments are simply for the pur- 
pose, as I have said, of giving the conference committee con- 
trol over the subject. The bill is of such a character, consid- 
ering the manner in which it has been amended, that it seems 
to me we should give the conference committee pretty full au- 
thority to make this bill over. The conference committee on 
the part of the Senate will consist of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs [Mr. Crapp], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. McCumper], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Dunols ]. I think we may trust them, and they will have time 
enough to sit down and consider the entire subject, which the 
Committee on Indian Affairs did not have. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY. 
Mr. ALLISON. I move that when the Senate adjourns to- 
day it be to meet on Monday next. 
The motion was agreed to. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. . 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o’clock 
and 40 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, 
March 5, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 2, 1906. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 
Cavalry Arm. 

Capt. Percy E. Trippe, Twelfth Cavalry, to be major from 
February 21, 1906. 

First Lieut. Robert C. Foy, First Cavalry, to be captain from 
February 21, 1906. 

First Lieut. Llewellyn W. Oliver, Eighth Cavalry, to be cap- 


tain from February 21, 1906. 
Second Lieut. John Symington, Eleventh Cavalry, to be first 


lieutenant from February 21, 1906. 


Second Lieut. Walter H. Smith, Thirteenth Cavalry, to be 

first lieutenant from February 21, 1906. 
Artillery Corps. 

Capt. Stephen M. Foote, Artillery Corps, to be major from 
February 24, 1906. 

Maj. Leverett H. Walker, Artillery Corps, to be lieutenant- 
colonel from February 19, 1906. 

Capt. Charles G. Treat, Artillery Corps, to be major from Feb- 
ruary 19, 1906. 

First Lieut. Arthur T. Balentine, Artillery Corps, to be cap- 
tain from February 19, 1906. 

Second Lieut. James Prentice, Artillery Corps, to be first lieu- 
tenant from February 19, 1906. 


Infantry Arm. 


First Lieut. Harry S. Howland, Twenty-third Infantry, to be 
captain from January 18, 1906. 


N PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


Second Lieut. Fred D. Kilgore, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
first lieutenant in the Marine Corps from the 15th day of De- 
cember, 1904. r 

Second Lieut. Sidney A. Merriam, of the Marine Corps, to be 
a first lieutenant in the Marine Corps from the 6th day of Jan- 
uary, 1905. 

Second Lieut. William A. McNeil, of the Marine Corps, to be 
a first lieutenant in the Marine Corps from the 6th day of Jan- 
uary, 1905. 

Maj. George Barnett, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieutenant- 
tons in the Marine Corps from the 28th day of February, 
1 

Maj. Charles A. Doyen, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieuten- 
13 in the Marine Corps from the 11th day of March, 

Lieut. Col. Randolph Dickins, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
colonel in the Marine Corps from the 1st day of April, 1905. 

Maj. James E. Mahoney, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieu- 
3 in the Marine Corps from the Ist day of April, 
1905. 

Lieut. Col. Thomas N. Wood, of the Marine Corps, to be a 
colonel in the Marine Corps from the Ist day of February, 1906. 

Maj. Franklin J. Moses, of the Marine Corps, to be a lieuten- 

Ta ae in the Marine Corps from the 1st day of February, 


Ensign Herbert C. Cocke to be a lieutenant (junior grade) in 
the Navy from the ist day of July, 1905, having completed three 
years’ service in his present grade. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Herbert C. Cocke to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the ist day of July, 1905. 

Lieut. Bion B. Bierer to be a lieutenant-commander in the 
Navy from the 10th day of February, 1906. 

Commander Albert C. Dillingham, an additional number in 
his grade, to be a captain in the Navy from the 19th day of 
February, 1906. 

roST MASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 

Andrew M. Steele to be postmaster at Tuscumbia, in the county, 

of Colbert and State of Alabama. 
ARIZONA, 

James H. McClintock to be postmaster at Phoenix, in the 

county of Maricopa and State of Arizona. 
ARKANSAS. 

John R. Greenwood to be postmaster at Stamps, in the county, 

of Lafayette and State of Arkansas. 
CALIFORNIA, 

William P. Ratliff to be postmaster at Tulare, in the county of 

Tulare and State of California, 
KANSAS. 

Harvey P. Donnell to be postmaster at Waverly, in the county, 
of Coffey and State of Kansas. ; 
Lair D. Hart to be postmaster at Westmoreland, in the county, 

of Pottawatomie and State of Kansas. 

Clinton O. Kinne to be postmaster at Alma, in the county of 
Wabaunsee and State of Kansas. 

Bror A. Rosenquist to be postmaster at Osage City, in the 
county of Osage and State of Kansas. 

MAINE. 

George T. Hodgman to be postmaster at Camden, in the county. 

ef Knox and State of Maine. 


MICHIGAN. 
Darwin F. Meech to be postmaster at Charlevoix, in the 
county of Charlevoix and State of Michigan. 
A. Brink Tucker to be postmaster at Otsego, in the county of 
Allegan and State of Michigan, 
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MINNESOTA. 


under the special rule of the House. The Clerk will report the 


Carl A. Von Vieck to be postmaster at Lake City, in the | first bill. 


county of Wabasha and State of Minnesota. 
MISSOURI. 
John W. Smith to be postmaster at Thayer, in the county of 
Oregon and State of Missouri. 
NEBRASKA. 
William E. Morgan to be postmaster at Greeley, in the county 
of Greeley and State of Nebraska. 
NEW JERSEY. 
John G. Gaston to be postmaster at Somerville, in the county 
of Somerset and State of New Jersey. 
- NEW YORK. 
Robert Titus Coan to be postmaster at Albion, in the county 
of Orleans and State of New York. 
Matthew G. Frawley to be postmaster at Baldwinsville, in the 
county of Onondaga and State of New York. 
> NORTH DAKOTA. 
James R. Carley to be postmaster at Hillsboro, in the county 
of Traill and State of North Dakota. 
OKLAHOMA. 
William T. Little to be postmaster at Perry, in the county of 
Noble and Territory of Oklahoma. 
TEXAS. 
Milton O. Gleason to be postmaster at Hico, in the county of 
Hamilton and State of Texas. 
Florence Sheasby to be postmaster at Elgin, in the county of 
Bastrop and State of Texas. 
Reese E. Troutman to be postmaster at Jacksonville, in the 
county of Cherokee and State of Texas. 
3 VIRGINIA, 
Thomas Burroughs to be postmaster at Alexandria, in the 
county of Alexandria and State of Virginia. 
R. A. Fulwiler to be postmaster at Staunton, in the county of 
Augusta and State of Virginia. 
Robert L. Gillespie to be postmaster at Graham, in the county 
of Tazewell and State of Virginia. 
William L. Mustard to be postmaster at Pocahontas, in the 
county of Tazewell and State of Virginia. 
N. Clifford Nichols to be postmaster at Leesburg, in the 
county of Loudoun and State of Virginia. 
D. C. Thomas to be postmaster at Abingdon, in the county of 
‘Washington and State of Virginia. 
WISCONSIN. 
Christopher C. Gittings to be postmaster at Racine, in the 
county of Racine and State of Wisconsin. 
Peter W. MacKenzie to be postmaster at Poynette, in the 
county of Columbia and State of Wisconsin. 
John M. Reese to be postmaster at Dodgeville, in the county 
of Iowa and State of Wisconsin. 
Francis A. R. Van Meter to be postmaster at New Richmond, 
in the county of St. Croix and State of Wisconsin. 
2 WYOMING. 
William F. Brittain to be postmaster at Sheridan, in the 
county of Sheridan and State of Wyoming. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Fray, March 2, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap- 
proyed. 
CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


By unanimous consent, the Committee on the Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries was discharged from the further considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 2068) to increase the limit of cost of the fog 
signal at the light and fog-signal station at Battery Point, Puget 
Sound, Washington, and the same was referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

CLAIMS. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House for the purpose 
of considering bills upon the Private Calendar, under the rule. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House for the purpose of considering bills upon the 
Private Calendar, with Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas in the chair, 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House for the consideration of bills on the Private Calendar, 


HENRY E. RHOADES. 


The first business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
9297) for the relief of Henry E. Rhoades, assistant engineer, 
United States Navy, retired. 

The bill was read at length. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that this bill 
ought to come from the Committee on Naval Affairs, and not 
from the Committee on War Claims. I make that point. 

Mr. MILLER. I supposed that when the Clerk read that 
bill provision had been made by the Naval Committee for its 
consideration, and for that reason I did not raise any question 
in reference to it. It has not been before the Committee on 
Claims, and we have not had anything to do with it. 

Mr. PAYNE. I make the point of order that it is not in 
order here; and the gentleman seems to concede it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask the Clerk to read the 
rule under which we are acting. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

March 18, 1900, the House adopted the following order: 


2 8 during the remainder of this C 


ongress the second 
and fourth of each month, after the f such business 


of su 
on the Speaker's table as requires reference ons shall be set aj 
for the consideration of i igh ee pension bills, bills for the removal of 
political disabilities, and bills removing charges of desertion. The 
rovision herein, shall be de in lieu of the evening session provided 
7 section 2 of Rule XX and section 6 of Rule TV and section 1 
of Rule XXVI are hereby modified to conform herewith.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The effect of this rule is to give the Com- 
mittee on Claims priority over the Committee on War Claims, 
but not to exclude the consideration of other bills on the Pri- 
vate Calendar. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I would ask if there is any 
gentleman here who can explain this bill? 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
know what this bill is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9297) for the relief of Henry E. Rhoades, assistant 
engineer, United States Navy, retired. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Butter], a member of the subcom- 
mittee that reported this bill, is not present, I would ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be passed without prejudice 
until he comes into the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey will be granted, and the bill will 
be temporarily laid aside, 

There was no objection. 


JAMES STALEY. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
12286) granting relief to the estate of James Staley, deceased. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to allow Bertha D. Staley, administra- 
trix of the estate of James Staley, d credit in the sum of 
$475.63 in the settlement of the accounts of said James Staley, de- 
ceased, late superintendent Indian training school, Yankton Agency, 
S. Dak., and special disbursing agent. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I ask for an explanation of this 
bill. I do not know who reported it. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, that has not been before the 
Committee on Claims. We have no jurisdiction over it, and I 
know nothing about it. 

Mr. RUCKER. This bill was reported by the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and is properly on the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PAYNE. I ask for an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. RUCKER. I will be glad to make it. I sent a few mo- 
ments ago for a copy of the bill and for the report; but I am 
able, I think, to explain the facts and saye the time of reading 
the report, unless the gentleman desires to have it read. The 
fact is that in 1890 James Staley was appointed Indian agent, 
disbursing officer, at the Indian training school, Yankton, S. 
Dak., and served in that capacity until his death. At his death 
his widow qualified as administratrix, and rendered an account 
to the Government, the Treasury Department, of the adminis- 
tration of the office during her husband’s incumbency. That 
report showed a balance in Mr. Staley’s hands, at the time of his 
death, of something like $5,000 due the Government, which was 
promptly placed on deposit to the credit of the Treasurer of 
the United States. Along with that, of course, went an item- 
ized statement of all moneys he had disbursed during the last 
quarter. Among those disbursements were various items, ag- 
gregating $475, the amount carried in this bill, which was 
stricken from the items accredited in balancing the account by 
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reason of the fact, as alleged, that these items and expenditures 
were for matters not specifically appropriated for. In other 
words, and as an illustration, money was appropriated for im- 
provements of some kind, and part of that money was used in 
repairing a barn for Government purposes there at the school, 
but not contemplated in the appropriation. Now, those items 
were cut out by reason of the fact that there was no specific 
appropriation for a barn. There is no pretense whatever that 
the man did not absolutely, in good faith, expend every dollar 
for which the administratrix asked credit; but the Treasury 
Department cut it out because, under the strict letter of the law, 
there was no specific appropriation covering this amount. His 
widow, a constituent of mine, has been called upon to pay back 
to the Government of the United States $475 that her husband 
had already expended for the benefit of the United States; and 
this bill simply directs that the Treasury Department allow the 
estate credit, on fina] settlement of the accounts of James Staley, 
deceased, for the amount of $475. It does not ask the Govern- 
ment to pay one single cent, but merely allow this administra- 
trix credit for the amount which her husband has already paid 
out, and which the Department, properly perhaps, cut out in the 
adjustment of his accounts. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If the gentleman will permit me. 
I naeran this man Staley was the Indian agent at this 
point 

Mr. RUCKER. Yes, sir. X 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. And it was his duty to haye some 
improvements made there for the benefit of the Indians, and 
among those improvements he considered necessary was a barn, 
and he expended this amount of money for that; and when the 
matter came before the Auditor he refused to allow it, and 
charged him up with that amount, and this bill is simply to 
allow his widow to recover from the United States the amount 
of money that he actually expended for the benefit- of the 
Indians at that Indian agency, and for which the United States 
has already received the work? 

Mr. RUCKER. I think those are the facts, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I was on the subcommittee which 
considered this matter, and the statement is correct. 

Mr. RUCKER. As I said a while ago, this bill asks for no 
money from the Government, but merely asks that credit be 
allowed for money actually paid out. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The evidence shows that he expended every 
cent of the amount, but expended it for an object for which the 
meg conceived he was not entitled to have placed to his 
credit. 

Mr. RUCKER. It is upon that theory that the bill is intro- 
duced. These facts which I have stated are set forth in the 
report of the Auditor for the Department. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid aside to be reported 
to the House with a favorable recommendation. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The bill was accordingly laid aside to be reported to the 
House with a favorable recommendation. 


JOHN C. LYNCH. 


The Clerk began the reading of the bill H. R. 7144. 

Mr. BOUTELL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
I should like to ask what disposition, if any, has been made of 
Calendar No. 466, which is the bill (H. R. 12560) for the relief 
of John C. Lynch? 

The CHAIRMAN. That bill is the next in order, and it will 
be read by the Clerk. 

The bill (H. R. 12560) for the relief of John C. Lynch was 
read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims shall have and possess 
jurisdiction and authority to inquire into and ar yp, adjudicate the 
claim of John C. Lynch, a resident of Shackelford unty, Tex., for 
property taken or destroyed by Indians, and for the pu of this 
action it shall be assumed he was a citizen of the United States at the 
time of the injury. 


Mr. PAYNE. I should like to hear an explanation of this bill 
from some gentleman who knows about it. Perhaps the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. BourEeLt] can explain it. 

Mr. BOUTELL. I know nothing whatever about the bill. I 
was simply inquiring what the course of business was. I 
noticed that that bill was on the Calendar and that it seemed 
to be next in order. 

Mr. PAYNE. If there is no one here to explain the bill, I 
ask that it be passed over without prejudice. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, it will be so laid 
aside. 

There was no objection. 

AARON EVERLY. 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 7144) for the relief of 
Aaron Everly. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the peo k of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to substitute the name of Aaron Everly, in- 
stead of that of John O'Neal, on the muster rolls of the War Depart- 
ment, so as to show that he served as an enlisted man in Company L, 
Seventeenth Regiment Pennsylvania Cavalry, and that an honorable 
discharge be granted him. 


With the following amendment: 


Add to the bill the words: “Provided, That no pay, bounty, or other 
eee shall become due or payable by virtue of the passage of this 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be laid aside to be re- 
ported to the House with a favorable recommendation. 
JOHN PURKAPILE. 
The next business was the bill (H. R. 13735) for the relief of 
John Purkafile. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is authorized to amend 
the record of John Purkafile so as to show him honorably discharged 
from 5 F, Eitty-first Illinois Infantry Volunteers, for disability 
contracted in line of duty. 


With the following amendments: 


Strike out, in line 4, the word“ Purkafile ” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Purkapile.” 


e the title so as to read: “A bill for the relief of John Purka- 
e. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were agreed 
to. 5 
The bill as amended was ordered to be laid aside to be re- 
ported to the House with a favorable recommendation. 
JAMES W. JONES. 

The next business was the bill (H. R. 6982) for the relief of 
James W. Jones. 
The bill was read, as follows: ‘ 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to James W. Jones, out of any 
money in the Fog at not otherwise 9 the sum of $621.21, 
with interest from February 13, 1902. Said James W. Jones, a clerk of 
class 1 in the office of the Auditor for the Post-Office Department, was, 
on February 25, 1898, erroneously arrested and summarily dismissed 
on February 26, 1898. = 


With the following committee amendment: 

In lines 6, 7, and 8 strike out $621.21” and insert “ $513.71.” 

Mr. PAYNE. I should like to hear some explanation of this 
bill. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this bill is for the relief of 
James W. Jones. Mr. Jones was employed by the Post-Office 
Department, and in 1898 some money-order blanks were stolen 
from the office of the Auditor, and Mr. Jones was arrested, 
charged with the theft of those orders.. The orders were cashed 
at Havre de Grace, Md., a few days after they were stolen. Mr. 
Jones was immediately suspended from office. Sometime after- 
wards the man who had stolen the orders and had them cashed 
confessed his guilt and immediately afterwards committed sui- 
cide. The committee gave very careful consideration to this 
bill. Its purpose is to pay Mr. Jones the amount of salary he 
would have received, and should have receiwed, during the time 
that he was suspended, I think about four or possibly five months. 


| The Department recommends favorable action in the case, and 


the committee also recommend that the bill be favorably re- 
ported with an amendment. I desire to call the attention of the 
committee to what Secretary Gage said in relation to this 
matter: 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICH OF THE SECRETARY, 
January 20, 1902. 

Respectfully returned with indorsement as follows: 

The accusations against Mr. Jones, made in 1898, were the result of 
an unfortunate misinterpretation of certain facts. A closer examination 
brought this clearly into view and served to entirely exonerate him 
from any suspicion of culpability in the matters then in question. 

It is due to him to have this said, and my regret has been deep and 
will be permanent that his good name was at all brought under doubt. 

L. J. GAGE, Secretary. 

Secretary Shaw also approves the payment of this bill. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentle- 
man a question? 

Mr. MILLER. Certainly. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. What this claimant is seeking to re- 
cover for is the time during which he was suspended? 

Mr. MILLER. That is true. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Who filled his position while he was 
suspended? 

Mr. MILLER. Another clerk was appointed, as I under- 
stand it. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. And another clerk was paid for thet 
time? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. And what this man seeks to recover 
is for the time that he was not in service of the Government—— 
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Mr. MILLER. That is right. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. That is all the claim that he has? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD (continuing). That he was charged 
with this offense and was suspended in due and regular form, 
and he now wants pay for the time during which he was sus- 
pended, and during which he rendered no service to the Gov- 
ernment, the service having been performed by somebody else. 

Mr. PAYNE. I understand the gentleman from Kansas that 
this man was suspended on a charge that proved afterwards to 
be totally false, upon representations that turned out to be false? 

Mr. MILLER. That is right. 

Mr. PAYNE. And he was ready to perform the duties of the 
office, but was prevented from doing so by the fact that he was 
charged with this offense of which he was not guilty. 

Mr. MILLER. He was suspended because he was charged 
with this crime. It was afterwards discovered that he was not 
guilty, and in order to clear his good name they immediately 
reinstated him and did all that they could to clear up his good 
name. He has been in the Department ever since, and the com- 
mittee thinks now that the Government ought to pay this bill 
for the purpose of doing what it can to clear up the reputation of 
this young man and put him square with the world. The com- 
mittee recommends three amendments, as follows: 

Strike out all of lines 6 and 7 and the word “ two,” in line 8, 
and insert in lieu thereof the words “ five hundred and thirteen 
dollars and seventy-one cents; ” this makes it the exact amount 
that he was entitled to, and I ask that the amendments be 
adopted. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER. Certainly. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Now, Mr. Chairman, I only have a 
few words to say about this bill. The amount of the appropria- 
tion asked for is quite small, but whatever we may do here 
to-day will be presented as a precedent for something else 
that may come up hereafter in larger proportions. In fact, 
it is one of the tricks of this committee, of which I happen to 
be a member, to put the small claims forward first to open the 
way for larger ones that may follow. 

Now, the officers of the Government, acting within the scope 
of their authority, suspended this man from his office; he was 
as completely removed from it as if he had never been ap- 
pointed to it. Another man performed the services for the 
Government, and was paid for the performance of those serv- 
ices. Now he asks Congress to appropriate money for services 
that he did not perform, but were performed by another; 
services for the time he was not employed, because he was 
falsely accused of a crime through the instrumentality of some 
Government employee. Mr. Chairman, as I say, the amount of 
appropriation asked for is indeed very small, but the aggregate 
of such appropriations would become quite large. I think it 
is time for this committee and for this House to establish some 
standard by which these things will be done. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that in dealing with these claims we 
ought to be governed by the same principles that are enforced 
between man and man in business affairs. The United States 
Government had a perfect right to take the steps it did take, to 
suspend this man from the office he held. It was a favor to him 
to hold that office the time that he did hold it. He had no right 
to complain if he was removed, and being removed and being 
suspended, there is no way—— 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit 
an interruption? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Yes. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Is it not a fact that if a private individ- 
ual, under a contract of labor and service to another private 
individual, had been treated in the manner this young man was 
treated by the United States Government there would have 
arisen in his favor a claim for damages to be settled by the ver- 
dict of a jury for slandering him, first, and removing him, sec- 
ond, and thereby injuring him before the people? . Now, will the 
gentleman point out wherein the United States Government 
ought not in this small way to make some compensation, not by 
a suit for damages for injury to character, but by simply pay- 
ment of wages he would have received if he had not been as- 
saulted in that? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, the difference is very 
clear, as I understand it. In reply to the gentleman, he states 
a case altogether different from this. He says that if an em- 
ployer and an employee should enter into a contract for employ- 
ment for a certain stated period, and the employer should not 
permit the employee to perform the service that he had employed 
him to perform and slandered his character, he would baye an 
action against that individual for slander. 


Well, if the United States Government is liable in an action 
for slander, let the gentleman who seeks to enforce this claim 
come here and put it through on the ground that he has been 
slandered. But you are not asked to do that. You are asking 
the Government to pay this man for services that he did not 
perform. You are asking the United States to pay this man 
for services that were performed by another, and the other 
party was paid for them, and, as I said a moment ago, it is 
not the amount involved—the pitiful five or six hundred dol- 
lars—but it is the fact that you make this a precedent for the 
larger claims that are to follow. It is a precedent you set by 
which you invite all of those who have gall, all of those who 
have the aggressiveness to come and push themselves in here 
and get claims allowed against the Government that have no 
standing in law or equity. How many thousands such cases as 
this are there in this country? How many do we pay? We pay 
only those who go to some lawyer and get him to prepare a bill 
and present it to the committee. We pay one and omit to pay 
a thousand. We deal it out here as a sort of kingly matter of 
grace to a few and ignore a great number. If this sort of claim 
ought to be paid, then let us make a general law providing 
that Departments shall, under such conditions as these, pay all 
people who have been wronged, pay all people who have been 
suspended from office when they ought not to have been sus- 
pended, and not make fish of one and flesh of another. Why 
should this man be paid for services that he never performed 
and a thousand like him be overlooked entirely? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MeGavIN ]. 

Mr. McGAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I just desire to say, in reply 
to what the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD] has 
said, that it is all right for him to indulge in speculation and 
conjecture as to what ought to be done with reference to the 
passage of another bill which would give a remedy in all this 
class of cases, but it is a condition that confronts us now. 
Five hundred and thirty-nine dollars can never give back this 
young man his good name, and the only thing this House can 
do at this time, the only small recompense we can make for 
the injury that has been done him, is to pay for the time he was 
out without his fault, and during which time he was ready 
and willing to perform the services for the Government, but 
was prevented from doing so by the false charge that was made 
against him. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker haying re- 
sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, 
its reading clerk, announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, to the joint resolution (S. R. 37) extending the 
tribal existence and government of the Five Civilized Tribes of 
Indians in the Indian Territory. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
of the following title; in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: 

S. 4229. An act to authorize the sale and disposition of sur- 
plus or unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Res- 
ervation, in the State of Washington, and for other purposes. 


FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
up and dispose of the conference report on Senate joint resolu- 
tion No. 37. 

The SPEAKER. While it has been held that business of the 
House can be transacted when the committee has risen in- 
formally, yet the Chair prefers to put it for unanimous consent. 
Without objection, the House will consider the conference report 
on the motion of the gentleman from Kansas referred to, 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent that the statement 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE HOUSE IN 
CONFERENCE ON SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 37. 


The managers on the part of the House make the following 
statement in regard to the conclusion reached by the conference 
on the disagreement between the House and Senate on the 
amendments of the House to Senate joint resolution No. 37: 

After full and free conference the Senate recedes from its dis- 
agreement to the House amendments with an amendment to be 
added to the end of the resolution, as follows: “ Unless here- 
after otherwise provided by law.” 

This amendment simply provides that the resolution is sub- 
ject to change at the pleasure of Congress. 
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Respectfully submitted with the recommendation that the 
conference report be adopted. 
J. S. SHERMAN, 
CHARLES CURTIS, 
JNo. H. STEPHENS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The conference report is as follows: 


The conferees on the part of the two Houses on the disagree- 
ing votes on the House amendments to the Senate joint resolu- 
tion 37 have met in full and free conference and agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses that 
the Senate recede from its disagreement to the House amend- 
ments, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Add to the end of the resolution the following words: Unless 
hereafter otherwise provided by law;” and the House agree to 
the same; so that the joint resolution will read as follows: 

“That the tribal existence and present tribal governments of 
the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes 
or nations of Indians in the Indian Territory are hereby con- 
tinued in full force and effect for all purposes under existing 
laws until all property of such tribes, or the proceeds thereof, 
shall be distributed among the individual members of said 
tribes, unless hereafter otherwise provided by law.” 

J. S. SHERMAN, 

CHARLES CURTIS, 

Jno. H. STEPHENS, 
Conferees on the part of the House. 


Moses E. CLAPP, 

P. J. MCCUMBER, 

Frep T. DuUBoIs, 
Conferees on the part of the Senate. 


Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the resolution, which 
is very short, be read as it will read after the amendment is 
made, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the joint resolution as 
it will read if the conference report is agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the tribal existence and present tribal governments of the Choc- 
taw, Chickasaw, Creek, and Seminole tribes or nations of Indians in 
the Indian Territory are hereby continued in full force and effect for 
under existing laws until all property of such tribes, or the 
p s thereof, shall be distributed among the individual members of 
said tribes, unless hereafter otherwise provided by law. 

The conference report was considered and agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. Curtis, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that when the House ad- 
journ to-day it adjourn to meet on Monday next. 
The motion was agreed to. : 
JAMES W. JONES. 


The committee resumed its sitting. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois, Mr. MADDEN: 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, in the payment of claims of 
this sort, I think we are establishing a dangerous precedent. 
I have a case now in mind where a man came to me who was 
out of the Government service for sixteen years and was rein- 
stated. He asked me if I would introduce a bill to pay him for 
the whole sixteen years of service, and if you pay this bill I 
propose to introduce that Bill. If the establishment of the 
precedent is made by a payment of this character, the Con- 
gress of the United States will be heaped up with bills of this 
kind. When a man is out of the service and some one else in 
his place has drawn the pay that he would have drawn if he 
was in the employ of the Government, that should end the 
Government’s liability. The Government ought not, upon the 
reinstatement of the man who was suspended, to be called upon 
to pay again. 

Mr. MILLER. Now, in reply to the gentleman from Illinois, 
as well as the gentleman from Missouri, I simply desire to say 
that so far as I am personally concerned I feel very much as 
they do in reference to the establishment of precedents looking 
to the payment of unjust claims, but I want to say now to the 
gentleman from Illinois, when he gets ready to introduce his 
bill, and it comes to the Committee on Claims, he will find the 
gentleman from Missouri, in my judgment, and the gentleman 
from Kansas, the chairman of the committee, opposed to an 
allowance of a bill of that kind. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman allow a question? 
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. Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman point out the 
difference in principle between this case and the other case? 
Mr. MILLER. The difference in point between this case and 


the case the gentleman from Illinois has is this: The young 
man was discharged because it was believed he was a thief. 
He was charged by the Government of the United States with 
being a thief. 

In the other case the man was suspended, possibly because he 
was not efficient or for some other good reason, from the De- 
partment, but in this case there was no reason for this suspi- 
cion, The records in the Post-Office Department at the time 
this young man was suspended show on that very day—the day 
that this warrant was cashed at Havre de Grace, Md.—he was 
in the Post-Office Department at work every hour in that day, 
and he could not have been over at Havre de Grace, Md., getting 
this warrant cashed. The testimony of a former Member of 
this House, Mr. Shattuck, was that he was at his hotel in the 
morning until 8.45, when he left his office to go to the Depart- 
ment, and from 9 o’clock until 4 o'clock in the afternoon he 
was there at his desk at work, and this order was cashed at 
Havre de Grace at 9.10 that morning. So I say at the time this 
man was discharged the records of the Department showed he 
was there at his post at work when he was charged with haying 
had the order cashed at Havre de Grace, Md., and that it was 
impossible physically for him to be there. I now yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois, 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman states in advance that if the 
bill which I suggested be introduced and comes before his com- 
mittee he would stand in opposition to it, and then goes on to 
state the other case as án altogether different one and recites 
all the conditions surrounding the present case. The gentleman 
assumes that there are no such conditions in the case to which 
I referred. I therefore wish to ask the gentleman whether or 
not evidence to prove the worthy character of the claim would 
be listened to by the chairman of the Committee on Claims in 
the case to which I referred, or whether he has closed the case 
now and decided how he will dispose of it? 

Mr. MILLER. I do not think there is any merit in it now, 
and if there is the committee will weigh and consider it. 

Mr. MADDEN. But the gentleman stated he would be op- 
posed to an allowance on a bill of that kind without regard to 
the evidence. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I did not make any such state- 
ment, and the gentleman from Illinois knows I did not. I now 
ask for a yote upon the amendment offered to this bill. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I now move that the bill as 
amended be laid aside with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


JOHN C. LYNCH. 


| The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill temporarily 
laid aside a moment ago. ; 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 12560) for the relief of John C. Lynch. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims shall have and possess 
jurisdiction and authority to inquire into and finally adjudicate the 
claim of John C. Lynch, a resident of Shackelford County, Tex., tor 
pro 12 taken or 8 by Indians, and for the pu e of this 
action it shall be assumed he was a citizen of the United States at the 

time of the injury. ‘ 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. This bill is reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and if the gentleman will permit me I 
will explain it briefly. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. These conditions of which you speak 
are conditions that are imposed by law? 

Mr. GRAFF. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Can not this House on the recom- 
mendation of this committee waive any law? 

Mr. GRAFF. They can do it. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Do they not do it in a majority of 
these claims cases? 

Mr. GRAFF. It is a question of the exercise of the wisdom 
of the House. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. 
cases. 

Mr. GRAFF. No; it would be a very different question if the 
question of citizenship was the sole question that prevented a 
recovery. If it is a question that goes deeper than that—the 
right of recovery under the law—there is not any reason why 
one case out of a thousand of Indian depredations should be 
selected for preference by this House, and I want to know what 
there is about this case that causes it to have special claim for 
favorable action on the part of the House. ' 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. The question of the gentleman was, 
as I understand it, whether these were friendly or hostile 
Indians? 

Mr. GRAFF. I wanted to know whether there was a state 
of war existing at that time or not. 


Is it not usually done in all these 
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Mr. HENRY of Texas. The record does not show anything 
about that. If he will let me state the case, I think he will agree 
that it is a worthy one and that we should pass this bill. The 
Court of Claims has already found in favor of John C. Lynch on 
every proposition except the question of citizenship. On that 
question he did not have direct and positive evidence as to taking 
out his papers of naturalization. He was an Irishman and came 
to this country in 1840. He went to California in about 1852, and 
the testimony in the record adduced before the Committee on the 
Judiciary shows that he was naturalized duly and properly be- 
fore an officer in California in 1852; that on his returning to 
Texas along in 1860 he got off his horse to shoot a deer, and 
went off some distance from his horse and left his property, his 
money, and his naturalization papers on the horse. And while 
he was after the deer, trying to shoot it, the Indians captured 
the horse and carried it away. 

Mr. GRAFF. What do the findings of the Court of Claims, 
which you say were made in this case, show with reference to a 
system of amity or war on the part of the Indians at that time? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I say that there was nothing in the 
record, so far as I knew, that came before the Judiciary Commit- 
tee on that question. But the court found in his favor, stating 
that this was a meritorious case in every respect, except the 
question of citizenship was not established by direct and positive 
evidence, although there was an abundance of secondary evi- 
dence going to establish that fact. 

Mr. GRAFF. Then he was entitled to recovery under exist- 
ing law, and the court found, except as to the single point of his 
citizenship, he was entitled to recover? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Under existing law. Under the act of 
1891 he was entitled to recover. Let me get through with this 
statement about this good Irishman, because he was a good Irish 
citizen, and has yoted “early and often” since 1840 in the 
United States. 

Now, when he was returning to Texas his horse was captured. 
this money was taken from him, and these papers were lost. 
He came to Texas and located in 1860, and since that time he 
has been an officer in the State of Texas, a county commissioner 
and a county judge of Shackelford County, Tex. For almost 
half a century he has been an honored and upright citizen of 
Shackelford County, Tex. Judge John C. Lynch is the gentle- 
man's name. The only question before the court was that he 
had not adduced as a matter of evidence these papers showing 
that he was naturalized. 

Now, here is an abundance of evidence in the record which 
warranted the Committee on the Judiciary in reporting that he 
was a citizen and that his citizenship was established by valid 
secondary evidence—by his own affidavit and other proof that 
accompanied the record. 

Mr. GRAFF. Mr. Chairman, I think this claim—for that is 
what it is, and I can not understand how it came from the Ju- 
diciary Committee—I think a claim of this character ought to 
be examined with great care. 

For instance, I haye in my own district a case of a teamster 
who had destroyed by the Indians in the far West, when he was 
engaged in teaming there, his entire property. Several wagons 
and horses were captured by the Indians, and he went before 
the Court of Claims, and it was there found that he had lost 
some $3,000 worth of property; but the court found that one of 
the conditions of existing law was not shown, and that was that 
there must be a state of amity; there must not be a state of 
war in order to entitle the claimant to recover on an Indian 
depredation. So I am compelled to say to my constituent that 
I was advised by the chairman of the Committee on War Claims 
that the committee would not entertain a claim of that char- 
acter to relieve my constituent, and relieve him from a condition 
of existing law. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. 
existing? 

Mr. GRAFF, Yes. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I would be glad to vote for yours, if 
it is a case like this, and help you get it through. I say that in 
this case the Court of Claims found that every requirement of 
the law had been met except the sole question of citizenship, 
and there was a failure in that only because the evidence was 
not direct and affirmative. 

Mr. GRAFF. I do not know whether it is now too late to 
raise the point of order, but if it is not I would raise it that 
you could not send this to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CURTIS rose. 

Mr. GRAFF. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CURTIS. I want to be recognized in my own right. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I am not quite through. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas has the floor. 
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In your case was there a state of war 


Mr. HENRY of Texas. Now, in order that we may get this 
case before the committee in all of its light, I ask that the re- 
port be read. It is short. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


The Committee on the Judiciary, having had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 12560) for the relief of John C. Lynch, respectfully report 
the same back with a recommendation that the bill ao paee: 

Bills for similar relief passed Con s for Joseph Tousant, volume 
30, Statutes at Large, page 1521; Fred Weddle, volume 31, Statutes 
at Large, page 1617. 

Under the ruling of the Court of Claims, claims for Indian depreda- 
tions, under the act of March 3, 1891, must show that the claimant was 
55 . the United States at the dates of the depredation com- 
plained of. 

The facts presented to your committee, upon which recommenda- 
tion is made, are as follows: 5 

On August 31, 1891, John C. arach, a resident of Shackelford 
County, Tex., fled his claim for Indian depredations committed upon - 
his property by Apache and Comanche tribes of Indians in the Court 
of Claims at Washington, D. C., under the act of March 3, 1891, enti- 
tled “An act to provide for the adjudication and payment of claims 
arising from Indian depredations,” and evidence was taken in this- 
case under the rules of the Court of Claims to establish the losses com- 
plained of, and that evidence shows the following facts as to the citi- 
zenship of the claimant, John C. Lynch, to wit: 

He was born in Ireland in the year 1828 and came to America in 
1840, when he was 12 years of age; came with his sister to Baltimore, 
Md.; he declared his intention to become a citizen of the United States 
in the city of Baltimore, Md., and afterwards went to California, and 
in the year 1852 was admitted to citizenship and received his citizen- 
ship papers in Los Angeles, Cal. At that time Los Angeles was a, 
frontier country, and the judge before whom he was naturalized was 
a Mexican, and he remembers that he was naturalized in an old adobe 
house, which was used as a court-house. That he yoted in two elec- 
tions in California. Los Angeles at that time was a section where 
there was practically no law or order, and everything was done in a 
very loose manner. He knows that he received his citizenship papers 
and had them for some years afterwards. 

They were lost in the following manner, to wit: He was comin 
horseback from California to New Mexico and had his belongings, wi 
his citizenship papers and $800 in money, tied on behind his saddle, 
when he got down from his horse to shoot a deer and had crawled some 
distance from his horse when he was cut off from him by Apache In- 
dians, and his horse, with his saddle and everything on him, was taken, 
and he never recovered them. 

After some years he wrote back from New Mexico to California for 
at of his naturalization papers, but could get no satisfaction from 
the officers. 

In 1860, in Texas, when he contemplated voting, he stated to the 
judge of the elections, Gladdis E. Miller, the fact of the loss of his 
papers and that he had written back to California and had been unable 
to get them, and asked if he had better take out new papers here in 
Texas, and the judge stated that he was as good a citizen as he [the 
judge] wanted,” and he voted in the election and has voted in nearly 
all elections since then—may say all, as he does not know of missing 
any. He has held the office of county treasurer of Stephens County, 
Tex., the office of county judge of Shackelford County, and the office 
of county commissioner for twenty-two years. 

He was never so shocked in all his life as he was when his citizen- 
ship was questioned. He always prided himself on being an American 
citizen, and he is one now, if there was any doubt about it before, as 
he has since his citizenship was questioned taken out his second nat- 
uralization papers without reference to this claim. 

The fact that no record of his naturalization can be found in Los 
Angeles, he thinks, is due to the manner in which court affairs were 
conducted at that time, as there was no such thing as law, order, or 
anything else in that 5 and he does not suppose anything 
further was done than to give his papers under which he subsequently 
voted and which he lost, as he has stated. 

He did not present to the court of California his declaration of his 
Intention which he took out in Baltimore. He did not have a copy of 
this declaration. He was there with Americans, and an election was 
to be held and he wanted to vote, and he made affidavit of the fact of 
his declaration of intention before the judge, which was accepted, and 
his citizenship pavers were issued to him. 

He lived in California, Arizona, and New Mexico ten years. When 
he first went there he did not know anything of Arizona, as it was 
California and New Mexico then. Then he came to Texas and voted 
in 1860 for the first time, in Texas. He does not know whether there 
was any entry or record made in Los Angeles when his papers were 
issued. He was a green young man and paid no attention to that. 

If there was any record made he does not know anything about it; 
would not swear whether there was or not, but from the way things 
were conducted there then he would not suppose that there was any 
record made. He does not remember now but one man that was pres- 
ent at this time, and his name was Quinn, a Missourian. He met this 
man in Arizona before he (Lynch) was married, and met him after- 
wards, but has not heard of him since. 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I understand from the reading of the 
report that the only question that this bill waives, and the only 
question of law, is that of citizenship? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. The gentleman is exactly right. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The Court of Claims in its investi- 
gation of the claim had decided that under existing law the 
Government is liable to this claimant, but was unable to find 
for him on the evidence of citizenship. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. That is correct. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And upon the facts submitted to the 
committee that had charge of the bill it concluded that the eyi- 
dence practically established the fact of citizenship within the 
meaning of the law, and in returning it to the Court of Claims 
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this authorizes the court to assume citizenship in favor of the 
claimant? 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. That is true. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, I believe, with the gentleman’s 
consent, I will take the liberty of stating that, in my opinion, 
this is a meritorious claim. I believe the Government ought to 
pay all just claims against it. It ought not to be imposed upon, 
but it ought to be a model paymaster of all righteous and 
just claims under laws of its own making; and after the ex- 
planation of the gentleman from Texas it seems to me that 
there can be no question of the fairness and entire justice of 
this claim. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I first desire to thank the gentleman 
for his statement and afterwards to apologize to the committee 
for taking up so much time when there are so many other meri- 
torious claims that ought to be considered by this committee. 
I want to get through as soon as I can. This bill leaves every 
question open to be determined by the Court of Claims except 
the one of citizenship, and all that it does is to say that the 
citizenship of John C. Lynch shall be assumed when the matters 
again go before the Court of Claims, and then if he has not a 
meritorious 1 as a citizen his claim will be defeated. [Cries 
of “ Vote!” 

The bill was ordered to be laid aside with a favorable rec- 
ommendation, 

CUSTER COUNTY, MONT. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill H. R. 
4736) for the relief of the county of Custer, State of Montana. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


‘A bill (H. R. 4736) for the relief of the county of Custer, State of 
Montana. 


mone 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $4,350, in 


Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I ask that the report be read. 

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman yield until I make a 
statement? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Yes; but I want the report read be- 
fore it is concluded. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Let me give the gentleman one of 
the reports. 

Mr. MILLER. This bill provides for payment to the county 
of Custer, Mont., of $4,350, as the amount agreed upon by Gov- 
ernment officers for the construction of a bridge connecting the 
military reservation of Fort Keogh, Mont., with Miles City, 
Mont. I call the attention of the committee to the agreement, 
which is found in this report, and which was entered into be- 
tween the county commissioners of the county of Custer and 
Maj. D. D. Wheeler, “quartermaster, United States Army, at the 
time when the subject was under discussion looking to the build- 
ing of this bridge. The bridge was largely in the interest of the 
military reservation. At that time $4,850 was allotted or set 
apart by the War Department for the purpose of paying one- 
half the cost of the bridge. The county commissioners after- 
wards entered into a contract for the construction of the bridge, 
and it was constructed, and at the time that it was completed 
and accepted by the Custer County commissioners, and after the 
War Department had had a man there continuously watching 
the building of the bridge, and it was approved by him, when the 
report was made to the War Department, some officer of the 
Department held that the quartermaster-general at St. Paul had 
no right to enter into a contract of this kind, and canceled the 
allotment that prior to that time had been made for the purpose 
of paying the Government part of the expense in building the 
bridge, and since that time the matter has been before Congress 
on several occasions. 

This bill was unanimously reported by the Committee on Claims 
in the Fifty-eighth Congress, but was not reached for action in 
the House. It is unanimously reported by the Committee on 
Claims at this time, and I ask that the bill be laid aside with a 
favorable recommendation. 

Mr. PALMER. What right had the quartermaster to make 
this contract? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, in answer to the gentleman I 
will say that I do not know whether the quartermaster had a 
right to make it or not, but he did make it, representing the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, and then the War Department 
indorsed his action by setting aside $4,350 for the purpose of 
building that bridge; and then the county commissioners, in 


consideration of the fact that this allotment had already been 
made on the part of the Government, entered into a contract for 
the construction of the bridge, and it was constructed and 
afterwards accepted by the board of county commissioners and 
the officers at Fort Keogh. Then the county of Custer asked 
for its pay from the Government and the Government declined 
to pay, for the reason that the quartermaster had no authority. 

Mr. PALMER. How could the Secretary of War, or the War 
Department, or anybody else set aside any money to pay any 
such claim as this, or honor such a contract as this, without any 
authority from Congress or any authority of law? 

Mr. MILLER. I will yield to the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. Drxon]. 

Mr. PALMER. I do not care anything about the general 
proposition. I want an answer to that question. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I ask for the reading of the report. 

F The Clerk will be called upon to read the 
repo’ 

Mr. MILLER. I want to appeal to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri, who is a member of the Committee on Claims, and who 
has been all over this matter, and I hope he will not insist on 
reading the report. If we read this report, it simply means that 
none of these bills can be passed this afternoon. I trust that 
opportunity will be given to any Member to ask any question 
which he desires, and I shall be glad to have the question asked 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER] answered. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. I will say, in answer to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania, that in 1897 the Secretary of War 
set aside $4,350 to pay one-half of the cost of a bridge connect- 
ing the Fort Keogh, Mont., Military Reservation with Miles 
City, on the other side of the Tongue River. 

Mr. MANN. Out of what fund did he set this aside? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Out of the appropriation for trans- 
portation of the Army. 

Mr. MANN. I understand that money appropriated for the 
transportation of the Army was ordered to be set aside for the 
Secretary of War to build a permanent improvement. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. That was what was done. 

Mr. MANN. And then the Comptroller or the Auditor after- 
wards decided properly that the Secretary of War had no such 
authority. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. To build it out of that fund. 

Mr. PALMER. Nor out of any other fund, without authority 
of law. 

Mr. MANN. And without any money being appropriated for 
that purpose at that time. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. This is a claim that will bear in- 
spection by any gentleman on this floor. This was in the De- 
partment of Dakota. The quartermaster, General Wheeler, of 
the Department of Dakota, went to Fort Keogh, went before the 
board of county commissioners of Custer County, went over the 
proposition for the building of the bridge and entered into an ex- 
press contract on behalf of the United States Government with 
the commissioners, that if they would build the bridge the Gov- 
ernment would reimburse Custer County for one-half of the ex- 
pense. Afterwards the money was segregated here in Wash- 
ington by order of the Secretary of War. When it came to 
draw the warrant, the then Secretary of War held that the 
quartermaster of the Department of Dakota did not have the 
right to enter into that contract except by express authority of 
the Quartermaster here at Washington. The county not only 
expended double the $4,350, but they expended about $10,000. 
The bill should really carry $5,200, instead of $4,300. Then the 
matter was referred to the Quartermaster-General’s Office here 
in Washington, and his report is found on the first page of the 
report of the committee. The Quartermaster-General of the 
Army here at Washington, in transmitting the matter to Con- 
gress on February 2, 1899, stated that it was purely and simply 
on account of a technical error; that the money was properly 
due Custer County under the contract with the Government, and 
he recommends that the bill be paid. 

The Quartermaster-General in that report when this bill was 
referred to him recommended that this amendment be favorably 
reported, as the county was entitled to the payment of the 
amount stated therein. There is no question about it, it is purely 
a question of whether the quartermaster-general at St. Paul had 
the right to make the contract instead of the Quartermaster- 
General in Washington. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Certainly. 

Mr. MANN. I see by the report that it is stated that in 
November, 1897, a new contract was executed with the county, 
and the Comptroller of the Treasury to whom it was referred de- 
cided that the contract was one which the War Department had 
no legal right to make. 
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Mr. DIXON of Montana. In answer to that I will explain. 
The frst contract was for the construction of a wooden bridge. 
After the contract had been entered into with the quartefmaster- 
general at St. Paul they wanted to build a steel bridge, and the 
question was raised whether, after having contracted to build a 
wooden bridge, the county could build a steel bridge that cost 
$2,000 more than the Government had agreed to pay for the 
wooden one. This bill only carries one-half of the estimated 
cost of the wooden bridge. 

Mr. MANN. But how does the gentleman get around the 
decision of the War Department that the quartermaster-general 
had no authority to enter into a contract? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. They held that the quartermaster- 
general at St. Paul couldn't legally enter into it, but it should 
have been made by the Quartermaster-General at Washington. 

Mr. MANN. The statement made in the report is that the 
Comptroller decided that the War Department had no right to 
make the contract. That was the decision. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. I have stated what the question was. 

Mr. MANN. Was it not put on the ground that there was no 
appropriation for it? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. No; if I have been informed cor- 
rectly. Now, the Government had an officer to inspect the bridge 
when it was built, they have used it ever since, the county of 
Custer has lost $1,700 for the half that the Government is not 
asked to pay for for the steel bridge. 

Mr. McCALL. Will the gentleman allow me a question? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Certainly. 

Mr. McCALL. Has the Government derived any benefit from 
the bridge? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Yes; absolutely. . It connects the 
Government reservation with the town. The city of Miles is sit- 
uated on one side and Fort Keogh is on the other, and it connects 
the military reservation with the town. 

Mr. McCALL. Was it necessary for the Government to have 
a bridge there? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Yes; the Quartermaster-General 
says it was a military necessity. If the county had not built 
the bridge, the Government would have had to build the whole 
of it. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. May I ask the gentleman a 
question? t 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Certainly. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Fort Keogh is one of the largest 
military reservations, is it not? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. It is the largest in the Northwest. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. And there are large bodies of 
troops stationed there? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. 
tioned there. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, I think, Mr. Chairman, the 
misapprehension arose from this. Under the law the Quarter- 
master’s Department has the right to make a contract for all 
kinds of transportation within the limits of the Government 
reservation. It would have the right, undoubtedly, to make a 
contract for anything up to the middle of that river, but beyond 
the middle of the river, I presume, it would not have a right to 
enter into any contract, and that may be the basis of the state- 
ment made by the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. I think that was one of the consid- 
erations. Tongue River is the dividing line, and this bridge 
was across that river. 

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I have not had my question 
answered yet, but I will ask another. Is not the substance of 
the whole business that they have an equitable claim against 
the United States, but if this bill is passed it recognizes the 
principle that any contract made by any officer of the United 
States without authority will authorize somebody to come to 
Congress and ask for relief? 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. I will not admit that. The Goy- 
ernment has one-half of this steel bridge on its reservation, and 
every day the soldiers use this bridge in going to and from 
Miles City and the Northern Pacific Railway depot. It was 
built with the agreement that the Government should pay one- 
half of it, and a more just claim was never presented to Con- 


A full regiment of cavalry is sta- 


gress. 

Mr. PALMER. But the gentleman must acknowledge that 
the people who made the contract on the part of the Government 
had no right to make it; they had no right to appropriate money 
from the transportation fund to pay for it, and all the gentleman 
claims at best is that it is an equitable claim against the Goy- 
ernment. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. The Secretary had set that fund 
aside—— 

Mr. PALMER. On whose authority? 


Mr. DIXON of Montana. I do not know. 


Mr. MILLER. I want to say in answer to the gentleman 
from Illinois who asked in reference to the decision of the Comp- 
troller upon this contract that this decision was rendered after 
the bridge was half constructed. 

The requirement was that the bridge was to be completed by 
1897, and this decision was rendered on March 10, 1898, at the 
time the Secretary disapproved the same and revoked the allot- 
ment of $4,350. That was after the completion of the bridge. 
I would like to have a vote. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, a few days ago in the House 
there was considerable discussion because the War Department 
took money appropriated for transportation and devoted it to 
plumbing and other methods of building and construction which 
may be useful to troops while they are resting from their travel. 
The House was of the opinion then that the War Department 
ought not to be permitted to take out of money appropriated for 
transportation that which it might please for the construction of 
a permanent structure. Now, the gentleman goes a great deal 
further than that in this case. The War Department, having 
money appropriated for transportation, legally under the de- 
cision of the Comptroller of the Treasury, attempted to divert 
it from transportation purposes to the construction of a bridge. 

I do not feel myself in this case warranted in opposing this 
proposition to pay this money, because I can see the equities of 
the case, but I hope it will not be taken as a precedent for the 
future illegal action of the officials of the War Department enter- 
ing into contracts which are not only illegal but immoral, be- 
cause they propose a diversion of money appropriated for one 
purpose to another purpose, contrary to the intent of Congress, 
and going beyond the intention of the appropriation bill. 

Mr. PALMER. What is that hope based upon? Would it not 
be better to turn this claim down and not trust to any illusive 
hopes that some other Congress would not take this for a 
precedent? 

Mr. MANN. I am not sure but the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania may be right, and yet personally I feel unwilling to put 
the entire burden of this evasion of the law, both upon the part 
of Congress and the War Department, upon this county, which 
probably does not have great wealth. It entered into the agree- 
ment supposing that the War Department officials would only 
do that which they were entitled to do under the law, and we 
ought to see to it that the War Department in the future does 
not do these things with our provisions in the appropriation 
bills, whatever may be done with this proposition. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota and Mr. SHACKLEFORD rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I only want to make 
this remark before that report is read. 

Mr. MILLER. I want to ask the gentleman from Missouri a 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Yes. s 

Mr. MILLER. Does the gentleman intend to insist on the 
reading of the report? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I presume I shall. I do not yet know. 

Mr. MILLER. If the gentleman is going to insist on the read- 
ing of the report, I suggest that we have it read now, because 
after a full discussion of it I do not see the propriety or the 
necessity of reading the report. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make a 
preliminary remark. Now, this claim has no basis in law or 
equity. There is no method on earth by which this claimant 
can recover that amount of money unless this Congress will pass 
a retroactive statute relating back and covering that thing. An 
ex post facto law is the only possible foundation there can be 
for this and kindred bills that come in here. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. There is the contract. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. It is an ex post facto law for the 
benefit of an importunate claimant who comes here when there 
are thousands and thousands of claimants who recognize that 
they have no status and do not come. If they all came we 
would not have time to pass them through this House if we were 
disposed to do it, and here the membership of this House, 
without a particle of consideration, without having read the 
report, without having it read in the House, is now willing to 
east its vote in favor of an ex post facto law giving to this 
claimant a remedy that it has not now, a right that it has not 
now, and you propose, in addition to that, by an ex post facto 
law, to make legal a contract that was absolutely illegal and void 
from the day it was written. Mr. Chairman, this is a part and 
parcel of a number of bills that are here by which we are to 
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set aside the law. In favor of the people? No; but in favor of 
some particular importunate claimant who has a Congressman 
who is ready to father his case upon this floor. 

Why should not those who have not the service of Members 
of Congress be heard here? If this is a proper sort of law, if 
this is a proper sort of claim, then let us adopt some gen- 
eral law that will appy to all of them alike and not to this 
particular claimant, who comes adyocated by some particular 
Member of Congress, when all others are ignored and excluded 
from our consideration. Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask for the 
reading of the report. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I object to the reading of the 
report. I simply want to say, in conclusion of this argument, 
that the unfortunate claimant that is coming here for relief at 
this time is the people of Custer County, Mont., and they have a 
right to come here. 

The Government of the United States agreed with them that 
if the people of that county would pay half the cost of build- 
ing a bridge across that river that the Government of the 
United States would pay the other half. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Where is the agreement? 

Mr. MILLER. They completed their part of the contract. 
They built the bridge, and they ask the Government of the 
United States to deal fairly with the people of Montana, and 
especially of Custer County. [Applause.] I ask for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHACKLEFORD] has asked that the report be read as a part of his 
remarks. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. No, sir; I did not. I asked it, as a 
matter of right, at the beginning, and I was cut off with the 
statement that it should be read later. 

The CHAIRMAN. A report is only read as a matter of 
debate. The gentleman from Kansas objects to the reading 
of the report. 

Mr. MILLER. I do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, Will the committee order 
the reading of the report? 

The question was taken; and the reading of the report was 
rejected. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


LINCOLN NATIONAL BANK, LINCOLN, ILL. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5954) to authorize, etc., the Secretary of the Treasury to issue 
gold certificate in lieu of one lost to Lincoln National Bank, of 
Lincoln, Ill. 

The Clerk read as follows: , 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the 1 be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to issue to the Lincoln National Bank, 
Lincoln, III., a duplicate in lieu of United States gold certificate of the 
act of March 14, 1900, series of 1900, number 17705, for $10,000, 
issued by the assistant treasurer of the United States, Chicago, IH., on 
August 29, 1904, payable to the order of the said Lincoln National 
Bank, Lincoln, III., and all to have been lost or Neer gy Aa Pro- 
vided, That the said Lincoln National Bank shall first file in the 
Treasury a bond in the penal sum of double the amount of the principal 
of said certificate, with good and sufficient sureties to be approved by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, with condition to indemnify and saye 
harmless the United States from any claim because of the lost or 
destroyed certificate hereinbefore described. 


Mr. PRINCE. Will the gentleman yield for just a suggestion? 

Mr. MILLER. I would like now to state this case. 

Mr. PRINCE. It has nothing to do with the case, but it is 
simply in order that Members may know what bill it is. 

Mr. MILLER. Well, I have no objection if the gentleman's 
statement is brief. 

Mr. PRINCE. I hope the reading clerk, when he reads the 
bill, in also giving the number of bill will give the number of 
the report, so that we can more readily find out what the bill 
is in that way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state, for the information 
of the committee, that this bill is H. R. 5954, and the bills will 
be taken up in their Calendar order hereafter. 

Mr. PRINCE. That does not give the Calendar number. I 
hope the Clerk will announce the Calendar number at the same 
time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I have only a short statement 
to make of this case. This bill simply gives authority to the 
Secretary of the Treasury to issue a certificate in lieu of the 
lost one, providing a bond is filed for double the amount that 
is claimed, to save the Government of the United States harm- 
less against any claim that might be afterwards presented. 
The amount involved in this was $10,000. There is no ob- 
jection on the part gf the Secretary of the Treasury to having 
this done, and I know of no reason why it should not be done. 
The Department recommends it, and the facts in the case are 


so clear and conclusive I do not want to state anything further 
in relatjon to it, and I therefore ask that it be laid aside with 
a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. MANN. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. 
ae understand that this bill is to reissue a check which is 
os 

Mr. MILLER. How is that? 

Mr. MANN. This bill is to permit the reissue of a check 
that is lost. 

Mr. MILLER. No; it is a duplicate United States gold cer- 
tificate. 

Mr. MANN. Well, is not there a general law on the subject? 

Mr. MILLER. No; this is a certificate, not a check. The 
general law does provide for the reissue of certificates, but that 
is only up to $2,500. 

Mr. GARRETT. And in this case it is $10,000. 

Mr. MANN. Did we not pass a law recently on this subject 
removing the limit? 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Yes. 

Mr. MILLER. It is not a law, however; it has not passed 
the Senate, and it is exceedingly important that this bill should 
pass. . 

Mr. MANN. If that bill does pass the Senate, will it be broad 
enough to cover a case like this? 

Mr. MILLER. I think it will, but I am not sure about it. 
Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying aside the bill 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


MONONGAHELA IRON AND STEEL COMPANY. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 6) 
for the relief of the Monongahela Iron and Steel Company, of 
Pittsburg, Pa. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Whereas it appears that L. G. „ director, United States 
Navy, did on the 13th des oe June, 1901. aes a check, No. 8369, upon 
the assistant treasurer of the United States, New York, N. Y., in favor 
of the Monongahela Iron and Steel Company, for the sum of $5,445.56, 
being in payment for “chain iron” furnished the United States Bars 
Department, which check was mailed by the said L. G. Boggs to sai 
company, and was lost in transmission through the United States mails, 
and was never received by said company; an 

Whereas section 3646, Revised Statutes 
amended by the provisions of the act of February 16, 1885, authorizin 
United States disbursing officers and agents to Issue duplicates of los 
checks, applies only to checks drawn for $2,500 or less: Therefore, 

Be it enacted, etc., That said L. G. Boggs, pay director, United States 
Navy, be, and is hereby, instructed to issue a duplicate of said original 
check, under such regulations in regard to its issue and payman as 
have been prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury for the issue of 
duplicate checks under the provisions of section 3646, Revised Statutes 
of the United States. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this bill simply authorizes the 
pay director of the United States Navy to issue a duplicate of 
an original check on the Assistant Treasurer of the United 
States at New York in favor of this company. The bill provides 
for the protection of the Government in case the said lost check 
should be found, and accompanying is the favorable indorse- 
ment of the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States, 
who recommends that the bill be enacted into law. The check 
has been lost, and the evidence before the committee is abun- 
dant upon that subject, and the committee recommends favor- 
able action. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. I see the form of the bill is a certificate of good 
character from the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. During the short experience I have had in this 
House I think Congress has never provided that a preamble 
should be a law, and this whole statute depends on the pream- 
ble. Your enacting clause comes after the description of what 
you are going to do. 

Mr. MILLER. I think the bill is all right, and I am willing 
to take the judgment of the Secretary of the Treasury, who is 
daily dealing with problems of this kind. 

Mr. MANN. It may be that the Secretary of the Treasury 
would issue the check or pay the money, but he is not the one 
to judge whether we cumber up the statute with a lot of long- 
drawn-out lingo in a preamble that has nothing to do with the 
enactment we wish. 

Mr. MILLER. What is the suggestion of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. MANN. I would suggest that in the future, at least, the 
Committee on Claims do not bring in a lot of long preambles, 
which cumber up the statutes. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the bill be laid aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 


d 
of the United States, as 
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Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I want to be heard on that. I move 
to strike out the preamble. 


Mr. MANN. It has always been customary to strike out the 
preamble in such bills, but you can not strike out this pream- 
ble and leave anything to the bill. The trouble is that the en- 
acting part of this bill is in the preamble and comes before the 
enacting clause. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I do not agree with the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MANN]. In my opinion 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will give the gentleman from 
Kansas time to conclude the motion he was making. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I will yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD]. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be in- 
formed at this juncture whether I may be heard in my own right 
on these bills? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the floor is clear, the gentleman from 
Missouri is entitled to be heard in his own right. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I do not quite agree with the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Mann] that striking out this preamble 
would in any manner destroy the remedial portion of this bill. 
I therefore move that the entire “whereas” be stricken out. 
It adds nothing to the bill. It mars the pages of our statutes. 
It introduces into our legislation a new form of a bill that I do 
not think we ought to introduce, and I therefore move that the 
bill be amended by striking out the preamble. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD] that the bill be 
amended by striking out the preamble. 

The question was put, and the affirmative was taken. 

Mr. MILLER. I do not think that will defeat the purposes 
of the bill at all. The suggestion was made by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MANN], and I do not think it will defeat the 
purpose of the bill by striking out the preamble. 

Mr. MANN. I will say to the gentleman that the provision 
of the bill after the enacting clause does not describe. If you 
strike out the preamble, there will be nothing left of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD]. 

The question was taken, and the motion was rejected. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Was not the vote taken on the motion 
a while ago? 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The affirmative was taken a while ago. 
The question now is on laying the bill aside with a favorable 
recommendation. 

Mr. GRAFF. If the gentleman will yield to me for a sug- 
gestion, I will state that heretofore, when I had the honor to 
be chairman of that committee 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that we are now 
under the five-minute rule on this bill. 

Mr. GRAFF. And that it has been customary heretofore to 
have in the preamble simply explanatory matter to show why 
the bill should pass. It has been customary to strike out the 
preamble; but I understand, as suggested by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Mann], that the check is not properly iden- 
tified in the bill. Therefore I suggest to the gentleman from 
Kansas that he offer an amendment to perfect the bill itself, 
and then strike out the preamble. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I insist upon a vote for favor- 
able action on the bill. 

The question was taken, and the bill was ordered to be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 


JOHN W. DONOVAN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
12028) granting relief to John W. Donovan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay John W. Donovan, of Living- 
ston County, Mo., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise a 
propriated, the sum of $32.23, for services performed as enumerator 
the Eleventh Census of the United States. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, in reference to this bill, I de- 
sire to state that it is for the relief of Mr. Donovan, paying 
him $382.23 for services performed as an enumerator. He 
Slaimed $3 a day for twenty-four days. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. Will the gentleman permit the sug- 
gestion that he permit the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHACKLEFORD] to appear in adyocacy of this bill? [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLER. I am grateful to the gentleman from Texas 
for his suggestion. I want to say, nothwithstanding the fact 
that the report in this case has been made by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD], I am inclined to think it is 
all right. [Laughter.] This gentleman is entitled to the 
amount claimed here. He presented his bill for a larger 
amount, and when it was disallowed and this amount was ten- 


dered he declined to accept it, and after the appropriation was 
exhausted or balance left turned back to the Treasury he then 
asked for the payment of the amount stated in the bill, but 
then there was no fund out of which it could be paid. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Is the concession made that the bill 
I am reporting is just when it is only $32? 

Mr. MILLER. It is not because of the smallness of the 
amount, but because it is made by the gentleman from Mis- 
souri. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLER. I will. 

Mr. MANN. I would like to ask the gentleman whether this 
enormous sum provided for in this bill, $32.23, is full pay for 
the twenty-four days’ work this man did for the Government? 

Mr. MILLER. He was only entitled to the per capita rate— 
the schedule rate. That amounted to the exact amount in this 
bill. He was not entitled to $3 a day nor for twenty-four days’ 
work. 

Mr. MANN. This person worked for the Government twenty- 
four days—nothing being stated whether he was under the 
pe eta law or not—for $32.23. Has he received any money 
at all? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. If we have a general deficiency bill, 
he can get it in the next bill. 

Mr. MANN. I would like to ask whether he received any pay 
for this work? 

Mr. MILLER. I do not know whether he did or not. This is 
the amount now claimed by him and what he is entitled to. 
Whether he has been paid any amount for other work I do not 
know. This is all there is now due him. 

Mr. MANN. This is the entire pay? 

Mr. MILLER. This is the entire amount that is due him and 
that the Government says is due him. 

Mr. MANN. Is the gentleman able to inform me whether he 
has already been paid or not any portion or anything for the 
twenty-four days of service that he has done? 

I will yield to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. RUCKER], 
who introduced the bill. 

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I understood when I intro- 
duced this bill for this very conservative amount that some 
gentleman from Illinois or some other State would ęriticise 
it on account of the insignificance of the amount. This is for 
an old gentleman who lives in my district, who performed 
duties as an enumerator of the Eleventh Census. He thought 
he was entitled to $3 a day for his services, but under the law 
he was only entitled to pay by schedule rate; and instead of 
the amount of $75, which he claimed and thought he ought to. 
have, the Census Office said that he was only entitled to $32.23. 
He became a little obstreperous, and refused to accept that 
amount. So it went along for about ten years. I will say to 
the gentleman from Illinois that the beneficiary in this bill has 
not received anything for his services and that if he had known 
he was only to get 832 he would never have performed the 
service; but that is all he is entitled to under the law. 

The bill was ordered to be laid aside with a favorable recom- 
mendation. 

QUONG HONG YICK. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5223) to reimburse Quong Hong Lick for one case of opium 
erroneously condemned and sold by the United States. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 5223) to reimburse Quong Hong Yick for one case of 
opium erroneously condemned and sold by the United States. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $270.41, to Quong Hon 
Yick, for one case of opium erroneously condemned in the Unit 
States court and sold by the marshal under a writ of venditioni ex- 
ponas. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this is a claim of Quong Hong 
Yick. It seems that by a change of marks during transmission, 
for which this claimant was in nowise responsible, this case of 
opium, which should have gone through to Mexico, appeared to 
be consigned for consumption to New York. The facts were 
that at the same time a large shipment was made to another 
firm known as Wing Wo Chong, and it seems that the two pack- 
ages belonging to Quong Hong Yick, upon which the marks were 
not definite or very certain, were changed, according to the evi- 
dence in this case, by some employee or agent of the railroad 
company or the ship company, and as a result these two boxes, 
which should have been marked “1 and 14 Q. H. V.,“ were in 
fact marked “24 and 28 W. W. C.,” and after the discovery 
was made they were held as “ illegal importation; fraudulent 
intent,” and the case containing opium was sold. On December 
4, 1900, the two cases marked “ W. W. C.” and numbered 24 
and 28, erroneously shipped to Progreso, were returned and en- 
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tered at New York by Wing Wo Chong. This property was 
sold for $270.40. It has been the rule in these cases to refund 
the net proceeds of the sale. The evidence shows conclusively 
that these people were not in fault when these two cases were 
shipped through to Progreso, Mexico, on account of this change 
made by some one without their knowledge or consent, and they 
simply ask this relief. We think they are entitled to it, and 
the Treasury says they are entitled to it. I move that the bill 
be laid aside, with a favorable recommendation. 

The bill was ordered to be laid aside with a favorable recom- 
mendation. 

EDWARD KING. 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 5221) for the relief of 
Edward King, of Niagara Falls, in the State of New York. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Edward King, of Niagara 
Falls, in the State of New York, the sum of $90, said sum being the 
amount paid to the United States Government for duties on certain 
horses imported by him at Buffalo, N. Y., and which said horses were 
afterwards discovered to have been stolen by one William Potts In Can- 
ada, and which were, after their importation, returned by the said 
Edward King to their rightful owner. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, Mr. King, the claimant in this 
case, is a liveryman at Niagara Falls, N. Y. He bought three 
horses from a man by the name of Potts, from Canada, and im- 
ported them at the port of Buffalo. He paid a duty on them of 
$90, or $30 on each horse. It afterwards turned out that Potts 
had stolen these horses, and Potts, whose right name was 
William Stewart, was arrested, tried, and sentenced to twenty 
months’ confinement in prison, and the liveryman returned these 
horses to their rightful owner in Canada. He asks that the 
amount paid by him as duty be refunded. I move that the bill 
be laid aside, to be reported to the House with a favorable 
recommendation. 

Mr. MANN. 
mend? 

Mr. 
action. 

The motion of Mr. MILLER was agreed to. 

Accordingly the bill was laid aside to be reported to the House 
with a favorable recommendation. 


CHARLES M. DEMAREST, DECEASED. 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 6101) for the relief of 
the estate of Charles M. Demarest, deceased. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is here- 
by, authorized and directed to refund and pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, any statute of limitation to the 
contrary notwithstanding, to the legal representatives of the estate 
of Charles M. Demarest, late of Warwick, in the State of New York, 
the sum of $122.26, being the amount due on one first-mortgage pre- 
ferred bond issued by the Champaign, Havana and Western Railway 
Company, No. 251, and dated July 1, 1879, and paid into the United 
States Treasury on February 23, 1898, by the clerk of the circuit court 
of the United States for the southern district of Illinois, in accordance 
with section 996, as amended by the act of February 19, 1897 (29 Stat. 
L., p. 578), which provides that money remaining in the registry of 
court unclaimed for ten years shall be deposited to the credit of the 
United States. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, the Champaign, Havana and 
Western Railway, sold under foreclosure September 7, 1886, 
to Anthony J. Thomas, trustee, was subsequently sold to the 
Chicago, Hayana and Western Railway Company, and a deposit 
made in the registry of the circuit court of the United States 
for the southern district of Illinois to cover bonds not already 
canceled that were secured by deeds of trust dated, respectively, 
July 1, 1879, and December 1, 1880, and the clerk of said court, 
on February 23, 1898, under the statute which provides that 
money remaining in the registry of the court unclaimed for ten 
years shall be deposited to the credit of the United States, paid 
into the United States Treasury the balance of moneys in said 
court arising from the sale of said railway property. Subse- 
quently Charles M. Demarest died possessed of one first mort- 
gage preferred coupon bond issued by the Champaign, Havana 
and Western Railway Company, No. 251, and dated July 1, 1879, 
of the par value of $100. Its real value was $122.26. 

The cemmittee thought, in view of the moral obligation rest- 
ing upon the Government, it having received the money upon 
which this bond was a lien, the lien having been transferred 
from the property to the proceeds, that favorable action should 
be taken on the bill. The Assistant Secretary of the Treasury 
concurs in the action of the committee and recommends that 
it be paid. 

Mr. MANN. As I understand, the amount recommended to be 
paid is simply for the value of the bond which was actually 
deposited at that time? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. It includes no interest? 


What does the Treasury Department recom- 
MILLER. The Department recommends favorable 


Mr. MILLER. No interest. 

Mr. MANN. And there is no question about the ownership 
of the bond? 

Mr. MILLER. None whatever. 

Mr. MANN. Has the bond been produced? 

15 BRADLEY. Yes; I produced the bond before the com- 
mittee. A 

Mr. MILLER. Yes; the bond has been produced. 


ZENAS PARKER. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
649) for the relief of Zenas Parker. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to refund to Zenas Parker, late postmaster at 
Stewart, Houston County, Tenn., the som of $161.73, being the amount 
of funds belonging to the Post-Office Department of the United States 
stolen from the said Zenas Parker by burglars December 24, 1902. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this bill simply provides for 
the payment to Zenas Parker, who was a postmaster at the time 
stated in the bill at Stewart, Tenn., and gives him credit for 
$161.78 on account of a loss by burglary which was committed 
on December 24, 1902. I will read a part of the statement from 
the report: 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT ATTORNEY-GENERAL 
FOR THE POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, April 25, 1904. 

Sr: I have the honor to inform you that I have carefully reviewed 
the evidence relative to the claim of Zenas Parker, postmaster at 
Stewart, Tenn., for a credit of $161.73 on account of loss by burglary 
December 24, 1902. 

It appears that Mr. Parker is 74 years of age and a man of excellent 
character; that he is a gunsmith and shoemaker and does his work at 
the st-office, where he has a bench and where he sleeps nights; that 
on the date of the robbery he locked the front door and closed the rear 
door of the office, which fastens with an old-fashioned wooden latch 
with string attached ; that he is unable to say whether he withdrew the 
latch string before he closed the door or not; that he went out the rear 
door to take a mail pouch to the depot to an incoming train and was 
gone but a short time, his wife taking his place shortly after he left, 
and that during his absence and before his wife took his place postal 
funds amounting to $161.73, which he had put in a small wooden cabi- 
net attached to the wall of the office, were stolen. 

I can not 5 reverse the action of the office in this case, 
since, technically, Mr. Parker should not have left the office alone a 
moment unless he had left the postal funds in a securely locked recep- 
tacle, which he did not do. However, since there is no question as to 
the entire good faith and honesty of Mr. Parker, and since these funds 
were at all other times given extra protection, owing to his sleeping in 
the office, I suggest that this is probably a case for Congressional relief. 

Very respectfully, n 
` II. Ross, 


Assistant Attorney-General for the Post-Office Department. 

Hon. L. P. PADGETT, M. C., 

House of Representatives. 

The evidence filed with the committee shows that his wife 
went to the post-office within a very few minutes after he left. 
He left to take the mail pouch to the incoming train and was 
only gone a few minutes, and between the time he left the 
office and the time that his wife entered the money was taken. 
On account of the high character of the postmaster, according 
to the testimony of many of his neighbors and friends, the 
committee felt that in view of the fact that at all other times, 
in order to protect the property of the United States, he slept 
in the post-office, this allowance ought to be made, 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, as I understand, the Postal 
Regulations provide for the reimbursement where money is 
stolen out of the post-office within certain limits. The Post- 
office Department will not reimburse for a claim of this sort, 
which it has the power to do, where there has been any negli- 
gence at all on the part of the postmaster. Post-office burglaries, 
I am sorry to say, are getting common throughout the country. 
This particular case is meritorious from the standpoint of one 
case, but there are more than a hundred cases every year in the 
United States which are not reimbursed and are equally merito- 
rious cases. 

I formerly had a few post-offices in the district which I have 
the honor to represent. Among those post-offices I remember 
one case where a burglary was committed in the post-office, and 
the postmaster not being able to show that he had locked the 
safe did not get reimbursement from the Post-Office Department. 
When he talked with me about a special bill, I said I could not 
favor a special bill under those circumstances, because if we did 
it in one case we would have to do it in all cases, 

In view of the fact that we have so many burglaries in post- 
offices we ought to put a premium upon carefulness and not 
upon negligence. Here is a proposition to put a premium upon 
negligence—a man who leaves his money drawer with nobody 
in charge of it, with the door unlocked; it was his own fault, 
and he comes and asks the Government to reimburse him. As 
a matter of charity it may be all right to reimburse him, but 
what are we going to do with all the other cases? The Post- 


Office Department has a right to pay this man under the law, 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3287 


if it thinks that he ought to be paid, but it will not pay him, 
because paying him in this case will require the payment of 
hundreds, and in the course of a few years thousands, of other 
cases where the burglary occurs through the negligence of the 
postmaster. 

I doubt very much the propriety of setting a precedent, even 
though I feel that this man ought not to be compelled to suffer 
the loss. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I was impressed by 
one remark made by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MILLER]. 
He said, in effect, that this was an unusual sort of a bill, but the 
committee had been so favorably impressed with the particular 
good character of this claimant that it would, so to speak, make 
exception from the general rule on account of his exceedingly 
good character. In other words, we are here not only to leg- 
islate in favor of this claimant by enacting an ex post facto 
law and give him that for which at present there is no law to 
give him, but we are limiting the class of claimants to those 
who shall be successful in showing that they have an especially 
good character. That is the basis upon which he rests this 
claim for this appropriation. The committee, he says, was im- 
pressed with the splendid character of this man. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, had we not been impressed with the splendid char- 
acter what would have been the result? If we follow the lead 
of this committee, Congress becomes an investigator of the char- 
acter to determine whether or not the man shall stand within 
or without the pale of the law. Has this man a just claim? 
If so, his claim ought to be paid regardless of what his char- 
acter is. Is it without legal merit? Then it should not be 
paid without reference to what his character is. This is the 
case of another importunate claimant who has an active Con- 
gressman to push his claim for him. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say in reply to the 
gentleman that the Congress of the United States now has 
spent more money listening to the objections to this bill than 
it requires to pay it. The man is very old and very poor, and 
it is a small matter. It is simply for this committee to say 
what it wants done. It is a matter of absolute indifference to 
the chairman of the Committee on Claims. We have reported 
this bill favorably because we believe it ought to be paid, and 
if it was to establish a precedent from which we would be 
afraid to break away in the future, I would not be in favor of 
the bill. I believe that every bill ought to stand on its own 
merits. Here is a man who for many years has been post- 
master in a little country town, where he has no place in his 
building to lock up his money, and he puts it in the only place 
he thinks is safe when he goes out in the evening to take the 
mail to the train, asking his faithful wife to come in and look 
after the office when he is gone. She comes in a few minutes 
later, but before she comes this money is taken. In view of 
the long and faithful service of the old man, in view of his high 
character and that he is a poor man, we simply ask that this 
claim be allowed. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Mun] seems to have the impression that if anybody desires 
information upon a bill which he has reported that that Member 
is intrenching upon his prerogatives. If it be the fact that the 
House has already in the consideration of this bill expended 
more than the amount involved in the bill, the gentleman from 
Kansas should consider that that action of itself is somewhat 
of a criticism on his committee, because his committee ought 
not to present to the House bills which would cost the Govern- 
ment so much for consideration. A few moments ago we had 
up for consideration the bill for the payment of $32, a claim 
which is fifteen years old. It is barred by the statute of lim- 
itations of every State in the Union, a claim that could be en- 
forced in no court in the world under any circumstances, a 
claim for $32. 

If the gentleman considers the time of the House is so val- 
uable he ought not to bring before the House claims of $32, 
barred by every statute of limitation, and then criticise Members 
of the House who desire information concerning the claims. 
Now, I appreciate that there may be justice in the Gaim which 
is pending before the committee at present, so far as the 
equities are concerned. The Post-Office Department, I under- 
stand, is very unjust in many of its rulings concerning the keep- 
ing of money. It is true that this man under the provisions of 
law and the Post-Office Department had to keep this money 
in his pockets or in the money drawer. There was no place 
that he could deposit it. If he had put it in a bank it would 
be cause for removal, for violation of the law. If he had de- 
posited it with a friend, it would be cause for removal. He 
was compelled either to carry this money around with him in 
his pocket or else deposit it where it was safe; and yet, Mr. 
Chairman, I hope the House when it passes this bill—and, of 


course, I understand very well that the gentlemen who remain 
in the committee are largely interested in bills on the Calendar 
of this character—will not consider that it is under obligation 
to every postmaster in the land who, through his own neglect, 
permits the postal funds to be stolen and thinks he can then 
come before Congress and be reimbursed. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I call for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


JACOB PICKENS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
8717) for the relief of Jacob Pickens. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to pay to Jacob Pickens, of Neosho, Mo., out of an 
moneys in the not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $208.4 
being the amount stolen from a registered letter belonging to the said 
Pickens and collected by the United States Government from a mail 
contractor, said sum being now in the United States Treasury. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the bill was ordered to be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 


EDWARD F. STAHLE. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
10605) for the relief of Edward F. Stahl. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Edward F. Stahl, the sum of 
$362.50, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to reimburse him for losses sustained in carrying out a surveying con- 
tract for the survey of the 3 between Wyoming and uth 
Dakota in 1904, due to the existence of conditions not known to him or 
the Government at the time of the contract, and the delay 
caused thereby. 


With the following amendments: 
In line 4 strike out the word “Stahl” and insert the word “ Stahle.” 


Amend title so as to read: “A bill for the relief of Edward F. 
Stahle.” 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have some expla- 
nation of this bill before there is a vote on it. This seems to 
be a bill to pay a man for not carrying out his contract. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, in answer to the gentleman 
from Illinois, I desire to say that Edward F. Stahle, on July 1, 
1904, entered into a contract with the United States to establish 
with permanent iron and granite monuments 104 miles of the 
boundary line between Wyoming and South Dakota. On reach- 
ing the sixty-sixth mile corner from the beginning of his survey, 
Mr. Stahle found that that corner and 25 miles from that 
point north of the boundary had been established and monu- 
mented, in practically the same manner in which he was to do 
the work under his contract, by the United States Geological 
Survey, who had executed this work in surveying the boundaries 
of the Black Hills Forest Reserve. 

Upon finding this condition of affairs this surveyor, in place 
of going on and completing the work under his contract that he 
could have done, and received his pay for the full amount re- 
quired under the contract, notified the Department at Washing- 
ton what he had found and said he would await their further 
instructions, and the Department, on receipt of this notice, noti- 
fied him he need not make the survey, and he is not asking for 
pay for this work that he did not do, but simply asking for pay 
for the amount of time he was occupied in waiting to receive 
instructions from the Department. Had he gone on and com- 
pleted the survey it would have cost the Government of the 
United States $2,000 more than now required, and in view of the 
fact this is very reasonable and is recommended by the Depart- 
ment, the committee makes a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman, the Department had 
money with which to make a survey, I suppose? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes; I think so. 

Mr. MANN. And made a contract for the survey? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. Now, it was to the interest of the Government 
to save a couple of thousand dollars by not making a portion 
of the survey. Was not the Department able to do that and 
settle the contract? 

Mr. MONDELL. May I reply to the gentleman? 

Mr. MILLER. I will say, in answer to the gentleman, under 
the contract Mr. Stahle had with the Government it required 
him to make this survey along this definite line, and when he 
came to a particular point he found another Department of the 
Government, the Geological Survey, had already made a survey 
of a part of the line, 25 miles in length, and without going on 
and going over the same line again and marking it, as he was 
required under the contract, with these iron monuments, he 
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stopped where he was and reported the fact that he had found 
part of this line had been surveyed and 


Mr. MANN. I understand that; but I want to find out 
whether if the Department had $2,000 to spend for a survey 
and had made a contract for the expenditure of that money 
and finds that it is more profitable to the Government not to 
expend the money but to pay out $300 instead of spending the 
$2,000, why can not the Department do it? 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman from Kansas yield to 
me? 

Mr. MILLER. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MONDELL. In reply to the gentleman from Illinois I 
want to read a paragraph from the letter of the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office to Mr. Stahle in regard to this 
matter. He says: 

The contract with Mr. Stahle provides “as a full compensation for 
the whole expense of the resurvey ” specified rates per mile “ for every 
mile and part of mile eben run and marked in the field,” and in 
view of these specific terms this office was without authority to con- 
sider the above items of expense and could only approve the account 
for the amount found due for the mileage e established, as 
shown by the field notes, and the deputy was so advised. 

Had Mr. Stahle again gone over the part of the line reestablished 


by the Geological Survey there would apparently have been a useless 
expenditure of nearly $2,000. 


In other words, Mr. Stahle had a contract to survey this line 
and under the contract he would have continued his survey over 
a portion of line which had been already resurveyed by the 
Geological Survey, but when he reached a point where they had 
reestablished the line he ceased work and wired the Depart- 
ment and awaited their answer, and he is simply asking for the 
amount which he had expended in payment of his field force 
while awaiting further orders rather than the amount which 
would have been due him under the contract had he continued, 
and as the contract provided for the payment by the mile 
actually run, the Department could not pay him, and recom- 
mended that this bill pass. 

Mr. MANN. Well, Mr. Chairman, ordinarily a man who 
makes a contract can modify it. If the Department could make 
a contract to pay a survey by the mile, certainly they had 
authority or ought to haye had the authority to relinquish a 
part of the survey which is unnecessary and pay for what has 
been done unless there was a specific appropriation for the 
survey by the mile. Can the gentleman inform us on that point? 

Mr. MONDELL. This survey was paid out of the general 
appropriation for surveys. 

. Mr. MANN. It would seem ridiculous to say that the 
Department, haying entered into a contract to expend $2,000, 
would be without authority to get the same good with $300. 

Mr, MONDELL. Well, however that may be, the Depart- 
ment held they had no such authority. 

Mr. MANN. I have no objection to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill as 
amended aside with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 


FRED DICKSON. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
9528) to reimburse Fred Dickson for the loss of his tools 
through the fire which destroyed the engine house at Fort 
Duchesne, Utah, on December 19, 1902. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to pay to Fred Dickson, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $155.65. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to have an 
explanation. The title is longer than the bill, and covers a lot 
of things which are not in the bill. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, the report contains all of the 
items, and I call the attention of the gentleman from Illinois to 
the report. In brief, this is a statement of this case. This 
claimant, Fred Dickson, was employed as a packer at Fort 
Duchesne, Utah, and had been there for a number of years. 
For several years he had been doing the work of carpenter and 
tinner and some work as a plumber. There was no plumber 
there at the time, and there were but few tools, if any, that 
could be used in this class of work. This man was a poor man, 
and he was required to keep the tools necessary to do this class 
of work, and he bought the tools that are described in this bill. 
I have an itemized statement of them, amounting to $155.65. 

I do not wish to read the entire itemized statement, but I 
will simply say that the post sawmill and pumping station at 
the post burned down. The shop that was assigned to this 


man was located in the building of the said sawmill, and the 
shop, which contained all his private tools, was completely 
destroyed by fire. He did everything in his power, according to 
the evidence in this case, not only to save his own tools, but to 
save the property of the Government as well. The Department 
recommends favorable action, and in view of the fact that he 
is a poor man and that he was required to keep these tools 
there in the performance of his duty, the committee thought it 
ought to be paid, and the amount being small, we recommend 
favorable action. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


CAPT. GEORGE E. PICKETT. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
14467) for the relief of Capt. George E. Pickett, paymaster, 
United States Army. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Capt. George È. Pickett, pay- 
master, United States Army, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $1,456.17. 


Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I call for a reading 
of the report in that case. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MILLER] 
has the floor. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. 
the report in that case read. 

Mr. MILLER. Let me ask the gentleman if he will not be 
satisfied with an explanation? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida.. I think the committee will be very 
much more satisfied with the report. That fully explains the 
situation. 

Mr. MILLER. I will make an explanation of it, and if the 
gentleman insists on his request I will have no objection to the 
reading of the report. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Very well. 

Mr. MILLER. his bill provides for the reimbursement of 
Capt. George E. Pickett, paymaster in the United States Army, 
in the sum of $1,456.17. Now, when or where this amount was 
taken or lost it was impossible to determine. This officer imme- 
diately cabled his friends in the States to send him the necessary 
funds and made the shortage good. Had he not made the short- 
age good and paid the money immediately he would haye been 
relieved by operation of the subsequent act of Congress which 
was passed on March 3, 1903. So that the fact that he paid the 
money out is the only reason that he is here now. Had he not 
paid it he would not have been required to come to the Congress 
of the United States asking for this relief. 

I desire to read a part of this report in order that members of 
the committee may haye full knowledge concerning it. 


Per Special Orders, No. 57, Department of Northern Luzon, June, 
1900, I proceeded to and paid troops at posts—see attached itinerary— 
disbursing $165,395.62 and taking in about $28,000 soldiers’, deposits. 
The money was carried in one iron safe and nine small wooden boxes, 
which had only screw-down lids and were nailed together, two screws 
in each box being deep countersunk for sealing, every precaution being 
taken in sealing. These boxes, being the best that could be obtained at 
that time, were furnished to all the paymasters. 

The money was at all times under a strong military 9 and everx 
precaution and measure of safety was taken by me. never allowed 
either money or guard out of my sight except at such times as it was 
physically impossible for me to keep personal espionage of it, and at 
those times I was forced to rey upon the military guards furnished. 

I was in the saddle eve ay for twenty-eigħt days on this trip, 
covering on horseback, bull carts, and wagons 588 miles, through 
swamps, jungles, and rice paddies, knee-deep to waist-deep in mud and 
water, and over dangerous mountain trails in pouring-down rain, cross- 
ing innumerable small rivers, fording and swimming them, getting wet 
2 — — every day, and generally arriving at my destination covered 
with mud. 

Upon arriving at Lingayan I was compelled to make the entire trip 
to Bolinao and return, a distance of 160 miles; also trip from Lingayan 
to Bautista, a distance of 48 miles, via intermediate 8 (see itiner- 
ary), by pack train of fifteen or twenty mules under charge of one chief 
pack master and four packers. This was a very dangerous country at 
that time on account of insurrection. As the nature of tropical jungle 
and trails only permitted single file, my pack train was necessarily 
strung out some distance. It was repeatedly halted by the miring of 
horses or mules, and in numbers of instances it was with great difficulty 
and untiring zeal on my part that loss of both mule and pack was pre- 
vented. During the time that I gave my personal attention to saving a 
mule and his load it was impossible for me to see or eyen be advised of 
what might occur at other points of the pack train, extended out, as it 
was, some distance along the trail. 

The large number of troops to be paid, the nature and amount of 
tropical country to be covered, render it necessary often to make pay- 
ments at night and travel in the day. The requirements of troops in 
the field compelled me to carry unlimited amounts of small change, the 
remainder of the money being mostly gold coin. Also troops on one 
roll often being scattered in many different places, miles apart, it was 
necessary to keep rolls epee till all men on them were paid. Unlim- 
ited change, rolls being kept n, orders requiring rapid completion 
of ments, hardshi and nature of journey, made it impossible to 
The money was 
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carefully counted and balance obtained as soon as possible, and the 
robbery was not discovered until then. 

I reported these facts at once to the chief paymaster of py depart- 
ment and the chief paymaster of the division, and asked that experts 

placed on my accounts immediately and a thorough investigation 
be made, at the same time turning over the safe containing the funds 
on hand to the chief paymaster of northern Luzon. I cabled to Wash- 
ington to my mother, asking that I be cabled $800. Shortly there- 
after she replied Dr cabine s $900 to Hongkong and Shanghai Bank, 
Manila. I received only $854 from the bank. 

The amount advanced to me by my mother’s cable was returned to 
her by my transferring pay accounts to her each month thereafter till 
pald back. 

Then this officer goes on further and says that he paid this 
money to make his account good. This is recommended by 
the officers of the Department, and the committee is fully con- 
vinced that it ought to be paid. Let me say, there have been 
a number of other losses occurring in the Philippine Islands 
and a number of persons arrested, tried, and convicted for 
stealing the money, and afterwards Congress passed an act 
that these losses should be refunded to them where the money 
had not already been paid over; but in this case this pay- 
master had, in order to save his good name and to have his ac- 
counts credited and straightened, paid the money promptly. 
And this is to give him relief. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that 
as a member of the Committee on Claims I opposed the payment 
of this claim. The gentleman from Kansas refers to the fact 
that a number of persons were arrested in the Philippine 
Islands and prosecuted for the larceny of certain funds. There 
were no persons arrested in the Philippines and prosecuted for 
the larceny of these particular funds, 

Mr. MILLER. No; that is true. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. They were arrested, prosecuted, and 
convicted in some instances, for the larceny of other funds. I 
want to say that there are bills before the committee to reim- 
burse those persons—those officers—and, I think, in those 
cases the committee reported unanimously in favor of the bills. 
But in this case, Mr. Chairman, there is absolutely no explana- 
tion whatever, and no attempt at explanation, as to what be- 
came of that money. Here is an officer intrusted with funds of 
the Government who goes out upon a tour paying soldiers and 
others in the employ of the Army. When he returns to Manila 
and casts up his account, it is found that he is short some 
fourteen hundred and fifty-odd dollars. He does not know how 
it occurred. He was not robbed. There is no evidence that a 
larceny was committed; no evidence that it was taken in any 
way at all. Just simply short that much. Of course, he re- 
funded it to the Government, as he had to do, and having re- 
funded it, because it was intrusted to his care, he was responsi- 
ble for it. He ought to have refunded it; he was in duty bound 
to refund it; he had no more than performed a duty that 
rested upon him. Now he seeks relief at the hands of Con- 
gress, to reimburse him this money, which it is apparent, on the 
face of the record, was lost by his own negligence. 

I say, Mr. Chairman, it would be an exceedingly bad prec- 
edent for this bill to pass; and the only reason, as I recollect 
it, given in the committee, the only reason given here, for the 
passage of. this bill is the fact that some other persons simi- 
larly situated have been paid by the Government. I assert, 
Mr. Chairman, that we are not bound to follow a precedent 
unless the precedent is a good one. If we are confronted by 
a bad precedent, if these other officials have been paid and 
paid improperly, and it is now discovered that the payment 
was improper, the time for Congress to call a halt is when 
the discovery is made, no matter who may suffer. For that 
reason, then, Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this bill, and sin- 
cerely trust that the committee will not recommend its passage. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is exactly on all fours with this 
condition of affairs. If a postmaster of this country, in- 
trusted with Government funds, should ascertain that he was 
short, making no explanation at all, he would have as much 
right to come to Congress and ask that he be relieved as has 
this military officer, your agent. And it is exactly on all fours 
with this proposition. The treasurer of a corporation, in- 
trusted with the funds of a corporation, a trusted employee 
intrusted with the cash of the firm, wakes up some morning 
and finds that he is five, ten, or fifteen thousand dollars short. 
He makes a report to his employers, “I had this money; you 
intrusted me with it; I was responsible for it, every dollar 
of it; now I find myself this much short. I do not know how 
it occurred. I do not know who got it. There is no evidence 
that the vault has been tampered with; there is no evidence 
that the strong box has been broken; no evidence of a burglary 
or larceny; it has simply disappeared; and I ask you to relieve 
me.” That is the case here, Mr. Chairman, and I hope this 
bill will not pass. 


Mr. MILLER. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Lams]. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAMB. Mr. Chairman, in a very few words I will an- 
swer the statement made by the gentleman from Florida. He 
says there is no explanation of the loss of this money. Now, 
the chairman of this committee has read the sworn statement 
here from Major Pickett, going into the details, and showing 
under what conditions and what circumstances he lost this 
money. To say that there has been no proof along that line is 
to deny the emphatic sworn statement of this Virginia gentleman 
who comes here and makes a frank statement of the condition 
of his accounts, stating that the money was lost and that he at 
once, or as soon as he could wire to his home, replaced the 
amount. 


Mr. MANN. May I ask if this officer was from Virginia? 

Mr. LAMB. He is from my district. 

Mr. MANN. That settles it. 

Mr. LAMB. Oh, no; not at all. 

Mr. MANN. That is the reason I am for the bill, because I 
know the gentleman from Virginia would not fayor any claim, 


even from Virginia, unless it was right. 

Mr. LAMB. After that statement, Mr. Chairman, it is 
scarcely worth while for me to make any further reply to the 
gentleman from Florida; but let me just answer his last point. 
He supposes an imaginary case of some postmaster losing money 
with which he was intrusted. Suppose, my friend, that any 
postmaster in this country had lost money by reason of a fire, 
or by reason of a robbery, which was the case here, no doubt. 
Would not the United States Government reimburse him in 
that situation? 

Again, suppose my friend from Florida was intrusted with a 
large business, and he sent an agent to pay the employees of 
that business, and, owing to the fact that that agent had to 
go through a rough and difficult country, like that described here 
by Major Pickett in this sworn statement, robbers had stolen 
the money from his box, and that paymaster or agent should 
come back and make a plain and direct statement of how he 
lost this money. Would not the gentleman from Florida, as 
the head of that business, cheerfully reimburse this agent for 
the loss, sustained without any negligence on his part? That is 
just this condition. The gentleman would no doubt order an 
investigation, but that has been done here, and I think if the 
chairman of this committee had asked that the letter from 
the Paymaster-General on the eighth page of this report be 
read and had then asked that Secretary Shaw’s recommenda- 
tion be read the question would have been answered. I ask, 
with the consent of the chairman of the committee, that the 
letter from the Paymaster-General and the recommendation 
of Secretary Shaw be read. [Cries of “ Vote!” Vote!“ 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make 
one remark. I have no doubt that this gentleman came from 
Virginia, because the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Lamp] 
says so. I take it for granted that he is a good, honest man, 
but he comes here and makes a statement absolutely without 
corroboration. Suppose in another case some other man had 
embezzled the money. Suppose he had lost it in a friendly 
game of draw poker with somebody. Suppose he had applied 
these funds to his own purposes anywhere, under any circum- 
stances. He comes in and makes, as the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia says, a clear statement of it. He says, “I was beset by 
thieves on the road.” Mr. Chairman, thieves sometimes sit 
around a friendly table, as well as elsewhere. I am not talking 
about this officer; I am talking about some other man in this 
officer’s place. Suppose this other man has embezzled money 
that has been put into his custody, and he undertakes to free 
himself from responsibility by his own uncorroborated state- 
ment. . 

Take the case of the teller of a bank. Out in my State they 
indict them and send them to the penitentiary if they do not 
come up with the funds intrusted to them. They say, “ Mr. 
Bank Cashier, where is this money that was put in your 
hands?” “I do not know, sir. I had it last night. I counted 
my money to-day and part of it is gone. Somebody has stolen 
it.” According to the statement of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia that would be sufficient defense, and the cashier ought to 
be relieved from any responsibility upon his own uncorroborated 
statement that he was robbed. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. The gentleman from Missouri states 
that this officer comes here and makes a statement without any 
corroboration. I want to ask him if in that statement the ofli- 
cer undertakes to explain what became of this money? Does 
he make any explanation at all? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. He does not. He says he started 
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out with a given sum of money and he paid his expenses and 
he came in and when he came to strike a balance he found he 
was a thousand dollars short. “I do not know what became of 
it. I was in a country where there are thieves. I take it for 
granted that it was stolen from me, and I ask the Government 
to repay it.” 

Mr. Chairman, are we going to set a precedent here to-day 
that every man who is charged with funds may come before 
this seemingly omnipotent committee, of which I happen to be a 
member, and ask that upon his uncorroborated statement he 
shall be relieved of his responsibility? If Captain Pickett can 
be relieved to the extent of a thousand dollars, Captain Tugmut- 
ton can be relieved to the extent of a million dollars, Where 
is the end to it? But I suppose it will be like the gentleman 
from Kansas said about another case here—that this is a good 
man, and therefore he has found favor in the eyes of this com- 
mittee. : 

Mr. LAMB. He does not say that. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. We have just passed a bill to relieve 
a postmaster from responsibility for money which he says was 
stolen. How do we know it was stolen? He says somebody 
stole $169 out of a box that was nailed up on the wall. Per- 
haps it is true in that case, but we must act here under general 
rules. We must have some general regulation. If we take 
that postmaster’s word, we must take the word of the next one. 

Mr. LAMB. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Certainly. 

Mr. LAMB. Does not the gentleman suppose that the Pay- 
master-General inyestigated all these matters; does he not sup- 
pose that all the facts governing this case, which the claimant 
could not put into a simple letter, were investigated by the Pay- 
master-General? The Paymaster-General of the United States 
Army recommends the payment of this matter. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I will answer the gentleman in a 
minute. The gentleman will recollect that a short time ago a 
letter came in here from the head of a Department recommend- 
ing that the Committee on Appropriations put in the urgent de- 
ficiency bill a sum to reimburse a man for having painted a 
picture of a chief who had gone out of office. The heads of the 
Department are not responsible to the people; they have not been 
elected as “ watchdogs of the Treasury.” But the gentleman 
from Virginia and I have been sent here to keep close watch on 
the acts of Congress. This man in the Paymaster’s Department 
says it probably ought to be repaid, but what does he know 
about it? What does he know about it more than a citizen 
who lives in my district? This man does not account for how 
he lost his money; he does not even undertake to say that it 
was not by corruption. Suppose now your captain had been a 
dishonest man instead of a good Virginian that you say he is; 
suppose he had determined to embezzle a thousand dollars, 
how better could he do it than to take a thousand out of the 
big pine box, with the lid screwed down with three screws, that 
had been carried across the world, as he tells you—how better 
could he have embezzled a thousand dollars than that? 

Mr. LAMB. I would like, Mr. Chairman, for my colleague 
to understand the character of the recommendation of the Pay- 
master-General. He say under the provisions of the act of 
March 3, 1908, as has been fully explained by the chairman of 
the committee, if he had not paid the money he would have 
been the beneficiary of that act. Therefore he throws himself 
out from the fact that he was honest enough to wire to his 
mother to send him the money to make his accounts good. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Yes; he comes in with the money, 
but what would he have done if he had had no mother? 

Mr. LAMB. Probably he would have been an orphan. 
[Laughter.] 

Mx. SHACKLEFORD. Here is this man, with thousands of 
dollars of the public money, and he turns up on pay day with 
his money gone, and what explanation does he make? He says 
he wired to his mother to please send him the money to make 
good the amount he owes the Government. Now, Congress is 
going to relieve him. Why? Because back behind this good 
Virginian he happens to have an active, energetic Member of 
Congress to push his special favor through the Claims Commit- 
tee, and push it with his popularity through the House, when 
some other man who may not stand so well will have to pocket 
his loss. It is a species of favoritism; it is a species, Mr. 
Chairman; of that more gentle use of the term of “ graft,” 
whereby one man gets that which is denied to the balance of the 
country. That class of legislation must eventually get the 
condemnation of all honest-thinking people who consider it. 
Here is this man backed up by a good, active Member of 
Congress, the gentleman from Virginia, who never fails to put 
his case through, while some other less importunate man, some 
other man who has not the service of so able a Representa- 
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tive, does not get the special favors that we deal out here as a 
matter of favor and not as a matter of right and justice. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I think the members of this 
committee will realize now something of what the Committee on 
Claims has to contend with in order that they may come in here 
with a favorable report. [Laughter.] I want to say in addi- 
tion to what has been said that so far as the negligence of this 
officer is concerned I put over against the statement of the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. CLARK] the statement of the gallant 
officer who has been conscientious and always faithful in the 
discharge of his duty. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether it is 
because the distinguished gentleman from Florida and the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Missouri are on the Committee on 
Claims this year, but it is a fact that the claims which have 
been called up to-day on the Calendar are, on the whole, less 
objectionable than any set of claims I have seen on the Calen- 
dar since I haye been in the House. [Applause.] 

I appreciate what the Committee on Claims, not only of the 
present House but of the last House, endeavored to do in ref- 
erence to these claims, to confine the reports on claims to meri- 
torious ones, yet the Members of the House have a right to 
know about this. I would like to ask the gentleman whether 
it is a fact that under the act which is quoted in the report, 
approved March 3, 1903, this officer would have been relieved 
by the War Department of this loss of money if he had not.in 
fact paid the money over. 

Mr. MILLER. There is no question about it at all. He 
would have been entitled to pay and would have received it 
from the Department. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, just a word or two. 
I do not know what the distinguished gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Minter] meant when he said that the House could see 
what the Committee on Claims had to contend with, but I de- 
sire to say to that distinguished gentleman that as long as I 
am a member of the Committee on Claims and so long as I am 
a Member of this House, owing allegiance to no one except the 
people of this country, and knowing no guide save my con- 
science under my oath of office, I shall object to and oppose any 
measure that does not commend itself to my better judgment, 
no matter what may be the very much better judgment of the 
distinguished and able chairman of the Committee on Claims. 

It has been said by him, and the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Lae] agreed to it also, that the paymaster had recom- 
mended the payment of this claim and the Department had rec- 
ommended it. We are acting upon our oaths here. We are 
the persons to settle this question, and when these officials 
make a recommendation to this House for the payment of a 
claim, they owe it to us to give the reasons upon which they. 
base the recommendation. There is not a shadow of reason 
given in these letters; there is not a shadow of reason given in 
this report. It is simply presumed that somebody stole this 
money. It is a violent presumption with no evidence to sup- 
port it, not a single solitary fact to show what went with it. 
The officer simply says it disappeared. He simply says he was 
short, and the boxes in which it was stored showed no evidence 
of- haying been tampered with by anybody. So if you want to 
argue the question from the surrounding facts, then you have 
got it incontrovertibly established that no outside person had 
access to those boxes, that nobody could have gotten that money 
except some of the persons having it in custody. I do not in- 
sinuate, Mr. Chairman, I do not charge this officer with wrong- 
doing, I do not intimate that he is guilty of it, but the fact re- 
mains that it was in his custody; he had guards around it; he 
and they are the only persons who had access to it, and it dis- 
appeared. 

No charge, no intimation, that anybody robbed him; no charge, 
no intimation, that anybody had an opportunity to rob him. 
He had it and it is gone. What became of it he does not 
know, and he does not undertake to say, and yet because gen- 
tlemen question the propriety of paying a claim like this the 
chairman of the committee intimates that he has two very 
obstreperous members on his committee. I want to inform him 
now that so far as one of them is concerned he will continue 
to be obstreperous until when a bill like this is asked to be 
passed some fact or some reason that commends itself to 
sound judgment is submitted in its favor. [Applause] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, Shall the bill be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation? 

The question was taken; and the bill was ordered to be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 


SYDNEY LAYLAND. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
2996) to reimburse Capt. Sydney Layland for sums paid by him 
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while master of the U. S. transport Mobile in July and August, 
1898. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, directed to pay to Capt. Sydney Layland the sum of $119.11, 
to reimburse him for amounts paid by him as master of the Army 
transport Mobile to soldiers of the Sixteenth Pennsylvania Volunteers 
for services as firemen on the U. S. transport Mobile in July and 
August, 1898. 


Mr. TIRRELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, in order ta perfect the bill. : 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, before the bill is open to amend- 
ment I would like to have an explanation of what tie Dill is. 

Mr. MILLER. There has been an amendment sent to the 
desk, and I want the amendment read first. 

Mr. MANN. For information only. 

Mr. MILLER. Then I will explain. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendnient. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Insert In the fourth line, after the word“ Layland,” the following: 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.” 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this bill is to provide for the 
payment to Capt. Sidney Layland of the sum of $119.11, paid 
by him as master of the Army transport Mobile to soldiers of 
the Sixteenth Pennsylyania Volunteers for services as firemen 
on the U. S. transport Mobile in July and August, 1898. From 
the record of the office it appears that the Army transport 
Mobile sailed from Charleston on July 21, 1898, with troops on 
board, for Ponce, P. R., and on the return voyage brought 
troops from Santiago, Cuba, to Montauk Point, New York; 
that on arrival at Charleston the engineer crew were short six 
firemen, and under the authority of the officer commanding the 
troops the master of the transport was authorized to employ 
soldiers to perform the work of firemen and stokers, and for 
this service the master, Captain Layland, paid the men the sum 
of $119.11. Q. M. Gen. C. F. Humphrey says that it ought to 
be paid, and that view is concurred in by Secretary Taft. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is, Shall the bill be 
laid aside with a favorable recommendation? 

The question was taken; and the bill was ordered to be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 


JOHN H. THARP. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
13247) for the relief of John H. Tharp, of Eversonyille, Mo. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to pay to John H. Tharp, of Eversonville, Mo., out 
of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$35, being the amount stolen from a registered letter belonging to the 
said John H. Tharp and collected by the United States Government from 
a mail contractor, said sum being now in the United States Treasury. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this bill is for the relief of 
this man Tharp, who mailed a registered letter in the post- 
office of Eversonville, Mo., addressed to the Dayton Book and 
Paper Company, of Quincy, III. The registered letter was 
stolen, and the carrier who stole it was arrested, tried, and 
convicted, and sentenced to prison, and the Department kept 
the money out of the pay of the contractor, and it was paid 
into the Treasury of the United States, and this is simply to 
pay the man for the money he had in the registered letter. 

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman a question? Is this 
the second one of these? Does the Post-Office Department, 
when a registered letter is stolen, take the amount that is 
stolen out of the contract price of somebody? 

Mr. MILLER. I do not know that it is always done, but in 
this case they kept back—there were several of these registered 
letters—from the contractor the full amount of money in all 
the letters, and that money was paid into the Treasury of the 
United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


JOSEPH CROW. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7709) for the*relief of Joseph Crow. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $1,029.59 is Doroni appropriated, 
out of any maney in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, and that 
the same be paid to Joseph Crow, of Omaha, county of Douglas, State 
of Nebraska, to reimburse him for a like amount charged against his 


account as postmaster by reason of embezzlement of post-office funds by 
Alfred M. Oleson. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, in this case Joseph Crow was 
postmaster at Omaha, Nebr., and his stamp clerk, as I remem- 
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ber it now, Alfred M. Oleson, embezzled $2,029.59 from the 
funds of that office. Oleson was arrested and convicted and 
sentenced to pay a fine of $2,000. He paid his fine, and after 
the fine was paid the people of the city, his friends, gave a 
banquet in his honor, and he is now holding a position in one of 
the leading hotels in the city of Omaha while the Government 
is trying to collect now from the postmaster the full amount of 
money embezzled by the clerk. There was paid in this fine 
$2,000, and on the bond of the stamp clerk $1,000, making $3,000 
which is already in the Treasury of the United States as against 
the $2,029.59 embezzled, and now the Government is asking the 
postmaster to pay the other $1,029.59, and we simply say we 
think the postmaster ought to be relieved from paying the bal- 
ance of this money. 

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman, is it the policy of 
the Government to pay defalcations of post-office clerks? 

Mr. MILLER. Not as a general proposition. k 

Mr. MANN. Was not this man under bond to the postmaster? 

Mr. MILLER. He was under bond, and they have brought 
suit on the bond and recovered $1,000, all they could have re- 
covered. 

Mr. MANN. Was it not the duty of the postmaster to have 
a good bond? 

Mr. MILLER. The postmaster thought there was a good 
bond, the Government accepted the bond, and the postmaster 
was in no way responsible for it. One thousand dollars was 
collected on the bond, and all that ean be collected upon it, 
and the $3,000 now having been paid into the Treasury of the 
United States we do not feel the postmaster here ought to be 
compelled to pay this other $1,029.59. 

Mr. MANN. It being the duty of the postmaster to secure 
a proper bond in order to protect himself, ought the Govern- 
ment to pay a loss caused by the negligence of the postmaster? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, in November, 
1903, Oleson, a stamp clerk in the Omaha post-office, embezzled 
$2,029.59. He was arrested and pleaded guilty. He was fined 
$2,000. The fine was paid, and the Government has the money. 
The only statement made by the gentleman from Kansas, the 
chairman of the committee, to which I wish to take exception 
is the statement that Mr. Oleson, the embezzler, is now occupy- 
ing an honored position in the city of Omaha. I challenge that 
statement. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, possibly he is not, but I got 
my statement from the report made by the Post-Office Depart- 
ment to the Committee on Claims, from which I read: 

He refused to make the shortage good, was arrested December 1, 
1903, indicted, and when the case was called for trial pleaded guilty 
and was fined $2,000, which he paid. His father-in-law is United 
States commissioner, and it is reported that his friends gave him a 


banquet after the trial of the case. He is now employed in a good posi- 
tion in the Iler Grand Hotel, the leading hotel in the city. 


Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, that is second- 
ary evidence and is not true; but that is outside the question, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. But for all that appears here he might 
be a porter in the hotel. . 

Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska. That is true. But be that as it 
may, Mr. Chairman, after the Government had fined this man 
and collected the fine the Government received the proceeds of 
his bond in the sum of $1,000, I will say to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Mann] that the bond did not run to the postmas- 
ter. The postmaster did not select this employee; he could not 
discharge him. The bond ran to the Government in such 
amount as the Government approved, and to-day the Govern- 
ment is $970.41 ahead on this transaction, and it is still seek- 
ing to hold the postmaster on his bond for $1,029.59. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, in the language of Postmaster-General Payne, who 
has a letter here which is a part of this report, to say that the 
postmaster shall now make good this amount for which the 
Government is seeking to hold him is to put him in a worse 
attitude, in a worse position, that the thief, and I do not believe 
this Government or this committee is disposed to do that. There 
is no question, Mr. Chairman, but that this bill should be favor- 
ably reported and passed by the House. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the facts in this case are that at 
this place—Omaha—the post-office has various stamp clerks. 
Stamp clerks are allowed a credit of so much in the way of 
stamps. The Government endeavors to protect both itself and 
the postmaster by requiring a bond from the stamp clerks which 
more than equals the amount of credit in stamps which is given 
to them. It is the duty of the postmaster to see that the 
credit extended to the stamp clerks is not above the amount 
which is expected to be extended. The report in this case shows 
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that this stamp clerk was extended a credit of $700 in stamps. 
If the post-office had been properly administered, the stamp clerk 
could not have in his possession at one time more than $700 
worth of stamps. When the stamps ran short he received 
stamps from the chief stamp clerk. But the duty of the chief 
stamp clerk was not to give him a credit in stamps greater than 
$700, as appears by the report in this case. And yet this man 
embezzled $2,000 in stamps. The administration of the office 
was so faulty, so poor, so without discipline, that instead of 
holding this stamp clerk down to a credit of $700, he embezzled 
$2,000 worth of stamps. Now, it is a queer and a new doctrine 
to me that because the man is hauled up in the criminal court 
and fined $2,000 on the penal side of the court that therefore the 
Government should turn over a part of the penalty to the man 
who is in fault, namely, the postmaster. Since when did we 
commence to take the fines which the Government collects as a 
penalty in order to reward the man who is guilty of negligence? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman a question. ; 

Mr. MANN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON. What did it cost the Government to prose- 
cute that man sucessfully to conviction and collect that fine? 

Mr. MANN. Probably more than $2,000. 

Mr. KENNEDY. In this instance? 

Mr. MANN. When you consider the force that is maintained 
by the Government in order to capture and prosecute the crim- 
inals in the Post-Office Department and elsewhere, probably 
more than $2,000; but what it costs, after all, makes no dif- 
ference. 

Now, the post-office inspector who is acquainted with the cir- 
cumstances in this case, who knows what was done in this mat- 
ter, is not in favor of the passage of this bill. The post-office 
inspector, who is charged in a way with maintaining honesty 
and discipline in the Post-Office Department, reports that Con- 
gressional aid, in his opinion, should not be extended. It seems 
to me that when the post-office inspector opposes turning over a 
part of the fine collected from the criminal to reimburse the man 
guilty of negligence, the Congress ought not to encourage embez- 
zlement in the Post-Office Department or lax discipline in the 
post-offices of the country by favoring a bill like this. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I understand 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] to state to the commit- 
tee that there was a rule in the Omaha post-office to the effect 
that the credit of this clerk for stamps was limited to $700. 
The gentleman from Illinois is mistaken. The inspector, Mr. 
Harrison, in his report stated that such a rule obtained in Kan- 
sas City, and that if a similar rule had been adopted In Omaha 
this loss might not have occurred. 

But there was no rule, there was no requirement, Mr. Chair- 
man, which prohibited this stamp clerk from getting this large 
credit; and, Mr. Chairman, while the inspector, Mr. Harrison, 
disapproved of the allowance of the amount to the postmaster, 
that report was afterwards disapproved by the Postmaster-Gen- 
eral, and he stated in a letter, which is a part of this report, 
that he believed this allowance should be made to the postmaster, 
and that he doubted even if greater vigilance had been exercised 
if the robbery could have been prevented. ‘ 

Mr. Chairman, the postmaster was honest. The man who 
was postmaster at that time was as vigilant as any postmaster 
could be under all the circumstances. The gentleman from Illi- 
nois has asked us to-day to charge this postmaster with abso- 
lute responsibility for the honesty and integrity of men he did 
not select, men he could not remove, and men whose bonds ran 
to the Government and not to him. [Applause.] [Cries of 
* Vote! sa | 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, do I understand the passage of 
this bill will say that the postmasters of this country shall haye 
no liability for embezzlement by clerks in post-offices when they 
can not discharge post-office clerks and can not appoint post- 
office clerks? There is not a post-office in the United States of 
any size where the postmaster can either appoint or discharge 
the clerks. Is it the intention of my friend from Nebraska to 
say that Congress, by the passage of this bill, announces as a 
doctrine that postmasters are not responsible for the embezzle- 
ment of clerks they have that are in the classified service? That 
is the argument of my friend. Lead it out fully all along, and 
where will the country end upon that proposition? 

Mr. HINSHAW. What possible sense is there in a civil- 
service system that says the superior officer shall have no con- 
trol over either the appointment or dismissal of a clerk, and yet 
he shall be liable for his defalcation? 

Mr. MANN. Well, Mr. Chairman, the civil-service law is not 
in question in this bill. Does the gentleman from Nebraska say 
that he will relieve the postmasters for the embezzlement of 


clerks in the classified service? Would the gentleman yote for a 
law upon that question in that way? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I would yote for a law which would give 
them a chance to appoint and remove. 

Mr. MANN. Oh, I know the gentleman says he would vote 
for a law upon that. That is not the question before the House, 
It is easy to say that a man will vote for something which he can 
not vote for. You do vote for this bill; you are compelled here 
to put yourselves on record upon this bill; not upon an imaginary 
bill. The gentleman is a member of the Committee on Reform 
in the Civil Service, I think, 

Mr. GEINSH AW. I beg your pardon; I would not be upon 
that committee. 

Mr. MANN. The committee would be graced if the gentleman 
were on it, I will say. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, to say that we will relieve these people 
from embezzlement on that ground—why, it seems to me a ri- 
diculous proposition. 

Mr. CHANEY. I beg to ask the gentleman a question. Why 
should you hold responsible to the Government the postmaster 
for the defalcation of a stamp clerk who had given his bond 
directly to the Government to secure the faithful discharge of 
his official duties? 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of holding the post- 
master responsible in these cases is to see that the postmaster 
exercises proper discipline. It is no explanation of the mat- 
ter that in many cases where postal clerks have defaulted the 
postmasters have been held responsible. The law provides it. 
And, Mr. Chairman, so far as I know, there is no dearth of ap- 
plicants for postmasters, notwithstanding their liability for the 
acts of their clerks. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I ask the gen- 
tleman from Illinois, do you know of a single case where the 
postmaster has been held liable for the amount of a defalca- 
tion or embezzlement when the Government has been reimbursed 
for every dollar stolen and is $970.41 ahead on the transaction? 

Mr. MANN. Why, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman talks about 
reimbursement. I say we collect fines that have been imposed 
by the courts after reimbursement. I know of more than one 
case where a fine has been collected and at the same time the de- 
Talcation has been made good by the postmaster. [Cries of 
L“ Vote!“ Vote! ] 

The bill was ordered to be laid aside with a favorable recom- 
mendation. 

COL. MEDAD C. MARTIN. 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 14344) for the relief 
of Col. Medad C. Martin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That authority is hereby granted to the pro 
accounting officers of the Tr to allow a credit in the 9 
of Lieut. Col. Medad C. Martin, epay quartermaster-general, United 
States Army, for the sum of $708.65 (pertaining to the appropriations 

regular supplies, $92.85; incidental expenses, $30.50 ; trans- 
portation, $585.30, fiscal year 1905), which sum was stolen, through 
no fault of the officer, January 8, 1905, while in transit from Manila, 
P. I., to Lipa, Batangas, P. I. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this is another bill for the re- 
imbursement of a paymaster of the Army for money stolen on a 
pay trip. I call attention to the fact that this money was in a 
safe, and the paymaster was not with the safe, and in the night- 
time the funds were stolen. The men who stole it have been 
arrested, tried, and convicted, and the Department says that 
this officer should be reimbursed. The committee agree with 
the Department, and I wait now for the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD] to concur, and then I will move to lay 
the bill aside to be reported to the House with a favorable rec- 
ommendation. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move that this bill 
be agreed to by acclamation. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman from Mis- 
souri favor this bill? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. There must be something suspicious about it. 
[Laughter.] I think we are entitled to a full explanation, 
[Laughter.] 

The bill was ordered to be laid aside to be reported to the 
House with a favorable recommendation. 


LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES OF MASSALON WHITTEN,* DECEASED, 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 12252) for the relief 
of the legal representatives of Massalon Whitten, deceased. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he ig 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 


4 not otherwise appropria, to the legal representatives of Massalon 
Whitten, deceased, sum of $137.50, with interest thereon from the 
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31st nig 4 of March, 1861, for services performed by said Massalon Whit- 
ten in his lifetime as mail contractor on route No. 10256, in the State 
of Tennessee, between the 1st day of January, 1861, and the 31st day 
of March, 1861. 

With the following committee amendments : 

Amend the title by striking out the words “ legal representatives n 
therein and inserting in lieu thereof the words “ heirs at law. x 
In line 5 of the bill strike out the words “ legal representatives 

and insert in lieu thereof the words “ heirs at law.” 
Strike out the words “with interest thereon from the 31st day of 
March, 1861,” in lines 7 and 8. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Whitten was mail con- 
tractor on route 10256 in the State of Tennessee from January 
1, 1860, to June 30, 1862. The Auditor of the Treasury De- 
partment states that there is no evidence that any service was 
performed after March 31, 1861. Mr. Whitten was paid in full 
to include December 31, 1860, and there remains to his credit 
for the services performed from January 1 to March 31, 1861, 
the sum of $137.50. 

Many claims of this class were paid in whole or in part by 
the Confederate States government, but the mutilated Confed- 
erate records now in the possession of the Treasury Depart- 
ment do not show, so far as they go, that any payment was made 
to Mr. Whitten for service under this contract with the United 
States. 

I desire to say in reference to this case that it is one of a 
class: of claims that come up as the result of the civil war. 
The contracts for carrying the mails were suspended, but this 
State did not go into secession until long after this period. This 
man carried the mail and performed the service, and this 
amount of money is standing to his credit in the Treasury of the 
United States. The Confederate States government passed a 
law for the reimbursement of those people, but there is no evi- 
dence to show that the Confederate States government ever paid 
this claim. On the contrary, the evidence before the committee 
shows that the claim has never been paid, although the muti- 
lated records in the Department do not show that fact. So far 
as I am concerned, as a member of the committee, I want to 
state that my position is simply this: I would be in favor of a 
general bill providing for the payment of this class of claims 
within a certain period provided the evidence was presented to 
the satisfaction of the Treasury Department that they had not 
been paid by the Confederate States government. I will not, as 
a member of the committee, at any time in the future favor or 
report any claims of this class except where the evidence does 
show conclusively that they were not paid by the Confederate 
States government. 

I think there is merit in this claim and that the bill ought to 


pass. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the report does not pretend to 
say that there is any merit in the bill. Now, the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. MILLER] has stated there was some merit 
in the bill. I do not understand why the committee does not 
put it in the report. There is not a line in the report to indi- 
cate any merit in the bill; there is not a line which says that 
the bill is meritorious. The report refers to a letter from the 
‘Auditor, which so far from indicating merit indicates that the 
bill ought not to be paid. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, in answer to the gentleman 
from Illinois I will say that he is right on this proposition. I 
regret that the committee did not put all in the report that 
should have gone into it. We had evidence before the com- 
mittee to show that this claim had never been paid by the 
Confederate States government, and that should have been 
stated in the report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were considered, and agreed to. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with a fa- 
vorable recommendation. 


JOHN T. IRION. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
13154) for the relief of John T. Irion. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby appro fated, out of an 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropr' ted, the sum of $180, 
to enable the Postmaster-General to reimburse John T. Irion, late 
postmaster at Paris, Tenn, the amount paid 2 him under authority 
of the Post-Office Department for rent of post-office accommodations in 
the town of Paris, Tenn., during the year 1888. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I will read for the informa- 
tion of the committee a letter from the Acting First Assistant 
Postmaster-General, in which he says: 

Post-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
FIRST ASSISTANT POSTMASTER-GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., January 27, 1905. 


Sm: Replying to your letter of the 20th instant, submitting claim 
of John T. Irion, of Paris, Tenn., for rent of room occupied by post- 


office at that place about 1888 to 1889, I beg_to advise you that the 
records of this office show that there was an allowance made for ponts 
office premises during that period, but the original records have n 
destroyed by direction of act of Congress and the details are not avail- 
able. e records of the Auditor for the Post-Office_ Department 
might show whether Mr. Iron recelved any credit for rent dufin g that 
period. ~ 

Very respectfully, 


Hon. T. W. SIMS, 
House of Representatives. 


J. J. Howrey, 
Acting First Assistant Fostmaster- General. 


Mr. Chairman, I want to say, for the benefit of the colt ee 


tee, that this bill has not only the approval of the Post-Office 
Department, but also the approval of the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD]. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MANN. If that be the case, it requires a little further 
explanation. [Laughter.] Mr. Chairman, I find this situation 
in the report: Here is an act of Congress requiring certain rec- 
ords to be destroyed after a certain length of time. After the 
records are destroyed and the Government has no evidence on 
its part, then comes up for the first time a claim for money, 
which would either be proven or disproven if the records were 
in existence. Is it to be the policy of the Government, having 


required that certain papers be destroyed, then to pay the 
claim because these papers do not show the claim to be fully 
paid? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD rose. 

Mr. MANN. I yield to the distinguished patriot from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I understand that some records are 


required to be destroyed, but the ledgers showing the contents 
of them are retained, and these ledgers show that this man has 
not been paid for the amount that he asks here. 

Mr. MANN. Who knows how much he is entitled to? Let 
me read from the report of the Acting First Assistant Post- 
master-General : 

I beg to advise you that the records of this office show that there 
was an allowance made for post-office ises during that period, but 


the original records have been destro; by of the act of Con- 
gress, and the details are not available. 


Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Now, read the Auditor’s statement. 

Mr. MANN. The Auditor reports that the records have been 
destroyed, but the ledgers show that no credit was made on 
rent, light, and fuel. How does the gentleman establish the 
amount of claim, if there be one at all? 

Mr. SIMS. If the gentleman will allow me, I will explain. 

Mr. MANN. I have no doubt that the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee will be able to throw some light upon it other than that 
in the report. 

Mr. SIMS. Doctor Irion, then postmaster, is one of the most 
elegant gentlemen in the State of Tennessee. 

Mr. MANN. I suppose that is the reason he is to be paid 
the money; all elegant men ought to be paid their claims. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. SIMS. He looks as much like Andrew Jackson as you 
ever saw a man; he is one of the highest Masons in the State 
of Tennessee; one of the finest types of southern manhood and 
chivalry you ever saw. He was paying his own rent, but, on 
inspection of the post-office by a post-office inspector, it was 
condemned, and he was ordered to rent another building. He 
did rent it at the price of $15 a month for one year. In his 
letter, incorporated in this report, which is sworn to, he states 
these facts, and there is an affidavit of the gentleman who 
rented the place to him, W. P. Smallwood, who swears that 
he collected the rent of him for one year. Now, this affidavit 
states that when he sent his vouchers in for the payment, the 
appropriation had been exhausted for that year. He has been 
trying to get this without an act of Congress ever since that 
time, and I have been assisting him. Afterwards the Post- 
Office authorities suggested to me a private act of Congress, 
and that is why this bill is here. 

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman will pardon me, how soon are 
the records destroyed after they are made? 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman will bear this in 
mind, that he sent his vouchers in, but the appropriation was 
exhausted, and it was not paid. The gentleman will observe 
that this is a small claim. He did not want to put it in the 
hands of an attorney, and this old gentleman worked along by 
himself trying to get his pay. 

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman is right, we 
ought to put the Post-Office Department on trial. Do I under- 
stand that the gentleman says that this postmaster sent his 
youchers into the Post-Office Department, and before they were 
allowed or disposed of the Post-Office Department destroyed 
them? 

Mr. SIMS. He swears here that he sent it in at the end of 
the year, but the appropriation out of which it should be paid 
had been exhausted. 


v 
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Mr. MANN. 
sent to the Post-Office Department? They do not take wings 


What has become of these vouchers which were 


and fly away. 

Mr. SIMS,” The proper authority in the Post-Office Depart- 
ment says the records have been destroyed by fire or otherwise. 

Mr. MANN. No; destroyed by act of Congress. 

Mr SIMS. Yes; by act of Congress. 

“Mr. MANN. Do I understand the gentleman to assert that 
the Post-Office Department destroys vouchers which are sent to 
it before they are acted upon or that there is any act of Congress 
which requires the Post-Office Department to destroy the evi- 
dence of these things before they are disposed of? 

Mr. SIMS. I did not make any such statement. 

Mr. MANN. That is the result of the gentleman’s statement. 

Mr. SIMS. But the letters of the officers referred to in the 
report state these have been destroyed in part, but the ledger, 
the journal, or the books show that he never was paid anything 
for rent. 

Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman wish the House to believe 
that when vouchers have been sent to the Post-Office Depart- 
ment, the Post-Office Department so construed the act of Con- 
gress that it disposes of those vouchers before it acts upon them? 

Mr. SIMS. Why, no; I do not. 

Mr. MANN. Well, that is the result of the gentleman’s posi- 
tion. 

Mr. SIMS. No; I said the records had been destroyed in 
pursuance of act of Congress. 

Mr. MANN. Where are the vouchers, then? 

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman swears they are lost, but he brings 
up the gentleman who collected the rent from him and owned 
the building, and he swears he did collect it and that Doctor 
Irion paid it to him. 

Mr. MANN. We do not doubt the gentleman paid the rent. 
The gentleman says he sent the vouchers to the Post-Office De- 
partment for the rent. What has become of them? 

Mr. SIMS. I do not know. 

Mr. MANN. Well, I think the gentleman ought to find out 
before he brings this bill before the House. 

Mr. SIMS. If I can get this bill passed I shall not worry 
any further about these vouchers [laughter], because I have all 
the confidence that this money was paid that I have that the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] has addressed this House 
this afternoon. 

Mr. MANN. Oh, well! The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Stms], who is always on my side of the fence, except when he 
himself is specially interested 

Mr. SIMS. I am still on the gentleman's side. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MANN. Not just now. The gentleman has got over on 
the other side reaching to get—not for himself, because that 
he would not do—some money out of the Treasury for one of 
his constituents without making a case. If the gentleman had 
vouchers, if the postmaster were entitled to money, if he had 
sent vouchers to the Post-Office Department, those vouchers 
would be extant now. They would not have disappeared in 
the night. They would be there. 

Mr. SIMS. This gentleman swears that he has lost them. 

Mr. MANN. No; but the gentleman from Tennessee stated 
not that he had lost them, but that he had sent them to the 
Post-Office Department. 

Mr. SIMS. Yes; well, he has not got them. They are lost 
or destroyed; it makes no difference. They are not in ex- 
istence. 

Mr. MANN. Well, the presumption is that if they were in 
existence they would be in the Post-Office Department. Not 
being in the Post-Office Department the presumption is that 
they never existed. 

Mr. SIMS. We do not have to deal in presumptions. We 
have the positive sworn testimony of two men above suspicion 
or reproach. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I want to say, in reply to the 
gentleman from Illinois, we have a sworn statement here that 
this man who is represented to the committee as being an 
honorable gentleman, and we have no reason to disbelieve that 
statement, sent these vouchers to the Post-Office Department. 
We addressed a letter to the Department asking that all infor- 
mation concerning this case be sent to the Committee on Claims. 
The Post-Office Department sent the information they had and 
with that information the statement that all the original records 
in this case had been destroyed by act of Congress, so, taking 
that statement and these affidavits as being true, we ask that 
the bill do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to, 


WILLIAM H. STINER & SONS. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5167) for the relief of William H. Stiner & Sons. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby au- 
thorized and directed, all regular duties having been paid, to remit the 
penal or additional duties, amounting to $781.20, incurred under sec- 
tion 32 of the tariff act approved July 24, 1897, growing out of the 
Rea pa of certain 100 packages of Pale af! hats consigned to 
William H. and Martin E. Stiner, composing the copartnership of Wil- 
liam H. Stiner & Sons, imported at New York on or about August 10, 
1903, from Veracruz, Mexico, on board the 1 on and 
for the account of Messrs. Longini & Brenheim, of n Antonio, in the 
State of Texas. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, the best explanation that can 
be given of this bill is the letter of the Secretary, which I will 
read. 

It 3 that in August, 1903, William H. Stiner & Sons, of New 
York, imported at that Beds from Messrs. Longini & Bernheim, of San 
tonio, Tex., certain Mexican hats; that the merchandise was 
entered as of the value of $3,051, and was ee as of the value 
of $3,720; that the appraiser's advance carried with it additional duty 
of 21 r cent, amounting to $781.20, under section 7 of the act of 
June 10, 1890, as amended by section 32 of the act of July 24, 1897; 
that application was duly made to the Treasury Department for re- 
mission of the additio duties, but as manifest clerical error, the 
only ground upon which relief might be granted, was not apparent the 


application was denied. 
As stated in my letter addressed to you under date of the Sth of 


December last, I do not doubt the good faith of the transaction, and 
as the importers, Stiner & Sons, are a oe and long-established 
firm, doing a large custom-house business in the city of New York, I 
perceive no objection to the Congress granting them the desired relief. 
The bill inclosed, with your letter, is herewith returned. 
Respectfully, 
L. M. SHAW, Seerctary. 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, this is really a bad measure. 
The law used to provide that the Secretary of the Treasury 
might waive penalties which were imposed upon a person mak- 
ing a declaration of entry understating the valuation of the 
article. Now, we all understand very well that there is a dis- 
position in human nature, in declaring the value of something 
upon which a tax is based upon a percentge basis, to put the 
value down. It became quite a custom on the part of persons 
importing goods into this country to enter their goods at a 
valuation somewhat below the actual value, and when penalties 
were imposed those persons appeared with their affidavits and 
with their evidence before the Secretary of the Treasury, who 
was authorized to waive the penalty, and, with ex parte state- 
ments and pressure of such distinguished Members of Congress 
as my friend from Texas, the Treasury Department usually 
waived those penalties, and thereupon Congress passed a new 
act providing that the Secretary could waive no penalties im- 
posed for undervaluation, except it was by reason of manifest 
clerical error 

Mr. SLAYDEN. And a good law. 

Mr. MANN. But that if a man, by accident or clerical error 
of his clerk, entered the goods at less than their value, then the 
Secretary might waive the penalty for the forfeiture; but unless 
it was done by manifest clerical error he could not do so. Now, 
this proposition is a proposition to repeal that law in this case. 
I now yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, the case the gentleman has 
in mind is not at all parallel to this. There has been no under- 
valuation by the importers of the products at all, and I think if 
the gentleman will permit me to make a statement of the facts 
in the case 

Mr. MANN. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I am satisfied he will be for the bill. 

Mr. MANN. I am for the bill if the gentleman can convince 
me that it is right. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I will state the facts. 
Messrs. Longini & Bernheim, of San Antonio, Tex., are import- 
ers of hats. They buy in the interior of Mexico, and at places 
remote from the railroad, a great many so-called “ palm hats,” 
which are really made out of straw which grows out there, 
Many of these hats are made away back in the Indian pueblos, 
or villages, a ahundred and fifty and two hundred miles from 
the railroad. 

As stated in that part of the report by Mr. Kircurn, of North 
Carolina, who made it, this consignment of hats was assembled 
at the city of Vera Cruz and shipped to New York. Messrs. 
Stiner & Sons, the nominal beneficiaries of this bill, are cus- 
toms brokers. Every fact covering the transaction was sent 
with it. There was absolutely no undervaluation. The exact 
cost of all the stuff was submitted to the custom-house col- 
lectors, and has entirely satisfied the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the assistant secretary in charge of customs, and the collector at 
the city of New York. There was no undervaluation made. 
There had been a fluctuation in the market value of it, due to 
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the fact that about that time the American people were crazy 
on so-called “ Panama hats,” and all hats of that character were 
advanced in price, but it did not affect the purchase price of 
these at all, 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, the collector of customs in the 
city of New York, and the solicitor for the collector have both 
recommended, in letters that were filed with this committee, that 
the penalty assessed against these gentlemen be not collected. 
And although this transaction occurred some time ago, so strongly 
convinced were the collector and the solicitor for the collector 
at New York, and the Secretary of the Treasury, that the fine 
assessed against these gentlemen should not be collected, they 
have suspended the claim against them, retaining, as I under- 
stand is the custom of the Department under such circumstances, 
one case of hats in order to keep the account open. It is strongly 
recommended that the bill be passed, and they assured me at 
the Treasury Department that if they had the power, which was 
denied them by the law referred to by the gentleman from 
Illinois, they would themselves grant the relief. I am told,.Mr. 
Chairman, that this impressed the members of the committee so 
favorably that it came out with a unanimous report. Those 
“watchdogs of the Treasury,” the gentleman from Missouri and 
the gentleman from Florida, were both conyinced that if there 
was one good bill on this Calendar it was the bill which I had 
the honor to introduce. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. StaxypEN] does not fully appreciate the extent of his bill. 
When the appraisement was made in this case, these people 
had a remedy provided in the statute. They did not have to 
accept the appraisement made by the appraiser who fixed the 
valuation on these hats. The customs statute provides a method 
by which a decision of the appraiser can be appedled from. 
These people have their remedy provided by the statute. Has 
it come to the point that a man who imports goods, who fails 
to comply with the provision of the statute, can then come to 
Congress and ask Congress to pay back to him the money 
which under the law he is compelled to pay upon the importa- 
tion? Now, I can understand very well how the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. StaypeN] can favor such a bill, because he believes 
that taking any money for import duties from this man is robbery. 
He believes that the Government has no right to take one cent 
from the man. He believes that when the Government collects 
the import duties at all it is stealing from the man. I have 
often heard my distinguished friend from Texas roll off his lips 
in mellifluous tones the word “robbery,” as applied to the 
tariff duties. Does this side of the House believe that when a 
man fails to comply with the provisions of the law, fails to have 
the property appraised in the manner provided by the law, 
when he has violated the law, Congress shall step in and pay 
to him the money which the law says he shall pay to the Goy- 
ernment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


¥. H. DRISCOLL. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
10584) for the relief of F. H. Driscoll. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to F. H. Driscoll, out of any 
money In the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $80, in 
full payment for services rendered the United States of America, not 
otherwise remunerated, as follows: As storekeeper-gauger in cha of 
special bonded warehouse No. 6, first district of California Yor a 
period of twenty days during ‘the month of May, A. D. 1897, at $4 
per em. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation, unless there is some 
objection to it. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, this is a bill to pay a salary to a 
man who was not entitled to it, and I do not wonder that the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Min] has moved to lay it aside 
without an explanation. It will not bear explaining. I think 
the gentleman from Kansas ought to make the best effort at it 
he can. 

Mr. MILLER. In order to please the gentleman from Il- 
linois [Mr. Mann] I will do the very best I can. This provides 
that F. H. Driscoll be paid the sum of $80 for services rendered 
the United States as storekeeper-gauger in charge of special 
bonded warehouse No. 6, first district of California, for a period 
of twenty days during the month of May, 1897, at $4 a day; and 
the only reason he has not been paid for his faithful services 
was the fact that there were complications in the accounts of 
Hon. O. N. Welburn, the late collector of that district, and the 
gauger was not paid for the time specified. Now if this ex- 
planation is satisfactory, I am ready for a vote. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 
The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 


CHARLES L. ALLEN. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
13946) for the relief of Charles L. Allen. 

The bill was read, as follows: = 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to issue to Charles L, Allen, of New 
York, N. Y., a duplicate in lieu of United States 4 per cent registered 
bond of the fun loan of 1907, No. 141694, for $100, inscri in his 
name, and alleged to have been lost after haying been assigned in blank : 
Pr „ That the said Charles L. Allen shall first file in the Treasu 
a bond in the al sum of double the amount of the principal of sai 
registered bond and the interest that would accrue thereon to the date 
of its maturity, with and sufficient sureties, residents of the United 
States, to be approv the Secretary of the Treasury, with conditian 
to indemnify and save harmless the United States from any loss be- 
cause of the lost bond herein described. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Before that motion is put I desire to 
ask if there is not some general provision of law under which 
this remedy may be had? 

Mr. MILLER. There is no general provision of the law. 
The general provision of the law provides for the issuing of 
duplicates in cases where the bond has been lost before having 
been assigned in blank, but none after having been assigned in 
blank. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. ‘While a member of that committee, I 
do not recollect as clearly as I wish I could as to that particular 
bill; and if the gentleman from Kansas will permit the criticism, 
I will suggest now that the reports that accompany these bills 
ought to be a little more extensive than they are. There is 
scarcely a report made here that clearly shows the House what 
the matter under consideration is, and certainly in this instance 
it does not. What I am saying is not intended to apply only to 
this particular bill, but to most of the bills that are reported 
here. The gentleman from Kansas, who is chairman of this 
committee, takes it for granted that because we have passed upon 
these measures that Members of the House are as familiar with 
them as we are. I believe that is a misconception of our duty. 
I think every one of these bills ought to be examined with care, 
and whatever it has of merit or demerit ought to be pointed out, 
so that every Member of the House can intelligently cast his 
vote for it or against it, and not vote for a measure simply be- 
cause it is reported by the committee. I presume most of the 
Members of the House would be guided by the gentleman from 
Kansas, but, after all, that is not right. It is the duty of every, 
Member to know why he should vote for it or why he should vote 
against a bill, and in order to do so I want to suggest to the hon- 
orable chairman of our committee that it would be entirely ap- 
propriate that fuller reports should be made, showing fully what 
the facts are. i 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, in answer to the criticism of 
the gentleman from Missouri, I deire to say this: That I would 
have been surprised if any other member of the committee 
should have asked the question the gentleman from Missouri 
asked. He is a member of the Committee on Claims. It is his 
duty to familiarize himself with every bill before that commit- 
tee, and he ought to know exactly what is in it before it comes 
to the House. If he had read this report, he would have found 
in it the very question answered that he asks, and I will read it: 

Mr. Allen made application to this Department for the issue of a 
duplicate bond, but the application was refused on the ground that 


there was no authority of law for the issue of a duplicate in cases 
where the original bond been lost after having been assigned in 


The bill was ordered to be laid aside with a favorable recom- 
mendation. 
BLANK & PARKS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
4580) for the relief of Blank & Parks, of Waxahachie, Tex. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 4580) for the relief of Blank & Parks, of Waxahachie, Tex. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to Bey: out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise N to Blank & Parks, of Waxahachie, Tex., 
the sum of $400, paid under protest to the collector of internal revenue 
at Dallas, Tex., said 8 having been demanded and payment re- 
quired under threats restraint and sale of said Blank Parks's 

roperty in co uence of a technical violation of the internal-revenue 
2 of the Uni States. 

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BEALL]. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to make a brief 
explanation of this bill. Blank & Parks were butchers in my, 
home town of Waxahachie, Tex. In the same town there was a 
restaurant keeper. Blank & Parks were preparing to order a 
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carload or an amount of meat products from Swift & Co., 
or some other factory. The restaurant man came to them and 
asked them to include in their order 40 pounds of oleomargarine 
for his use. They did so. The shipment was made. When the 
goods were delivered the draymen carried the oleomargarine 
to the restaurant man, and it was never in the butcher shop 
of the claimants in this case at all. He delivered it to the res- 
taurant, and it was used by the restaurant men. No profit was 
charged. The restaurant keeper paid just what Blank & Parks 
were charged for it by the packers. This was one transaction. 
It is possible that there was another transaction of the same 
nature, but in any event not more than the two. After these 
transactions, if there were two, Blank & Parks discovered that 
they violated the internal-revenue laws of the United States, 
or rather that the Government was demanding of them the 
payment of $400 as tax as wholesale dealers in oleomargarine. 
They had never ordered any before that time, and never ordered 
any after that time. They made no profit and were not cog- 
nizant of the fact that this ordering of oleomargarine consti- 
tuted them wholesale dealers in oleomargarine. The Govern- 
ment demanded payment of $400 tax and $200 penalty. This 
claim was suspended for two or three years, awaiting a deci- 
sion of the United States court upon a similar case. In the dis- 
trict court the decision was that the facts in that case, prac- 
tically the same as in this, did not constitute the party order- 
ing the oleomargarine a dealer, and consequently that he was 
not subject to the tax and penalty. The United States Gov- 
ernment appealed it to the circuit court of appeals, and 
finally there was a decision to the effect that the party ordering 
was technically a dealer in oleomargarine and under the letter 
of the statute would be liable for the tax. The Government 
finally remitted the penalty of $200, but collected from these 
men, these butchers, $400 tax for ordering, as an act of accom- 
modation for a customer in their town, 80 pounds of oleomar- 
garine. If the restaurant keeper had ordered it for himself 
he would not have been subject to any tax and not have been 
liable to the Government for anything, but for ordering it sim- 
ply as an act of accommodation for another, in ignorance of the 
fact that by doing so they were technically making themselyes 
lisble, the Government collected $400 from these claimants. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be laid aside with a favor- 

able recommendation. 
+ Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to be heard on 
that. I dislike to appear on this floor against so many of these 
bills, but this, like the others, has that intrinsic defect that 
ought to invite the opposition of every man who carefully does 
his duty as a Member of this House. Here is A man in the 
gentleman’s town who made some purchases of oleomargarine 
under conditions that the revenue officers determined constituted 
him a dealer. That was the opinion of the collector of internal 
revenue, that he was a dealer and subject to the payment of 
that tax. He did not accept the determination of the revenue 
officer, but this claimant took this matter into court and 
sought an adjudication as to whether or not he was a dealer 
within the meaning of the law and therefore required to pay a 
dealer's tax. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. Would the gentleman permit me to 
correct him in this? These parties did not take the case into 
court, but elsewhere there was a case in the United States court. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. The gentleman is correct that this 
particular case did not get into court, but the next case on 
this Calendar, immediately following it, was carried into the 
district court, and the determination of the district court of 
the United States taken thereon as to whether these parties were 
dealers. Not being content with that, it was carried up to the 
circuit court of appeals, I believe, where the court did deter- 
mine that these people were dealers within the meaning of the 
law and therefore required to pay the tax in such cases. 

Now, what did they do? They paid it, just as thousands of 
others have done all over this country. But these two claim- 
ants here, unlike the balance of them, not content to be gov- 
erned by the law, seek the assistance of their very efficient and 
able Congressman to come here and get this Congress to do 
what? To reach out its strong arm and suspend the law in 
order that these people may recover back the tax which the 
court has solemnly determined they were bound to pay under 
the admitted facts of the case. Now, what is that? That is 
asking Congress solemnly to suspend the law in order that 
some particular claimants may get favors here that are denied 
to other people situated precisely as the claimants are situated. 

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to inveigh against these claims as 
I do, but when I reflect that nearly every one of them comes 
upon that single proposition, saying, “ We have no remedy; the 
law gives us no ground for a claim, and therefore we ask the 
Congress of the United States to reach out its almost omnipotent 


arm and suspend the law for our particular benefit, and we do 
not ask that others situated as we are be included in this mat- 
ter of grace;” when I reflect that that is the situation here, I 
am constrained to make these objections. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Does the law provide a remedy by appeal 
from the local internal-revenue official to a board of appraisers 
or to a court to adjudicate this matter instead of haying it 
brought here? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I am not sure what the proceeding 
is, but they did successfully resort to some judicial proceeding 
by which it was taken into the courts and there determined 
that these parties were, in fact, dealers, and chargeable with 
the tax which they were required to pay. Not content with the 
judgment of one court, it was taken up to the higher Federal 
courts, I will not undertake to say how it got there, further 
than to say that the case was there legally, or it would not 
have been considered. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. The district court held that they were 
not liable, but the Government appealed it. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. The gentleman says the district court 
held that they were not dealers, and the Government appealed 
to the appellate court and took the solemn judgment of that 
court, which was that within the meaning of the law they are 
dealers, that within the terms of this statute they are bound 
for the payment of that tax. 

Now, what do they ask? That that law shall be repealed as 
to everybody situated as they are? No, indeed. No such re- 
quest comes here, but they ask that this Congress shall suspend 
the law as a matter of grace to these particular claimants and 
give to them a right which they do not now have, give to them 
a right which is not accorded to others of their class, and you 
are required as Members of this House to yote whether or not 
you will extend these matters of grace to these claimants that 
is denied to the balance of the people who do not have the hardi- 
hood to ask that the law be set aside in their behalf. 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Are the facts as stated by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BEALL]? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I take it for granted that they are. 
I will concede that the facts are as stated by the gentleman from 
Texas, that these purchases were made precisely as he says. 

But will you say that a man shall not be governed by the law 
as determined by the courts; that after he has had his day in 
court, after he has fought it out to the last ditch and judgment 
has gone against him, that he can come to Congress and ask 
Congress to relieve him from the condition in which the law 
places him and from that condition in which the courts deter- 
mine that the law places him? Are you going to say that Con- 
gress shall give to this particular individual with a swift, dili- 
gent Member of Congress behind him—that Congress shall give 
to him this individual claim that it denies to other people? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Is it not true that this claim 
has not been litigated? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. This particular claim has not been 
litigated, but the very next case, which is precisely like it, has 
been litigated. The gentleman from Texas concedes that they 
both stand on the same footing. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Does the gentleman contend 
that under the statement of facts made by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BEALL] these people ought not to have their money 
back? Isn’t it true that they ought to have this money? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, I can only say that 
the law of the land, which ought to be the standard of living 
for every American citizen, provides that these people shall pay 
this tax. They claim they were not within the provisions of 
the law. They went into court and sought relief. The court 
determined that they were dealers within the meaning of the 
law and charged with the tax. Now they come here and ask 
Congress to suspend the operation of the law, suspend the judg- 
ment of the court, and give this money to them as a mere matter 
of favor. 

I suppose they might say of them as the gentleman from 
Kansas said about other claimants here, that they are good citi- 
zens and possessed of the highest character. If you give him a 
little time he will come and say the same thing about these 
claimants. What is it? They ask us, as I say, to step in here, 
not for the benefit of the people of the country, not for the ben- 
efit of any class in the country, but for the benefit of the indi- 
vidual who has a diligent Congressman to push his case, to give 
as a matter of grace to one man that which is denied to another, 
and to pay which we have to levy a tax on the others. 

Mr. HINSHAW. If the gentleman will allow me, is not the 
distinction this: Ordinarily a succession of deals constitutes 
a dealer. In this case they did not have but one single 


transaction, and therefore were not dealers. 
Mr. SHACKLEFORD. No; I do not think that is the distinc- 
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tion. The distinction in this case is that the claimant says 
that he is not a dealer; the law says he is a dealer; the 
court says that he is a dealer, and now he comes to this House 
and asks Congress to set aside the Jaw—set aside the judg- 
ment of the court—and give to these men by an ex post facto 
law the amount of their claim. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I want the members of the 
committee to understand exactly what is in this matter. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Well, if they can’t understand it 
after what I have said they are hopeless. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLER. These men were in the meat market business 
and were not engaged in dealing in oleomargarine. They never 
were dealers in it, but as an accommodation to a man engaged in 
another business they ordered this oleomargarine for him, and it 
was held by the Department that he was a dealer in oleomar- 
garine for that reason. Now, this case is like the one above, and 
I call attention to what the courts say in relation to that case: 

The substantial and material facts are set forth in the decision of 
Judge Allen in 83 Federal Reporter, 1003. It apres that Mr. Hartzell 
acted in ordering the oleomargarine for the hotel keeper, Mr. Owens, 
simply as an accommodation. 

Judge Allen said that— 

“Hartzell’s act was that of a mere agent for Owens. He simply 
agrea to guarantee payment of the price of the oleomargarine, stipula- 
ting at the time that he was to have nothing to do in handling or carin. 
for it. In no event was he to receive one cent of gain or profit out o 
the transaction.” 

The Commissioner said it was a technical matter, but under 
the construction of the law by that office the liability of a dealer 
was incurred. 

The bill was laid aside to be reported to the House with a 
favorable recommendation. 


JUDD o. HARTZELL. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7771) for the relief of Judd O. Hartzell. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Judd O. Hartzell, of Laharpe, Ill., 
the sum of $960, to reimburse him for said sum paid by him for a tech- 
nical violation of the internal-revenue laws of the United States. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this bill is just exactly like the 
other one we have just passed. I have already read what the 
court said in relation to this matter. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Chairman, there is not only an 
improper allowance—— 

Mr. MILLER. This is exactly like the other one, except I 
think the tax was not remitted. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I say, Mr. Chairman, that the case 
that is now under consideration is the precise case in which 
the court did enter the judgment to which I referred a moment 


ago. i 

Now, this bill contains a word I think ought to be stricken 
out, eyen if this bill is to be one of the pieces of pork put 
into this pork barrel. He says that it was a technical viola- 
tion of the law. Now, I think that we ought to strike that 
word “ technical ” out, and at the proper time I will move that it 
be done. I will offer that amendment. It is not a technical 
violation of the law. It is a substantial violation of the law. 
It is a refusal to comply with the revenue laws of the country 
as they are written upon the pages of our statute books. It is 
the same sort of a law that is violated when a man goes into 
the State of Kansas and offers to sell whisky without having 
a Government license. One sale would be as bad as one mil- 
lion so far as he was concerned. If a man went into the dis- 
trict of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MILLER], who adyo- 
eates this measure, and sold one-half pint of whisky without 
having taken out a Government license he would be brought 
into court and punished, and the gentleman from Kansas would 
be the last man to come to Congress and ask that a bill be en- 
acted refunding to him the amount he had paid out as fine and 
costs for having violated the revenue laws by selling a half 
pint of whisky in Kansas. 

Suppose that he said the man to whom he sold it had been 
bitten by a snake and that he had sold it to him in order to 
relieve him from the distress in which he found himself. Even 
then he would be hauled into court and he would be indicted 
by a grand jury. He would be arraigned before a judge and 
he would be convicted and the gentleman from Kansas would 
not be found hanging around this House asking that an appro- 
priation be made to pay back to him the amount of his fine and 
costs, because he had a “good character” and had not sold but 
to one man. No, Mr. Chairman, I only indulge in these seem- 
ingly intemperate remarks [laughter]—seemingly intemperate— 
hoping that I may arrest the attention of this House, and if not 
arrest the attention of the House at least arrest the attention of 
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the country, so that it may observe the kind of legislation that 
we are indulging in here. Each one of us is bringing up under 
our protecting arm some of our constituents for whom we feel 
a little more tenderness than we do for the rest. That is what 
this House is doing. It is a travesty upon the Constitution and 
upon the dignity of this country that such bills as this claim 
the attention of the House. What are they? They are bills 
to relieve some man from paying the penalty of his bond or to 
enable some man to recover back duty or revenue that he has 
been compelled to pay according to law, or asking us to waive 
the statute of limitations or some other statute that the wis- 
dom of this House has enacted for the protection of the people. 
That is what we are here for. To suspend the law, to arrrest 
and set aside its operation, and for what? For the benefit of 
the country? No; but to tax the country for the benefit of some 
ne claimant who has a Congressman who will press his 
claim. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, Shall the bill be laid aside 
with a favorable recommendation? 

The question was taken, and the bill was ordered to be laid 
aside with a favorable recommendation. 


G. F. TARBELL. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7961) for the relief of G. F. Tarbell. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $2,540.73 be paid to G. F. Tar- 
bell, of Boston, Ín the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, said sum having 
been exacted as duties and paid to the collector of customs at the port 
of Boston by the said Tarbell on the 3d day of December, 1902, cov- 
ering a consignment of 144 head of cattle shipped from Canada in bond 
via Boston, Mass., to Live l, England, on the 25th day of November, 
1902, and being prohibit from being so ship by general orders 
from the Department of Agriculture, dated the 27th day of November, 
1902, said cattle being then et Sia and exported on the Cestrian 
on the 10th day of December, 1902. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Treasury is directed to make pay- 
ment of said amount of $2,540.73, mentioned in section 1, out of the 
funds not otherwise appropriated. 

Sec. 3. That this act shall take effect on its passage. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. TIRRELL]. 

Mr. TIRRELL. Mr. Chairman, Mr. G. F. Tarbell exported 
from Canada, to go through the States of Vermont and Massa- 
chusetts to Boston and thence for exportatioh to Europe, 144 
cattle. Those cattle were in bond and not subject to any tax 
by the United States. Upon their arrival, however, in Boston it 
appeared that there was a great deal of excitement over the 
foot-and-mouth disease, which then prevailed to some extent 
among the domestic cattle in that State. These cattle, however, 
which were being exported by Mr. Tarbell were entirely free 
from that disease and came from a section of the country where 
the disease did not exist. They were sound cattle, but on ac- 
count of the great excitement that was then prevailing by rea- 
son of that disease existing in Mussachusetts the Department 
of Agriculture stepped in and prohibited the exportation of 
those cattle. There was but one thing that Mr. Tarbell could 
do. Those cattle had got to be slaughtered in order to be ex- 
ported, because they could not be returned again to Canada 
without paying the tax by so doing. They were slaughtered, 
and thereupon the Government assessed upon the carcasses of 
those cattle, which were then exported 

Mr. ROBERTS. Will the gentleman pardon me? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIRRELL. Yes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I think the gentleman is not quite fairly 
stating the case. Before the cattle could be slaughtered—before 
they could be taken out of bond—the duties had to be paid. 

Mr. TIRRELL. Yes; exactly. The duties had to be paid, and 
then they were slaughtered. But a protest was made, and I 
wish to read a few lines from the report which was made. 
Bear in mind, Mr. Chairman, this is a very recent case. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. What is the date of that protest? 

Mr. TIRRELL. The date of that protest is the 5th of May, 
1903. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. When were these cattle slaughtered? 

Mr. TIRRELL. The purchase was made before the tax was 
paid. The cattle were slaughtered, I think, in November. Now, 
the Secretary of the Treasury says in regard to this case: 

This is a case of peculiar hardship, and the claim for relief is based 
on strong equitable grounds. The owner imported the animals in good 
faith for exportation to Live l, and, being in transit through the 
United States, no duty attached. He was prevented from shipping 
them as cattle and was required to slaughter them, and although he 
exported the carcasses they were not exported as cattle, and therefore 
the act of transit through the United States was vitiated. He could 
not return them to Canada because the slaughter of the animals in the 
United States was uired; he could not claim a drawback of the 


duties paid because under the drawback laws there must be a manufac- 
ture in the United States from imported material, and the mere slaugh- 
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ter of animals and dressing of carcasses is not, as ruled by the courts, 
considered a manufacture. 
The Department therefore recommends this bill to the favorable con- 
sideration of your committee. 
Respectfully, L. M. Snaw, Secretary. 


I move, Mr. Chairman, that this bill be laid aside with a fa- 
vorable recommendation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts that the bill be laid aside with a 
favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 


ESTATE OF SAMUEL LEE. 


The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
850) making appropriation to pay the estate of Samuel Lee, de- 
ceased, in full for any claim for pay and allowances made by 
reason of the election of said Lee to the Forty-seventh Con- 
gress and his services therein. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That there be paid, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the legal resentative of 
the estate of Samuel Lee, deceased, the sum of $10,482.80, the same 
being in full for any claim for pay and allowances made by reason of 
re 3 of said Lee to the Forty-seventh Congress and services 

erein. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


Strike out on line 4, after word “legal,” all of said line, and on line 
5 all of line up to word “the.” Insert in lieu thereof th 
“representatives of the estate of Samuel Lee, deceased, to wit, Samuel 
Lee, Anna Lee Andrews, Clarence Lee, Robert Lee, Harry A. Lee, and 
Phillip Lee, heirs at law.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill making appropriation to pay 
the legal representatives of the estate of Samuel Lee, deceased, to wit, 
Samuel Lee, Anna Lee Andrews, Clarence Lee, Robert Lee, Harry A. 

claims for pay and 
e Fo 


Lee, and Phillip Lee, heirs at law, in full for an 
allowances made by reason of the election of said Lee to th rty- 
seventh Congress and his services therein.” 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, the facts in this case are that 
in 1882, at an election for a Representative in Congress from the 
First Congressional district, in the State of South Carolina 

Mr. KEIFER. That should be 1880. 

Mr. MILLER. The gentleman from Ohio says this should 
be 1880. This report says 1882. 

Mr. MANN. The gentleman is right in making the state- 
ment; I haye the marked record here. 

Mr. KEIFER. Members of that Congress were elected in 
1880; 1880 is the time of the election. 

Mr. MILLER. Well, I will not put the exact time, although 
I got the date from the record. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I want to be recognized 
upon this bill for a few minutes. 

Mr. MILLER. The facts are that at the election for Con- 
gress to which I have called attention in the First Congres- 
sional district of South Carolina one John S. Richardson was 
a candidate for Congress, and upon the face of the returns his 
election was indicated. There was a contest for his seat by 
one Samuel Lee, who was a candidate for election at the same 
time. That contest was referred to the Committee on Elec- 
tions of the House, and the Forty-seventh Congress in passing 
upon the report of the committee—I will say there were two 
reports—the report of the majority of the committee recom- 
mended that Samuel Lee be allowed to withdraw his papers 
and that the case be dismissed without prejudice. The minority 
report fayored the election of Mr. Lee, and two resolutions 
followed. One resolution was that Mr. John S. Richardson 
was not elected and was not entitled to a seat as a Member of 
the Forty-seventh Congress, and the second resolution was that 
Mr. Lee was elected and was entitled to his seat as a Member 
of the Forty-seventh Congress. A motion was made to substi- 
tute the minority report for the report of the majority, and that 
motion was adopted by the House of Representatives in the 
Forty-seventh Congress by a vote of 124 to 114, and a motion 
was made to reconsider, and that motion laid upon the table. 
Afterwards another question arose as to the question upon the 
final vote after the substitute had been adopted, and then im- 
mediately the question was discussed, and very fully, too, by 
the gentlemen who engaged in filibustering from that hour until 
the close of that session. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Kansas yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. I thought the gentleman was through with his 
statement, but I understood the gentleman to say that the Com- 
mittee on Elections reported in favor of seating Mr. Lee. 

Mr. MILLER. The minority of the Committee on Elections 
reported in favor of the seating of Mr. Lee and the minority 
report was moved as a substitute for the majority report, and 
that minority report was adopted by the House, 


Mr. MANN. The Committee on Elections reported against 
the right of Mr. Lee to his seat, as I understand it. 

Mr. MILLER. The majority of the Committee on Elections 
reported suggesting that no further action be taken in the mat- 
ter and that Mr. Lee be allowed to withdraw his papers, which 
of course would have permitted Mr. Richardson to have retained 
his seat. Those are the facts in the case. And the minority, 
of the committee made a report in favor of the contestant, Mr. 
Lee, and that minority report was adopted as a substitute for 
the majority report by 124 to 114. And then, as I said, fili- 
bustering commenced and continued until the close of the ses- 
sion, and he was not sworn in and his name put upon the roll, 
and hence he could not draw his salary. But the Forty-seventh 
Congress, haying by a vote of 124 to 114 decided that Mr. Rich- 
ardson was not elected and was not entitled to his seat, and he 
having drawn a salary of $10,000 to which he was not entitled, 
this committee was of the opinion that the man who was hon- 
estly elected in that district at that election, as found by the 
vote of the Forty-seventh Congress, was entitled to the salary of 
the Member from that district. 

Mr. KEIFER rose. 

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KEIrer]. 

Mr. KEIFER. I wanted to ask whether it appears anywhere 
that Samuel Lee or his estate ever drew any pay on account 
of the expense of the contest? 

Mr. MILLER. I am not sure about that. 

Mr. KEIFER. Does the gentleman know anything about it? 

Mr. MILLER. I could not find from an examination of the 
record, so far as I could follow that record, any claim of any, 
kind he had ever presented or ever received it on. 

Mr. KEIFER. I understand—and I have been looking 
through the index—that he did not. Now, on the other hand, 
is it not a fact that, under the existing law at that time, Mr. 
Richardson not only drew his salary—and I think that was 
right in view of the situation—but he drew $2,000 on account 
of his expenses of contest? 

Mr. MILLER. That is true also. 

Mr. KEIFER. The question does not always arise merely 
about the party’s rights, as I understand it—if you will allow 
me—to be paid back salary, if you please, but they are certainly, 
entitled according to the general custom to something on ac- 
count of the expenses of the contest, although it is not as suc- 
cessful as this promises to be. 

In the case of Governor Curtin, of Pennsylvania, I think we 
broke the rule of the law, which was then fixed at $2,000, and 
paid him $4,000, although he was not successful. I think this 
case is stronger than the mere claim that Samuel Lee should 
be paid the back salary. You have got something over $400 in 
the bill that, it is said, is on account of some actual expenses. 
It may be mileage, perhaps. This case has been accurately. 
stated by the distinguished chairman of the Committee on 
Claims in a general way. A majority of the Committee on 
Elections in the Forty-seventh Congress rep8rted this resolution, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That Samuel Lee have leave to withdraw his papers, and 
this case is dismissed without prejudice. 

What that meant at the time the report was made, I do not 
know. But that was the report made by a majority of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. MILLER. Let me ask the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio if that did not mean that the sitting Member was to retain 
his seat? 

Mr. KEIFER. That follows, as a matter of course. But 
they did not pass upon that question. There was a difference 
of opinion in the committee as to whether or not the sitting 
Member should remain and occupy his seat. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Was Samuel Lee eyer sworn in? 

Mr. KEIFER. Lee was never sworn in. If you will listen 
to me for a moment I think I can make it clear, if it has not 
already been made so. The question of the contest did not come 
up before the Forty-seventh Congress for vote until the 3d 
day of March, 1883. Then a motion was made to substitute for 
the rest of the resolution I have just read the report of the mi- 
nority—that is, the resolutions offered by the minority. The 
first one was that John S. Richardson was not elected ”—I will 
not read the whole of it—and the second, “that Samuel Lee 
was duly elected as Representative,” and then following in the 
usual language. The previous question was ordered on the re- 
port, including the motion to adopt the substitute for the com- 
mittee’s report. The previous question included a vote upon 
both of these resolutions. 

When the yote was taken before the House, the vote stood 
in favor of substituting these two resolutions for the report 
of the majority of the committee, by 124 to 114, as Stated by the 
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chairman of the committee. Then the vote recurred upon the 
adoption of the resolution as including the substitute. The mo- 
tion that carried by 124 to 114 only substituted these two reso- 
lutions for the resolution of the committee. Then the motion 
was submitted to the House on the adoption of the resolution 
substituted. 

On that vote being taken, it stood 128 to 6; and then com- 
menced the work of filibustering, the most remarkable in char- 
acter; but the filibustering was done by claiming that there 
was no quorum, and yea-and-nay votes were called all the 
balance of the day and all the night of the 3d of March, 1883, 
with a short recess between 6 and 9 o’clock on the 4th. The fili- 
bustering went on to prevent the majority of the House from 
seating Samuel Lee. At that time, although it was the opinion 
of the Speaker that he had a right to count a quorum, and so 
stated in the course of this filibustering, he did not do it, be- 
cause on the Republican side of the House the distinguished 
leaders, like the later Speaker of this House, Mr. Reed, and 
Mr. Robinson, of Massachusetts, and others, were on record 
in speeches of considerable length against the power and right 
of the Speaker to count a quorum. That was the only reason 
it was not done. If anybody is curious to look into this sub- 
ject, they will find quite a history of it in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record, volume 13, part 5, page 4313. 

Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. Will the gentleman allow me to 
interrupt him? 

Mr. KEIFER. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. I want to know if the Mr. 
Richardson in that contest had the same political affiliations as 
the majority of the Members of the House? 

Mr. KEIFER. No; I think not. That House was somewhat 
peculiar. At the time it elected its Speaker neither party of 
this country had a majority in the House. The Democrats, 
Greenbackers, and Readjusters combined outnumbered the Re- 
publicans when the Forty-seventh Congress opened. 

Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. What was the political com- 
plexion of the Committee on Elections? 

Mr. KEIFER. I think that was Republican. 

Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. And that Republican commit- 
tee—the majority—reported in favor of Richardson? 

Mr. KEIFER. In favor of the resolutions that I have quoted. 
And the general judgment of the committee, as I understand 
it, was that neither was elected, so the matter was delayed, and 
consequently it came up at the last of the session. 

Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. And now the proposition is to 
go back twenty years to correct the report of the majority of 
that committee. 

Mr. KEIFER: No; that is not the proposition. Here is the 
proposition: Samuel Lee was declared in effect elected to the 
Forty-seventh Congress on the day before the adjournment of 
that Congress; but through the methods that I have spoken of he 
was not given a seat. I would be better satisfied with this re- 
port, for the benefit of the children of the deceased Samuel Lee, 
if they had reported what was customary then, and I presume 
ever since, a propor appropriation to pay the contestant's ex- 
penses; and there was a limitation at that time that applied 
to the contestant and contestee, regardless of what was right, 
giving $2,000 for their expenses. I know that on account of 
the peculiar character of one contest that came before the 
House, that I was quite familiar with, that we were willing 
that the sum should be made very much larger. 

I do not think we can go back to correct this any further 
than that we properly consider here all the facts in determining 
what should be allowed to the children of Samuel Lee. He is 
dead; his widow is dead, as I understand. These people are 
poor, and they have never received anything. The contestant, 
as I understand, did, though I am not absolutely certain, be- 
cause I can not verify it. He drew his expenses for this con- 
test, if at all, rightfully—I mean to say, under the state of the 
law as it existed then, and I am not perfectly certain what the 
law is on the subject now, whether we have any at all; but 
we had at that time. This bill gives substantially the same to 
these children that their father should have received had he 
been seated as he should have been, as the vote showed. 

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman will permit me, I will state 
that the law now provides that the election expenses, or the 
expenses of both the contestant and the contestee, shall be paid 
by Congress, not to exceed $2,000. The law is the same; and it 
provides that these expenses shall be audited by the Com- 
mittee on Elections. Now, if the gentleman will pardon me, I 
ean very readily see that in this case, the matter not being 
settled until the final adjournment of Congress, that the bill 
for the expenses might not have been presented at that Con- 


gress. 
Mr. KEIFER. Could not possibly be. 


Mr. MANN. Might not have been presented to the subsequent 


mgress. 

Mr. KEIFER, It could not possibly be presented by way of 
appropriation for the session at all, because the filibustering 
went on, with some little grace between times for the purpose 
of submitting bills, and so on, until the close, as the clock 
struck 12 on the 4th of March, 1883. 

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman will pardon me, it was quite 
possible to present the bill at that session of Congress. 

Mr. KEIFER. Oh, no; that Congress ended then. 

Mr. MANN. Because when the bill amounts to $2,000 that 
is all they can get, and all they have to do, whether the contest 
is settled or not, is to present the proper bills, receipted, to 
the Committee on Elections, which will certify the amount. 

Mr. KEIFER. If they had anticipated and introduced a bill 
before the contest was settled, that could have been done. The 
gentleman is right to that extent. I think this is a proper case 
for an appropriation of money, but 7 do not mean to say that we 
can now correct that record any further than that we ought to 
make the appropriation for these heirs at law who are named 
in the bill. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Can the gentleman state when the claim was 
first presented to Congress for allowance? 

Mr. KEIFER. The gentleman had better ask that question 
of the distinguished chairman of the Committee on Claims, or 
some one else, because I do not know. I have been absent some 
since then. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLER. In answer to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. Bonynce], I desire to say that this bill has been before 
Congress for a long time. In the Fifty-fourth Congress, in 
1897, this bill was favorably reported by the Committee on 
Claims of this House. In 1899 it was again favorably reported 
by the Committee on Claims, by Mr. Rrxey, of Virginia. In the 
Fifty-sixth Congress it was reported by Mr. NeepHam, of Cali- 
fornia, from the Committee on Claims. In 1903, in the Fifty- 
seventh Congress, it was reported by Mr. Foster of Vermont, 
and in the Fifty-eighth Congress Mr. Foster of Vermont again 
reported this bill. In this Congress it comes with the report of 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Was 1897 the first time it was presented to 
Congress? 

Mr. MILLER. That is the first time it was reported. It 
was before Congress for years before that time. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, it is true that under the law if a 
contestant in an election case be seated by the House on the last 
day of the session, he becomes technically entitled to the pay 
for his term, $10,000. It is also true that it is only a techni- 
cality whick gives him the right to the money. He has not 
earned it, he has not performed the services for which the pay 
is given. Under the law, if he is sworn in, he becomes technic- 
ally entitled to the money; but here is a case where the person 
was not sworn in, not declared elected, where the committee of 
the House which investigated the matter reported against his 
right to the seat. Now, the gentlemen of the House ought to 
understand that in former days the House, probably more than 
now it had become more or less of a custom to delay some con- 
tested election cases, which were without merit, until the final 
hours of the session of Congress, and then for a partisan ma- 
jority at times to put the contestant in as a Member of Congress, 
for the very purpose of taking $10,000 out of the Treasury and 
handing it to him as a gift. In recent years the Committees on 
Elections in the House have not adopted that policy. They have 
taken up the contested election cases which have been presented 
before them, and have reported to the House in time for the 
consideration of the contest. 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. MANN. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KEIFER. The gentleman has somewhat anticipated my 
question, whether it has not been true, in some sense, in every 
Congress for the last fifty years almost, that somebody was 
seated late in the session, if not in the last hours of the ses- 
sion, and giyen the full pay? 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, my recollection is that it has 
not been done since I have been a Member of the House. 

Mr. KEIFER. There have been numerous cases where gen- 
tlemen have been seated in the second session. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Was not the Butler case, from St. Louis, 
in the second session? 

Mr. MANN. Oh, the Butler case, from St. Louis, was where 
Mr. Butler had been unseated once, and was elected again just 
before the second session of Congress, and it was necessary to 
pass on his case at the second sesion if it was passed upon at 
all; but the original contest had been disposed of at the first 
session of Congress; and the Committees on Elections do not 
adopt the policy, which formerly prevailed, of putting off the 
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decision of a contest until the final hours of Congress. That is 
not the custom of the Committees on Elections—any of them— 
to-day, as I understand it. 

Mr. PAYNE. I am in sympathy with the gentleman’s side of 
the case, but I do not think he ought to base his argument upon 
what I think is a false assumption of facts. I think it has 
always been the custom when a man is unseated and another 
man sworn in to pay him the full salary. 

Mr. MANN. I said so. I just stated that it was the law 
that when a man was seated, eyen if he were sworn in five 
minutes before the final adjournment of Congress, he became 
entitled to that $10,000 as a matter of technicality. The gen- 
tleman from New York did not hear all that I stated. 

Mr. PAYNE. I think I was misled by the statement of the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. PALMER. Will the gentleman from Illinois allow me a 
question? 

Mr. MANN. Certainly. 

Mr. PALMER. The gentleman says, as a matter of techni- 
cality, he is entitled to $10,000. Here a man is elected to Con- 
gress; he comes here ready to take his seat and do his duty, 
and he is refused his seat until the last hour. Why isn’t he en- 
titled to the salary the same as if he had served? The gentle- 
man calls it a technicality. I say it is not a technicality; he 
has earned his money. 

Mr. MANN. I yielded to the gentleman to ask a question, but 
I am glad to have his opinion. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the gentleman from Illinois yield? 

Mr. MANN. I will. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I want to call the gentleman’s attention to 
this fact. The gentleman from Ohio stated that the contestant 
in that case had never been paid his election expenses. In that 
statement the gentleman from Ohio was in error. The appro- 
priation bill which carried all the expenses for the various con- 
testants and contestees for the Forty-seventh Congress carried 
an appropriation of $2,000 for Samuel Lee. 

Mr. KEIFER. I beg the gentleman's pardon, I said I had not 
been able to find it. I looked at all the indexes that were 
brought me, and I did not find it. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I haye the record here. 

Mr. KHIFER. Oh, I do not dispute the gentleman if he has 
the record before him. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARTLETT. I want to say to the gentleman from Ohio 
that I do not make a statement which can not be borne out by 
— record. I will not follow the example of my distinguished 

end. 

Mr. MANN. Perhaps it would have been better if the gentle- 
man from Ohio had had the record before him before he made 
his statement. [Laughter.] 

Mr. KEIFER. I said at the time that I had been unable to 
find the record. I sent for all the indexes, but did not find it. 
Perhaps it was my fault. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the gentleman from Illinois permit 
me? J desire to say that in the United States Statutes at 
Large, Forty-seventh Congress, volume 22, page 339, are “ the 
parties named below, the amounts stated opposite their names 
in full for expenses incurred by them, respectively, in contested- 
election cases, which amount shall be immediately available, 
namely, to the estate of James Gillett,” etc., and amongst them 
to Samuel Lee, $2,000. 

Mr. KEIFER. The gentleman will remember that I asked 
the chairman of the committee whether they had found any 
list, and he said they had not. 

Mr. MANN. That shows the extreme care the Committee on 
Claims exercised in investigating this matter. [Laughter.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the facts are that the Committee on Elec- 
tions considered the case of Lee v. Richardson, and although 
it was composed of a majority of Republicans, although Mr. 
Lee was a Republican and Mr. Richardson was a Democrat, the 
committee, with a majority of Republicans, decided that Lee 
was not elected to Congress and Mr. Richardson had a right to 
retain his seat. 

Mr. KEIFER. There was no such resolution reported. 

Mr. MANN. Oh, the gentleman says no such resolution was 
reported. The resolution was that Mr. Lee be authorized 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will read the resolution; I have it here. 

Mr. MANN. I have the resolution. The resolution from the 
majority of the committee was that Samuel Lee had leave to 
withdraw his papers, and that this case is dismissed without 
prejudice. The effect of this was that the committee decided 
that Lee was not elected a Member of Congress and Richardson 
was entitled to retain his seat. 

Now, what did the House do? The House first voted to adopt 
the substitute resolution offered by the minority. The minority 
offered a substitute, which was that Lee was elected and Rich- 


ardson was not elected. The original resolution was amended 
by adopting the substitute. Then a vote was taken on the orig- 
inal resolution as amended, and that prevailed, and a motion 
was made to reconsider the vote by which it was adopted, and 
that motion never was disposed of. Now, the minority of the 
House has a right to haye a motion to reconsider disposed of 
just as much as it has to have the original resolution dis- 
posed of. 

Mr. KEIFER. Is anybody contesting the claim that the gen- 
tleman from Ilinois is talking about? Nobody disputes that 
the minority had a right to have a vote on the proposition to 
reconsider. Does that touch the question inyolyed here? 

Mr. MANN. I do not know which side the gentleman from 
Ohio is on now. [Laughter.] A few moments ago he was 
opposed to $10,000 and in fayor of paying the $2,000 of expenses, 
and that only. Now, the expenses having been paid, the gentle- 
man from Ohio ought to be willing to contain his soul while I 
discuss the real question in the bill. 

Mr. KEIFER. But the gentleman is discussing the question 
about the rights of the minority to have a vote upon a proposi- 
tion that has no connection with this question. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the minority had the right to 
have the question of reconsideration of the vote disposed of. 
That question never was disposed of. Mr. Lee never was de- 
clared by this House to be a Member of the House. No resolu- 
tion was ever passed, in legal effect, declaring him to be a Mem- 
ber of the House, because until the question of reconsideration is 
disposed of the vote on the original proposition is not a legal 
vote to dispose of the matter. 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman permit an interruption? 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANN. Certainly. 

Mr. ELLERBE. I just want to suggest to the gentleman that 
if he will look closely he will find that when the final resolution 
was put as amended by the substitute that resolution never has 
been passed. Here is the record, if the gentleman desires to 
look at it. 

Mr. KEIFER. That has been stated over and over again. 

Mr. ELLERBE. It was not on the motion to reconsider, 
but the motion as amended by the substitute never was passed. 

Mr. PAYNE. Do I understand that the filibustering that pre- 
vented a vote was not on the vote for a reconsideration, but 
was on a vote for the passage of the resolution as amended? 

Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina. Yes. 

Mr. PAYNE. That is the way I understood a moment ago. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I am not certain whether it was 
upon that motion or whether it was upon the original question 
as substituted. It makes no difference. There was no final 
vote. There never was any final action by the House. The 
time never came when this man could be sworn in as a Member 
of the House. He never had established his right to a seat in 
the House. It is true that a partisan majority in the House 
had voted to overrule the committee which considered his case, 
but the committee had decided against him, and the House de- 
cided against him, because it took no final action upon his elec- 
tion; and to say that he is entitled to be paid the salary for 
a two years’ term in this House is to give him a gratuity which 
in no sense and in no way did he ever earn. This is not the 
first time that this case has been before this House. It is not 
the first time that I have helped to oppose this nefarious or 
unjust proposition. It is not the only case of the kind of very 
similar nature which has come before the House. There is no 
reason why the House should put a premium upon fake elec- 
tions. He never was a Member of the House. He was paid 
his election expenses, and he is not entitled to a cent, and his 
family and descendants under no circumstances are entitled to 
a penny out of the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KEIER] for a moment. 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, we got into some confusion 
about this vote, and all that has been said so often and repeated 
so much by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] must be 
set aside, I think. There was some attempt at filibustering 
over a motion to reconsider, but later the question caine up 
squarely upon the adoption of the report of the committee as 
amended by the adoption of the substitute. Let me read a por- 
tion of the Recorp, volume 13, part 4, on page 8752. After a 
vote was taken, the result of the vote was then announced as 
above stated. Mr. Pettibone moved to reconsider the vote just 
taken, and that was the vote of 121 to 114, substituting the re- 
port of the minority. 

Mr. PAYNE. That is amending the original resolution? 

Mr. KEIFER. Yes. Then Mr. Pettibone moved to reconsider 
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the vote just taken, and also moved that the motion to recon- 
sider be luid on the table. The latter motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to the reso- 
lution as amended by the adoption of the substitute. 
Mr. Townsend of Illinois and Mr. Atherton called for the yeas and 
nays. 


They were both Democrats. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 
575 . was taken; and there were—yeas 128, nays 6, not vot- 


Then the filibustering commenced. There was no quorum. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
Mr. KEIFER. Certainly. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think the record is pretty fairly un- 
derstood now, but what has the gentleman to say, and I think 
he is a competent witness upon that question, to the charge made 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] that the Forty- 
seventh Congress was so biased from a partisan standpoint as 
to be incapable of doing justice in a case like this? 

Mr. KEIFER. That needs no answer at all—— 

Mr. MANN. That statement was not made by the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. KEIFER. Because filibustering took place there that 
prevented them from declaring the result. That was all. 

That is all there is to be said, and the gentleman is mistaken 
about the committee. I think there were two Republican mem- 
bers of the committee who joined with the Democratic members 
and reported the resolution that has been so often read here, 
by myself in the first instance. A majority of the committee, 
so far as the Republicans were concerned, reported the resolu- 
tions which were adopted as a substitute. That is where it 
stood, that is the condition that it is in, and it is not very neces- 
sary to state over and over and over again, as the gentleman 
from Illinois has done, that the Member was not sworn in. 
Everybody said that from the beginning, and he was not sworn 
in because he could not be sworn in. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why could he not be sworn in? 

Mr. KHIFER. Because there was no declaration of the vote 
for want of a quorum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And under the rules of the House at that 
time there had to be a quorum voting? 

Mr. KEIFER. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So under the rules of the House he had no 
right to have it declared? 

Mr. KEIFER. He had no right to have it declared and no 
right to be sworn in, as I said in the other remarks I made, 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. KEIFER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman know how many Demo- 
cratic members there were on that committee? 

Mr. KEIFER. Well, I am not certain from memory, but I 
remember generally the facts I have stated. 

Mr. MANN. The gentleman has probabaly only recently 
examined the record. 

Mr. KEIFER. Well, I have hastily done it. 

Mr. MANN. The gentleman and I both stated a while ago, 
or rather I stated a while ago and he confirms it now, that 
the vote was taken upon the resolution as amended. 

Mr. KEIFER. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. That announcement failed for want of a quorum, 
and yet the last thing that was done in that case was a motion 
to reconsider the last vote in the case. 

Mr. KEIFER. That was after the final vote was taken, 
and on this question, for the purpose of trying to get out of the 
situation they were in and go on with other business. 

Mr. MANN. I understand, but if they had gotten to a point 
where they were voting upon a proposition, what were they en- 
deavyoring to reconsider after that? 

Mr. KEIFER. Well, the gentleman is trying to get into the 
state of mind that some Members of that Congress were in 
who wanted to get other bills which were on the Speaker's 
table from the Senate—amendments to House bills, etc., and all 
that—up and passed, instead of spending the last hours of the 
Forty-seventh Congress filibustering over a contested-election 


I am trying to ascertain from the gentleman 
who was in the chair. 

Mr. KEIFER. The fact about it is—I do not trust to my 
memory about being in the chair at the time myself as Speaker, 
but the fact is that 128 of the Members, more than enough if all 
had been voting, voted to seat Lee, but for want of a quorum that 
vote was nugatory. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments. 


The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on laying the bill aside 
with a favorable recommendation. 

The question was taken; and the Chair announced that the 
noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MILLER. Division, Mr. Chairman! 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 57, noes 57. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Tellers, Mr. Chairman! 

Tellers were ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MILLER] 
and the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. Mann] will take their 
places as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported there 
were—ayes 57, noes 62. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill be reported 
back with the recommendation that it lie upon the table. 

The question was taken; and on a dfvision (demanded by 
Mr. Lacey) there were—ayes 61, noes 56. 

So the motion was agreed to. : 

Mr. MILLER. Mr..Chairman, I ask for tellers, and pending 
the call for tellers I move that the committee do now rise. 
[After a pause.] I move that the committee do now rise. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is that coupled with a request for tellers 
or not? 

Mr. MILLER. No. 

Mr. LACEY. I ask for tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chair- 
man 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I make a point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
the request for tellers came too late. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. That is what I wanted to inquire. 

Mr. MANN. The Chair said the motion was lost and the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mirrer] made a motion that the 
committee do rise. He withdrew his demand for tellers. 

Mr. LACEY. He withdrew his demand for tellers and I re- 
newed it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas called for 
tellers, and, pending that demand, moved that the committee 
rise. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mirzer] then appar- 
ently withdrew his demand for tellers, and thereupon the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] made the demand. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thereupon the gentleman not only with- 
drew his demand for tellers, but made a motion that the com- 
mittee do now rise, and after that the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey] asked for tellers. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Another thing, Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. In the Committee of the Whole a motion 
that the committee rise may not be made until a demand for 
tellers on the pending question has been disposed of. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, one word on the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state the point of 
order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. When there is a demand for tellers pend- 
ing, that authority is applicable, but there was at the time the 
gentleman made the motion that the committee do now rise no 
demand for tellers pending. He had himself prior to that made 
a demand, which he had himself withdrawn. And, upon a pointed 
inquiry from me, so stated to the House. He then renewed 
his motion that the committee do now rise, and after that the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] demanded tellers. Those 
are the facts. 

Mr. LACEY. I think the gentleman is inaccurate in his 
statement that it was after that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg the gentleman's pardon. I know it 
was after it, for this reason: The gentleman arose and said, 
“I move that the committee do now rise.“ The Chair will 
remember the facts. Then I interrupted him, and said, “Is 
your motion coupled with the demand for tellers?” He re- 
sponded, “No.” I said, All right, then.” Whereupon the gen- 
tleman repeated, which was totally unnecessary, “I move that 
the committee do now rise.” Then the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey] arose and said, I demand tellers.” 

Mr. LACEY. The Recorp will show. I think the gentleman 
is mistaken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the House has 
been in the Committee of the Whole during the afternoon for 
the consideration of bills on the Private Calendar. ‘The proper 
motion, under the circumstances, for the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. MILLER] would haye been to move that the committee 
rise and report. No such motion has been made. The simple 
motion was made by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MILIER] 
that the committee do now rise. And if the gentleman still in- 
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sists on that motion, the Chair will have to sustain the point 
of order raised by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS]. The motion to rise and report has not been made. 

Mr. MANN. I understand the motion to rise and report takes 
precedence of a motion to rise at this stage. I move that the 
5 rise and report to the House the action of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The gentleman has not the right to make 
that motion. The gentleman in charge of the bills has the right 
to make the motion. 

Mr. LACEY. Is the demand for tellers renewed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. LACEY. Suppose the committee does not rise, what then 
is the status of the bill before the House? 

The CHAIRMAN. Subject to the call for tellers, the Chair 
will ask the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MLLER] whether or 
not he insists on the motion that the committee do now rise? 

Mr. MILLER. I withdraw that motion. 

Mr. SMITHI of Iowa. Then I renew the demand for tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The demand for tellers is pending. 

The question was taken, and tellers were ordered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MILLER] 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] will take their 
places as tellers. The question is on laying the bill aside with 
a recommendation that it do lie on the table. 

Mr. MILLER, I move that the committee rise and report to 
the House. 

Mr. MANN. I make the point of order that the committee 
can not rise pending a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The point of order made by the gentleman 
from Illinois is well taken; the committee can not rise pending 
a call for tellers. The tellers will take their places, 

The question is on laying the bill aside with a recommenda- 
tion that it do lie on the table. 

The committee divided ; and tellers reported—ayes 63, noes 64. 
[Applause. ] 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. MILLER. I move that the committee now rise and re- 
port the bills with the several amendments to the House for 
passage. 

Mr. MANN. A parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that we take up the next bill on the Calendar. There is only 
one more bill there. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the next bill on the Calendar be taken up. This 
will withhold action on the motion that the committee rise and 
report. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made. 
the committee rise and report? 

Mr. MANN. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 

Mr. MANN. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MANN. Is this a motion to rise or to rise and report? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes; on all bills with and without amend- 
ments. 

Mr. MANN. Of course that does not include this bill, 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has not ordered this bill 
reported. 

Mr. MANN. This bill, of course, is not pending now. What 
we are voting upon are those that have been reported favorably. 
That bill has never been recommended for favorable report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill goes back on the Calendar, and 
will not be reported among the bills acted upon by the com- 
mittee. The question is on the motion to rise and report the 
bills. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas reported that the 
Committee of the Whole House had had under consideration 
certain bills on the Private Calendar and had directed him to 
report them back, some with and some without amendments, 
with the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to, 
and that the bills do pass. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the previous question be ordered on all the bills and amend- 
ments to their final passage. 

Mr. MADDEN. If the gentleman proposes to include in the 
bills for consideration the bill H. R. 6982, I shall object to 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. MILLER. What is that bill? 

Mr. MADDEN. It refunds $537.71. 

Mr. MILLER. I except that. 


I object, Mr. Chairman. 
The question is, Shall 


Mr. GARNER. They must be all treated alike, and if not, I 
shall object. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Then I shall object to the balance. 
[Laughter. ] 


HOUSE BILLS WITHOUT AMENDMENTS PASSED. 


The following House bills, reported favorably from the Com- 
mittee of the Whole, were severally ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider the vote by which they were passed laid on the table: 

H. R. 12286. A bill granting relief to the estate of James Staley, 
deceased ; 

II. R. 12560, A bill for the relief of John C. Lynch; 

H. R. 4736. A bill for the relief of the county of Custer, State 
of Montana; 

H. R. 5954. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to issue duplicate gold certificate, in lieu of one lost, to Lincoln 
National Bank, of Lincoln, III.; 

II. R. 6. A bill for the relief of the Monongahela Iron and 
Steel Company, of Pittsburg, Pa.; 

H. R. 12028. A bill granting relief to John W. Donovan; 

H. R. 5223. A bill to reimburse Quong Hong Yick for one case 
of opium erroneously condemned and sold by the United States; 

H. R.5221. A bill for the relief of Edward King, of Niagara 
Falls, in the State of New York; 

H. R. 6101. A bill for the relief of the estate of Charles M. 
Damarest, deceased ; 

H. R. 3649. A bill for the relief of Zenos Parker; 

H. R. 8717. A bill for the relief of Jacob Pickens; 

H. R. 9528. A bill to reimburse Fred Dickson for loss of his 
tools through the fire which destroyed the engine house at 
Fort Duchesne, Utah, on September 19, 1902; 

H. R. 14467. A bill for the relief of Capt. George E. Pickett, 
paymaster, United States Army; 

H. R. 13247. A bill for the relief of John H. Tharp, of Ever- 
sonville, Mo.; 

H. R. 7709. A bill for the relief of Joseph Crow ; 

H. R. 14844. A bill for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin; 

H. R. 13154. A bill for the relief of John T. Irion; 

H. R. 10584. A bill for the relief of F. H. Driscoll; 

H. R. 5167. A bill for the relief of William H. Stiner & Sons; 
. 13946. A bill for the relief of Charles L. Allen; 

H. R. 4580. A bill for the relief of Bland & Parks, of Waxa- 
hachie, Tex. ; 

H. R. 7771. A bill for the relief of Judd O. Hartzell; and 

H. R. 7961. A bill for the relief of G. F. Tarbell. 


AARON EVERLY. 


The next business reported from the Committee of the Whole 
was the bill (H. R. 7144) for the relief of Aaron Everly, with an 
amendment. ~ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, one moment. A parliamentary 
inquiry: Are the bills that have amendments being taken up 
in the order in which they passed the committee? 

The SPEAKER. This is the first one that has been reported. 
As is usual, for convenience, the bills without amendment were 
first reported, and this is the first bill with an amendment. 

Mr. GARNER. I asked the question if they were being taken 
up in the order in which they passed the committee? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is informed that they are not, 
strictly speaking, and the Chair supposes that, strictly speak- 
ing, they ought to be so taken up. 

Mr. GARNER. I ask that they be taken up in the order in 
which they passed the committee. 

Mr. MILLER. What difference does it make if we get them 
all through? 

Mr. GARNER. It makes considerable difference in this: If 
we take up all the bills that have passed the committee, with the 
exception of the one which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Mappen] objects to, leaving that until the last, it puts me in 
the attitude of permitting the other bills to be passed and leav- 
ing that as the last one. I want to put them all on an equality. 
This is not my bill, Mr. Chairman, and I will state for the 
benefit of the chairman of the committee that I did not know 
the bill was being considered, but I think they all ought to go 
through on their merits in the same way. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the one that the 
gentleman objects to will be put last. 

Mr. GARNER. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will proceed with the remainder 
of the bills and call them in the order in which they were con- 
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sidered and reported. Those that have already passed are be- 
yond the control of the Speaker or of the House, except by 
unanimous consent. The Clerk will proceed as stated by the 
Chair. 

JOHN PURKAPILE. 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 13735) for the relief of 
John Purkapile, reported from the Committee of the Whole with 
an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the amendment will 
be considered as agreed to. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask this question again, 
whether or not the bills are being considered in the order in 
which they passed the committee? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair supposes that all the bills re- 
maining are being considered in the order in which they passed 
the committee; at least the Chair has instructed the Clerk to 
take up the remainder of them in that order. These are the 
amended bills. All the bills that were not amended have been 
passed. 

Mr. GARNER. This bill, as I understand it, was amended. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair so understands. 

Mr. GARNER. I will ask if the bill H. R. 6982 has been 
passed? 

The SPEAKER. That is the next bill after this one. 

Mr. GARNER. I should like to ask if that bill was not the 
first one that passed the committee this morning? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is informed by the clerks at the 
desk that it was not. If there be no objection, the amendment 
will be considered as agreed to. 

Mr. MADDEN. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The amendment, changing the spelling of the name of the 
beneficiary, was read. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

By unanimous consent, the title was amended to conform to 
the body of the bill. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 599. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary A, Me- 
grue—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1130. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Mitchell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3312. An act granting a pension to Oscar F. Renick—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3721. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Morgan—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 671. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Conine—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2168. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 
Hewitt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4595. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos Mc- 
Manus—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 3189. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
Rutherford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 251. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
‘Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2548. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse M. 
Furman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3539. An act granting an increase of pension to Dominick 
Cayanagh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4636. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry R. 
Pease—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4319. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
C. Storm—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4637. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Zimmerman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1023. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter Shipp- 
man—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 772. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerusha 
Hayward Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 492. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
Whitney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 909. An act granting an increase of pension to Howard 
Ellis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2346. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Reed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 325. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B 
Burton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


S. 2882. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel H. 
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2863. An act granting an increase of pension to Garrett 
Rourke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 725. An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2406. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Milliman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1228. An act granting an increase of pension to Julia L. 
Plimpton—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 4188. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank D. 
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4187. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
E. Skelton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3866. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel J. 
Burlock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 203. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward E. 
Needham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 200. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Behrens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 466. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Lewis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 2 

S. 656. An act granting an increase of pension to Abraham 
Walters—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3800. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert D. 
Cordner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4227. An act granting a pension to John H. McKenzie—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 655. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles E. 
Bishop—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1978. An act granting a pension to Thomas Edsall—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4181. An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
L. Hallett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1399. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Jordan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 482. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos M. 
Runkle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4020. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry C. 
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2250. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Rauch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3932. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Rankin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1624. An act granting an inerease of pension to Peter 
Betz—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 527. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred Me- 
Pherran—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1634. An act granting an increase of pension to Solomon R. 
Ruch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3031. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Westervelt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1420. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 
Tyler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 180. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 
Legro—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 3125. An act granting a pension to Parthenia W. Baker—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2840. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Jaquith—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 3473. An act granting an increase of pension to La Forrest 
C. Darling—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 22. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2091. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Bambush—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 2968. An act granting a pension to George W. Hale—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 3474. An act granting an increase of pension to James B. 
Kellogg—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 790. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Benkler—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1173. An act granting an inerease of pension to James M. 
Fernald—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 19. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso B. 
Holland—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 3888. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan E. 
Israel—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 3547. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen M.“ 
Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1739. An act granting a pension to Henry Sistrunk—to the 
Committee on Pensions. . 
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S8. 2153. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen 
Read—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
S. 1527. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Odenheimer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 3310. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard M. 
Ogle to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
8.597. An act granting an increase of pension to David M. 
Pearson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 589. An act granting a pension to Joseph L. Prentiss—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 1138. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert S. 
Blake—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 3933. An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney R. 
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 1273. An act granting an increase of pension to Eleanora A. 
Keeler—to the Committee on Pensions. 
S. 3029. An act granting an increase of pension to Delia A. 
Hooker—to the Committee on Pensions. 
S. 94. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Wines—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 3903. An act granting an increase of pension to John Mc- 
Coy—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
S. 4226. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cuin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 548. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Carr—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
S. 3905. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Garritt—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
S. 218. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
White—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 220. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan F. 
Gates—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 623. An act granting an increase of pension to Bridget 
Byans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 641. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Conrad—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 1834. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
W. Partridge—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 2332. An act granting an increase of pension to Ashley A. 
Youmans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 672. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hubbard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 675. An act granting a pension to Ulricke Boettcher—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 4159. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary P. 
Johannes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
S. 2142. An act granting an increase of pension to Adella D. 
Irwin—to the Committee on Pensions. 
S. 4286. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
8.3751. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel D. 
Nash—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 861. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
O’Connor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 162. An act granting an increase of pension to David D. 
Griffith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 2393. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
8.3242. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Woolley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
8.555. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry H. 
Hill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 859. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard T. 
Fried—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 165. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry Rus- 
sell—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
S. 1251. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Burns—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 1246. An act granting an Increase of pension to William F. 
Wilson—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
S. 4381. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
MeGarraugh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 4280. An act granting a pension to Amelia Cotten—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 446. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Duane—to Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 8472. An act granting an increase of pension to Lena Sher- 
man—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 4006. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles S. 
Parrish—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 2216. An act granting an increase of pension to David W. 
.Magee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
S. 3640. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
Brenton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


S. 2473. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles L. 
Noggle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2182. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Buflington—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 187. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Kane—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3475. An act granting an increase of pension to Everett S. 
Fitch—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Thompson—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 17. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi A. 
Tripp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1011. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Woodsum—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2950. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 
Stines—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4096. An act granting an increase of pension to Norman W. 
Lombard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 784. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Cooley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1418. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi E. 
Cross—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3036. An act granting an increase of pension to John O. 
Thorn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert C. 
Andrews—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 716. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore H. 
Hanson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3575. An act granting an increase of pension to Sargent R. 
Emerson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4097. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius T. 
Williamson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 712. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 
McLauchlan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3043. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry D. 
Hall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 842. An act granting an increase of pension to William A. 
Eggleston—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1665. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Estes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4337. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
McGirl—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3588. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Lebo—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 3224. An act granting a pension to Nancy A. Teeters—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry V. 
Hamenstaedt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1230. An act granting an increase of pension to Eugene 
Gaskill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2096. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
R. Kent—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 3626. An act granting a pension to Catherine Coyle—to the 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

8. 1227. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry J. 
Patterson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 721. An act granting an increase of pension to Orange 8. 
Mason—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 4131. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Connor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

S. 4507. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Chandler, jr—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1645. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph G. 
Orth—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 2735. An act granting a pension to Marcelina S. Groff—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 1908. An act granting an increase of pension to Francesco 
Del Gindice—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1905. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar Tib- 
bits—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3714. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Ruth—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 2044. An act granting a pension to Solomon F. Wehr—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3121. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Blessing—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

S. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Gunnerus 
Ingebretson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

S. 2103. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorin R. 
Bingham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2868. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Flick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

S. 2080. An act granting a pension to Ruth F. Bennett—to 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3305 


S. 4000. An act granting an increase of pension to Pyle Wood- 
ward—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3199. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. 
Coulton—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1437. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 
Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3492. An act granting an increase of pension to Catharine 
Bechtol—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3122. An act granting an increase of pension to Georgia 
Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1666. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Beard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1555. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Bishop—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4223. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Peirce—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. * 

S. 1421. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey C. 
Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1357. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlando C. 
Pinkham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4422. An act granting an increase of pension to Lindsay 
Kirby—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4496. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
Brooks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. z 

S. 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4362. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Fleugel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4100. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlton A. 
Wheeler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill 
of the following title; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 10067. An act authorizing the disposition of surplus and 
allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the State 
of Washington, which can be irrigated under the act of Con- 
gress approved June 17, 1902, known as the “ reclamation act,” 
and for other purposes. 

- The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill and 
joint resolution of the following titles: 

S. R. 37. Joint resolution extending the tribal existence and 
government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the In- 
dian Territory ; and 

S. 1465. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Fallihee. 

JAMES W. JONES. 


The next business was the bill (H. R. 6982) for the relief of 
James W. Jones, reported from the Committee of the Whole. 
with an amendment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I object to the consideration 
of this bill. 

Mr. BARTLETT. How can you do that? 

Mr. MADDEN. I object to its passage by unanimous consent, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman opposes the passage of the 
bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. I raise the point of no quorum, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting the 
House.] One hundred and fourteen gentlemen present—less 
than a quorum. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. MADDEN. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Kansas rise? 

Mr. MILLER. I rise to move that the House do now ad- 

ourn. 
b The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas moves that the 
House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.), in accordance 
with the order heretofore adopted, the House adjourned until 
Monday, March 5, 1906, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 


as follows: 


A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans- 
mitting the third report of the Commissioner of Labor on labor 
conditions in Hawaii—to the Committee on Labor, and ordered 
to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, submitting rec- 


ommendations of certain amendments to the customs adininis- 
trative act—to the Committee on Ways and Means, and ordered 
to be printed. . 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let- 
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of preliminary exami- 
nation and survey of the Mississippi River at Hamburg Bay, 
IIlinois—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered 
to be printed. ; 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia submitting an estimate of appropriation for repair 
of patrol and harbor boat—to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia submitting an estimate of appropriation for play- 
grounds—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to 
be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, deliv- 
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. SHARTEL, from the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8973) 
to amend section 5200, Revised Statutes of the United States, 
relating to national banks, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1835) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ADAMSON, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House 
(H. R. 15583) to authorize the Madison Bridge Company to 
construct a bridge across the St. Francis River in St. Francis 
County, Ark., at or near the town of Madison, in said county 
and State, reported the same without amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 1836y; which said bill and report were re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. GILLETT of California, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15521) establishing regular terms of the United States circuit 
and district courts of the northern district of California at 
Eureka, Cal., reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1837) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 16009) to provide for the 
appointment of special commissioners in the district of Alaska, 
to define their jurisdiction and powers, and to regulate their 
duties—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16010) to amend, in respect to Alaska, an 
act entitled “An act making appropriations for certain judicial 
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1880, and for other purposes ”—to the Committee on the Terri- 
tories. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16011) to prohibit the 
shipment of gunpowder and other explosive or inflammable sub- 
stances on railroads engaged in interstate commerce by decep- 
tive marking, invoice, or shipping order, and providing penalties 
therefor—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

By Mr. PARKER: A bill (H. R. 16012) for the encourage- 
ment of the merchant marine of the United States—to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: A bill (H. R. 16013) providing medals 
for certain persons—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 16014) to amend an act 
entitled “An act to create the southern division of the southern 
district of Iowa for judicial purposes and to fix the time and 
place for holding court therein,” approved June 1, 1900, and all 
acts amendatory thereof—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FLACK: A bill (H. R. 16015) to establish fish-hatch- 
ing and fish-culture stations in the various States, and for other 
purposes—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fishi- 
erles. 

By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (II. R. 16125) granting to the 
Corinth and Shiloh Electric Railway Company a right of way 
and authority to construct a track or tracks through the Shiloh 
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National Park, and to operate electric cars thereon—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. MORRELL: A resolution (H. Res. (351) to pay to 
R. L. Vasquez the sum of $67.83—to the Committee on Ac- 
counts. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A resolution (H. Res. 352) directing the 
Postmaster-General to furnish to the House certain information 
concerning a newspaper known as the Indiahoma Union Sig- 
nal—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
— following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16016) for the 
relief of M. J. Julian, for fees due him as United States commis- 
sioner for the middle district of Tennessee—to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 16017) granting 
an increase of pension to Maggie M. Myers—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CANDLER: A bill (H. R. 16018) for the relief of the 
* of M. P. Kimberly, deceased—to the Committee on War 

aims. 

By Mr. DWIGHT: A bill (H. R. 16019) granting an increase 
of pension to Michael O’Brien—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 16020) granting an increase 
od pension to Andrew Brink—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. DWIGHT: A bill (H. R. 16021) granting an increase 
of pension to William H. Romaine—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16022) granting a pension to Phebe J. 
Young—to the Committee on Invalid Pesnions. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 16023) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sheldon B. Fargo—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16024) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Kate B. Meister—to the Committee on In- 
yalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 16025) granting an increase 
of pension to Samuel A. Gilliland—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: A bill (H. R. 16026) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William Bivens—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. LEE: A bill (H. R. 16027) for the relief of the estate 
of George N. Anderson, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 16028) for the relief of 
David F. Hood—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16029) for the relief of William H. 
Brown—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16030) for the relief of’ sundry persons 
who suffered losses by fire set by United States troops at Law- 
ton, Okla., in order to save Government property—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16031) granting a pension to Albert Eg- 
gleston—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16032) granting a pension to Rebecca 
Walters—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16033) granting a pension to Horace G. 
Norton—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16034) granting a pension to Jefferson Pen- 
nington—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16035) granting a pension to Jefferson F. 
Beeman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16036) granting a pension to William A. 
Hinch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, 2 bill (H. R. 16037) granting a pension to P. H. Wells— 
to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16038) granting a pension to Nancy J. 
Hale—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16039) granting a pension to William V. 
Wolf—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16040) granting a pension to J. J. Wray— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16041) granting a pension to John 
Schneider—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16042) granting a pension to F. E. Hills— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16043) granting an increase of pension to 
Joel E. Cox—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


Also, a bill (H. R. 16044) granting an increase of pension to 
John C. Lindsey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16045) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Swim—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16046) granting an increase of pension to 
David Proyince—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16047) granting an increase of pension to 
George Enderton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16048) granting an increase of pension to 
Herman E. Hadley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16049) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert Fertig—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16050) granting an increase of pension to 
George F. Watson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16051) granting an increase of pension to 
George A. Beidler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16052) granting an increase of pension to 
William Muxlow—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16053) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel J. Richards—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16054) granting an increase of pension to 
David Bishop—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16055) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas B. Duncan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16056) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward Emery—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16057) granting an increase of pension to 
Milton Stites—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16058) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry T. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16059) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Hancock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16060) granting an increase of pension to 
Roger A. Sprague—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16061) granting an increase of pension to 
James McBride—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16062) granting an increase of pension to 
James W. Hamilton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16063) granting an increase of pension to 
James W. Hager—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16064) granting an increase of pension to 
Franklin Spurgeon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16065) granting an increase of pension to 
George Ross—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16066) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel D. Harper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16067) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Asa Morgan—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 3 

By Mr. MICHALEK: A bill (H. R. 16068) for the relief of 
Peter Clark—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MORRELL: A bill (H. R. 16069) authorizing the 
appointment of Harold L. Jackson, a captain on the retired list 
of the Army, as a major on the retired list of the Army—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 16070) granting an increase 
of pension to Osie B. Fox—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16071) granting an increase of pension to 
William Minick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16072) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Glenn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16073) granting an increase of pension to 
John Ginther—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16074) granting an increase of pension to 
Harkless K. Inman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16075) granting an increase of pension to 
John Barringer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REEDER: A bill (H. R. 16076) granting an increase 
of pension to James A. Dickson—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. RHODES: A bill (H. R. 16077) for the relief of Henry 
Bisch—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16078) granting an increase of pension to 
Bird L. Francis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16079) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of James Dunlap—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16080) for 
the relief of J. A. Thomas, of Dryfork, Barren County, Ky.—to * 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16081) for the relief and benefit of Eli W. 
Owens, of Barren County, Ky.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16082) for the relief and benefit of W. T. 
Howell, of Bowling Green, Ky.—to the Committee on Claims. 
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Also, a bill (II. R. 16083) granting a pension to S. P. Me- 
Intire—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 16084) for the relief of 
Elizabeth A. Baker, widow and sole heir of Joseph T. Baker, late 
of San Augustin, Tex.—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16085) for the relief of 
Gordon, Ironsides & Fares Company (Limited)—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. SIBLEY: A bill (H. R. 16086) for the relief of per- 
sons sustaining losses caused by the erection of Dam No. 3 
across the Allegheny River at Springdale, Pa.—to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: A bill (I. R. 16087) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Charles W. Foster—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. 16088) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John Disher—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16089) granting an increase of pension to 
Carver S. Griffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TALBOTT: A bill (H. R. 16090) for the relief of the 
widow and heirs at law of Peter Baile, deceased, late of Carroll 
County, Md.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WACHTER: A bill (H. R. 16091) to refund legacy 
taxes illegally collected from the estate of Sarah T. Wetmore, 
late of Baltimore, Baltimore County, Md.—to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16092) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of Ottmar Mergenthaler, late of Balti- 
more, Baltimore County, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16093) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of Walter B. McAtee, late of Baltimore, 
Baltimore County, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16094) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of James McMahon, late of Baltimore, 
Baltimore County, Md.—to the Comittee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16095) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of Mary J. Wamsley, late of Baltimore, 
Baltimore County, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16096) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of James Sloan, late of Baltimore, Balti- 
more County, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16097) to refund legacy taxes illegally col- 
lected from the estate of Charles A. Vey, late of Baitimore, 
Baltimore County, Md.—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WEISSE: A bill (H. R. 16098) granting an increase 
of pension to Frederick Fenz—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. A 

By Mr. BOWERS: A bill (H. R. 16099) for the relief of 
Peter Fairley—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. DALE: A bill (H. R. 16100) granting a pension to 
Bridget Nolan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 16101) granting a pen- 
sion to Alice Pugh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 16102) granting an increase 
of pension to Augusta I. Mauro—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McLACHLAN: A bill (H. R. 16103) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Elizabeth J. Burr—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16104) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel H. Nesbit—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16105) granting an increase of pension to 
Moris R. Vernon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16106) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Hinman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16107) granting an increase of pension to 
V. M. Windbigler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 16108) granting an increase of pension to 
James P. Carlin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16109) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Cline—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16110) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16111) granting an increase of pension to 
Harmon Cook—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16112) granting an increase of pension to 
William M. Probst—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16113) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah J. Foote—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16114) granting an increase of pension to 
Jordon J. Denny—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16115) granting an increase of pension to 
Chester D. Hill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


Also, a bill (H. R. 16116) granting an increase of pension to 
Dollie Backman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16117) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry R. Soxman—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16118) granting a pension to Sarah J. 
Ganly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16119) granting a pension to Margaret 
Constans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16120) granting a pension to Nancy J. 
Mullally—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16121) granting a pension to Lucy G. 
Prince—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16122) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Fred W. Stein—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MEYER: A bill (H. R. 16123) for the relief of the 
heirs of Patrick Dooling—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16124) for the 
relief of the heirs of Dr. Samuel E. Hall, deceased—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15380) granting an increase of pension to Valen- 
tine Gunselman—Committee on Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 14552) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Davey—Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and teferred as follows: 

By Mr. ACHESON: Papers to accompany bill H. R. 252—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of R. L. Mitchell, 
relative to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of Victory Council, No. 443, Junior Order 
United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of J. B. Clinedinst, for the ship subsidy—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petitions of Washington Council and Vesuvius Council, 
No. 116, Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring re- 
striction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Wisconsin: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of M. A. Johnson—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Petition of Binghamton Division, 
Order of Railway Conductors, for bill H. R. 1657—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Buffalo (N. Y.) Credit Men’s Associa- 
tion, against repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of Smith’s Business Col- 
lege, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of David McClure, for bill H. R. 9622—to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of H. C. Stiefel, favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Diamond National Bank, for bill H. R. 
8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Standard Sanitary Manufacturing Com- 
pany, for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

Also, petition of L. W. Walker, relative to the pure-food bill— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Raphael T. Zengschmidt, for amendment of 
the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for forest reservations and preservation of Niagara 
Falls—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, for bill 
H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. BOWERS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Peter 
Fairly—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
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By Mr. BOWERSOCK: Petition of citizens of Humboldt, 
Kans., against a Sunday law—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of Raphael & 
Zeugschinidt, relative to amendment of the pure-food bill—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of F. G. Fricke, favoring restriction of immi- 
gration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Pennsylvania Federation of Women, 
for the forest reservation bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Theodore E. Moreland, for bill S. 2165—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Pennsylvania National Bank, of Pitts- 
burg, for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Also, petition of Smith’s Business College, for repeal of reve- 
tye tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

Also, petition of Davis Camp, Sons of Veterans, against bill 
H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Colonel John I. Nevin Camp, No. 33, against 
pill H. R. 8181—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, for bill 
H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, 

Also, petition of Local Union No. 551, for repeal of revenue 
fre on denaturized alecohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Petition of Canaan (Me.) Grange, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Hartland, Me., against religious 
legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: Petition of George F. Dunn, 
favoring the President’s railway rate policy—to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CANDLER: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of 
M. P. Kimberly—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: Petition of citizens of Gratiot County 
and 168 citizens of Mescota County, Mich., against Sunday leg- 
islation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Petition of H. C. Andrews, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Epworth League of the First Methodist 
Episcopal Church of Minneapolis, Minn., against canteens in the 
United States Army—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary Schoske—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of the Buffalo Credit Men’s Associa- 
tion, against repeal of the bankruptcy bill—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Linnæan Society of the City and State of 
New York, for bill S. 2966—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ELLERBE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Charles D. Quick, heir of Moses Quick—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Moses Quick—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FLACK: Petition of citizens of St. Lawrence County, 
N. V., against bills H. R. 10510 and 3022 —to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FOWLER: Petition of Union No. 59, Brotherhood of 
Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Division No. 688, Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers, of Elizabeth, N. J., for the Bates-Penrose bill—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. ° 

Also, petition of the Charles C. Dilts Company, for two classes 
of mail matter only—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Grange No. 105, and Warren Grange, No. 110, 
Patrons of Husbandry, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alecohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Sandwich (III.) Manufac- 
turing Company, against the metric system—to the Committee 
on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of H. M. Greener, against a parcels-post law— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Newport News Central Labor Union, for 
the ship-subsidy bill—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 


Also, petition of the American Protective Tariff League et al., 
against amendment of the tariff laws—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Morris, III., for the Heyburn 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. GOEBEL: Petition of Liberty Bell Council, No. 112, 
Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of im- 
. the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 

on. 

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Petition of the adjutant-general of 
the National Guard of New York, for increasing the efficiency 
of the militia—to the Committee on Militia. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Ex- 
change, for bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Colonel John I. Nevin Camp, Sons of Vet- 
ee against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Naval Af- 

airs. 

Also, petition of Smith’s Business College, for repeal of rev- 
oon tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

Also, petition of the First National Bank of Allegheny, Pa., 
against bill H. R. 48; the Standard Sanitary Manufacturing 
Company, for bill H. R. 8978; the Diamond National Bank, 
against bill H. R. 8973; the Second National Bank of Pittsburg, 
against bill H. R. 48, and Douglass & Fife, against bill H. R. 
48—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of L. W. Walker, for the Heyburn pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for the forest reservation bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Thomas C. Blaisdell, for bill H. R. 1050—to 
the Committee on Education. 

By Mr. GRANGER: Petition of the Second Baptist Church 
or East Providence, for the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Com- 
mittee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of the Central Labor Union of 
New London, Conn., against any change in the Chinese-exclusion 
act—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: Petition of the New London 
Central Labor Union, against bill H. R. 12973—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Charles H. Bradley et al., for the White 
Mountains forest reserye—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Central Labor Union of Hartford, Conn., 
against bill H. R. 1297—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of the Essex 
Trades Council, of Newark, N. J., against a reduction of the 
duty on harnesses—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Golden Rule Council, of New Jersey, favoring 
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Samuel Jewell— 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Ex- 
change, for bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of Butler County, Pa., for bill H. R. 
13655—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of citizens of 
Washington, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAFTEAN: Petition of the Federation of Trades 
Unions of York, Pa., against bill H. R.-12973—to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of J. B. Clinedinst, relative to 
promotion of the American merchant marine—to the Committee 
on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Linnzean Society of New York, for bills 
S. 2966 and 3602 and H. R. 13193—to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

Also, petition of C. A. Stupplebeen, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of citizens of Michigan, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for bill H. R. 10099—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for bill H. R. 180 (the 
good-roads bill)—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for retention of the tax 
of 10 cents per pound on imitation butter—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. t 
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Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for a law for an experi- 
mental parcels post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MoCLEARY of Minnesota: Paper to accompany bill 
for relief of J. Ebenezer A. Rice—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MACON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of heirs 
of John McNulty—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of John H. Duncan—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of W. N. Hessey—to 
the Committee on, War Claims. 

By Mr. MORRELL: Petition of the National Board of Trade, 
for 1-cent postage—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the National Board of Trade, for reciprocity 
treaties—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Board of Trade, for trade-mark 
legislation—to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of George W. Norris, against any 
pee ares bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 

oads. . 

By Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina: Petition of the 
Hibernian Benevolent Society, of Wilmington, N. C., for a 
statue to Commodore Barry—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of Auburn (N. Y.) Local Union, 
Robert J. Burnett et al., and H. B. Kennedy et al., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POWERS: Petition of citizens of Maine, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Carrie A. Conley—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Augusta Commers Camp, No. 23, Sons of 
Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military 
‘Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany bill H. R. 7036 (the Johnstown 
Koho vanding bill)—to the Committee on Public Buildings and 

rounds. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Samuel A. Gilliland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of the Linnæan Society of New York, 
for bills S. 2966 and H. R. 13193—to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

Also, petition of the Musicians’ Protective Association of 
Buffalo, N. Y., against permitting enlisted men to compete with 
citizen musicians—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: Petition of the American Bankers’ 
‘Association, against bill H. R. 48—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the First National Bank of Stroudsburg, Pa., 
and the Worthington National Bank, favoring bill H. R. 8973— 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Workmen’s Federation of New York, 
against the Littlefield bill—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Captain O. A. Luckenbach Camp, No. 182, of 
Bethlehem, Pa., and Robert Oldham Camp, Sons of Veterans, 
for an amendment to bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Also, petition of Local Union, No. 1064, of Stroudsburg, Pa., 


Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of | 


America, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma, against Guthrie as the 
capital—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of M. A. Beahan, of Bethlehem, Pa., for pris- 
oners of war bill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., for 1-cent postage—to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen. Lodge 
No. 292, for bill H. R. 7041—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Packer Lodge, No. 85, and Old Hundred 
Lodge, No. 100, Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, for the 
Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of railway men of Easton, Pa., for the Be tes- 
Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIBLEY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of R. A. 
Grazier et al.—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: Petition of C. A. Blackston 


and 122 other citizens of Kent County, Md., against bills H. R. 
3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petitions of the Young People’s Christian Endeavor So- 
ciety of Oxford and the Christian Endeavor Society of Hurlack, 
Md., against liquor selling in Government buildings—to the Com- 
mittee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of the Audubon Society, for bill 
S. 2966—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Linnean Society of New York, for bills 
S. 2966 and 3602—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men's Association, 
against repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Protective Tariff League, against amend- 
ment of the tariff laws—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Losier Motor Company, against bill S. 
4094—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of A. M. Graham, against the Army canteen-—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Nelson H. Henry, for bill H. R. 7136—to the 
Committee on Militia. 

Also, petition of the Buffalo Credit Men’s Association, against 
repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of New York Chapter, American Institute of 
Architects, against a duty on art works—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the New York State Sheep Breeders’ Asso- 
ciation, for bill H. R. 345—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Charities Aid Association, for a 
bureau for the benefit of children—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of the New York Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, 
against bill H. R. 4488—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the United States Brewers’ Association, for a 
judicial court in the Orient—to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs 

Also, petition of the New Jersey Pharmaceutical Association, 
relative to the Mann patent bill—to the Committee on Patents, 

Also, petition of the Postum Cereal Company, relative to a 
pure-food law—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of the New York Board of Trade and Trans- 
portation, for a breakwater at Point Judith—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Green B. Raum, for bill S. 2162—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Austin Nichols & Co., for an improved con- 
sular service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: Petition of the Essex Trades Coun- 
cil, of Newark, N. J., against a reduction of the duty on harness— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WEBB: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Stephen 
M. Dayis—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Raleigh (N. C.) Clearing House Asso- 
ciation, for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


SENATE. 


Monpay, March 5, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed- 
ings of Friday last, when, on request of Mr. GALLINGER and by 
unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 


ORDINANCES OF PORTO RICO. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of State, transmitting, pursuant to law, 


two ordinances enacted by the executive council of Porto Rico, 
with the approval of the governor thereof, granting to Messrs, 


' Clauzell & Verges the right to take and use for irrigation 
| purposes 60 liters of water per second from the brook “ Greo,” 
in the municipal district of Guayama, and to Messrs. Antonio 


Monroig e Hijos the right to take and use 120 liters of water 
per second from the Bayamon River for industrial purposes in 
connection with their sugar factory in the municipal district of 
Bayamon; which, with the accompanying papers, was referred 
to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

TRADE CONDITIONS IN MEXICO. 


The VICH-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, transmitting, 
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pursuant to law, the final report of Special Agent Charles M. 
Pepper on trade conditions in Mexico; which, with the accom- 
panying paper, was referred to the Committee on Finance, and 
ordered to be printed. 


DISTRICT EXCISE BOARD, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate, pursuant to 
law, the report of the operations of the excise board of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for the fiscal year ended October 31, 1905; 
which was referred to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, and ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. C. R. 
McKenney, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the following bills; in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 

II. R. 6. An act for the relief of the Monongahela Iron and 
Steel Company, of Pittsburg, Pa.; 

II. R. 3649. An act for the relief of Zenos Parker; 

H. R. 4580. An act for the relief of Bland & Parks, of Waxa- 
hachie, Tex. ; 

H. R. 4736. An act for the relief of the county of Custer, State 
of Montana ; 

H. R. 5167. An act for the relief of William H. Stiner & Sons; 

H. R. 5221. An act for the relief of Edward King, of Niagara 
Falls, in the State of New York ; 

H. R. 5223. An act to reimburse Quong Hong Yick for one case 
of opium erroneously condemned and sold by the United States; 

H. R. 5954. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to issue duplicate gold certificate, in lieu of one lost, to Lincoln 
National Bank, of Lincoln, III.; 

II. R. 6101. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles M. 
Demarest, deceased ; 

H. R. 7144. An act for the relief of Aaron Everly; 

H. R. 7709. An act for the relief of Joseph Crow ; 

IT. R. 7771. An act for the relief of Judd O. Hartzell; 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of G. F. Tarbell ; 

H. R. 8717. An act for the relief of Jacob Pickens ; 

H. R. 9528. An act to reimburse Fred Dickson for loss of his 
tools throfigh the fire which destroyed the engine house at Fort 
Duchesne, Utah, on September 19, 1902; 

H. R. 10584. An act for the relief of F. H. Driscoll; 

H. R. 12028. An act granting relief to John W. Donovan; 

H. R. 12286. An act granting relief to the estate of James 
Stanley, deceased ; 

H. R. 12560. An act for the relief of John C. Lynch; 

H. R. 13154. An act for the relief of John T. Irion; 

H. R. 13247. An act for the relief of John H. Tharp, of Ever- 
sonville, Mo.; 

H. R. 13735. An act for the relief of John Purkapile; 

H. R. 13946. An act for the relief of Charles L. Allen; 

H. R. 14844. An act for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin; 
and 

H. R. 14467. An act for the relief of Capt. George E. Pickett, 
paymaster, United States Army. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Associa- 
tion of Mexican War Veterans of the State of Missouri, praying 
for the enactment of legislation to increase the pensions of sur- 
vivors of the Mexican war; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

Mr. PLATT presented a petition of sundry citizens of Reed 
Corners, N. Y., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the 
Constitution to prohibit polygamy; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a memorial of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Rochester, N. Y., and a memorial of the Credit Men’s Associa- 
tion of New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against the repeal 
of the present national bankruptcy law; which were referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of Dolan Lodge, No. 201, Inter- 
national Association of Machinists, of Washington, D. C., pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation to regulate the compensation 
of skilled mechanics employed in the Naval Gun Factory at the 
navy-yard in that city; which was referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Batavia, 
Buffalo, Fredonia, New York City, Glens Falls, Leonardsville, 
Little Genessee, Baldwinsville, and of Local Grange No. 954, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Whallonsburg, all in the State of New 
York, praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the 
duty on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Committee on Indian Mis- 


sions of St. George’s Church, of New York City, N. Y., praying 
for the enactment of legislation granting relief to the natives of 
the territory of Alaska; which was referred to the Committee 
on Territories. 

He also presented a petition of the Linnean Society, of New 
York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to pro- 
tect animals, birds, and fish in the national forest reserves; 
which was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations 
and the Protection of Game. 

He also presented a petition of the Linnean Society, of New 
York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
prohibit the killing of wild birds and animals in the District of 
Columbia; which was referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. BURNHAM presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Concord, N. H., praying for the enactment of legislation grant- 
ing pensions to Army nurses of the civil war; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented the petition of George Emory Fellows, 
president of the University of Maine, Orono, Me., and the peti- 
tion of Edmund J. James, president of the University of Illinois, 
Urbana, Ill., praying that increased appropriation be made for 
the support of agricultural experiment stations; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a petition of the Citizens’ League of Ari- 
zona, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit gam- 
bling in the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico when ad- 
mitted to statehood; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Osage tribe of Indians, 
of Oklahoma Territory, praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion to constitute the Osage Indian Reservation as one county 
in Oklahoma Territory when admitted to statehood; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of Edwin R. Cutter Sons of 
Veterans Camp, No. 21, of East Jaffrey, N. H., remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation to prohibit the wearing of 
the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Reyenue- 
Cutter Service; which was referred to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Mr. BURROWS presented a petition of the military board of 
Lansing, Mich., praying for the adoption of the provision in the 
Army appropriation bill relative to summer or concentration 
camps for the Army; which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also presented a memorial of the Hildreth Motor Pump 
Company, of Lansing, Mich., and a memorial of the Charles A. 
Strelinger Company, of Detroit, Mich., remonstrating against 
the enactment of legislation to amend section 4426 of the Re- 
vised Statutes for the regulation of motor boats; which were 
ordered to lie on the table, 

He also presented a petition of Hermione Lodge, No. 41, 
Knights of Pythias, of Allegan, Mich., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to restrict immigration; which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of Local Division No. 1, Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Engineers, of Detroit, Mich., praying for the 
passage of the so-called“ employers’ liability bill; ” which was 
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Michigan Society, Sons 
of the American Revolution, of Detroit, Mich., praying for the 
enactment of legislation providing for the purchase of the Tem- 
ple Farm, at Yorktown, Va.; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

He also presented a memorial of the Albion State Bank, 
of Albion, Mich., remonstrating against the enactment of leg- 
islation to establish the postal savings bank system; which 
was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Ronds. 

He also presented a petition of the State Farmers’ Institute, 
of Michigan, praying that increased appropriations be made for 
the support of agricultural experiment stations; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Reading Club, 
of Manistique, Mich., and a petition of sundry citizens of 
Michigan, praying for an investigation of the charges made and 
filed against Hon. REED Smoot, a Senator from the State of 
Utah; which were referred to the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections. 

He also presented a petition of Adams Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Hillsdale County, Mich., and the petition of 
Moffett & Skinner, of Flint, Mich., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions of the Central City Soap Com- 
pany, of Jackson; of the W. B. Hill Company, of Detrott; of 
Hillsdale Grange, No. 77, Patrons of Husbandry, of Hillsdale; 
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of Perkins & Co., of Grand Rapids; of McDonnell Brothers 
Company, of Detroit; and of the Page Woven Wire Fence 
Company, of Adrian, all in the State of Michigan, praying for 
the passage of the so-called “Hepburn railroad rate bill;“ 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PERKINS presented a petition of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of San Francisco, Cal., praying for the enactment of 
legislation making appropriations as loans to the reclamation 
fund; which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

He also presented a petition of the Associated Veterans of 
the Mexican War, of San Francisco, Cal., praying for the en- 
actment of legislation granting an increase of pensions in cer- 
tain cases to soldiers of the Mexican war; which was referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of California, 
praying for an inyestigation of the existing conditions in the 
Kongo Free State; which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of California, 
and a memorial of the City Front Federation of San Francisco, 
Cal., remonstrating against the passage of the so-called 
“ Chinese-restriction bill;” which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce 
of San Francisco, Cal., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Audubon Society of Ore- 
gon, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the 

-killing of birds in the various forest reservations in the United 
States ; which was referred to the Committee on Forest Reserva- 
tions and the Protection of Game. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented the petition of James B. Robin- 
son, of Washington, D. C., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion to extend the Capital Traction Company's track along 
Florida avenue to Eighth street east, thence to Connecticut 
avenue, with tracks running to the navy-yard; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Audubon Society of the 
State of Wisconsin, praying for the enactment of legislation to 
prohibit the killing of wild birds and animals in the District 
of Columbia; which was referred to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Mass Meeting Committee 
for Improyed Street Car Service of the District of Columbia, 
praying for the enactment of legislation to compel the Wash- 
ington Railway and Electric Company to run cars over subtir- 
ban lines in the District of Columbia as often as public conven- 
ience may require; which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. NIXON presented a petition of Wadsworth Lodge, No. 76, 
International Association of Machinists, of Sparks, Ney., pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation regulating the compensation 
of skilled mechanics employed in the Naval Gun Factory, Wash- 
ington Nayy-Yard, D. C.; which was referred to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. BRANDEGED presented a memorial of the American 
Protective League of New York City, N. Y., remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called Philippine tariff bill; “ 
which was referred to the Committee on the Philippines. 

He also presented a petition of Lyme Grange, No. 147, Pa- 
trons of Husbandry, of Connecticut, praying for the passage 
of the so-called“ parcels-post bill;“ which was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union, 
American Federation of Labor, of New London, Conn., remon- 
strating against the enactment of legislation to prohibit the 
coming of Chinese laborers into the United States, and also 
against the repeal of the present Chinese-exclusion law; which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union, 
American Federation of Labor, of Hartford, Conn., remonstrat- 
ing against the repeal of the present Chinese-exclusion law; 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Stamford, 
Conn., praying for an investigation of the existing conditions 
in the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. ELKINS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Buckhannon, W. Va., remonstrating against the enactment of 
legislation combining third and fourth class mail matter at a 
low rate of postage as recommended by the Postmaster-General ; 
which was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post- 
Roads. 

He also presented petitions of the First National Bank of 


Salem, W. Va.; the First National Bank of Mannington, W. Va., 
and the Merchants’ National Bank, of Point Pleasant, W. Va., 
praying for the enactment of legislation permitting national 
banks to loan 10 per cent of their capital and surplus; which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 2237) for 
the relief of D. B. Barbour and A. P. Gladden, copartners doing 
business under the firm name of Brown, Barbour & Gladden; 
which was referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. PENROSE presented petitions of the East End Woman’s 
Christian Temperance Union of Pittsburg, of 300 citizens of 
Sharon, and the Woman’s Home Missionary Society of Belle- 
vue, all in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment 
of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in 
public buildings, grounds, and ships; which were referred to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

He also presented a petition of 8,000 members of the Junior 
Order of American Mechanics in the State of Kentucky, pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration; 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. LONG presented a memorial of the Commercial Club of 
Arkansas City, Kans., remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called “ parcels-post bill;” which was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 4552) for 
the relief of William Fletcher; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

Mr. WARNER presented a paper to accompany the bill (8. 
2505) granting a pension to Edwin F. Foster, alias Paul Gillon; 
which was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented an affidavit to accompany the bill (S. 4515) 
for the relief of Charles H. Sloan; which was referred to the 
Committee on Claims, 

Mr. BURKETT presented a petition of the Commercial Club 
of Council Bluffs, lowa, praying for the passage of the so-called 
“Hepburn railroad rate bill;” which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union, 
American Federation of Labor, of Fremont, Nebr., remonstrating 
against the repeal of the present Chinese-exclusion law; which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of Local Division No. 183, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Omaha, Nebr., praying 
for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill,” and 
also the “anti-injunction bill;” which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Omaha Clearing House 
Association, of Omaha, Nebr., praying for the adoption of an 
amendment to section 5200 of the Revised Statutes relating to 
clearing houses; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented sundry affidavits to accompany the bill 
(S. 4645) granting an increase of pension to Samuel L. Davis; 
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. / 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 2645) 
granting an increase of pension to C. C. Pace; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. ALLISON. I present a concurrent resolution of the legis- 
lature of the State of Iowa, relative to the enactment of a pure- 
food law. I ask that the concurrent resolution be printed in 
the Recorp and lie upon the table, as that matter has already 
been disposed of by the Senate. 

There being no objection, the concurrent resolution was or- 
ordered to lie on the table, and to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION, 

Whereas we deem the enactment of a pure-food law by Congress to be 
of great importance and of vital interest to the people of Iowa, and to 
5 of the honest wholesaler and retailer of this State: There- 

Resolved by the senate of the egia Atala general assembly (the house 
concurring), That our Senators and Representatives in Congress be re- 
quested to take early, earnest, and persistent action, and to use their 
efforts to further the enactment of such a law. 

Sec. 2. That copies of this resolution, properly authenticated, be sent 
by the secretary of state to each of our Senators and Representatives 
now in Con „ and to the Senators and Representatives from the 


States of Missouri, Minnesota, and Nebraska, and to the Secretary of 
Agriculture at Washington, D. C. 
STATE or Iowa, 

Office of Secretary of State: 

I, W. B. Martin, secretary of state of the State of Iowa, do hereby 
certify that the attached instrument is a true copy of concurrent reso- 
lution adopted by aie thirty-first general assembly of the State of Iowa 
February 24, A. D. 1906, 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto. set my hand and affixed the 
seal of the secretary of state of the State of Iowa. 

Done at Des Moines, the capital of the State, March 1, A. D. 1906. 

[SEAL.] W. B. MARTIN, Secretary of State. 
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STATISTICS RELATING TO SUGAR. 


Mr. LODGE. I present statistics on the movement and prog- 
ress of sugar, prepared by the Bureau of Statistics, Department 
of Commerce and Labor, with a letter from the head of the 
Department. These statistics were asked for by the Commit- 
tee on the Philippines and have just come in. They are very 
valuable statistics. I move that they be printed as a document. 

The motion was agreed to. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Ms. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 13103) making appropriations for the payment 
of invalid and other pensions of the United States for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1907, and for other purposes; 

A bill (S. 975) granting an increase of pension to James 
Shaffer ; 

A bill (S. 4689) granting an increase of pension to John 
Brown; 

A bill (S. 4146) granting a pension to John W. Hall; 

A bill (S. 4233) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
M. Barnes; and 

A bill (S. 829) granting an increase of pension to James Gan- 
non. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3641) granting an increase of pension 
to William P. Marshall, reported it with amendments, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3766) granting an increase of pension to Lyman J. 
Slate 

A bill (S. 1349) granting an increase of pension to Daniel C. 
Earle 

A bill (S. 3419) granting an increase of pension to Joseph H. 
Beale; and 

A bill (S. 3520) granting a pension to Ada A. Thompson. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 1667) granting an increase of pension 
to John A. Stockwell, reported it with amendments, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4324) granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Noble; and 

A bill (S. 4325) granting an increase of pension to Jabez 
Miller. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3839) granting an increase of pension to 
John T. Brothers, reported it with an amendment, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4424) granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
Tolles; 

A bill (H. R. 1809) granting a pension to Lener McNabb; 

A bill (H. R. 3811) granting an increase of pension to James 
White ; 

A bill (A. R. 8218) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
C. Spangler ; 

A bill (H. R. 2264) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
McAnally ; 

A bill (H. R. 2344) granting an increase of pension to Selden 
C. Clobridge ; 

A bill (H. R. 2749) granting an increase of pension to Agnes 
Flynn; and 

A bill (H. R. 10399) granting an increase of pension to John 
H. H. Sands. 

Mr. ALGER, from the mmittee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them each with an amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4106) granting an increase of pension to Katherine 
Wills; and 

A bill (S. 337) granting an increase of pension to Lydia Ann 


ones. 
Mr. ALGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 
A bill (S. 4180) granting an increase of pension to William C. 


Quigley ; 


A bill (H. R. 550) granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 
tt . 


8 A bill (H. R. 3418) granting an increase of pension to John 
nouse; 

A bill (H. R. 3397) granting an increase of pension to Nicho- 
las Chrisler; 

A bill (H. R. 2443) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Mower; 

A bill (H. R. 12565) granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Kincaid; 

A bill (H. R. 13165) granting a pension to Martin Nolan ; 

A bill (H. R. 13161) granting a pension to Cynthia A. Embry; 

A bill (H. R. 13166) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Evans; 
e, bill (H. R. 1566) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

A bill (H. R. 12955) granting a pension to Lyman Critchfield, 


jr. 

4 bill (II. R. 12516) granting a pension to James S. Randall; 

A bill (H. R. 2614) granting a pension to General M. Brown; 

P bill (H. R. 13282) granting a pension to Lydia B. Bevan; 
an 

A bill (H. R. 628) granting a pension to David L. Finch. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally with amend- 
ments, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4612) granting a pension to Jesse A. Thomas; and 

A bill (S. 2577) granting an increase of pension to F. M. 
Lynch. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them each with an amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4775) granting an increase of pension to Thomas A. 
Maulsby ; 

A bill (S. 2574) granting an increase of pension to Parker 
Pritchard ; 

A bill (S. 2575) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
W. Waugh; and 
85 bill (S. 3653) granting an increase of pension to Francis J. 

Leffer. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4717) granting an increase of pension to Ellen A. 
Gibbon ; 

A bill (H. R. 484) granting a pension to William Mayer; 

A bill (H. R. 485) granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Bantom; and 

A bill (H. R. 1569) granting a pension to Elizabeth Murray. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to whom was referred the amendment submitted by Mr. LODGE 
on January 8, 1906, proposing to appropriate $3,410 for paving 
Massachusetts avenue from Sheridan circle to Decatur street, in 
the District of Columbia, intended to be proposed to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia appropriation bill, submitted a favorable re- 
port thereon, and moved that it be referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations and printed; which was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 2736) granting an increase of pension to 
James Williams, reported it with an amendment, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 2245) granting an increase of pension to Troy 
Moore; 

A bill (H. R. 2736) granting a pension to William Merideth; 

A RAU Ms R. 2244) granting an increase of pension to Fred 
Dilg; 

A bi tH. R. 2088) granting an increase of pension to Sewall 
A. Edwards. 

Mr. GEARIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3893) granting an increase of pension to 
David C. Howard, reported it with amendments, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them each with an amendment, and sub- 
mittee reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 249) granting an increase of pension to Alfred F. 


Sears ; 

A bill (S. 1837) granting an increase of pension to Philip 
Gavin; and 

A bill (S. 4409) granting an increase of pension to James W. 
Linnahan. 
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Mr. GEARIN (for Mr. Carmack), from the Committee on 
Pensions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1338) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas Claiborne, reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 14515) making it a misde- 
meanor in the District of Columbia to abandon or willfully neg- 
lect to provide for the support and maintenance by any person 
of his wife or of his or her minor children in destitute or neces- 
sitous circumstances, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. GEARIN. I move that the bill (S. 4303) making it a 
misdemeanor in the District of Columbia to abandon or willfully 
neglect to provide for the support and maintenance by any per- 
son of his wife or of his or her minor children in destitute or 
necessitous circumstances, being Order of Business 982 on the 
Calendar, be indefinitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1919) granting an increase of pension to Louise M. 
Wynkoop; and 

A bill (S. 3676) granting an increase of pension to James M. 
McCorkle. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 2953) granting an increase of pension to Mary L. 
Burr ; and 

A bill (S. 1105) granting an increase of pension to Harriet 
Williams. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with 
‘amendments, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4473) granting a pension to Hannah Caroline Peter- 
son; and 

A bill (S. 4288) granting an increase of pension to William 
E. Anderson. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3232) granting an increase of pension 
to Mary Jane Schnure, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 5614) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Cone; 

A bill (H. R. 2080) granting an increase of pension to Sydney 
A. Asson; 

A bill (H. R. 1962) granting an increase of pension to George 
C. Myers; 

A bill (H. R. 2991) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
F. Landes; 

A bill (H. R. 4219) granting an increase of pension to John 
C. Keener ; 

A bill (H. R. 1553) granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
J. Fulmer ; and 

A bill (H. R. 11416) granting an increase of pension to Lizzie 
Belk. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1614) granting a pension to Kate E. Young; and 
_A bill (S. 3618) granting an increase of pension to Martha E. 
Wardlaw. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2351) granting an increase of pension 
to Antoinette A. Darnall, reported it with amendments, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 2705) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
W. Perkins; 

A bill (H. R. 1137) granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham M. Kaufman; 

A bill (H. R. 1071) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Keech; and 
pen bill (H. R. 10677) granting a pension to Maria Elizabeth 

osey. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I am directed by the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1887) 
to restore the name of California avenue in the city of Wash- 
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ington, to report it adversely, and move its indefinite postpone- 
ment. A similar House bill has already passed the Senate. 


The motion was a to. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE, from the Committee on Public Health and 
National Quarantine, to whom was referred the bill (S. 4250) 
to further enlarge the powers and authority of the Public 
Health and Marine-Hospital Service, and to impose further 
duties thereon, reported it with amendments. 

Mr. STONE, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3994) to authorize the Court of Claims 
to consider the claims of Charles F. Winton, deceased, and 
others, against the Mississippi Choctaws, for services rendered 
and expenses incurred, reported it without amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. GAMBLE, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 1802) to regulate the use by the 
public of reservoir sites located upon the public lands of the 
United States, reported it without amendment, and submitted a 
report thereon. 

Mr. DUBOIS, from the Committee on Irrigation, reported the 
following, bill (S. 4862) allowing settlers with permanent im- 
provements on the town sites of Heyburn and Rupert, in Idaho, 
to buy lots on which said improvements are located at an ap- 
praised price for cash; which was read the first and second 
times, and, by unanimous consent, considered, read the third 
time, and passed. 

COURTS IN TEXAS. 


Mr. CULBERSON. I am directed by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8977) to create 
a new division of the western judicial district of Texas, and to 
Provide for terms of court at Delrio, Tex., and for a clerk for 
said court, and for other purposes, to report it favorably with- 
out amendment. I ask for its present consideration. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BRIDGES OVER TENNESSEE AND CUMBERLAND RIVERS. 


Mr. CLAY. I am instructed by the Committee on Commerce, 
to whom were referred the bill (H. R. 14589) to authorize the 
Cairo and Tennessee River Railroad Company to construct a 
bridge across the Tennessee River, and the bill (H. R. 14590) 
to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee River Railroad Company 
to construct a bridge across Cumberland River, to report them 
favorably, without amendment. At the request of the senior 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BLACKBURN], I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bills. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 14589 / to authorize 
the Cairo and Tennessee River Railroad Company to construct 
a bridge across the Tennessee River. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 14590) to authorize 
the Cairo and Tennessee River Railroad Company to construct 
a bridge across Cumberland River. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS INTRODUCED, 


Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (S. 4844) to prohibit the ship- 
ment of gunpowder and other explosives or inflammable sub- 
stances on railroads engaged in interstate commerce by decep- 
tive marking, inyoice, or shipping order, and providing penalties 
therefor; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4845) to aid in the erection of a 
monument or memorial at Rich Mountain, W. Va., to com- 
memorate the battle of the civil war fought at that point; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4846) for the relief of the estate 
of Jeremiah Kibler, deceased; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4847) granting a pension to James Richards; 

A bill (S. 4848) granting a pension to Sampson Snyder; and 

A bill (S. 4849) granting a pension to Julia A. Johnson. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM introduced a bill (S. 4850) to amend the 
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code of the District of Columbia relative to betting, gambling, 
bookmaking, and pool selling; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4851) granting an increase of pension to Charles C. 
Cornwell ; 

A bill (S. 4852) granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Reeder (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4853) granting a pension to Frances E. Taylor; and 

A bill (S. 4854) granting a pension to Etta C. Polhamus. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs: 

A bill (S. 4855) to correct the military record of Malachi 
Mannion (with accompanying papers) ; and 

A bill (S. 4856) to amend section 4875 of the Revised Statutes 
to provide a compensation of $100 per month, with fuel and 
quarters, for the superintendent of the Arlington, Va., National 
Cemetery. * 

Mr. MeLAURIN introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4857) for the relief of the heirs of Tillman Whatley, 
deceased (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4858) for the relief of the heirs of Mrs. Elizabeth 
Hynes, deceased (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4859) for the relief of the heirs of Isaac Whitaker, 
deceased (with accompanying papers) ; and 

A bill (S. 4860) for the relief of Peter Fairley. 

Mr. DUBOIS introduced a bill (S. 4861) making appropria- 

tions for the survey of public lands in the Philippine Islands 
and for educational purposes in the Philippine Islands; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the 
Philippines. 
Mr. TALIAFERRO introduced a bill (S. 4863) for the relief 
of Edward Nelson, Joseph A. McDonald, Z. T. Merritt, and B. L. 
White, or their legal representatives; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. McCRBARY introduced a bill (S. 4864) for the relief of 
the heirs of John H. Waters, deceased; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4865) granting an increase of 
pension to James W. Muncy; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. FRAZIER introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4866) for the relief of the estate of William Haynes 
Kilby, deceased (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4867) for the relief of the heirs of T. N. Ferrell, 
deceased (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4868) for the relief of Columbus M. Justus (with 
accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4869) for the relief of John M. B. Walker; and 

A bill (S. 4870) for the relief of John M. B. Walker, adminis- 
trator of the estate of James Walker, deceased. 

Mr. FRAZIER introduced a bill (S. 4871) to build a lodge at 
national cemetery at Knoxville, Tenn.; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. MILLARD introduced a bill (S. 4872) to amend section 
5153 of the Revised Statutes of the United States; which was 
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND introduced the following bills; which 
were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4873) granting an increase of pension to D. L. Ross; 

A bill (S. 4874) granting an increase of pension to Hial E. 
Wylie; and 

A bill (S. 4875) granting an increase of pension to Nathan S. 


Wood. 

Mr. HET BURN introduced a bill (S. 4876) to authorize the 
sale and disposition of surplus or unallotted lands of the Coeur 
d'Alene Indian Reservation, in the State of Idaho, and for other 
purposes; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. McCUMBER (by request) introduced a bill (S. 4877) 
granting an increase of pension to Amanda O. Webber; which 
5 ~~ twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 

ensions. 


Mr. ALGER introduced the following bills; which were sey- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4878) granting a pension to Frank E. Somers (with 
an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4879) granting an increase of pension to Nellie 
Baker; and 

A bill (S. 4880) granting a pension to Emma K. Tourgee. 

Mr. LONG introduced the following bills; which were sey- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4881) for the relief of sundry persons who suffered 
losses by fire set by United States troops at Lawton, Okla., in 
order to saye Government property; and 

A bill (S. 4882) for the relief of the board of county com- 
missioners of Shawnee County, Kans. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 4883) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Lindsay Murdock; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. OVERMAN introduced a bill (S. 4884) for the relief of 
the estate of B. L. Robinson, deceased; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 39) 
authorizing the appointment of three commissioners to meet 
commissioners from the Dominion of Canada and to investi- 
gate and report on the condition of the Red River of the North, 
and for other purposes; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. HEYBURN submitted an amendment proposing to ap- 
propriate $1,250 for separate State and Territorial maps, in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the legislative, executive, and 
judicial bill; which was referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. STONE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States, and to enable the peo- 
ple of New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States; which was ordered to lie on 
the table and be printed. 

Mr. BURKETT submitted an amendment proposing to ap- 
propriate $200,000 for the construction of barracks and quar- 
ters at Fort Niobrara, Nebr., intended to be proposed by him 
to the Army appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


PRACTICE OF PHARMACY AND SALE OF POISONS. 


Mr. GALLINGHR. I move that the bill (H. R. 8997) to reg- 
ulate the practice of pharmacy and sale of poisons in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes, be recommitted to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, it having developed that 
a hearing will haye to be held on the bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 


STATE RAILROAD COMMISSIONS. 


Mr. KNOX. Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask that 
there may be printed in the Recorp extracts from the statutes 
of the different States of the Union bearing upon the right of 
review in the courts of decisions of the State railroad commis- 
sions, and also bearing upon the right of the railroads to de- 
fend in the courts against orders made by the commissions. I 
offer this paper because I think it may contribute something to 
the information of the Senate and to those members of the 
Senate who are considering this question. I ask that it be 
printed as prepared, a certain portion being italicized to bring 
out the points I have suggested, namely, the right of review and 
the right of defense against the order of the Commission. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I ask the Senator from Pennsylvania 
why not have it also printed as a document for the use of the 
Senate? The document form is much more convenient. 

Mr. KNOX. Very well; I will request that it also be printed 
as a document, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
requests that the extracts he has sent to the desk be also 
printed as a document. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HALE. I should like to have the paper read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary, 
will read it. 
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The Secretary read as follows: 


Provisions in the statutes of the several States with regard to review 
of orders of State railroad commissions, or defense against the en- 
forcement of such orders. 


ALABAMA, 


Sec. 25. That whenever any person or corporation operating a rail- 
road fails or refuses to comply with any order of the railroad commis- 
sion, it shall be the duty of said commission, through its president, to 
certify to the attorney-general the facts of such failure or refusal, to- 
gether with a certified copy of the order made by said commission in 
such matter, whereupon it shall be the duty of the attorney-general or 
some attorney at law to be by him appointed to immediately file in the 
circuit, chancery, city court, or court of like jurisdiction, speroprate 
pleadings in the way of a complaint, petition, or bill, as may n ac- 
cordance with the rules of pleading and practice in such cases, or cases 
of similar nature, setting out the name and the style of the case heard 
before the railroad commission, the relief asked for, and the order of 
the commission granting such relief, or if such order is made by the 
commission on its own motion, such statement shall simply set out the 
order of the commission, the name of the railroad or railroads to which 
such order was directed, with the averment that said railroad or rail- 
roads have refused or failed within the time required by such order 
to comply therewith, and conclude with the prayer that such railroad 
or railroads be compelled, by mandamus or injunction, to carry out 
said order of the railroad commission. 

Sec. 26. That upon the trial of ‘said cause the order of the railroad 
commission shall prima facie evidence that the thing ordered to be 
done was correct, reasonable, and just, and the burden of showing that 
such order is not correct, reasonable, and just, shall be upon the rail- 
road or railroads failing or refusing to comply with the order of said 
railroad commission. 

Sec. 29. That upon the final hearing of said cause either party may 
appeal within thirty days from the judgment of said court to the su- 
preme court of Alabama. Said railroad commission may take such 
appeal without filing any bond; but said railroad or railroads shall, 

ore taking such appeal, be required to enter into bond with good 
and sufficient securi n such sum as may be required by the judge of 
the court trying such case, and which, in the judgment of said judge, 
may be sufficient to pay the costs of said suit and all damages grow- 
ing out of said suit to any person by reason of the delay of the en- 
forcement of the order of said railroad commission, and said bond to 
be approved by said judge of said court. (Act of February 28, 1903; 
General Acts of 1903, pp. 104—106.) ; 

ARKANSAS. 


Sec. 6813. * * * The commission shall institute such action, 
and actions for the recovery of the nalties prescribed in this act, 
through the prosecuting attorney of the proper district, and no such 
sult shall be dismi or compromised without the consent of the 
court and of said commissioners; and the prosecuting attorney shall 
be allowed a fee by the court not to exceed twenty-five per cent of the 
amount collected; and if aor pronoco Sink attorney shall neglect for 
fifteen days after notice to soo Boe the commission may employ 
some other attorney at law to bring the same, who shall be allowed 
a fee therefor to be fixed by the court, not to exceed twenty-five per 
cent of the amount collected, and in such case the prosecuting at- 
torney shall not interfere: Provided, That in all trials of cases brought 
for a violation of any tariff charges by said commission, it may be 
shown in defense that such tariff so fired was unjust. 

Sec. 6831. If any person or corporation operating a railroad or 
express company in this State, or any receiver, trustee, or lessee of 
any such person or corporation as aforesaid, shall violate any of the 
provisions of this act, or aid or abet therein, or shall violate the 
tariff of charges as fixed by said commission, or any of the rules re- 
garding railroads or express companies as made by said commission, 
and for which there is no other penalty prescri in this act, such 
person or corporation, or receiver, trustee, or lessee shall be liable 
o a penalty not less than five hundred nor more than three thousand 
dollars for each violation of this act, or such tariff of charges or rules 
and regulations, and such penalty may be recovered by an action to be 
brought in the name of the State of Arkansas, in the county in which 
such violation may occur. The commission shall institute such action, 
and actions for the recovery of the 3 prescribed in this act, 
through the prosecuting attorney of the proper district, and no such 
suit shall be dismi or compromised without the consent of the 
court and of said commissioners; and the prosecuting attorney shall 
be allowed a fee by the court not to exceed twenty-five per cènt of the 
amount collected, and if any prosecuting attorney shall neglect for 
fifteen days after notice to bring suit, the commission may employ 
some other attorney at law to bring the same, who shall be allowed a 
fee therefor to be fixed by the court, not to exceed twenty-five per cent 


of the amount collected, and in such case the Pee ee attorney - 


shall not interfere: Provided, That in all trials of cases brought for a 
violation of any tariff charges by said commission it may be shown in 
defense that such tariff so fired was unjust. (Digest of Statutes of 
Arkansas, 1904.) 

FLORIDA. 

Sec. 22. The said railroad commissioners are hereby vested with 
judicial powers to do or enforce or perform any ction, du or 
power conferred upon them by this act to the exercise of which judicial 
power is necessary. 

Sec. 23. Appeals by either party. shall be from judgments, orders, 
and decrees of inferior courts in all suits and cases brought under the 
provisions of this act to the same extent that appeals lie in similar 
suits and cases brought under any other law in this State, and not 
otherwise. (Act of June 3, 1899; Laws of Florida, 1889, p. 92.) 

INDIANA. 


Sec, 6. If any railroad company or other corporation or party in 
interest shall be dissatisfied with any rate, classification, rule”. 8 
or general regulation made, approved, adopted, or ordered by the com- 
mission, such dissatisfied company or party may, within sixty days 
after any such action has been taken by the commission, procure from 
the secretary of the commission, whose duty it shall be to furnish the 
same, a complete transcript of all the proceedings of the commission 
relative thereto, and if he or it so desires, a copy of all the evidence 
heard or considered by the commission at the hearing at which such 
acticn or decision was made, which evidence shall be incorporated inio 
such transcript, and such dissatisfied company or party may file said 
tranvcript, with a concise written statement of its or his causes of 
complaint against the action of the commission, in the office of the 
clerk of the appellate court of Indiana within thirty days after pro- 


oe the same, and not later than ninety days after the action of the 
commission complained of has been spread upon its records. Said 
complaining company or pariy shall, at the time of filing such tran- 
script, give or cause to given to said commission written notice 
thereof, and shall, within five days thereafter, file proof of such notice 
in the office of said clerk of the appellate court, who shall, ten days 
thereafter, or upon the appearance of said commission to said appeal, 
lace said cause upon the docket of the said appellate court for hear- 
ng and determination. The commission shall be made a party to such 
proceeding in the appellate court, and shall defend the same. 
Sec. 63. * * * Provided, however, That if at the time of filing 
a transcript in the office of the clerk of the appellate court of Indiana, 
as provided in section 6, appealing from the action of said commission 
in fixing or changing any rate or charge of any common carrier for the 
transportation of freight, or passengers, the railroad company or other 
common carrier, filing such petition, shall also file a bond in such 
amount as shall be fixed by said court and with surety to the satis- 
faction of such court, conditioned for nicl paymeni to the commission 
for the use of all persons who may be in. ously affected by such pro- 
ing, of any and all amounts in which any of such persons may be 
damaged thereby, and for the refunding to each shipper or passenger 
of all overpayments of freight or passenger charges made by him to 
such complaining carrier pending such proceeding, and for the prompt 
payment of all penalties provided for herein, to which any or all such 
shippers may be entitled, then, and in such case the said baa ya 
carrier may charge to and collect from all shippers of freight and al 
8 on its said line or lines, the same rate for freight received 
y it and transported, or the same passenger rate that existed before 
the making of the order by the said commission which is complained of 
in said proceeding until such 3 is finally determined ef sald 
court. Pact of February 28, 1905; Laws of Indiana, 1905, pp. 88, 90.) 


KANSAS. 


Sec. 5999. Notice of orders, decisions, or intent to investigate-—Src. 
163. Said board of railroad commissioners shall not make any regula- 
tion, order, finding, or decision against any railroad company or enter 
into any investigation affecting any railroad company without giwing 
such railroad Company reasonable notice thereof and an 8 
to appear and be heard in respect to the same; and if any rail 
company shall be dissatisfied with any regulation, order, finding, or 
decision adopted by said board of railroad commissioners such dissat- 
isfied railroad company shall have the right, within thirty days after 
the making or entering thereof, to briny an action against said board 
of railroad commissioners as defendants in any court of competent 
jurisdiction to have such regulation, order, finding, or decision vacated, 
and shall set forth in the petition the particular regulation, order, find- 
ing, or decision complained of and the particular cause or causes of 
objection to any or all of them, and a summons shall be served upon 
the secretary of said board as in other cases. Issues shall be formed 
and the controversy tried and determined as in other civil cases of an 
equitable nature; and said court may set aside, yacate, or annul one 
or more or any part of ar of the regulations, orders, findings, or 
decisions adopted by the said board which shall be found to be unrea- 
sonable, unjust, oppressive, or unlawful without disturbing others. 
Either party to said cause, if dissatisfied with the judgment or decree 
of said court, may institute proceedings in error in the supreme court 
as in other civil cases, and said court shall examine the record, in- 
cluding the evidence, and render such judgment as shall be just and 
proper in the premises. (General Statutes of Kansas (Dassler), 1901. 

Sec. 9. * * œ% In case any railway company shall charge an 
receive any rate for the transportation of freight in excess of the rate 
authorized by the board of railroad commissioners, and if the rate au- 
thorized by the board of railroad commissioners shall be reasonable and 
just, then said railroad company shall 7 the amount so charged or 
received in excess of the rate fixed by the board of railroad commis- 
sioners on demand therefor; and in case of failure to repay any such 
amount within thirty days after such demand the amount thereof 
may be recovered, together with reasonable attorney fees, in an action 
brought for that purpose in any court of competent jurisdiction: Pro- 
vided, That if such railroad company shall within thirty days after 
such decision or determination by said board bring suit to test the 
reasonableness of such rates, no suit shall be brought for said excess 
until said rates have been adjudicated. (Act of March 7, 1905; Laws 
of Kansas, 1905, pp. 561-579.) 

LOUISIANA, 


ART. 285. If any railroad, express, telephone, telegraph, steamboat 
and other water craft, or sleeping-car company, or other party in in- 
terest, be dissatisfied with the decision or ng of any rate, classifica- 
tion, rules, charge, order, act, or 5 adopted by the commission, 
such party may file a petition setting forth the cause or causes of ob- 
jection to such decision, act, rule, rate, charge, classification, or order, 
or to either or to all of them, in a court of competent jurisdiction, at the 
domicile of the commissien, against said commission as defendant, and 
either party to said action may appeal the case to the supreme court of 
the State, without regard to the amount involved, and all such cases, 
both in the trial and appellate courts, shall be tried summarily and by 
preference over all other cases. Such cases may be tried in the court 
of the first instance either in chambers or at term time; provided. all 
such appeals shall be returned to the supreme court within ten days 
after the decision of the lower court; and where the commission ap- 
peals, no bond shall be required. (Constitution of the State; Revised 
Laws, 1904, vol. 2, p. 1996.) 

MINNESOTA. 

Sec. 3. That subdivision (d) of section fifteen (15), chapter ten 
(10) of the general laws of one thousand eight hundred and eighty- 
seven (1887) be stricken out, and the following be, and the same 
„substituted, to wit: 

2s ) Any railroad company or common carrier affected by any order 
of the commission, except administrative orders, mađe pursuant to sec- 
tion ten (10) of chapter ten (10) of the general laws of one thousand 
eight hundred and eighty-seven (1887), may, at any time within the 
period of thirty (30) days after the service of it upon him or it of such 
order, appeal therefrom to the district court of any a district 
through or into which his or its route may run, by the service of a 
written notice of such appeal on some member or the secretary of such 
commission. 

“And upon the taking of such appeal and the filing of the notice 
thereof, with the proof of seryice, in the office of the clerk district 
court, there shall then be pending in such district court a civil action 
of the character and for the purposes mentioned in sections eight (8), 
eleven (11), and fifteen (15) of chapter ten (10) of the general laws 
of one thousand eight hundred and eighty-seven (1887), as amended 
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2 this act. Upon such appeal, and upon the hearing of any applica- 
tion by the commission or by the attorney-general for the enforcement 
of any such order made by the commission, the district court shall haye 
iction to, and it shall, eramine the whole matter in controversy, 
neluding matters of fact as well as questions of law, and to affirm, 
modify, or reverse such order, in whole or in part, as justice may re- 
goire; and in case of any order being modified as aforesaid, such modi- 
ed order shall, for all the purposes Se loan gen 1 act, stand in 
place of the original order so modified and have same force and 
effect throughout the State as the orders of said commission.” 

Sec. 4. That chapter ten (10) of the general laws of one thousand 
eight hundred and eighty-seven (1887) and the same is hereby, 
amended by adding thereto the following section, to wit: 

“Spec. 22. Either party to eny appeal, trial, or other proceeding had 
in the district court, pursuant to the provisions of this act, shali have 
the right of appeal to the supreme court of the State from any order or 
judgment of the district court under the same regulations now pro- 
vided by law in relation to appeals to said supreme court from orders 
or judgments of the district court, except that on such appeals security 
shall not be uired when the same is taken by said commission,” etc. 
face of April 15, 1891; General Laws of Minnesota, 1891, pp. 180— 


SECTION 1. Whenever any proceeding is had under the provisions of 
any law of this State before the railroad and warehouse commission 
for the readjustment, reduction, or alteration of any rates or charges 
made by any railroad company for the transportation of persons or 
property over its line, or for the establishment or alteration of any 
classification of property to be transported by any railroad company, 
and where said commission make an order in any such matter and t 
railroad re affected appeals therefrom to any district court the 
order made by said district court on said appeal shall 9 into effect 
immediately. And in case of an appeal Oy ane railroad company af- 
fected by such order or judgment of the district court to the supreme 
court of said State, such appeal to the supreme court shall not stay the 
operation of the order or judgment of the district court so appealed 
from, unless the district court on proper showing when said appeal is 
made directs a stay of such order or judgment until said appeal is 
determined in said supreme court, and unless said appealing railroad 
company files with the clerk of the district court a good and sufficient 
bond, in such amount as the judge of the district court shall direet and 
approve, conditioned that in case said order appealed from is affirmed 
by the supreme court said railroad company will repay to any and 
every passenger who has, during the pendency of said appeal, paid any 

in exeess of the amount fixed by the order of the district court, 
and to any consignor or consignee of any property carried or trans- 
3 by said iroad comp: the amount he or they have paid as 
reight for the transportation of said property in excess of the amount 
fixed by the order and judgment of the district court during the pend- 
ency of said appeal in the supreme court of this State or the Supreme 
Court of the United States. (Act of April 23, 1897; General Laws of 
Minnesota, 1897, p. 524.) 

MISSISSIPPI. 


4286. Applications to the courts for aid.—The commission may apply 
to the circuit or chancery court, by proper proceeding, for aid in the 
enforcement of obedience to its process, and to compel compliance with 
the law and its lawful orders, decisions, and determinations; and said 
courts shall have jurisdiction to grant aid and relief in such cases, 
— to the right of appeal to the supreme court by the party ag- 


eved. 

4329. Penalty on carriers for violating the law.—If any railroad or 
other common carrier shall violate ig 3 of the provisions of this chapter. 
or shall fail to do and perform any duty imposed by law, or shall fail 
to comply with any lawful order of the commission or to conform to 
any of its reasonable rules and regulations, or shall demand or receive 
a greater sum for the 1 and handling of any passenger or 
freight than authorized w or the commission, it shall be Hable to 
a penalty of five hund dollars for every such failure or overcharge 
not otherwise punished, to be recovered by action in the name of the 
commission in any county where such failure ay occur or overcharge 
be made; but in trials of cases brought for a violation of an 2 of 
charges as fired by the commission, it may be shown in defense that 
such tariff so fixed was unreasonable and unjust to the carrier. (Anno- 
tated e of Mississippi, 1902.) 


MISSOURI. 


Sec. 1150. * * Where the complaint involves either a private 
or a 7 question as aforesaid, and the commissioners have made a 
lawful order or requirement in relation thereto, and where such com- 
mon carrier, or the proper officer, agent, or employee thereof, shall vio- 
late, refuse, or neglect to obey any such order or requirement, it shall be 
lawful for the board of railroad commissioners, or ae, À person or com- 
pany interested in such order or requirement, to apply in a summary 
wey, by petition, to any circuit court at any county in this State into 
or through which the line of railway of the said common carrier enters 
or runs, alleging such violation or disobedience, as the case may be; 
and the said court shall have power to hear and determine the matter 
on such short notice to the common carrier complained of as the court 

deem reasonable. * * + Jf such court shall hold and decide 

that aay order of said beard of railroad commissioners involved in such 
roceeding was not a lawful order, said court shall, without any refer- 

ence to the larity or legality of the proceedings of said board or 
of the order thereof, ceed to make such order as the said board 
should have made, and to enforce said order by the process of said 
court, and to enforce and collect the forfeitures and penalties herein 
rovided in all respects according to the provisions of this act. And 

a ease of any disobedience of any such injunction or other proper 
rocess, amendatory or otherwise, it shall be lawful for such court to 

ssue writs of attachment, or other proper process; * * and said 

court may make an order directing such common carrier or other person 
so disobeying such writ of injunction or other proper p manda- 
tory or otherwise, to pay such sum of money, not exceeding for each 
carrier or person in default the sum of one hundred dollars per day 
for every day after a day to be named in the order that such carrier or 
other person shall fail to obey such injunction or other proper process, 
mandatory or otherwise. * * * When the subject in dispute shall 
be of the value of one hundred dollars or more, either party to such 
roceeding before such court may 95 to the proper appellate court 

2 the State, in the same manner that appeals are taken from such 
courts in this State in other proceedings involving like sums of money ; 
but such appeal shall not operate to stay or supersede the order of the 
court or the execution of any writ or process thereon, unless stay of 
roceedings be ordered by the court fronr which the appeal is taken, or 

= the appellate court to which the appeal is taken, upon the applica- 


tion of the a lin; rty. (Revised Statutes of Missou 899 J. 
1, section 1180) vrt : à eee 


NORTH CAROLINA. 


Sec. 7. The schedule containing rates fired by said commission shall 
in suits brought against any such company wherein is involved the 
charges of any suc 8 for the transportation of any passenger 
or freight or cars or unjust discrimination in relation thereto be taken 
in all courts of this State as prima facie evidence that the rates therein 
fixed are just and reasonable rates of charges for the transportation of 
passengers and freights and cars upon the railroads: * * * Pro- 
videed, That any company may appeal to the judge of the superior 
court in term time and thence to the supreme court from any determina- 
tion of the commission fixing or refusing to change the rate of freight 
or fare, ete., ete. (Public Laws of North Carolina, 1899, p. 296, act of 
March 6, 1899.) 

NORTH DAKOTA, 


Sec. 3039. Appeals—Power of court to modify orders appealed 
from.—Any railroad, railroad corporation, or common carrier subject 
to the provisions of this article, or an other person’ interested in the 
order made by the commissioners of railroads, may appeal to the district 
court of the proper county in the 2 district of this State from 
which the complaint arose, and which is the subject and basis of the 
order, from any order made by the commissioners of railroads regu- 
lating or firing its tariffs or rates, fares, charges, or classifications, 
or from any other order made by said commissioners under the pro- 
visions of this article by serving a notice in writing upon the mocretary 
of said commissioners, or any one of said commissioners, within twent; 
days after such railroad, railroad corporation, or common carrier shall 
receive notice from such commissioners of the making and entry of 
such orders. * * * Any railroad, railroad corporation, common 
carrier, the commissioners of railr or any gan interested in the 
decision of said court ma spp] from the decision of the district 
court ve the a — La g Agr by rine, — mee? — 
appeal upon the opposite pa within twenty days after the ren n 
oF such decision and service of notice thereof. (Revised Codes of 
North Dakota, 1899, pp. 753, 754.) 


SOUTH DAKOTA, 


Sec. 449. Whenever any common carrier, as defined in and subject to 
the provisions of this article, shall violate, or refuse or neglect to obey, 
any lawful order or 1 of the said board of railroad com- 
missioners, it shall be the duty of said commissioners, and lawful for 
any company or person interested in such order or requirement, to 
apply in a summary way, by petition, to the circuit court in any county 
of this State in which the common carrier complained of has its prin- 
cipal office, or in any county through which its line of road passes or 
is 0 ted, or in which the violation or disobedience of such order or 
requirement may happen, alleging such violation or disobedience, as the 
case may be; and the said court shall have power to hear and deter- 
mine the matter, on such short notice to the common carrier com- 
plained of as the court reasonable, and such notice may be 
served on such common carrier, it or its officers, agents, or servants 
in such manner as the court shall direct; and said court shall proceed 
to hear and determine the matter speedil as a court of eq T and 
without the formal pleadings and p: ings ei aoe: to ordinary 
suits in equity, but in such manner as to do justice in the premises; 
and to this end such court shall have power, if it think fit, to direc 
and prosecute, in such mode and by such persons as it miz appoint, 
all such inquiries as the court may think needful to enable it to form 
a just judgment in the matter of such petition; and on such hearing 
the report of said commissioners shall be prima facie evidence of the 
matter therein, or in any order made by them stated; and if it be made 
to appear to such court that on such hearing on the report of any such 

rson or persons that the order or requirement of said commissioners 
—— in the question has been violated or disobeyed, it shall be law- 
ful for such court to issue a writ of injunction or other proper process, 
mandatory or otherwise, to restrain such common carrier from further 
continuing such violation or disobedience of such order or requirement 
of said commission and enjoining obedience to the same; in case 
of any disobedience of such writ of injunction or other proper p: 
mandatory or otherwise, it shall be lawful for such court to issue 
writs of attachment, or any other process of said court incident or ap- 
plicable to writs of injunction or other proper process, mandatory or 
otherwise, against such common carrier, if a corporation, against 
one or more of the directors, officers, or agents of the same, or against 
any owner, lessee, trustee, receiver, or other person failing to obey 
such writ of injunction or other process, mandatory or otherwise; and 
said court may, if it shall think ft, make an order directing such com- 
mon carrier or other person so disobeying such writ of injunction or 
other proper process, mandatory or otherwise, to pay such sum of 
money not exceeding for each carrier or person in default the sum of 
one thousand dollars for every day after a 2 to be named in the 
order that such carrier or other person shall fail to obey such lujune- 
tion or other process, mandatory or otherwise; and such moneys shall, 
upon the order of the court, be paid into the treasury of the county in 
which the action was commenced, and one-half thereof shall be frans- 
ferred by the county treasurer to the State treasury; and the payment 
thereof may, without prejudice to any other mode of recovering the 
same, be enforced by attachment or order, in the nature of a writ of 
execution, in like manner as if the same had been recovered by a final 
decree in personam in such court, saving to the commissioners and to 
any other party or person interested (in?) the right to appeal to the 
supreme court of the State, under the same regulations now provided 
by law in relation to appeals to said court as to security jor such 


appeal, except that in no case shall security for such appeal be re- 
quires when the same is taken by said commissioners. (Revised Codes 
of South Dakota, 1903, p. 84; Political Code, sec. 449.) 


TEXAS. 


Art. 4565. If any railroad company or other pe at interest be 
dissatisfied with the decision of any rate, classification, rule, charge 
order, act, or regulation adopted by the commission, such dissatisfied 
company or party may file a petition setting forth the particular cause 
or causes of objection to such decision, act, rate, rule, charge, classifi- 
cation, or order, or to either or all of them, in a court of competent 
jurisdiction in Travis Comet: Teras, against said commission as de- 
fendant. Said action shall have precedence over all other causes on 
the docket of a different nature, and shall be tried and determined as 
other civil causes in said court. Hither rty to said action mey 

iction of said cause, an 
at once returnable to said ay erage court, at either 
ave precedence in said 

erent character therein pending: 


appeal to the appellate court having juri 

said appeal shal 

of its terms, and said action so mig oe shall 
court 


ap 


of all causes of a 
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That if the court be in session at the time such right of 
be filed during such term and stand ready 
(Revised Statutes of Texas, 1895.) 


VIRGINIA, 


Sec. 156. + (d) From any action of the commission prescrib- 
ing rates, charges, or classifications of traffic, or affecting the train sched- 
ule of any transportation company, or requiring additional facilities, 
conveniences, or public service of any transportation or transmission 
company, or refusing to approye a suspending bond, or uiring addi- 
tional poang thereon or an increase thereof, as provided for in sub- 
section e of this section, an appeal (subject to such reasonable limita- 
tions as to time, regulations as to procedure, and provisions as to costs 
as may be prescribed by law) may be taken by the corporation whose 
rates, charges, or classifications of traffic, schedule, facilities, conven- 
iences, or service are affected, or by any person deeming himself 
aggrieved by such action, or (if allowed by law 1 Commonwealth. 

ntil otherwise provided by law, such appeal shall be taken in the 
manner in which appeals may be taken to the supreme court of ap- 
peals from the inferior courts, except that such an appeal shall be of 
right, and the supreme court of appeals may provide by rule for pro- 

ings in the matter of ap in any 3 in which the 
existing rules of law are inapplicable. If such appeal be taken by the 
corporation whose rates, charges, or classifications of traffic, schedules, 
facilities, conveniences, or service are affected, the Commonwealth 
shall be made the appellee; but in the other cases mentioned the cor- 
poration so affected shall be made the appellee. The general assembly 
may also, by general laws, provide for appeals from any other action 
of the commission, by the Commonwealth, or by any person interested, 
. 8 77 8 5 of the amount involved. All appcals from the commission 
shall be to the supreme court of appecls only, and in all appeals to 
which the Commonwealth is a party it shall be represent by the 
artornay general, or his 8 No court of 


Provided, 
action acerues, the suit ma 
for trial after ten days’ notice, 


to the comminston in all cases where such writs, respectively, would 


the 5 court, suspending the operation of the action 

rom until t 

e final reversal thereof by the appellate court, no action of he com- 
ea 


tions of 

traffic o — 
or suspended in its operation by reason of any ap 
tion, or by reason of any roceedings resulting from such W until 
al first have been executed and fi 
the supreme 
sufficient in 


4 by the — 

corporation to the parties entitled thereto of all charges wh su 

company may collect or receive goang the appeal in excess of those 

fixed or authorized by the final decision of the court on ap) (on- 

stitution of Virginia, art. 12, sec. 156; Va. Code, 1904, vol. 1, p. cellv.) 
WASHINGTON. 

Sec. 3. * * * Any railroad or express company affected by the 
order of the commission and deeming it to contrary to the law may 
institute proceedings in the superior court Of the State or Washington 
in the county in which the hearing before the commission upon the 
complaint had been held, and have such order reviewed and its reason- 
ableness and lawfulness inquired into and determined. (Laws of 
Washington, 1905, p. 148; act of March 6, 1905.) 

WISCONSIN. 


Sec. 16. Any railroad or other party in interest being dissatisfied 
with any order of the commission g any rate or rates, fares, 
charges, classifications, joint rate or rates, or any order fixing any 
regulations, practices, or service, may commence an action in the cir- 
cutt court against the commission as defendant to vacate and set aside 
any such order on the ground that the rate or rates, fares, charges, 
classifications, joint rate or rates fixed in such order is unlawful, or 
that any such regulation, practice, or service fixed in such order is 
5 which action the complaint shall be served with the 
summons. (Laws of Wisconsin, 1905, pp. 560, 569; act of June 13, 


1905.) 
HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
nnd referred to the Committee on Finance: 

II. R. 6. An act for the relief of the Monongahela Iron and 
Steel Company, of Pittsburg, Pa.; 

H. R. 4580. An act for the relief of Blank & Parks, of Waxa- 
hachie, Tex. ; 

H. R. 5167. An act for the relief of William H. Stiner & Sons; 

I. R. 5221. An act for the relief of Edward King, of Niagara 
Falls, in the State of New York; 

H. R. 5223. An act to reimburse Quong Kong Yick for one case 
pf opium erroneously condemned and sold by the United States; 

H. R. 5954. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to issue duplicate gold certificate, in lieu of one lost, to Lin- 
coln National Bank, of Lincoln, III.; 

H. R. 6101. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles M. 
Demarest, deceased ; 

H. R. 7771. An act for the relief of Judd O. Hartzell; and 

H. R. 13946. An act for the relief of Charles L. Allen. 

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
und referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads: 

H. R. 3649. An act for the relief of Zenas Parker; 
| H.R. 7709. An act for the relief of Joseph Crow; 
H. R. 8717. An act for the relief of Jacob Pickens; and 
H. R. 13154. An act for the relief of John T. Irion. 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on Claims: 

H. R. 4736. An act for the relief of the county of Custer, State 
of Montana ; 

H. R. 9528. An act to reimburse Fred Dickson for loss of his 
tools through the fire which destroyed the engine house at Fort 
Duchesne, Utah, on September 19, 1902; 

H. R. 10584. An act for the relief of F. H. Driscoll; 

H. R. 12028. An act granting relief to John W. Donovan; 

H. R. 12286. An act granting relief to the estate of James 
Staley, deceased ; and 

H. R. 13247. An act for the relief of John H. Tharp, of Eyer- 
sonville, Mo. p 

The following bills were seyerally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs: 

H. R. 7144. An act for the relief of Aaron Everly ; 

H. R. 13735. An act for the relief of John Purkapile; and 

H. R. 14467. An act for the relief of Capt. George E. Pickett, 
paymaster, United States Army. 

H. R. 12560. An act for the relief of Jobn C. Lynch was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian 
Depredations. 

G. F. TARBELL, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the bill (H. R. 

Hoge 58 the relief of G. F. Tarbell; Which was read twice by 
e. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of that bill, a precisely similar bill 
haying been reported from the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate and being now on the Calendar. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Massachusetts for the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to pay 
$2,540.73 to G. F. Tarbell, of Boston, in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, that sum having been exacted as duties and 
paid to the collector of customs at the port of Boston by G. F. 
Tarbell, on the 3d of December, 1902, covering a consign- 
ment of 144 head of cattle shipped from Canada in bond via 
Boston, Mass., to Liverpool, England, on the 25th of November, 
1902, and being prohibited from being so shipped by general 
orders from the Department of Agriculture, dated the 27th of 
November, 1902, the cattle being then slaughtered and exported 
on the Cestrian on the 10th of December, 1902. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. LODGE. I ask that the bill (S. 2742) for the relief of 
J. F. Tarbell, being 1389 on the Calendar and identical with the 
bill from the House of Representatives just passed, may be 
indefinitely postponed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That order will be made in the 
absence of objection. 

JOHN HUDGINS. 


Mr. WARNER submitted the following resolution; which was 
considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and hereby is, di- 
rected to submit to the Senate a report porn any balance found 
due to John Hudgins, of Grand River, Caldwell County, Mo., for car- 
rying the mail on route No. 10511 from July 1, 1858, to November 5, 
1861, when his contract was annulled by the Postmaster-General, and 
whether any payment thereon has been made since such annullment. 


SURGEON W. C. BRAISTED'S REPORT ON RUSSO-JAPANESE WAR. 


Mr. PENROSE submitted the following resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee on Printing: 

Resolved, That there be printed 2,250 copies of the Report on the 
Japanese nayal medical and 8 features of the Russo-Japanese 
war to the Surgeon-General, United States Navy, by Surg. William C. 
Braisted, United States Navy,” of which 1,250 copies shall be for the 
use of the Senate and 1,000 coples for the use of the Bureau of Medicine 
and Surgery of the Navy Department. 


REGULATION OF EAILROAD RATES. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I give notice that on Wednesday 
morning, immediately after the completion of the routine morn- 
ing business, I shall ask leave of the Senate to submit a few re- 
marks on the bill (H. R. 12897) to amend an act entitled “An 
act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and all 
acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The notice will be entered. 

THE STATEHOOD BILL. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I wish to announce at this 
time that on Thursday morning next, immediately after the 
routine morning business, I shall submit some remarks on tke 
statehood bill. 


ee 
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FIRE ESCAPES ON BUILDINGS IN THE DISTRICT. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 122) to require the erection of 
fire escapes in certain buildings in the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the District of Columbia with amend- 
ments. ‘ 

The first amendment was, on page 1, line 5, after the word 
height,“ to strike out “ over thirty feet in height.” 

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask that the amendment be disagreed to. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I move, before the word “over,” in line 
5 of the same section, to insert the word “or;” so as to read: 

That it shall be the duty of the owner, lessee, occupant, or person 
having possession, charge, or control of any buildi three or more 
stories in height, or over 30 feet in height, constructed or used, etc. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MALLORY. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 
New Hampshire what are the provisions of the bill with respect 
to how many fire escapes there are to be, and how that matter 
is to bé regulated? 

Mr. GALLINGER. It is left to the discretion of the Com- 
missioners. 

Mr. MALLORY. The Commissioners are to prescribe the 
number? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes; they are to prescribe the number. 

Mr. MALLORY. What are the provisions of the bill as to the 
character of buildings required to be provided with fire escapes 
after its passage; in other words, what buildings fall within 
the category of the bill? 

Mr. GALLINGER. All buildings three stories in height or 
over 30 feet in height, other than private residences. 

Mr. MALLORY. Buildings now in existence? 


Mr. GALLINGER. Now in existence or hereafter to be con- 
structed. 
Mr. KEAN. Does it apply to Government buildings? 


Mr. GALLINGER. No. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment of the com- 
mittee will be stated. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, section 2, line 8, after 
the words “second story,” to strike out “ where there are not 
provided at least two stairways, each 3 or more feet wide 
and separated from each other by a distance of at least 30 feet; ” 
so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 2. That it shall be the duty of the owner, lessee, occupant, or 
person having possession, charge, or control of any building already 
erected, or which may hereafter be erected, in which ten or more per- 
sons are employed at the same time in any of the stories above the 
second story, to provide and cause to be erected and affixed thereto a 
sufficient number of the aforesaid fire escapes, the location and number 
of the same to be determined by the said Commissioners, and to keep the 
nallways and stairways in every such building as is used and occupied 
at night properly lighted, to the satisfaction of the Commissioners of 
the Dist ct of Columbia, from sunset to sunrise. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, section 9, line 14, after 
the words “a further fine of,” to strike out“ fifty“ and insert 
“five; “ so as to read: 

Sec. 9. That any person falling or neglecting to provide fire escapes, 
alarm gongs, guide signs, fire hose, fire extinguishers, or other appliances 
required by this act, after notice from the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia so to do, shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not less than $10 nor more than $100, and shall be pun- 
ished by a further fine of $5 for each day that he fails to comply with 
the notice aforesaid. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, section 10, line 25, after 
the word “ notice,” to insert, “ unless the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia shall, in their discretion, deem it necessary 
to extend the time;” so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 10. That the said notice requiring the erection of fire escapes 
and other appliances mentioned in this act shall specify the character 
and number of fire escapes or other appliances to be provided, the loca- 
tion of the same, and the time within which said fire escapes or other 
appliances shall be provided, and in no case shall more than ninety 
days be allowed for compliance with said notice unless the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia shall, in their discretion, deem it neces- 
sary to extend the time. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


WATERWORKS AT LAWTON, OKLA. 


Mr. LONG. I ask unanimous consent for the present consid- 


eration of the bill (H. R. 13674) to amend an act entitled “An 


act to amend an act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws 
relating to the disposition of lands, and so forth, approved 
March 3, 1901,’ approved June 30, 1902.” 

The Secretary read the bill, and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

Mr. KEAN. Let the report be read. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the report, submitted by Mr. 
n from the Committee on Public Lands, February 

Mr. LODGE. I ask if we can not avoid the reading of this 
long report by a statement from the Senator in charge as to the 
provisions of the bill. The bill apparently had no opposition in 
the House and has none here. It does not take money out of 
the Treasury. 

Mr. KEAN. 
to have. 

Mr. LODGE. Itis a long report, and it will take a good deal 
of time to read it. I do not see why it should be read if we 
can have a brief explanation of the bill. 

Mr. KEAN. I am entirely satisfied with that. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the purpose of the bill is to per- 
mit the use of $60,000 out of a fund derived from the sale of 
town lots in the city of Lawton, Okla., for the construction and 
maintenance of a waterworks system in that city. This fund. 
amounted to about one-half million dollars, which sum was to 
be used in the construction of roads, bridges, and a court-house. 
Provision was made for the appropriation of a certain amount 
for waterworks purposes. That amount was entirely inadequate 
to supply a system for a town the size of Lawton, and the pur- 
pose of this bill is to increase the amount by appropriating 
$60,000 in addition to the amount already appropriated. 

There is now $126,000 in the fund, and this bill proposes to 
take $60,000 of that fund and have it added to the former Appro- 
pranon It takes no money out of the Treasury of the United 

es. 

I hope this explanation will prove satisfactory to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. KEAN. “The Senator from New Jersey” has no objec- 
tion whatever to the bill, but he thinks it is just as well, when 
people are trying to get some money, to have some explanation 
why it should be done. 

Mr. LONG. I am pleased to know that my explanation is 
satisfactory to the Senator from New Jersey. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey 
withdraw his request for the reading of the report? 

Mr. KEAN. I do. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PATENTS UNDER THE MOSES AGREEMENT. 


Mr. PILES. I ask unanimous consent for the present consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 10697) providing for the issuance of 
patents for lands allotted to Indians under the Moses agreement 
of July 7, 1883. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HIGHWAY NEAR FORT SHERMAN, IDAHO. 


Mr. HEYBURN. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 3414) providing for a public high- 
way on the east side of the Fort Sherman abandoned military 
reservation, Idaho. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to grant to 
the county of Kootenai, Idaho, for å public highway, a strip of 
land lying on the east side of the abandoned Fort Sherman mili- 
tary reservation, in Idaho, designated by the official plat of 
survey as lots 1, 2, and 3 of section 12, and lots 1, 2, and 3 of 
section 13, township 50 north, range 4 west, Boise meridian. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands with an amendment, to add at the end of the bill the fol- 
lowing: 

Provided, That if the said county of Kootenai shall, at any time 
hereafter, abandon. the lands above described and cease to use the same 
for said purposes, said above-described lands shall revert to the Govern- 
ment of the United States. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


It is only an explanation of the bill that I wish 
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PUBLIC BUILDING AT QUINCY, MASS. 


Mr. LODGE.. I ask unanimous consent to call up from the 
Calendar the bill (S. 684) providing for the erection of a public 
building in the city of Quincy, Mass. 

There being an objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds with 
amendments. The first amendment was, in section 1, page 1, 
line 9, after the words “sum of,” to strike out “one hundred 

d seventy ” and insert “ eighty-five;” so as to make the sec- 

ion read: 


That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is Barea authorized 
und directed to cause to be erected upon the site already selected and 


purchased by him in the city of Quincy, Mass., a buil to be used 
as and for a post-office nase ng and for other p sch Speer Pg the 3 
Government, at the said city of Quincy, 788.600 whi id building shal 


cost, complete, not to exc the sum of $85 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, to add at the end of 
section 3 the following: 

roi 

of 3 side, . ae 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
Amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

DELIA B. STUART. 


Mr. KEAN. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2724) for the relief of Delia B. Stuart, 
widow of John Stuart. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It authorizes the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to pay to Delia B. Stuart, widow of John 
Stuart, late a private of Company H, Second United States 
‘Artillery, the sum of $150, this sum being due her as the widow 
of John Stuart as a balance of bounty still unpaid. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


an open space 


COURT TERMS AT MIAMI, FLA. 


Mr. TALIAFERRO. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bilt (H. R. 10080) to provide for sittings 
of the United States circuit and district courts of the southern 
district of Florida at the city of Miami, in said district. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GREAT COUNCIL OF ORDER OF RED MEN. 


Mr. KITTREDGE. I ask for the present consideration of the 
bill (S. 3292) to incorporate the Great Council of the United 
States of the Improved Order of Red Men. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with amendments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, page 2, line 14, after 
the word “ politic,” to insert the words “and corporate in the 
District of Columbia; ” so as to read: 

And all other persons who are now members, or shall hereafter be 
admitted as such, agreeable to the constitution and laws of the said 
Great Council, be; and they are hereby, incorporated and made a body 


politic and corporate in the District 81 Columbia, by the name of the 
Great 3 Bes the United States of the 1 Order of Red 


Men,” t name may sue and be sued, plead and be impleaded, 
— Seat a ori law or equity, and may haye and use a —— seal, 
an 


exercise all the powers, rights, 
and benevolent corporations. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 5, page 8, line 24, after 
the word “ pleasure,” to strike out the following proviso: 


Provided, That such constitution and amendments do not conflict 
with the laws of the United States or of any State. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
PUBLIC BUILDING AT DEVILS LAKE, N. DAK. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I ask for the present consideration of 
the bill (S. 2446) to provide for the purchase of a site and the 


ange the seal at pleasure, and be entitled hereunder to use 
F and privileges incidental to ve and 


erection of a public building thereon at Devils Lake, in the State 


of North Dakota. 


The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. It directs the Secretary of the Treasury to acquire, by 
purchase, condemnation, or otherwise, a site and cause to be 
erected thereon a suitable building, including fireproof vaults, 
heating and yentilating apparatus, elevators, and approaches, 
for the use and accommodation of the United States post-office 
and other governmental offices in the city of Devils Lake and 
State of North Dakota, the cost of the site and building, in- 
eluding vaults, heating and ventilating apparatus, elevators, 
and approaches, not to exceed $150,000. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds with an amendment, on page 2, after line 18, 
to strike out the following: 

It, ideration of said d ing th 
— of the Treasury sali ͤ AEREE . TOONT. 
he may appoint a psa Hire of not more than three persons, 
of whom shall be an officer of the Treasury Department, 2 com- 
mission shall also examine the sald proposed sites and such others as 
the Secretary of the Treasury may designate, and grant such hearings 
in relation thereto as they shall deem necessary; and said commission 
shall, within thirty days after such examinatio ‘make to the Secretary 


of the written report of their conclusion the p: 
companied by all statements, maps, 


one 


— “er the Treasu 7 A 
retary © Treasury ereupon final etermine loca- 
tion of the building to be erec rs 


The co oe of said e commissioners shall be fixed by the Sec- 
retary of Treasury, but the same shall not exceed $6 per day m 
actual traveling expenses: Provided, ever, That the member of 
said commission appointed Trom the ‘Treasury Department shall be paid 
only his actual traveling expenses. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


DELAWARE RIVER BRIDGE. 


Mr. PENROSE. I ask unanimous consent to have considered 
at the present time the bill (S. 3288) to authorize the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Company and the Pennsylvania and Newark 
Railroad Company, or their successors, to construct, maintain, 
and operate a bridge across the Delaware River. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Poe with 
amendments. : 

The first amendment was, at the end of gestion 1, to add 
“which shall be opened promptly upon reasonable signal; 2 _80 
as to read: 

Said bridge shall be constructed wins a 9 suitable to accommo- 
date the passage of vessels and boats, which shall be opened promptiy 
upon rennonable signal. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 4, page 3, line 20, after 
the word postal-telegraph,” to insert and telephone; and in 
line 21, after the word “ purposes,” to insert: 

And equal spine in the use of = bridge shall be granted to all 


Samy a? an That all railroad com- 
rie desiring t ied use of said bridge shall have og be entitled to 
. 


over the —— yee a 


So as to make the section read: 


Sec. 4. That an by constructed under this act shall = a legal 
structure, and ad shail own as a poeri rond; over which no higher 
charge shall be made for the transporta FF 
tions of war, or other property of the United States than the rate 
mile char for their rans rtation over the railwa. and public 
high n y g to 7 x ne Caen, SE nO — 

e r of way over sa dge for postal-telegraph and one 
purposes, and equal privileges in, etc. p 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed, 
LEASING OF BUFFALO PASTURE IN SOUTH DAKOTA. 


Mr. GAMBLE. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 13542) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to lease land in Stanley County, S. Dak., 
for a buffalo pasture. 

The Secretary read the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill just read? 

Mr. SPOONER. Let it go over for a few minutes, 


` 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will lie over 
present. 

Mr. SPOONER subsequently said: I objected to House bill 
13542 in order that I might read the report. I withdraw my 
objection. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


TIMBER ON UINTAH RESERVATION, UTAH. 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 3935) to authorize Indians on former 
Uintah Reservation to cut and sell cedar and pine timber for 
posts and fuel. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its considera- 
tion. It directs the Secretary of the Interior to authorize the 
Indians of the former Uintah Reservation, in the State of Utah, 
to cut and sell cedar and pine timber for posts or fuel from the 
tracts reserved for grazing purposes for those Indians under 
joint resolution of June 19, 1902, in such quantities and upon 
such terms and under such rules and regulations as the Secre- 
tary of the Interior may prescribe. 

Tue bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
passed. 


for the 


and 
LEAVES OF ABSENCE AT GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE. 


Mr. PLATT. I ask unanimous consent for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 4673) to provide for the allowance and payment to 
the employees of the Government Printing Office of the same 
leave of absence as is allowed to the clerks and employees of 
the Executive Departments of the Government. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. It provides that from and after the date of the pas- 
sage of this act the thirty days’ annual leave of absence. with 
pay in any one year to employees of the Government Printing 
Office, authorized by the existing law, shall be exclusive of Sun- 
days and legal holidays: Provided, That the existing laws re- 
lating to the granting of annual leave with pay to clerks and em- 
ployees in the Executive Departments shall apply to clerks and 
employees of the Government Printing Office who are paid an- 
nual or monthly salaries or compensation. ‘ 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ar- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

STATUE OF COMMODORE JOHN D. SLOAT. 


Mr. PERKINS. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1032) to aid in the erection of a statue 
of 3 John D. Sloat, United States Navy, at Monterey, 
Cal. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being on objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its considera- 
tion. It proposes to appropriate $10,000 to aid in the erection 
and completion of a statue of the late Commodore John D. Sloat, 
United States Navy, together with a pedestal and foundation 
for the same, and for the preparation of the site for the statue, 
selected under authority of the War Department on the military 
reservation at Monterey, Cal. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

FIRE PUMPS ON STEAMERS. 


Mr. ERYE. I should like to have several little bills passed, 
one after the other. They are not private bills; they are all 
public bills. 

I ask the Senate to proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(S. 4298) to amend section 4471 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, regulation of steam vessels. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. It proposes to amend section 4471 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States by striking out, after the words “is 
afloat ” and before the words“ Every steamer,” the words “and 
no fire pump thus provided for shall be placed below the lower 
deck of the vessel;” so that the section when amended shall 
read as follows: 


Sec. 4471. Every steamer permitted by her certificate of inspection 
to carry as many as fifty passengers or upward, and every steamer 
carrying passengers which also carries cotton, hay, or hemp shall be 

rovid with a good double-acting steam fire pump or other equiva- 
tent apparatus for 1 water. Such pump or other apparatus 
for throwing water shall be kept at all times and at all seasons of the 
year in good order and ready for immediate use, having at least two 
pipes of suitable dimensions, one on each side of the vessel, to convey 


the water to the upper decks, to which pipes there shail be attached, by 
means of stop cocks or valves, both between decks and on the upper 
deck, good and suitable hose of sufficient strength to stand a pressure 
of not less than 100 pounds to the square inch, long enough to reach 
to all parts of the vessel and properly provided with nozzles, and kept in 
good order and ready for immediate service. Every steamer exceeding 
200 tons burden and carrying passengers shall be provided with two 
good double-acting fire pumps, to be worked by hand; each chamber 
of such pumps, except poms upon steamers in service on the 28th 
day of February, 1871, shall of sufficient capacity to contain not less 
than 100 cubic inches of water; and such peuns shall be placed in the 
most suitable parts of the vessel for efficient service, 1 suitable 
well-fitted hose to each pump, of at least one-half the vessel in length, 
kept at all times in perfect order, and shipped up and ready for imme- 
diate use. On every steamer not exceeding 200 tons one of such pumps 
may be dispensed with. Each fire pump thus prescribed shall be sup- 
plied with water by means of a suitable pipe connected therewith, and 
passing through the side of the vessel so low as to be at all times under 
water when she is afloat. Every steamer shall also be provided with 
a pump which shall be of sufficient strength and suitably arranged to 
test the boilers thereof. 


Mr. SPOONER. I wish to ask the Senator from Maine if 
these bills, either of them, relate to the manning of ships? 

Mr. FRYE. No; not at all. They have nothing to do with 
the manning of ships. This bill simply changes the pump on 
the lower deck to make it accessible to the engineer under recent 
plans of construction. 

Mr. FORAKER. I wish to inquire of the Senator what bill 
is under consideration. 

Mr. FRYE. It is not the one in which the Senator is inter- 
ested. That has not been called up. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

INSPECTION OF STEAM VESSELS. 


Mr. FRYE. There is on the Calendar the bill (S. 4300) to 
amend section 4414 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, 
inspectors of hulls and boilers of steam vessels; but I will 
not call up that bill. That is the bill the Senator from Ohio 
is interested in. I will call up the bill (S. 4299) to amend sec- 
tion 4421 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, inspec- 
tion of steam vessels. y l 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
the unfinished business, which will be stated. 

ToS SECRETARY. House bill 12707, the “statehood bill,” so 
called. 

Mr. FRYE. I ask that the unfinished business may be tem- 
porarily laid aside for a few moments. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maine asks that 
the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside. 

Mr. NELSON. Very well. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair hears no objection, and 
it is so ordered. The bill called up by the Senator from Maine 
will be read. 

The Secretary read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 4421 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States be, and it is hereby, amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: Upon such inspection and sopra the inspectors 
shall also make and subscribe a temporary certificate, which shall set 
forth substantially the fact of such inspection and approval, and shall 
deliver the same to the master or owner of the vessel, and shall keep a 
copy thereof on file in their office. The said temporary certificate shall 
be carried and exposed by vessels in the same manner as is provided in 
section 4423 for copies of the regular certificate, and the form thereof 
and the period during which it is to be in force shall be as prescribed 
50 the board of supervising inspectors, or the executive committee 
thereof, as provided in section 4405. And such temporary certificate, 
during such period and prior to the delivery to the master or owner of 
the copies of the regular certificate, shall take the place of, and be a 
substitute for, such copies of the regular certificate of inspection, as 
required by sections 4423, 4424, and 4426, and for the purposes of said 
sections, and shall also, during such period, be a substitute for the 
regular certificate of inspection as required by section 4498 and for 
the purposes of said section until such regular certificate of inspection 
has been filed with the collector or other chief officer of customs. Such 
temporary certificate shall also be subject to revocation in the manner 
and under the conditions provided in section 4453. No vessel required 
to be inspected under the provisions of this title shall be navigated 
without having on board an unexpired regular certificate of inspection 
or such temporary certificate,” so that said section, when amended as 
above, shall read as follows: 

“Src. 4421. When the inspection of a steam vessel is completed and 
the inspectors approve the vessel and her equipment throughout, they 
shall make and subscribe a certificate to the collector or other chief 
officer of the customs of the district in which such inspection has been 
made, in accordance with the form and regulations prescribed by the 
board of supervising inspectors. Such certificate shall be verified by 
the oaths of inspectors signing it, before the chief officer of the customs 
of the district, or any other person competent by law to administer 
oaths. If the inspectors refuse to grant a certificate of approval, they 
shall make a statement in writing, and sign the same, giving the rea- 
sons for their disapproval. Upon such Inspection and approval, the in- 
spectors shall also make and subscribe a temporary certificate, which 
shall set forth substantially the fact of such inspection and approval, 
and shall deliver the same to the master or owner of the vessel, and 
shall keep a copy thereof on file in their office. The said temporary 
certificate shall be carried and exposed by vessels In the same manner 
as is provided in section 4423 for copies of the regular certificate, and 
the form thereof and the period during which it is to be in force shall 
be as prescribed by the board of supervising Inspectors, or the execu- 
tive committee thereof, as provided in section 4405. And such tem- 
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porary certificate, during such period and prior to the delivery to the 
master or owner of the copies of the regular certificate, shall take the 
place of, and be a substitute for,.such copies of the regular certificate 
of inspection as required by sections 4423, 4424. and 4426, and for the 
purposes of said sections, and shall also, during such period, be a 
substitute for the regular certificate of inspection as required by section 
4498 and for the purposes of said section until such regular certificate 
of inspection has n filed with the collector or other chief officer of 
customs. Such temporary certificate shall also be subject to revoca- 
tion in the manner and under the conditions provided in section 4453. 
No vessel required to be inspected under the provisions of this title 
shall be navigated without having on board an unexpired regular cer- 
tificate of inspection or such temporary certificate. 


There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CARNEGIE FOUNDATION FOR ADVANCEMENT OF TEACHING, 


Mr. DILLINGHAM. I ask for the present consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 13538) to incorporate The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its considera- 
tion. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with amendments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, after the word “ follow- 
ing,” in line 3, on page 1, to strike out all down to and including 
the words New York,” in line 5, in the following words: 
“being the persons who are now trustees of The Carnegie 
Foundation, a corporation incorporated under the laws of the 
State of New York, namely.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 1, line 3, page 2, after 
the word “ corporate,” to insert “in the District of Columbia ;” 
so as to read: 


Are hereby incorporated and declared to be a body corporate in the 
District of Columbia by the name of The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching, and by that name shall be known and 
have rpetual succession, with the powers, limitations, and restric- 
tions herein contained. 


The next amendment was, after the word “ maintained,” in 
section 4, page 4, line 17, to insert the words “and meetings of 
the corporation or the trustees and committees may be held ;” so 
as to make the section read: 


. Sec. 4. The principal office of the corporation shall be located in 
the District of Columbia, but offices may be maintained and meetin 
of the corporation or the trustees and committees may be held in 
other places such as the by-laws may from time to time fix. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, page 4, line 21, after 
the word “ That,” to strike out the words “Andrew Carnegie, 
of the city of New York, for the purposes hereinbefore indicated, 
having given and transferred to the trustees of The Carnegie 
Foundation, a corporation incorporated under the laws of the 
State of New York, being the same persons as are named as 
trustees herein, the sum of $10,000,000 in securities, and having 
confided to the same persons so named and their successors the 
execution of the purpose of his gift; and, owing to certain limi- 
tations in the law under which such incorporation was made, 
and it haying been found desirable to obtain an incorporation 
from the Congress of the United States, the said corporation 
hereby incorporated, acting by its board of trustees,” and to in- 
sert “the said trustees;” in line 9, after the word“ admin- 
ister,” to strike out the word “the” and insert “any;” in the 
same line, after the word “funds,” to strike out “and” and 
insert “or;” in the same line, after the word “ property,” to 
strike out “so” and insert “to be;” and in line 10, after the 
word “transferred,” to strike out the words “ by said Andrew 
Carnegie to the trustees of The Carnegie Foundation” and in- 
sert “to them for the purposes and objects hereinbefore enu- 
merated ;” so as to read: 


That the said trustees shall be entitled to take, hold, and administer 
any securities, funds, or Rroperty. to be transferred to them for the pur- 
poses and objects hereinbefore enumerated, and such other funds or 
property as may at any time be given, devised, or bequeathed to them, 
or to such corporation, for the purposes of the trust, ete. 


Mr. SPOONER. In line 9, page 5, I move to strike out the 
preposition “ to,” before the word “ be,” and to insert in place of 
it the words “ which may.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 5, page 6, line 5, after the 
word “ transferred,” to strike out “ by Andrew Carnegie to the 
said The Carnegie Foundation, and any property which has been 
or may“ and insert “or to;” so as to read: 

The said trustees shall have further power from time to time to hold 


as investments any securities transferred or to be transferred to them 
or to such corporation by any person, persons, or corporation, and to 


invest the same or any part thereof from time to time in such secu- 
rities and in such form and manner as is or may be permitted to trus- 
tees or to savings banks or to charitable or literary corporations for 
investment, according to the laws of the District of Columbia or in such 
securities as may be transferred to them or authorized for investment 
by any deed of trust or gift or by any deed of gift or last will and tes- 
tament to be hereafter made or executed. 


Mr. SPOONER. In line 7, page 6, I move to strike out the 
word “to” and to insert “ which may.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 8, page 7, after line 11, 
to strike out the following paragraph: 


The said trustees herein named on behalf of the corporation hereby 
incorporated, may thereupon consolidate with the said corporation 
known as The Carnegie Foundation, notwithstanding the fact that both 
such corporations may have common trustees, upon such terms as shall 
be fixed by resolution of the said respective corporations, so that the 
corporation hereby formed may accept a consolidation with the said 
The Carnegie Foundation upon the terms and for the purposes herein 

rovided, or the corporation hereby Incorporated may accept a trans- 
er of all the real and personal property of which the corporation known 
as The Carnegie Foundation may seized or possessed, upon such 
terms as mee be agreed upon: Provided, however, That such proper 
shall be applied to the purposes of the corporation hereby incorporated, 
as hereinbefore set forth and to carry out the gift so made by Andrew 
Carnegie; and may receive, take over and enter into possession, custody 
and management of all property, real or personal, of the corporation 
heretofore known as The Carnegie Foundation, incorporated as herein- 
before set forth, pursuant to and in conformity with the act of the 
legislature of the State of New York, relating to membership corpora- 
tions, and to all its rights, contracts, claims, and property of any kind 
or nature; and the trustees of the corporation hereby incorporated 
may receive the securities, funds, books, or 8 real or personai 
thereof, and hold the same, and take such other steps as shall neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of this act and such gift as aforesaid. 

The next amendment was, in section 8, page 8, after line 14, to 
insert : 

The corporation hereby incorporated may ecco a transfer of all the 
real and personal property of any other corporation created for similar 
objects upon such terms as may be agreed upon, and may receive, take 
over, and enter into possession, custody, and management of all such 
property, real and rsonal: Provided, however, That such prope 
shall be applied to the purposes of the corporation hereby incorpora 
as hereinbefore set forth. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. The amendment should be amended by 
inserting after the word “objects,” in the third line of the pro- 
posed amendment, the words “notwithstanding the fact that 
both said corporations may have common trustees.” I move 
that amendment to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was to strike out section 9 in the follow- 
ing words: 

Sere. 9. That the rights of the creditors of the existing corporation 
known as The Carnegie Foundation shall not in any manner be impaired 
by the passage «° this act or the transfer of the property hereinbefore 
mentioned, nor shall any liability or 8 for the payment of any 
sums due or to become due by, or any claim or 8 existing against, 
the said existing corporation, be released or impaired; but such corpo- 
ration hereby incorporated is deelared on such consolidation or amalga- 
mation to succeed to the obligations and liabilities, and to be held Hable 
to pay and discharge all the debts, liabilities, and contracts of the said 
corporation so existing, to the same effect as if such corporation 
hereby incorporated had itself incurred the obligation or liability to pay 
such debt or damages, and no action or pr ng before any court or 
tribunal shall be deemed to have abated or been discontinued by reason 
of the passage of this act. 


And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 


Sec. 9. That such corporation hereby incorporated upon accepting 
a transfer of all the real and personal property of such other corpora- 
tion shall succeed to the obligations and liabilities and be held liable to 
pay and discharge all the debts, liabilities, and contracts of such corpo- 
ration so er ee to the same effect as if such corporation hereb 
incorporated had itself incurred the obligation or liability to pay such 
debt or damages. = 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


RIGHTS UNDER BERING SEA ARBITRATION AWARD. 


Mr. FULTON. I ask for the present consideration of the bill 
(S. 2286) to confer jurisdiction upon the circuit court of the United 
States for the ninth circuit to determine in equity the rights 
of American citizens under the award of the Bering Sea arbi- 
tration of Paris and to render judgment thereon. 8 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consider- 
ation. It proposes to confer jurisdiction in equity upon the 
circuit court of the United States for the ninth circuit to ex- 
amine and determine the rights of American citizens under 
the award of the Paris arbitration concerning the jurisdiction 
of Bering Sea. 

Section 2 provides that all American citizens whose rights 
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were affected by the award may submit to the court their claims 
thereunder, and the court shall enter judgment thereon. Claims 
not submitted within two years from the passage of the act 
shall thereafter be forever barred. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. SPOONER. I enter a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed, so as to give an opportunity to ex- 
amine the bill and compare it with the bill which was so much 
debated at the last session. If I find that it seems to be 
without objection, I shall ask leave to withdraw the motion; 
otherwise I shall press it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Carter in the chair). The 
motion to reconsider will be entered. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
B. F. BARNES, one of his secretaries, announced that the Presi- 
aa had approved and signed the following act and joint reso- 

utions : 

On February 28: 

S. R. 26. Joint resolution providing for the return of certain 
archives now in possession of the Department of State to the 
State of North Carolina. 

On Mareh 2: 

S. R. 37. Joint resolution extending the tribal existence and 
government of the Five Civilized Tribes of Indians in the Indian 
Territory. 

On March 3: 

S. 983. An act to validate certain certificates of soldiers’ addi- 
tional homestead right. 


EQUESTRIAN STATUE OF MAJ. GEN. JOHN STARK. 


Mr. BURNHAM. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 39) for the erection of an equestrian 
statue of Maj. Gen. John Stark in the city of Manchester, N. H. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It appropriates $40,000 
for the erection of an equestrian statue of Maj. Gen. John Stark 
within the limits of the city of Manchester, N. H., and for the 
proper preparation, grading, and inclosing of the lot and founda- 
tion upon which the statue shall be erected, which sum shall be 
expended under the direction of the Secretary of War or such 
officer as he may designate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
AUGUSTUS TRABING. 


Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 4848) for the relief of Augustus 
Trabing. 8 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

Trab h ed in th 2 
paranne of the Untied States ‘Atm, and on quand duty ia the torts 
surrounding the city of Washington, and as blacksmith and wagon re- 

irer with Government trains at 8 eld, IIL, and . 


ans., in 1865 and 1866, be, and he Is hereby, relieved from an - 
bility under the laws of the United States and from an defect of 


naturalization, and that his case, No. 1432 on the Indian depredations 
docket of the Court of Claims, which was dismissed for want of such 
reinstated, and said A’ Trabing is au- 


naturalization, may be 
th to prosecute his said case and to ve judgment thereon 
the same as if he had been naturalized under the laws of the United 
States at the date of the loss; and to that end that the Court of Claims 
be, and hereby is, vested with jurisdiction as if the case were on 
original trial. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

RECEIPT FROM CONNECTICUT OF CERTAIN ARTILLERY. 


Mr. BULKELEY. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 4111) to authorize the Chief of 
Ordnance, United States Army, to receive four 3.6-inch breech- 
loading field guns, carriages, caissons, limbers, and their per- 
taining equipment from the State of Connecticut. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, in 
section 2, page 2, line 6, before the word “ hundred,” to strike 
out twelve and insert “sixteen;” so as to make the section 
read: 


Sec. 2. That no part of the value of this material shall be paid to the 
State of Connecticut, but the whole amount received from the sale 


thereof to the State shall stand as a credit to the quota of the State, 
the same as though allotted from the annual appropriations under the 
rovisions of section 1661, Revised Statutes, as amended, and subject 
all the conditions thereof. 
The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


REGULATION OF MOTOR BOATS. 


Mr. FRYE. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4094) to amend section 4426 of the 


boii Statutes of the United States—regulation of motor 


The being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to amend 
pochon 4426 of the Revised Statutes, so as to make it read as 
‘ollows: 


Sec. 4426. The hull and boilers of every ferryboat, canal boat, yacht, 
or other small craft of like character 8 by steam shall in- 
spected under the provisions of this title. Such other provisions of 
law for the better security of life as may be applicable to such vessels 
shall, Ly | the regulations of the board of ot phage inspectors, also be 
required to be complied with before a certificate of inspection. shall be 
granted, and no such vessel shall be navigated without a licensed engineer 
and a licensed pilot: Provided, however, That in open steam launches 
of 10 gross tons and under one person, if di q may serve In 
the double capacity of pilot and engineer. All vessels of above 15 
tons carrying frè 1 TO) e A uid, 

motors, be, and are reby, made sub to 

all the provisions of section 4426 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States relating to the inspection of hulls and boilers and requiring co 
of this e 


ger carried 
sengers shall be operated or navigated except in antes of a person 
local of inspectors. No 


ded by the 
local board o rs for miscondu negligence, roe Boson 
in navigation, intemperance, or violation of law on the part of the 


such license shall be in- 
capable of obtaining another such license for one year from the date 
of revocation. 

Mr. MALLORY. I should like to have the last paragraph of 
the clause beginning on page 3, line 19, again read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


No examination shall be Hg ee as a condition of the oyatning of 
ch by 


such a license, 
the local board of 
ness in navigation 


holder, and revoked, the person holding such license shall be incapable 
A obi g another such license for one year from the date of revoca- 
on, 


Mr. FRYE. That is the mildest possible form of protection. 
The driver of the boat is to receive a license without examina- 
tion, so that if he becomes drunken or negligent or violates the 
law the local inspector may simply revoke his license for one 


year. 

Mr. MALLORY. I could not hear the suggested amendment 
of the section of the Revised Statutes. 

Mr. FRYE. It is the mildest possible protection. 

Mr. MALLORY. There is no requirement that the individual 
running the boat shall be subject to any special examination? 

Mr. FRYE. He would be subject to no examination at all. 
He would receive his license on application. The license having 
been given, it is in the power of the local inspector to take it 
away if the holder violates the law. That is all there is to it, 
practically. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, I wish to ask a question, sim- 
ply for information. I do not wish to interfere with this bill, 
but it seems to me it would be very much safer for the public to 
have some guaranty through examination that the person hay- 
ing charge of such a boat is fit to take charge of it, to navigate 
it, and to handle the machinery, than to provide that his license 
shall be taken away for one year after his incapacity shall have 
been shown at the cost of life. 

Mr. MALLORY. I did not catch the remark of the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SPOONER. I was not addressing myself particularly to 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. MALLORY], but rather to the Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. Frye]. There haye been some explosions 
attributed to the incapacity of the men having charge of motor 
boats. Does not the Senator from Maine think that there should 
be some effort made to ascertain their capacity before the per- 
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sons having charge of these boats become the custodians of 
passengers? 

Mr. FRYE. This bill only applies to motor boats of 15 tons. 
The bill which I originally introduced was a little more drastic 
than this, but I referred it to the Department of Commerce and 
Labor, and, instead of accepting my bill, they drafted the bill 
which is now before the Senate, saying that, in their opinion, it 
would serve all the required purposes and would not subject so 
many of these little craft to the regular steamboat inspectors 
for examination and license. The Department considered the 
provision empowering the local inspectors to take away the 
license would be ample to insure reasonable protection. 

Mr. SPOONER. But there is no protection at all to the peo- 
ple on these boats in case of those having them in charge being 
unfit to manage them. Should we not have some means of first 
ascertaining whether they are qualified to handle a boat before 
we permit them to attempt it? As to the people who are carried, 
should they lose their lives it would be no comfort to them or 
to those who have lost them to have the license taken away. It 
seems to me, at least, that as to fitness, a part of which would 
be temperance, there ought to be some safeguard in advance to 
protect the people. 

Mr. FRYE. But the Secretary of the Department of Com- 
merce and Labor, in his report, said he believed that the very 
fact that there was a license, that the man was liable to lose the 
license, and that he could not have it renewed for a year at any 
rate, would make him careful. 

Mr. SPOONER. But under that system the only man who 
takes any chances is the man who gets the license, and the only 
chance he takes is the possible loss of it if he is not fit or if 
he gets drunk. How does that in any way help the public? 
I would rather have the opinion of the Senator from Maine on 
such a subject than that of the Department of Commerce and 
Labor. If he thinks this bill is all right; if he thinks it would 
be regarded as adequate protection for a member of his own 
family; if he thinks that there should be no preliminary exami- 
nation of these people as to fitness to handle such machinery, I 
defer to his superior judgment and his experience; but it seems 
to me it would be trifling with the subject if there is any occa- 
sion for examination or care at all. 

Mr. FRYE. I am content at this time with this step toward 
protection. There are thousands of these boats, not all carry- 
ing passengers for hire. This bill only applies to those which 
carry passengers for fare. 

Mr. SPOONER. I know that. 

Mr. FRYE. And the remonstrances that have come into 
Congress and to every Senator here from the owners of these 
little boats would probably prevent the passage of any sort of 
protective legislation. 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes; but it would be better for men who are 
fit and who can pass an examination. It is the people who do 
not want to be examined who make these remonstrances. 

Mr. FRYE. Oh, no. 

Mr. SPOONER. I know of no one else who would do so. 

Mr. MALLORY. Has the Senator from Wisconsin ever 
heard any complaint of loss of life because of the incompetency 
of those who operate these launches? 

Mr. SPOONER. I think I have. 

Mr. MALLORY. I have seen a great many of them. This 
bill only applies to launches under 15 tons. 

Mr. SPOONER. Can anyone handle them? 

Mr. MALLORY. I think any intelligent man can learn to 
handle one in two days. 

Mr. SPOONER. If we give him a license—— 

Mr. MALLORY. Give him a license and keep him under 
restraint. The point there, as shown by this bill, is, if he mis- 
behaves or gets drunk or is guilty of any conduct that is repre- 
hensible, he can have his license taken away from him. 

Mr. SPOONER. Why not find out before he gets his license 
whether or not he is in the habit of getting drunk and whether 
he is fit in other respects? 

Mr. MALLORY. It is very probable that they are examined. 
We have a right to examine them. 

Mr. FRYE. I am willing to risk it for the present, at any 
rate. 

Mr. SPOONER. I know how that is on ships. You think 
everything is all right when the laws provide for boats, a fire 
protection, ladders, and buckets, and all that kind of thing; 
but the moment some movement is inaugurated to require a 
proper crew of capable men, men who from experience would be 
expected to be cool and to know precisely what to do in the 
time of disaster, you get protests from every shipowner in the 
United States. Of course, this principle begins down at this 
little owner of a little motor craft. 

Mr. MALLORY. Mr. President, it strikes me that this bill, 


as a first step, goes amply far for the purpose intended. If 
hereafter it should appear that there is no necessity for us to 
adopt any more drastic and stringent measure to prevent in- 
competent men from taking charge of these naphtha launches, 
we can do it very well; but for my part, and I think I have 
seen a good many of these launches, I have never seen any rea- 
son for us to do more than to say that sober men and fairly 
intelligent men shall have charge of such launches. 

In the larger ports they do the duty of something similar to 
hacks around the town, they transport the masters and passen- 
gers from large vessels to landings; and they are generally 
owned by men of moderate means. It is unnecessary to sub- 
ject them to additional expense if they can get along without 
doing any injury ta the public. I have never heard of uny one 
of these launches being the cause of loss of life to anybody. 
Launches owned by individuals occasionally explode, which 
has happened I know in several cases, but as to these launches 
that are run for the public, for passengers, I never heard of a 
single instance of any injury to a passenger, I think. 

Mr. FRYE. I hope the Senator from Wisconsin will allow us 
to try this. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I should like to ask the Senator who has 
charge of this bill if it affects motor boats that are not run for 
hire? 

Mr. FRYE. No, sir; it affects only those running for hire— 
carrying passengers for hire. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Not mere pleasure boats and boats for 
personal convenience? 

Mr. FRYE. Not at all. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MEDAD C. MARTIN. 


Mr. KEAN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 14344) for the relief of Col. Medad 
C. Martin. It is identically the same as the Calendar No, 1392, 
being Senate bill 1483, which, if I can secure the passage of 
the House bill, I shall ask to have indefinitely postponed. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It authorizes the 
proper accounting officers of the Treasury to allow a credit in 
the accounts of Lieut. Col. Medad C. Martin, Deputy Quarter- 
master-General, United States Army, for the sum of $708.65, 
which sum was stolen, through no fault of the officer, January 
8, 1905, while in transit from Manila, P. I., to Lipa, Batangas, 
Picts 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. KEAN. I now move that the bill (S. 1483) for the relief 
of Col. Medad C. Martin, being Order of Business 1392, be in- 
definitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXTENSION OF EUCLID STREET. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 2623) for the extension of Buclid 
street, in Meridian Hill, District of Columbia. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the District of Columbia with amend- 
ments. y 

The first amendment was, in section 1, on page 1, line 3, after 
the word “ within,” to strike out “twenty ” and insert“ sixty; ” 
in the same line, after the word “ the,” to strike out “ dedica- 
tion to the District of Columbia of at least two-thirds of the 
land necessary for the extension of Rittenhouse street as here- 
inafter described“ and insert“ passage of this act;” in line 11, 
after the word “of,” to strike out “ Rittenhouse” and insert 
“ Buclid;” in line 12, after the word “street,” to insert “in a 
straight line;” in the same line, after the word “of,” to strike 
out “ninety ” and insert “ fifty;” and on page 2, line 1, after 
the word “from,” to strike out “ Broad Branch road westward 
to the District line, said street being shown on the permanent 
system of highway plans about 700 feet north of a line passing 
east and west through the center of Chevy Chase circle” and 
insert “ Champlain street to Columbia road;” so as to make the 
section read: 

That within sixty days after the passage of this act the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia be, and they are hereby, authorized 
and directed to institute in the supreme court of the District of Co- 
lumbia, sitting as a district court, by petition particularly describing 
the lands to taken, a proceeding in rem to condemn the land that 


may be necessary for the extension of Euclid street, in a straight line 
with a width of 50 feet, from Champlain street to Columbia road. 


The amendinents were agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 2, on page 2, line 9, after 
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the word “of,” to strike out “Rittenhouse” and insert 

“ Buclid; “ and in line 22, after the word “ for,” to strike out: 
Provided, That the remaining = of any parcel of land of any 

party dedicating shall be exempt from any assessment in respect to the 

cost of condemning any portion of said street that may not be dedi- 

—.— or zma any assessment for benefits of the extension of Ritten- 
ouse stree 


So as to make the section read: 


Sec. 2. That the entire amount found to be due and awarded as 
damages for and in respect of the land condemned for the extension of 
Euclid street as herein provided shall be a by the jury herein- 
after provided for as nefits, and to the extent of such benetits, 
against those pieces or parcels of land on each side of said street as ex- 
tended, and also on any or all pieces or parcels of land which will be 
benefited by the extension of sald street as said jury may find said 
pieces or parcels of land will be benefited, and m determining the 
amounts to be assessed against said pieces or parcels of lands the jury 
shall take into consideration the respective situations of such pleces or 
parcels of land and the benefits they may severally receive from the ex- 

ension of said street as aforesaid, and the verdict of said jury shall 
also be for a sufficient sum to cover all the costs of the conde: tion 
proceedings herein provided for. 

The amendments were agrees. to. 

The next amendment was, in section 7, page 6, line 3, after 
the word “land,” to strike out“ by the Treasurer of the United 
States, ex-officio commissioner of the sinking fund of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, upon the warrant of the Commissioners of 
said District, out of the revenues of the District of Columbia; 
and a sufficient sum to pay the amounts of said judgments and 
awards is hereby appropriated out of the revenues of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia,” and insert by the disbursing officer of the 
District of Columbia from moneys advanced to him by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury upon requisitions of the Commissioners 
of said District, as provided by law; and a sufficient sum to pay 
the amounts of said judgments and awards is hereby appro- 
priated from the reyenues of the District of Columbia;” so as 
to make the section read: 

Sec. 7. That when the verdict of said jury shall have been finally 
ratified and confirmed by the court, as herein provided, the amounts of 
money awarded and adjudged to be payable for lands taken under the 

visions hereof shall be paid to the owners of said land by the dis- 

rsing. officer of the District of Columbia from moneys advanced to 
him by the Secretary of the Treasury upon requisitions of the Commis- 
sioners of said District, as provided by law; and a sufficient sum to pay 
the amounts of said De coe ge and awards is hereby appropriated from 
the revenues of the District of Columbia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 8, page 6, line 21, after 
the words “rate of,” to strike out “ten” and insert four; 
so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 8. That when confirmed by the court, the several assessments 

herein provided to be made shall severally be a lien upon the land as- 
and shall be collected as special improvement taxes in the Dis- 

trict of Columbia, and shall be payable in two equal annual install- 
ments, with interest at the rate of 4 per cent per annum from and 
after sixty days after the confirmation of the verdict and award. In 
all cases of payments the accounting officers shall take into account the 
assessment for benefits and the award for and shall pay only 
such part of said award in respect of any lot as may be in excess of the 
assessment for benefits inst the part of such lot not taken, and there 
shall be credited on said assessment the amount of said award not in 
excess of said assessment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed. 
MEMORIAL OF THE LANDING OF THE PILGRIMS. 


Mr. LODGE. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4370) to appropriate the sum .of 
$40,000 to the Cape Cod Pilgrim’s Memorial Association, to be 
used in erecting at Provincetown, Mass., a suitable memorial 
of the landing of the Pilgrims. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to appropriate 
the sum of $40,000 as a part contribution toward the erection 
of a monument at Provincetown, Mass., in commemoration of 
the landing of the Pilgrims and the signing of the Mayflower 
compact.” 

YELLOWSTONE FOREST RESERVE. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire to call up for present 
consideration the bill (H. R. 18673) to extend the provisions of 
the homestead laws to certain lands in the Yellowstone Forest 
Reserve. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and by unanimous consent the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CESSION OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS IN CALIFORNIA. 


Mr. FLINT. I ask unanimous consent for the consideration 
at the present time of the bill (S. 4313) ceding to the State of 
California certain vacant unappropriated public lands in Santa 
Cruz County, State of California. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Public Lands with amendments, on 
page 2, line 7, after the words “the premises to be,” to insert 
under the control and to be; and in line 8, after the words 
“managed by the,” to strike out “Californian Redwood Park 
Commissioners, who shall receive no compensation for their 
services” and insert “proper authorities of the State of Cali- 
fornia; “ so as to read: 

The premises to be under the control and to be managed by the 
proper authorities of the State of California. 

‘The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. KEAN. I think the Senator from California ought to 
make a brief explanation of the bill. 

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President, the bill provides for the ceding 
to the State of California of certain lands in the county of 
Santa Cruz, Cal., adjoining and adjacent to what is known as 
the “California Big Trees,” which haye been purchased by the 
State of California, the amount expended being $250,000. It is 
the desire of the people of the State of California that there 
should be a pleasure ground there, and this land is necessary for 
that purpose. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RESTORATION TO PUBLIC DOMAIN OF CERTAIN MINNESOTA LANDS. 


Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2296) restoring to the public do- 
main certain lands in the State of Minnesota. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, preceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Public Lands with amendments, which 
were, in line 3, page 2, to strike out “repeal” and insert “ ap- 
peal;” and to strike out lines 12 and 13, as follows: “be in- 
dorsed on homesteads allowed for these lands the following: 
* Subject to the right of the United States to overflow,’” and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “be incorporated in the 
final receipts and in the patents when issued for these lands a 
condition and reservation reading as follows: ‘Subject to the 
right of the United States to overflow ;’” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the . Jands, to wit: The 
southwest quarter of the southwest quarter of section 2, township 134 
north of range 29 west, fifth principal meridian, and the east half of the 
northeast guarter and lots 5 and 6 of section 10, township 134 north of 
range 29 west, fifth principal meridian, being situate in the State of Min- 
nesota, are hereby restored to the public domain, subject to homestead 
entry; and all rights of priority of entry and settlement are hereby re- 
served, to be determined as to respective claims by the proper officials of 
the land office of the district in which said lands are situate, subject to 
appeal and review as provided by law for the entry of lands for home- 
steads: Provided, however, That said homestead entries shall be made 
subject to, and the restoration of these Jands to the public domain is made 
subject to, the right of the United States to construct and maintain 
dams for the purpose of creating reservoirs in the aid of navigation ; and 
no claim shall accrue by reason of the overflow of said lands on account 
of the construction and maintenance of such dams and reservoirs, 
And there shall be incorporated in the final receipts and in the patents 
when issued for these lands a condition and reservation reading as fol- 
lows: Subject to the right of the United States to overflow.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CERTAIN LANDS IN IDAHO. 


Mr. DUBOIS. I am directed by the Committee on Irrigation, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 4862) allowing settlers with 
permanent improvements on the town sites of Heyburn and 
Rupert, in Idaho, to buy lots on which said improvements are 
located, at an appraised price for cash, to report it without 
amendment, and I ask unanimous consent for its present con- 
sideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which is as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the town sites of Heyburn and Rupert, in 
Idaho, created and surveyed by the Government, on which town site set- 
tlers have been allowed to establish themselves and had actually es- 
tablished themselves prior to the approval of this act, in permanent 
buil and with substantial improvements, not easily moved, the 


said settlers shall be given the right to purchase the lots occupied by 
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them at an appraised valuation for cash, such appraisement to be made 
under rules to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. Recla- 
mation funds may be used to defray the necessary expenses of ap- 
praisement and sale, and the proceeds of such sale shall be covered into 
the reclamation fund. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

THIRD INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN STATES. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is generally understood that up to 3 
o’clock the unanimous-consent arrangement will continue, and as 
it is hardly that time, I ask unanimous consent for the consid- 
eration of the bill (S. 4773) for the payment of the expenses of 
the delegates to the Third International Conference of American 
States. I think it will lead to no discussion. It is only three 
or four lines long. 

By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to appropriate 
$100,000 for the actual and necessary expenses of delegates of 
the United States to the Third International Conference of 
American States, to be held at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, beginning 
July 21, 1906, and of their salaried clerical assistants, to be 
immediately available and disbursed under the direction and in 
the discretion of the Secretary of State. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

THE STATEHOOD BILL. 

Mr. NELSON (at 3 o’clock p. m.). I now call up the state- 
hood bill. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States; and to enable the people 
of New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask that the bill may be read at length. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota asks 
for the reading of the bill. The Secretary will read as re- 
quested. 

The Secretary read the bill. 


THE REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 


Mr. NELSON. The bill (S. 3044) to promote the efficiency of 
the Revenue-Cutter Service was, at the suggestion of the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Hate], the other day transferred to the Calen- 
dar under Rule IX. I ask that it may be transferred back to 
the Calendar under Rule VIII. I understand that the Senator 
from Maine has no objection. 

Mr. FRYE. My colleague the senior Senator from Maine 
[Mr. Hare] objected to the bill and had it placed on the 
Calendar under Rule IX. He has since examined carefully the 
bill and tells me it is an important one for the revenue service, 
not expensive at all, that his objection is withdrawn, and he has 
no question now but that it ought to be restored to the Calendar 
under Rule VIII. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Cray in the chair). The 
Senator from Minnesota asks unanimous consent that the bill 
(S. 3044) to promote the efficiency of the Revenue-Cutter Serv- 
ice be transferred from Rule IX to Rule VIII on the Calendar. 
Is there objection to the request? The Chair hears none, and it 
is granted. 

Mr. FRYE. Now, if there is no objection, I should like to 
have the bill considered. It is an important one for the Service. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask that the statehood bill be temporarily 
laid aside for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Minnesota 
asks that the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. The Senator from 
Maine asks unanimous consent that the bill indicated by him be 
taken up for action. 

Mr. ALLISON. Let it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with 
an amendment, in section 2, page 2, line 5, before the word 
“years,” to strike out “ twenty-two ” and insert“ twenty-four ; ” 
so as to read: 


Provided, That a person to be eligible for ap 
the line shall produce satisfactory evidence o: 


intment as a cadet of 
good moral character, 
shall be not less than 18 nor more than 24 years of age at the time of 
appointment, and shall pass a satisfactory physical examination by a 


board of officers of the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service, and 
a satisfactory educational examination, which must in all cases be 
written and strictly competitive, by a board of commissioned officers of 
the Revenue-Cutter Service, both examinations to be conducted under 
such regulations as shall be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


COMPULSORY EDUCATION IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 1243) providing for compulsory 
education in the District of Columbia. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia with an amendment, to add at the end of the bill a 
new section, as follows: 

Sec. 10. That this act shall take effect on July 1, 1906. 


Mr. ALLISON. I should like to ask the Senator from New 
Hampshire whether he thinks the schools will be in session on 
the Ist of July, and whether there are sufficient school facili- 
ties now provided to enable all the children who would come 
under these compulsory provisions to attend the schools? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, as to the first question the 
Senator asks, as to whether the schools will be in session on the 
ist day of July, I should judge that they would not be. So the 
act will be operative upon the beginning of the next school term. 
That, of course, will do no harm. Perhaps it is all the better, 
for the reason that some school buildings will be in process of 
construction during that interval, and better provision will con- 
sequently be made. 

I have, Mr. President, hesitated about urging the enactment 
of this law, for the reason that it has come to my knowledge 
from time to time that we do not have adequate school facili- 
ties even for the accommodation of the scholars who are now 
enrolled, giving them all a full day’s schooling. But the Com- 
missioners of the District, who have this matter in their imme- 
diate charge, seem to think that by the time the bill becomes 
operative there will be facilities for educating all the children, 
especially as many of them will go into parochial schools and 
other private schools. 

In addition to that, a great many very good people are urg- 
ing that it is infinitely better to give a child a half day’s school 
than none at all, and that we should follow the example al- 
most every State in the Union has set us of having a compul- 
sory education law, and then letting the board of education and 
the Commissioners do the best for the children that they can 
under the existing conditions. 

I shall hope that when the District of Columbia appropriation 
bill is under consideration this year very liberal provision will 
be made for new school buildings, if they are required, and I 
really think they are. I know that the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. ALLISON], who has most to do with that appropriation bill, 
will be glad to cooperate to bring about that very important 
result. 

We ought not to be behind other communities as we are to-day 
in the matter of providing for the children of this District. 
We ought to have facilities to educate them all and we ought 
to have a law that will compel them to attend school during 
certain years, either a half day or a whole day, as the circum- 
stances might seem to demand. 

Mr. KEAN. May I ask the Senator what the age limit is? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Between the ages of 8 and 14. 

The report of the committee upon the bill is illuminating in 
the matters the Senator from Iowa has called to my attention, 
and I am going to ask that the report shall be printed in the 
Recorp in connection with the consideration of the bill, if the 
bill shall be passed, as I trust it will be. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask that the report of the committee 
be printed in the Recorp in connection with the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report will 
be printed in the RECORD, 
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The report is as follows: 


Mr. DILLINGHAM, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 2 

The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 1243) providing for compulsory education in the District 
of Columbia, have considered the same and report thereon with recom- 
mendation that it pass as amended. 

The bill is intended to provide a simple and effective compulsory 
education law in the District of Columbia to replace the present law, 
which is inadequate and obsolete. The District is one of the few 
jurisdictions In the United States having no effective law of this char- 
acter, the need of which is forcibly suggested by the fact that from 
4,000 to 6,000 children of the District of school age do not attend a 
school of any kind. A committee of citizens interested in the subject 
have recently investigated this matter and have issued a statement to 
the effect that more than 6,000 children in the District from 7 to 15 
toe of age do not attend school, these figures being based upon the 

ederal census and the records of school enrollments. As will be seen 
in the letter which follows, the superintendent of schools estimates 
this number at less than 5,000. here seems to be no method of 
determining the exact number of children not enrolled without insti- 
tuting a school census, but notwithstanding the absence of informa- 
tion which is absolutely accurate, it is certain that the conditions are 
— a to make it highly desirable that legislation be adopted to correct 

e evil. 

There has been some doubt as to the practicability of such a law at 
this time owing to the already crowded conditions of the present school 
buildings and the fact that it has been necessary to limit many schools 
of the lower grades to half-day sessions. 

With this nt pear in mind, the committee caused to be addressed to 
the president of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
a letter asking for information upon this int. Commissioner Mac- 
farland’s reply to this letter is given herewith : 


FEBRUARY 9, 1906. 


My DEAR SENATOR DILLINGHAM: In response to your recent inquiry 
I have to say that it is stated by the superintendent of schools that the 
3 school buildings could take care of a considerable number of 
hose who would be brought into the public schools by a compulsory- 
education law after the Ist of July next. The effect of the law would 
be naturally cumulative and gradually all could be taken in who would 
come under its operation, provided the building of new schools is 
steadily carried on as rapidly as possible, in accordance with the rec- 
ommendations of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, The 
n of schools estimates that there are less than 5,000 
children of school age who are now not enrolled in the schools of the 
District of Columbia. A considerable number would be provided for 
under a compulsory-education law in the private or parochial schools. 
Last year the total enrollment in the public schools of the District of 
Columbia was 51,230; no child applying was turned away, and the aver- 
age percentage of attendance was 93.5. The superintendent states that 
there are only 186 habitual truants, and that it is comparatively easy 
for the teachers to keep track of them. It is true that there are a 
number of half-day schools (in all now 391), but they are all for the 
first three grades, which is strictly primary work for children under 10 
years of age, and a great majority of them are for children of the first 
and second grades, or children under 9 years of age. There are only 
42 half-day schools above the second grade, made up of third-grade 


scholars. 
Sincerely yours, Henry B. F, MACFARLAND. 


Hon. W, P. DILLINGHAM, 
United States Senate. 


From the above letter it appears that by the beginning of the next 
school year there will be room in the school buildings of the District 
to accommodate all pupils who might be enrolled as the result of a 
compulsory-education law, and in view of this the committee 8 
that the bill be amended by the addition of another section, as follows: 

“Sec. 10. That this act shall take effect on July 1, 1906.“ 

The bill presented was drawn after a careful study of several State 
laws on the subject, and is framed especially to meet the needs of the 
District of Columbia. It ią singularly free from multitudinous details 
and drastic provisions, which would render its enforcement difficult and 
expensive and its operation a needless hardship to parents or children. 
In the latter regard special attention is directed to the last clause of 
section 1 of the bill, which provides that— 

“A child may be excused from school attendance or instruction upon 
presentation of satisfactory evidence that he has already been in- 
structed in the branches taught in the public schools, or that he has 
already acquired these branches of learning, or that his physical or 
mental condition is such as to render such attendance or instruction 
for 1 — moo period required, or any part thereof, inexpedient or im- 
practicable.” 

Attention is also directed to section 8 of the bill, which provides 
“that if any parent or guardian shall be unable, by reason of DoT: 
to send the child under his control to school as provided for in this 
act it shall be the duty of the board of education to take such action 
as in its discretion may best promote the purpose of this act in the 
particular case.” 

The object of the proposed legislation is simply to compel children 
of school age to attend school if they are not already proficient in the 
common branches, as provided in section 1, or unless such a child is 
physically or mentally unfit to pursue such studies. 


COAST DEFENSES. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Coast Defenses, and ordered to be printed: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


Our coast defenses as they existed in 1860 were not surpassed in 
efficiency by those of any country, but within a few years the introduc- 
tion of rifled cannon and armor in the navies of the world, against 
which the smoothbore guns were practically useless, rendered them ob- 
solete. For many years no attempt was made to rem the deficien- 
cies of these seacoast fortifications. There was no establishment in the 
country equipped for the manufacture of high-power rifled guns; there 
was no definite adopted policy of coast defense, and Congress was re- 
luctant to undertake a work the cost of which could not be stated eyen 
approximately and the details of which had not advanced, so far as 
could be ascertained, beyond the experimental stages. 


The act of March 3, 1883, was the first decisive step taken to secure 
suitable and adequate ordnance for military 8 Under the pro- 
visions of this act a joint board of officers of the Army and Navy was 
appointed “for the purpose of 1 and 8 to Congress 
which of the nayy-yards or arsenals owned by the Government has the 
best location and is best adapted for the establishment of a Government 
foundry, or what other method, if any, should be adopted for the manu- 
facture of heavy ordnance adapted to modern warfare for the use of 
the Army and Navy of, the Un States.” This board, known as the 
Board,” made its report in 1884 and directed public 
attention not only to the defenseless condition of our coasts, but to thè 
importance and necessity of formulating a comprehensive scheme for 
ok 8 5 our tape te and coast cities. 

5 result, the act o ongress approved March 3, 1885, provided 
that “ the President of the United States shall appoint a boa 1 * 
which board shall examine and report at what ports fortifications or other 
defenses are most urgently required, the character and kind of defenses 
best adapted to each with reference to armament, the utilization of tor- 
pedoes, mines, and other defensive appliances.” 

The board, organized under the foregoing provision of law, popular! 
known as the “ Endicott board, in its report of January 25. 1880. 
cited the principles on which any system of coast defense should be 
based, and clearly stated the necessity of having our important strate- 
gic and commercial centers made secure against naval attack. In de- 
ermining the 2 that were in urgent need of defense, since a fleet 
did not exist for the protection of the merchant marine, fortifications 
were provided at every harbor of importance along the coast and at 
several of the lake ports. For any rticular harbor or locality the 
report specifies the armament considered necessary for proper pro- 
tection, the character of emplacements to be used, the number of sub- 
marine mines and torpedo ts, with detailed estimates of cost for 
these various items. he proposed guns, mounts, and emplacements 
were of types that seemed at that time best suited to accomplish the 
desired results, based on the only data available, namely, experiments 
and information of similar work from abroad. 

After the report was made part of the public records, the develop- 
ment and adoption of a suitable disappearing gun carriage caused the 
substitution of open emplacements for the expensive turrets and ar- 
mored casemates, materially reducing the cost of installing the arma- 
ment. ‘The great advances in ordnance, increasing the power and range 
of the later guns, caused a diminution in the number and caliber of 
the pieces to be mounted, and this fact, combined with advances in 
the science of hie py ai, rendered unnecessary the construction of 
the expensive “floating batteries” designed by the Endicott board 
for mounting guns to give sufficient fire for the defense of wide channels 
or for harbors where suitable foundations could not be secured on 
land. Furthermore, keeping pace with the gradual development and 
improvement in the engines and implements of war, fortified harbors 
are equipped with rapid-fire guns, and, to a certain extent, with power 
plants, searchlights, and a system of fire control and direction, now 
essential adjuncts of a complete system of defense, though not so con- 
sidered by that board. 

While the details of the scheme of defense recommended by the Endi- 
cott board have been departed from, in making provision for later 
developments of war material, the great value of its report Hes In the 
fact that it sets forth a definite and intelligible plan or policy upon 
which the very important work of coast defense should proceed, and 
which is as applicable to-day as when formulated. 

The greater effective ranges possible with the later rifled cannon, 
the necessity of thoroughly covering with gun fire all available waters 
of approach, and the growth of seacoast towns beyond the limits of 
some of the military reservations, have combined to move defensive 
works more to the front, and many of the gun positions now occu- 
pied have been obtained from private ownership. The cost of such 
sites has been a large item in tbe present cost of fortifications, 
and this purchase of land was not included in its estimates by the 
Endicott board. 

An examination of the report also discloses the fact that no esti- 
mates were submitted covering a supply of ammunition to be kept in 
reserve for the services of the guns that were recommended, due, r- 
Bene, to the fact that a eee wder to give the energy desired 
and a suitable projectile to accompl the desired destruction of armor 
were still in experimenta! stages. These questions, however, are no 
longer in doubt, and Congress already has made provision for some of 
the ammunition needed. 

The omissions in the estimates of the Endicott board and the changes 
in the details of its plans have caused doubts in the minds of many as 
to the money that will be needed to defend completely our coasts by 
guns, mines, and their adjuncts. New localities are pressing their 
claims for defense. The insular possessions can not be held unless 
the principal ports, naval bases, and coaling stations are fortified be- 
fore the outbreak of war. These considerations have led me to appoint 
a joint board of officers of the Army and Navy “to recommend the 
armament, fixed and floating, mobile torpedoes, submarine mines, and 
all other defensive appliances that may be necessary to complete the 
harbor defense with the most economical and advantageous expendi- 
tures of money.” The board was further instructed “to extend its 
examinations so as to include estimates and recommendations relative 
to defenses of the insular possessions,” and to “ recommend the order in 
which the proposed defense shall be completed, so that all the elements 
of harbor defense may be properly and effectively coordinated.” 

The board has completed its labors, and its report, together with a 
letter of transmittal by the Secretary of War, is herewith transmitted 
for the information of the Congress. It is to be noted that the entrance 
to Chesapeake Bay, not heretofore recommended or authorized by Con- 
gress, is added to the list of ports in the United States to be defended, 
with the important reasons therefor aay stated; that the gun de- 
fense proper is well advanced toward completion, and that the greater 
part of the estimate is for new work of gun defense, for the accessories 
now so necessary for efficiency, and for an allowance of ammunition 
which, added to that already on hand, will give the minimum supply that 
should be kept in reserve to snecessfully meet any sudden attack. The 
letter of the Secretary of War contains a comparison of the estimates 
of the Endicott board, with the amounts already appropriated for the 
present defense and the estimates of the new board, from which it 
appears that a completed defense of our 1 cost of ammuni- 
ree and sites, can be accomplished for less than the amount estimated 


by the Endicott board, even including the additional localities not 
recommended by it. 

In the insular possessions the great naval bases at Guantanamo, 
Subig Bay, and Pearl Harbor, the coaling stations at Guam and San 
Juan, uire protection, and, in addition, defenses are recommended 
for Man Bay and Honolulu, because of the strategic importance of 
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these localities. In the letter of the Secretary of War will be found 
the sums already appropriated for defenses at some of these ports or 
harbors, and the estimates are for the completion of an adequate 
defense at each locality. 

Defenses are recommended for the entrances to the Panama Canal 
as contemplated by the act of June 28, 1902 (Spooner Act), and under 
the terms of this act the cost of such fortifications would poe be 
paid from appropriations for the construction and defense of the canal. 

The necessity for a complete and aceguate system of coast defense is 
greater to-day than 3 years ago, for the increased wealth of the 
country offers more tempting inducements to attack and a hostile fleet 
can reach our coast in a much shorter period of time. The fact that 
we now have a navy does not in any wise diminish the importance of 
coast defenses; on the contrary, that fact emphasizes their value and 
the necessity for their construction. It is an accepted naval maxim 
that a navy can be used to strategic advantage only when acting on 
the offensive, and it can be free to so operate only after our coast 
defense is reasonably secure and so recognized by the country. It was 
due to the securely defended condition of the Japanese ports that the 
Japanese fleet was free to seek out and watch its A objective the 
Russian fleet — without fear of interruption or recall ard its home 
ports against raids by the Vladivostok squadron. This, one of the 
most valuable lessons of the late war in the Hast, is worthy of serious 
consideration by our country, with its extensive coast line, its many 
important harbors, and its many wealthy manufacturing coast cities. 

e security and protection of our Interests require the completion of 
the defenses of our coast, and the accompanying plan merits and should 
receive the generous support of the Congress. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


Tun WHITE HOUSE, March 5, 1906. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. — 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. C. R. 
McKenney, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had 
disagreed to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5976) to provide for the final disposition of the affairs of the 
Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territory, and for other 
purposes, asks a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. SHER- 
MAN, Mr. Curtis, and Mr. StepHens of Texas managers at the 
conference on the part of the House. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8493) granting 
an increase of pension to Sallie F. Sheffield. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were 
thereupon signed by the Vice-President: 

2 R. 524. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylvenus 
ay; 

H. R. 648. An act granting a pension to Charles Falbisaner ; 

H. R. 650, An act granting an increase of pension to Felix 
G. Stidger ; 

Sah 5 1032. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth 
DS; 

H. R. 1043. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
Hounsom ; 

H. R. 1200. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
G. Parker; 

H. R. 1287. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
D. Moore; 

H. R. 1859. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
M. Robinson ; 

H. R. 1483. An act granting an increase of pension to Jose- 
phine E. Quentin ; 

13 a 1484. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
vell; 

H. R. 1485. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
J. Williams; 

H. R. 1585. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
N. Dutcher ; 

Pg nad An act granting an increase of pension to George 

8 e; 

9 An act granting an increase of pension to George 

B. Carr; 
wa e An act granting an increase of pension to William 

. Shultz; 
ip etan 1902. An act granting an increase of pension to Gilbert 

ord; 

H. R. 1909. An act granting an increase of pension to Alex- 
ander Miller; 

115 R. 1975. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
ouse ; 

H. R. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Harry 
C. Thorne; 

H. R. 1979. An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
L. Hill; 
are ee eee ee oe eee 

f per; 

H. R. 2054. An act granting an increase of pension to Ralph 
A. Adams; 

H. R. 2059. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Washburn ; 


H. R. 2108. An act granting a pension to Mattie Settlemire ; 

H. R. 2114. An act granting an increase of pension to Ben- 
jamin F. Bibb; 
Sa R. 2116. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 

ayes; 

H. R. 2156. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel 
E. Ware; 

H. R. 2174. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan- 
iel Buchanan; 

H. R. 2204. An act granting an increase of pension to Dexter 
E. W. Stone; 
5 ae An act granting an increase of pension to James 

. Stell; 

H. R. 2307. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Jones Martin; 
erst An act granting an increase of pension to Asa M. 

oote; 

H. R. 2595. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
D. Sutton; 
we R. 2703. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 

Teeks; 

H. R. 2709. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius 
D. Rogers; 

H. R. 2762. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Chandler ; 
55 An act granting an increase of pension to Orton 

. Ford; 

H. R. 2849. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Harrison ; 

H. R. 2949. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Adamson ; 

H. R. 2954. An act granting an increase of pension to Chaun- 
cey P. Dean; 

H. R. 3193. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Todd ; 

H. R. 3220. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
Johnson ; 

H. R. 3230. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Beulen ; 

H. R. 3250. An act granting a pension to Harrison White; 

H. R. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
L. Dougherty ; 

H. R. 3342. An act granting an increase of pension to Albin L. 
Ingram; ‘ 

H. R. 3403. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
A. Baker; 
Ng R. 3425. An act granting an increase of pension to Warren 

Blye; 

H. R. 3483. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
P. Williams; 7 

H. R. 3500. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Martin; 

H. R. 3502. An act granting a pension to Morris Osborn; 

H. R. 3544. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
M. Grier; 

H. R. 3552. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
F. McDonald; 

H. R. 3570. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
Whorton ; 8 

H. R. 3571. An act granting an increase of pension to Eber 
Watson; 

H. R. 3679. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
M. Hunter; 

H. R. 3966. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Jester; 

H. R. 3973. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
P. Knight; 

H. R. 3983. An act granting a pension to Blanche Douglass; 

H. R. 4179, An act granting an increase of pension to Owen 
Donohoe ; 

H. R. 4192. An act granting an increase of pension to John C, 
Cavanaugh, alias John Carpenter ; 

H. R. 4202. An act granting an increase of pension to John C, 
Umstead ; 

H. R. 4206. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Henry Ober; 
a H. R. 4221. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

‘oat; 

5 An act granting an increase of pension to George 
ee R. 4685. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
H. R. 4626. An act granting a pension to Leola V. Franks; 

H. R. 4741. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Dickerson ; ~ : 
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H. R. 4751. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Sparling; 
x H. R. 4764. An act granting an increase of pension to Ahijah 

rown; 

H. R. 4878. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
H. Witherwax ; 

H. R. 4886. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
De Lafayette Burket; 

H. R. 4957. An act granting an increase of pension to Elijah 
J. Snodgrass ; 

H. R. 4962. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Sturgis ; 
p. H. 2275 5028. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

Carll; 

II. II. 5163. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
U. Mallorie ; 

H. R. 5186. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Fulton; 

H. R. 5212. An act granting an increase of pension to Giles 
Q. Slocum ; 

H. R. 5605. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
S. Pelley ; 

H. R. 5640. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham Mathews; 

H. R. 5647. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Wetterich ; 

H. R. 5656. An act granting an increase of pension to Darius 
H. Randall ; 

H. R. 5658. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Nichols ; 

H. R. 5692. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
G. Gardner ; 

H. R. 5708. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
T. Fallon; 

II. R. 5711. An act granting a pension to Richard H. Kelly; 

II. R. 5753. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie H. 
Murphy ; 

H. R. 5830. An act granting an increase of pension to Syl- 
venus Hardy; 

H. R. 5855. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
L. Brown; 

H. R. 5909. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Bynon; 

II. R. 5038. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
J. McClaskey ; 

H. R. 5957. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Steck; 
II. R. 6063. An act granting an increase of pension to Maria 
Dyer; 

H. R. 6085. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Crowe; 

H. R. 6076. An act granting a pension to Anna M. Case; 

H. R. 6085. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
C. Rardin; 

H. R. 6098. An act granting an increase of pension to Sadie A. 
Walker; 

H. R. 6109. An act granting ¢ an increase of pension to William 
H. Ackert; 

II. R. 6115. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Sarles; 

H. R. 6117. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Dill; 

H. R. 6133. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Bagley ; 

II. R. 6137. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry S. 
Stow ell; 

H. R. 6178. An act granting an increase of pension to Carl W. 
Block ; 
H. R. 6226. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Bruner ; 

H. R. 6340. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
D. Hatch; 

H. R. 6398. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Henry ; 

H. R. 6399. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Hanna; 

II. R. 6400. An act granting a pension to Harry W. Omo; 

H. R. 6408. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Queman ; 

H. R. 6489. An act granting a pension to Mary E. Scott; 

H. R. 6494. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Hughes; 

II. R. 6516. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Bailey ; 


1 6538. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Rice; 

H. R. 6565. 
M. Hatter; 

H. R. 6613. 

II. R. 6813. 
Kinsauls ; 

H. R. 6859. 

H. R. 6873. 
A. Phillips ; 

H. R. 6913. 
Gibbons; 

H. R. 6941. 
Gearkee ; 

H. R. 6947. 
Washburn ; 

H. R. 6962. 
Phillips, jr. ; 

H. R. 6977. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 


An act granting a pension to Thomas J. Stevens : 
An act granting an increase of pension to Emsley 


An act granting a pension to Eva B. Koch; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 


An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
An act granting an increase of pension to Alice 
An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred S. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
1 5 An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 

II. R. 7213. 


E. Glavis; 
H. R. 7222. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Loucette 
An act granting an increase of pension to Levi J. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 


An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Campbell; 
H. R. 7240. 
H. R. 7241. 
Allhands; 
II. R. 7525. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
K. Spencer; 
H. R. 7576. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Brummett; 


An act granting a pension to Galevina A. Pinnell ; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 


H. R. 7599. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Holland ; 

H. R. 7600. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Welch; 

H. R. 7607. An act granting an increase of pension to Annie 
M. Smith; 

. R. 7628. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorenzo 

D. Stoker; 

H. R. 7636. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Meeler ; 

H. R. 7649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Leipnitz ; : 

H. R. 7665. An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley 
J. Banks; 

H. R. 7680. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Shannon ; 

II. R. 7711. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Dunnan; 

H. R. 7721. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
V. Lowary ; : 

H. R. 7750. An act granting an increase of pension to Anton 
Riedmuller ; 


H. R. 7838. an act granting an increase of pension to S. Har- 
riet Morris; 

H. R. 7941. 
B. Osborn; 

H. R. 7948. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Reynolds, alias William Reynolds; 

H. R. 7955. An act granting an increase of pension to Newton 
E. Terrill; 

R. 7982. 

M. Kellogg; 

H. R. 8061. 
Echard ; 

I. R. 8043. An act granting an increase of pension to Lafay- 
ette Dodds; 

H. R. 8044. An act granting an increase of pension to Angel 
Hausker ; 

H. R. 8156. 
H. Howard; 

H. R.8169. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
C. Jones; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Carlon 


An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 


An act granting an increase of pension to Heart 


An act granting an increase of pension to Loren 
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H. R. 8187. An act granting an increase of pension to Silas 
C. Elliott; 

H. R. 8213. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Monteith ; 

H. R. 8216. An act granting an increase of pension to Philipp 
Cline, alias Francis Klein ; 
. H. R. 8233. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Power; 

H. R. 8242. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
Alves; 

H. R. 8251. An act granting an increase of pension to Abel S. 
Thompson ; 

H. R. 8253. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Dolan; 

H. R. 8288. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Carr; 
5 H. R. 8302. An act granting an increase of pension to Maurice 

ayes; 

H. R. 8317. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
Thompson; 

H. R. 8406. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
W. Selfridge ; 

H. R. 8494. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
A. Jones; 

II. R. 8520, An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
F. White; 

H. R. 8541. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
H. Pinney ; 

H. R. 8556. An act granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett ; 

H. R. 8562. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Ostermann ; 

H. R. 8596. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Messerschmidt ; 

H. R. 8649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Bode ; 

H. R. 8663, An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick A, Amende; 

H. R. 8664. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Wascher ; 

H. R. 8714. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Gibson ; 

H. R. 8794. An act granting an increase of pension to Stout 
Shearer ; 

H. R. 8846. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Todd; y 
_ H. R. 8847. An act granting an increase of pension to Philip B. 
Thompson ; 

II. R. 8918. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Hull, alias Spencer J. Hull; 

H. R. 8926, An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Keller; 

II. R. 8939. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
A. Chauncey ; 

H. R. 8944. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Lorance ; 

H. R. 8949. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Richard Clark; i 

H. R. 9051. An act granting an increase of pension to Asher S. 
Bouden ; i 

H. R. 9052. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Wood; 

H. R. 9059. An act granting an increase of pension to Eben- 
ezer S. Edgerton; i 

H. R. 9065. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
G. Brail; 

H. R. 9077. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Engle; 

H. R. 9104. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Brown; 

II. R. 9122. An act granting an increase of pension to Phi- 
lander Bennett; 

H. R. 9142. An act granting an increase of pension to Herman 
A. Kimball; : 

H. R. 9146, An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
A. Jones; 

H. R. 9209. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
D. Cohen; 

H. R. 9234. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. McDonald; 

H. R. 9237. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Dachrodt; . 

H. R. 9253. An act granting a pension to Vollie A. McMillen; 
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H. R. 9279. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Curley ; 

H. R. 9351. An act granting an increase of pension to Marie 
G. Bonham; i 

H. R. 9405. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Burns; 

H. R. 9416. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
M. Longsworth ; 

H. R. 9530. An act granting a pension to Catherine B. Casey ; 

H. R. 9567. An act granting an increase of pension to Hen- 
derson Rose; 
S R. 9579. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 

arris; 

aE 9651. An act granting an increase of pension tó Charles 
S. Word; 

H. R. 9789. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
Nicholson ; 

H. R. 9795. An act granting an increase of pension to Emory 
Edward Patch; 

H. R. 9851. An act granting an increase of pension to Willian 
G. Richardson ; 

H. R. 9906. An act granting an increase of pension to Hirman 
Rhodes ; 
Shae: R. 9929. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlean 

Witt; 

H. R. 10007. An act granting an increase of pension to Apple- 
ton Gibson ; 

H. R. 10175. An act granting an increase of pension to Mat- 
thew A. Knight; 

H. R. 10216. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
Longstaff ; 
DA AASA An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 

. Diehl ; 

H. R. 10258. An act granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Smith; 

II. R. 10266. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Morris ; 

H. R. 10269. An act granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew Ricketts; 

H. R. 10297. An act granting an increase of pension to Nich- 
olas Hercherberger ; 

H. R. 10307. An act granting an increase of pension to Milton 
A. Saeger ; 

H. R. 10308. An act granting an increase of pension to Dillon 
F. Acker; 

H. R. 10323. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
J. Donahue ; 

H. R. 10362. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Chenoweth ; 

H. R. 10437. An act granting an increase of pension to Casper 
Yost; ; 

H. R. 10439. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Ann Gaunt; 

H. R. 10457. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie 
Bremmer ; 

H. R. 10459. An act granting an increase of pension to Alta M. 
Westenhaver; 

II. R. 10476. An act granting a pension to Charles T. Hesler; 

H. R. 10477. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Babcock ; . 

H. R. 10483. An act granting a pension to James Gallt; 

H. R. 10521. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
F. Cluley ; j 

H. R. 10522. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Everitt; 

H. R. 10551. An act granting an increase of pension to Ezekial 
Polk; 

H. R. 10552. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Wilkinson ; 

H. R. 10564. An act granting an increase of pension to Leyi 
N. Bodley ; 

H. R. 10588. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Parker ; 

H. R. 10611. An act granting a pension to John J. Brewer; 

H. R. 10623. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
L. Bostwick ; 

H. R. 10637. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi I. 
Shipman ; 

H. R. 10720. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
F. Caldwell ; 

H. R. 10722. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Flint; 

H. R. 10741. An act granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Clark ; 
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= = 10807. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
+ Long; 
F ER, 10872. An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 

H. R. 10883. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Lee; 

H. R. 10918. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
W. Josselyn ; 

H. R. 10925. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
C. Dennis; 

H. R. 10954. An act granting an increase of pension to Letitia 
D. Watkins; 

H. R. 10967. An act granting a pension to George Larson; 

H. R. 10969. An act granting an increase of pension to Cala- 
way G. Tucker; 
5 FE 11051. An act granting a pension to Henry T. Mc- 

well; 

H. R. 11061. An act granting an increase of pension to Re- 
anna Pile; 

H. R. 11096. An act granting an increase of pension to Sion 
B. Glazner ; 

H. R. 11101. An act granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew J. Baker; 

H. R. 11105. An act granting an increase of pension to 
Michael Comer ; 

H. R. 11132. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
E. Lydy; 

H. R. 11144. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 


Pratt; 
5 pr 11145. An act granting an increase of pension to Melvin 

. 7 

II. R. 11160. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
Herbert; 

II. R. 11205. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice; 

H. R. 11302. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Cotton; 

H. R. 11320. An act granting an increase of pension to Adam 


H. R. 11343. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch 
Bolen; 

H. R. 11561. An act granting an increase of pension to Egbert 
P. Shetter ; 

H. R. 11620. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
J. Quimby ; 

H. R. 11630. An act granting an increase of pension to Harriet 
E. St. John; 

II. R. 11653. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Jordan; 

H. R. 11658. An act greating an increase of pension to Gould 
E. Utter; 

H. R. 11672. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
lin J. Fellows; 

II. R. 11724. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
‘A. Conley ; 

H. R. 11777. An act granting an increasd of pension to Manson 
B. Scott; 

H. R. 11808. An act granting an increase of pension to Web- 
ster Thomas; 

H. R. 11842. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Noble; 

II. R. 11846. An act granting a pension to Clara M. Thompson; 

H. R. 11908. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
V. Sturtevant; 

H. R. 11916. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
L. Kimball; 

H. R. 12008. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Blanding; 

H. R. 12016. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cassaday ; 

H. R. 12027. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
O. Bradley; 

H. R. 12088. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Burleigh; 

H. R. 12054. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Hallowell; 

H. R. 12102. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
helmina Healey ; 

II. R. 12156. An act granting an increase of pension to Edwin 
Billing; 

H. R. 12285. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Kirkland; 

H. R. 12290. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
L. Kretsinger ; 

H. R. 12297. An act granting a pension to Estelle Kuhn; 


5 H. R. 12384. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
unning; 

H. R. 12388. An act granting an increase of pension to Har- 
vey T. Dunn; 

H. R. 12506. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
T. Howell; 

H. R. 12507. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Collier; 

H. R. 12510. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McWhorter ; 

H. R. 12583. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth L. H. Labatt; 

H. R. 12640. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus Walker; 

H. R. 12713. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus F. Bradbury ; 

H. R. 12754. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Eversole; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 


An act granting an increase of pension to Kath- 
12937. An act granting an increase of pension to James 


Hoover; 
H. R. 13037. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 


beth Jane Kearney ; 


H. R. 13050. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Crockett; 

H. R. 13078. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth F. Partin; 
53 R. 13084. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

on; 

H. R. 13129. An act granting an increase of pension to Pink- 
ney W. H. Lee; 

H. R. 13141. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Southworth; 
Pe setae An act granting an increase of pension to William 

- ay; 
cin R. 13536. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 

ine; 

H. R. 13579. An act granting an increase of pension to Amon 
Miller; and 

H. R. 13582. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Sutherland. 
THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of Okla- 
homa and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States; and to enable the people of 
New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is not my purpose on this 
oceasion to enter into any extended diseussion. 

Mr. FORAKER rose. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. NELSON. | Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. If the Senator will yield to me, I simply 
wish to offer an amendment to the bill and ask that it may be 
printed and lie on the table. I shall take advantage of some 
opportunity to make some remarks upon it. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask that the proposed amendment be 


read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment submit- 
ted by the Senator from Ohio will be read. 

The SECRETARY. Insert at the end of section 25 the following: 


Seventh. That said State shall by suitable laws forever prohibit all 
games of chance for money or other thing of valne and shall impose 
a 8 penalties by fine or imprisonment, or both, for any violation 
0 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment will be 
printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. FORAKER. I want to say, in justice to myself, that I 
shall not ask the Senate to adopt that amendment at the time 
when we adopt the other amendments; but I shall before that 
time take -occasion to make some remarks based upon that 
amendment which will have application to this proposed legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to enter 
into an extended discussion of the pending bill at this thne. I 
simply wish to now present to the Senate certain facts and 
statistics which have bearing upon different portions of the bill 
and upon the bill as an entirety, especially with reference to the 
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question of dividing New Mexico and Arizona into separate 
States. 

The question was asked the junior Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Hopkins] the other day, when he had the floor and was 
discussing the statehood bill, as to what was the relative in- 
debtedness of the two Territories, and it was intimated by the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Futon], who asked the question, 
that while New Mexico had a large indebtedness, Arizona had 
practically none. I find, on looking up the matter, that, ac- 
cording to the latest statistics I have been able to obtain, 
those contained in the report of the governor of the Territory, 
that a year ago the bonded debt of Arizona was $1,010,972.43, 
while the bonded debt of New Mexico was $1,062,000. So, 
practically, the bonded debts of the two Territories are equal. 

I want to say further, in connection with this matter, while 
I am on that subject, that a good many years ago various 
counties and municipalities, both in Arizona and New Mexico, 
issued bonds for local improvements, bonds to aid railroads. 
Those bonds were litigated and held to be invalid. After- 
wards—I can not at this time recall the date—legislation was 
passed in Congress here which legalized those bonds, both as to 
Arizona and to New Mexico. In addition to that, a law was 
passed making these local debts thus legalized in Arizona a 
part of the funded debt of that Territory, Similar legislation 
was attempted here in Congress during the first session which 
1 served in this body. An attempt was made to saddle some- 
thing like $1,000,000 of local dept, that had before that time 
been legalized by statute upon the Territory of New Mexico. 
That legislation, however, failed; so that New Mexico to-day 
bas practically no more bonded debt than Arizona. 

I next want to call the attention of the Senate to the amount 
of public land in each of those Territories, the amount that has 
been appropriated or reserved, and the amount that is still open 
to appropriation, which means for sale or entry. 

In Arizona the total amount of public lands was 72,792,320 
acres. I read from a document prepared by the General Land 
Office July 1, 1894. Since then there has been some slight 
change, but not much. Of this total area, 5,541,547 acres have 
been appropriated for various purposes, which means sold or 
disposed of; at all events the Government has parted with its 
title to it. Twenty million two hundred and forty-nine thousand 
one hundred and eighty acres have been reserved, part of it for 
forest reserves, part for irrigation purposes, and the remainder 
for Indian reserves. There is in Arizona about that amount at 
this time. In Arizona there is a total of 47,001,593 acres of un- 
appropriated and undisposed of public lands. 

I next call the attention of the Senate to the condition of the 
public lands in New Mexico. The total amount of public lands 
in that Territory is 78,428,800 acres. Of this amount 18,820,356 
acres have been sold or appropriated and disposed of in various 
ways; 7,356,104 acres are in reservations either reserved for 
forest purposes, for irrigation purposes, or for the Indians, leav- 
ing a residue of 52,252,340 acres of public land undisposed of in 
that Territory. 

This is the condition in the Territory of Oklahoma: The total 
amount of public lands in that Territory was 24,718,720 acres. 
Of this amount, 19,567,824 acres have been appropriated, mainly 
taken by homestead settlers, and 3,055,469 acres have been re- 
served for forest purposes, mostly for Indian reservations in 
that Territory; and there is only a total area of unreserved and 
unappropriated lands in that Territory of 2,095,427 acres. 

I next desire to call the attention of the Senate to the forest 
reserves in the two Territories of Arizona and New Mexico. 
From a letter that I have just received from the head of the 
Forestry Bureau, Mr. Pinchot, it appears that there are in the 
Territory of Arizona ten forest reserves, amounting to 8,357,370 
acres, with an estimated quantity of timber on it in board 
measure of 7,714,000,000 feet. In New Mexico there are five 
forest reservations, containing 5,207,184 acres, and the esti- 
mated amount of timber in board measure is 9,200,000,000 feet. 

I desire to call the attention of the Senate to the amount 
of land that is irrigated or that can be irrigated in the two Ter- 
ritories of Arizona and New Mexico. My remarks last year 
were based upon statistics which I then received from the 
Geological Survey, which has charge of irrigation matters. It 
appeared that in the two Territories combined there were a 
total of 502,197 acres of land that were irrigated, or a total of 
about 800,000 acres that it is possible to irrigate, making an 
aggregate of 1,302,197 acres, according to the report of the Geo- 
logical Survey, that were either then irrigated or susceptible of 
irrigation. 

I addressed a letter a short time ago to the Geological Survey 
to find what changes have taken place in reference to that mat- 
ter, and here is the information I have secured: 


Hon. Kxutr NELSON, 
United States Senate. 


Sır: Your letter of February 22 has been received, asking regarding 
development of irrigation in New Mexico and Arizona. There have 
been relatively small chan in the conditions as given in my letter 
to you of December 21, 1 . There has been an increase in irrigated 
acreage by the construction of small irrigation ditches or by the exten- 
sion of existing canal systems. On the other hand, there has been in 
some localities a notable decrease of irrigated 3 owing to the 
failure of the Arizona canal system and the Pecos Valley Canal, two of 
the largest irrigating systems which have been operating in the past. 

In Arizona the Salt River 78 5 will furnish water for at least 
165, acres, a portion of which is already partly irrigated and is 
included in the census statistics of irrigated acreage. In the vicinity 
of Yuma, also, at least 50,000 acres will irrigated in the near future, 
most of this being land which has been subject to overflow, but not irri- 
gated systematically in the past. 

In New Mexico the Hondo project is nearly completed for the irriga- 
tion of about 8,000 acres, and the Carlsbad project will shortly be 
taken up for the irrigation of about 20,000 acres, restoring water to 
lands previously irrigated by the Pecos Valley Canal. In the Rio 
Grande Valley it is probable that in the future 110,000 acres will be sup- 
plied with water by storage from the Engle Reservoir. 

With these explanations or modifications I think that the general 
statements given in my 8 correspondence, and in the Census 
enh on irrigation in 1902, may be considered as approximately 
correct, 

Very respectfully, CuHas. D. WALCOTT, Director. 

Inasmuch as the bill provides for an extensive land grant, I 
was curious to know the gross amount of land that would be 
appropriated by it. I have here a letter received from the 
General Land Office giving a statement of the acreage of pub- 
lic lands that will be disposed of under this bill for school and 
other purposes in the two Territories of Arizona and New 
Mexico, and also in Oklahoma. In Oklahoma there is a school 
grant of two sections to the township—sections 16 and 36, 
The total number of acres in this will be 1,385,174. Then, in 
addition to that grant to Oklahoma, section 8 of the bill con- 
fers certain lands in section 13 in the Cherokee Outlet, the 
Tonkawa Indian Reservation, and the Pawnee Indian Reserva- 
tion, reseryed by the President of the United States by proc- 
lamation issued August 19, 1893, which amounts to 179,319 
acres, Another portion is in the Wichita Reservation, under 
the act of March 2, 1895, and by amendatory statutes in refer- 
ence to the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian reserves, 
under which is granted 148,140 acres. 

Then, in addition to these general school land grants which 
I have stated, there are special grants, as follows: 

To the State University, 250,000 acres; to the University Pre- 
paratory School, 150,000 acres; to the Agricultural College, 
250,000 acres; to the Colored Agricultural and Normal Univer- 
sity, 100,000 acres, and to the normal schools, 300,000 acres. 
The aggregate of all the grants made by this bill to the Terri- 
tory of Oklahoma amounts to 3,090,092 acres of land. 

The Indian Territory has no school land, and it is impossible 
to make a school land grant there, because all the land there 
belongs to the people of the Five Civilized Tribes. 

Hence the bill, in order to make up a sort of equilibrium be- 
tween the school land grant to Oklahoma and the lack of such a 
grant to the Indian Territory, makes an appropriation of $5,000,- 
000. While that may seem a large sum, I do not think it will at 
all compare with the value of the school lands that are granted to 
Oklahoma. I think the grant to Oklahoma Territory, at the very 
lowest estimate, is worth more than $10,000,000, perhaps fifteen 
or twenty million dollars. So the Indian Territory, even with 
that appropriation of $5,000,000 in cash, will get much less than 
Oklahoma out of the general fund for the establishment and 
maintenance of public schools in those Territories. 

In Arizona we make a more extensive school grant. We fol- 
low the precedent that was established in the case of Utah and 
one or two other States. Originally, I might say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the school grant to the earlier States of the Mississippt 
Valley was one section to the township—section 16. The old 
States like Iowa, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Illinois, and, I 
think, Michigan, got one section to a township for school pur- 
poses. Afterwards, as we admitted newer States, we began to 
give them two sections to the township—sections 16 and 36—and 
in later instances, in the arid States like Utah and one or two 
others, we went still further and gave them four sections to the 
township. 

The school land grant in Arizona is a grant of sections 13, 
16, 33, and 36, and it will amount to 16,802,348 acres; for public 
buildings, 128,000 acres; for university, 48,000 acres; another 
grant to the university of 192,000 acres; for the insane asylum, 
200,000 acres; for the penitentiaries, 200,000 acres; for the 
school for deaf and dumb, 200,000 acres; for the miners’ hos- 
pitals, 100,000 acres; for the normal schools, 200,000 acres; 
for State charitable and other institutions, 200,000 acres; for 
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agricultural colleges, 300,000 acres; for the school of mines, 
200,000 acres; and for the military institute, 200,000 acres. 

To New Mexico the following grants are made: For reser- 
voirs, 500,000 acres; for the improvement of the Rio Grande, 
100,000 acres; for the insane asylum, 50,000 acres; for the 
school of mines, 50,000 acres; for the deaf and dumb asylum, 
50,000 acres; for the reform school, 50,000 acres; for the nor- 
mal school, 100,000 acres; for the institute for the blind, 50,000 
acres; for the miners’ hospital, 50,000 acres; for the military 
institute, 50,000 acres; for the penitentiaries, 50,000 acres; 
and for the university, 46,080 acres. 

I made a mistake if I said that this school land grant of 
18,000,000 acres was for Arizona alone. It includes both 
‘Arizona and New Mexico. The total grant of public lands for 
these two Territories is 20,116,428 acres. This may seem an 
immense grant—four sections to the township. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. NELSON. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. If it will not interrupt the Senator, I 
should like in this connection, before leaving the question of 
land grants for school purposes, to. make some inquiry of the 
Senator as to his understanding of the situation in which the 
proposed new State would find itself so far as the lands for 
school purposes are concerned. I understand the Senator to 
have said—or perhaps it was another Senator—in discussing 
the question, that, outside of the land that had been withdrawn 
for irrigation purposes, there was very little, if any, arable land 
or land available for settlement. 

Mr. NELSON. I did not say that. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Well, it has been so stated. I think it was 
stated at the last session. 

Mr. NELSON. I read the statistics of the land that had been 
appropriated or disposed of, the statistics of land that had been 
reserved for all purposes, and the statistics of the land that was 
still unappropriated, and then I read in detail the amount in- 
cluded in the two Territories in forest reservations. There are 
ten forest reserves in Arizona and five in New Mexico. I 
gave the acreage of each, and then from the report of the 
Geological Survey for last year I gave the amount of land that 
had been irrigated and that was susceptible of irrigation at that 
time. Then I supplemented that with a statement, in the shape 
of a letter, which I received from Mr. Walcott, showing the 
modifications and changes that should be made in respect to the 
statement I made a year ago. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I so understood the Senator, and I thought 
it would quite repay us at this time, in order to have it together 
in the Recorp, to make some investigation as to whether or 
not this grant of lands for educational purposes represented a 
real grant or a Barmecide feast. Now, I should like to call the 
Senator’s attention to some of his figures just stated. Ac- 
cording to the official statement, the forest reserves already 
withdrawn and created in the two Territories of Arizona and 
New Mexico aggregate 13,564,554 acres—that is, withdrawn for 
forest purposes. od 

Mr. NELSON. Yes. 

Mr. HEYBURN. The lands that are withdrawn for irriga- 
tion purposes, under the reclamation act, of course, are not 
ayailable for the purpose of selecting school lands. 

Mr. NELSON. Of course not. 

Mr. HEYBURN. So that, taking the total area of arable 
land, or land possible of settlement and cultivation, to be made 
up of the forest reserves and of lands that can be made availa- 
ble only by reclamation, how much land is there left from which 
to select indemnity school lands and the other land grants of 
the proposed State? If the Senator can give me that informa- 
tion, I should be glad to have it. 

Mr. NELSON. There are oceans of it. I have just read the 
fi 


gures. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I have the Senator’s figures before me. 

Mr. NELSON. There are oceans of unappropriated public 
lands in the two Territories. There is no difficulty at all about 
filling the grant and making indemnity selections. In New 
Mexico there are still—or there were a year ago, and there have 
not been many changes since—52,252,000 acres of unappropri- 
ated public land, and in Arizona there were 47,000,000 acres 
of unappropriated public land, nearly 100,000,000 acres of un- 
appropriated public land in the two Territories. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Will it interrupt the Senator if we con- 
sider it from that basis for a moment by a few questions, I 
hope well directed, to get at what the real assets of the school 
fund will be in Arizona? 

Mr. NELSON. The Senator knows it is impossible for any 
Senator to answer that, because no man can say what those 


lands will be sold for. I am coming to that question. I was 
going to state to the Senate the reasons why this grant is much 
more extensive than the grant to Oklahoma and some States. 
Instead of two sections to the township, it is proposed to grant 
to Arizona and New Mexico four sections, because the lands 
are poor and arid and will undoubtedly bring but a small 
amount. It will be largely a question of irrigation as to how 
soon money can be derived from that source. 

Mr. HEYBURN. If it will not interrupt the Senator, does 
the Senator understand that under the provision of this bill 
lands that are valuable only through the reclamation process are 
available for the school fund? 

Mr. NELSON. No; I understand that where land is undis- 
posed of in the first place the State gets absolutely four sections 
in each township if they are vacant and unappropriated. 

Mr. HEYBURN. What does the Senator understand by 
being “undisposed of?” Would forest reserves take them out 
of the list? 

Mr. NELSON, They would then be in a state of reservation 
and could not be selected. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Then would reclamation withdrawal also 
take them out? 

4 Mr. NELSON. That would hold them in a state of reserva- 
on. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Then the school lands which are granted 
nominally could not be selected either from forest reserves or 
from lands available under the reclamation process? 

Mr. NELSON. I think not. 

Mr. HEYBURN. What other lands are there in Arizona and 
New Mexico that would form a substantial basis of settlement 
upon which the growth of that proposed State may rest? 

Mr. NELSON. Well, there are in the two Territories up- 
ward of 100,000,000 acres of land that are not in a state of res- 
ervatlon. 

Mr. HEYBURN. But are they of any value? 

Mr. NELSON. That is a question. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Would they all form a substantial basis 
of value for the school fund? 

Mr. NELSON. I might ask the question, Will those 100,- 
000,000 acres form a substantial basis for a State? 

Mr. HEYBURN. That is the question. It has been asserted 
that they would not; that this proposed State had no possible 
future through growth that depended upon these lands outside 
of the forest reclamation lands at present. 

Mr. NELSON. I take it that in time, if the Senator wants 
my judgment—and I can only give him that—in time, gradually 
some of these lands will be irrigated on a small scale. I do not 
apprehend that all irrigation will simply be confined to what the 
Government does. We have laws under which desert lands can 
be entered and irrigated, 

Mr. WARREN rose: 

Mr. NELSON. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WARREN. I simply desire to ask a question. 

Mr. NELSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Minnesota is making a 
very interesting statement, and I know he wants to be right. 
He stated a moment ago that Utah and other arid States were 
granted four sections of school lands. 

Mr. NELSON. As to Utah, I am confident that is so. 

Mr. WARREN. My information is that Utah had four sec- 
tions, but that no other State had so many. 

Mr. NELSON. Well, perhaps I may be mistaken. 
about Utah. [To Mr. Smoor:] Am I not correct? 
Mr. SMOOT. Utah was granted sections 2, 16, 32, and 36. 

Mr. NELSON. Four sections. 

Mr. WARREN. But no other State in the Union was granted 
so many sections, 

Mr. NELSON. Perhaps the Senator is correct. 

Mr. WARREN. May I ask what other sections make up the 
four other than the sixteenth and the thirty-sixth? 

Mr. NELSON. In Arizona and New Mexico? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. NELSON. Sections 13, 16, 33, and 36. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have only to say that I 
find no fault whatever that four sections are proposed to be 
granted to New Mexico and Arizona. I am glad that they are 
to have that much. The grants to the proposed new States in 
this bill are liberal all the way through. I may say that, aside 
from the school sections, they are several times what they have 
been in the other States; but that simply proves to me that the 
other States did not have nearly enough. I think the present 
bill is all right, for there is no more land to be given to the 
proposed States than they ought to have. 

Mr. NELSON. I do not agree with the Senator in that. I 
think if you take the question of value into consideration, the 
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grant to New Mexico and Arizona does not begin to be as good 
as the grant to Oklahoma, for instance. 

Mr. WARREN. That is true; but I am speaking of the 
other arid States. I wish to make no point on it, because that 
has all passed. 

Mr. NELSON. I am not prepared to speak on that. But 
take the States that are not arid or are only semiarid. I think 
this grant of four sections to the township does not begin to be 
as valuable eyen as one section to the township was in Wiscon- 
sin, Iowa, and some of the older States. 

Mr. WARREN. In my judgment, the Senator is absolutely 
right; but I want to say, as we go along, although the wrong 
of that is passed and can not be rectified now, that the other 
arid States, in addition to Utah, should have had four sections 
of public land instead of two. 

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is perfectly right. I will not 
discuss that with him. We can not mend those matters of the 
past; but the committee felt confident that this grant, in view 
of the character of the land and the resources of the country, 
was none too much. I apprehend—though it is only a rough 
guess of mine—that to-day those lands as an entirety perhaps 
would not be worth over from 50 cents to a dollar an acre, 
while in Oklahoma, I have no doubt that the school lands are 
worth all the way from ten to twenty dollars an acre. 

Of course, it will be something of a problem, because this 
land will not be of much help until the State can dispose of it; 
but as the lands become improved, cultivated, irrigated, and 
settled, gradually they will be disposed of at a very fair price, 
especially such portions as can be irrigated. 

I think, in all fairness to this new proposed State, that if 1 
had my way about it, in addition to this land grant, I would 
give them an appropriation of a few million dollars to start 
with as a school fund, in order to make a beginning until they 
can dispose of and market these lands and secure a fund, be- 
cause the lands will not be available for school purposes until 
the State can dispose of them, get the money, and let that money 
out at interest, and thus obtain revenue. 

Mr. President, in addition to the figures which I have given 
the Senate, I have here a table which I will ask to have incor- 
porated in my remarks, giving a list of the States as they have 
been admitted into the Union since 1812, showing the population 
of those States at the time of their admission or at the census 
nearest to it, and showing the ratio of population for each Repre- 
sentative in Congress. While if you go away back and look at the 
population each State had when admitted, it may seem small in 
comparison with the States admitted in recent years, yet, when 
you compare it with the ratio of representation in Congress at 
that time, you will find that as a rule every State which was 
admitted had enough for at least one Representative in Congress 
and in many instances more. 

In connection with my statement in reference to the land 
grants in the three Territories of Oklahoma, Arizona, and New 
Mexico, I desire to present a memorandum from the Interior 
Department, explaining more in detail the effects and limita- 
tions of the grants, and to have it incorporated in my remarks, 

The memorandum referred to is as follows: 


MEMORANDUM AS TO THE EFFECT OF CERTAIN SECTIONS OF SENATE BILL 
1158, FOR THE ADMISSION OF OKLAHOMA AND INDIAN ‘TERRITORY, 
NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA, RELATIVE TO PUBLIC LANDS GRANTED TO 
THE NEW STATHS FOR EDUCATIONAL AND PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT PUR- 
POSES. 

(1) By section 12 of the bill, 1,050,000 acres In gross are granted 

to the pro State of Oklahoma, in lieu of lands for internal im- 

These lands are to be selected by the 


pore. swamp lands, ete. 
rd for leasing school lands of the Territo’ „the only duty of the 
Department in the premises being the ministerial duty of withdrawing 


from entry the selections so made. 

By section 29 of the bill, 1,800,000 acres are granted to the pro- 
posed State of Arizona, in lieu of grants for internal improvements, 
swamp lands, ete. By section 30 it is provided that these lands shall 
be selected, “under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior,” 
by a commission composed of the governor, the surveyor-general, and 
the attorney-general of said State. There is no “board fer leasin 
school lands“ in New Mexico; and the system of leasing Territoria. 
lands in that Territory has not been developed so far as it has in 
Oklahoma. There is, however, a “board of public lands,” which has 
heretofore both leased and sold certain Territorial lands, subject to the 
approval of the Secretary of the Interior. 

P2) Sections 7 and 8 of the bill nt to Oklahoma sections 16 and 
86 for school purposes and sections ublic- 
Improvement purposes. There is no provision in that part of the bill 
which relates to Oklahoma excepting either from these grants or from 
the grant of 1,050,000 acres in gross above mentioned the lands known 
to be mineral in character. It has always been the custom heretofore 
to except mineral lands from grants made to new States for educa- 
tional and public-improvement purposes. In Oklahoma there are, 
among other mineral lands, several sections which are very valuable 
for oil and gas purposes, Thousands of dollars have been offered for 
the lease of less than a single section of school land near Cleveland, 
Okla., but the applicant was informed that neither the Department nor 
— ‘Territory could make such a lease for mineral purposes under ex- 

ng law. 

In the portion of the bill granting lands to the proposed new State 


8 and 33 for university and 


of Arizona (see sections 23-26 and 29) there is a provision expressly 
excepting lands known to be mineral in character. Said provision is 
found in section 31, which reads as follows: 

“Sec. 31. That all mineral lands shall be exempted from the nts 
made by this act; but if any portion thereof shall be found by the De- 

rtment of the interior to be mineral lands, said State is hereby au- 
horized and empowered to select, in legal subdivisions, an equal 
quantity of other unappropriated lands in said State.” 

It is possible that this section was intended to except mineral lands 
from the grants made to both Arizona and Oklahoma, as it does not 
mention either State. In view, however, of its ition among the 

rovisions relating erie teed to Arizona, and in view of its indefinite 
anguage, it seems not unlikely that, under the rule of noscitur a sociis, 
this section would be construed as excepting mineral lands only from 
those grants which are made to Arizona, and as not affecting the grants 
made to Oklahoma. 

Under the bill as framed Oklahoma would appear to be favored above 
all the other Territories; and certain rights granted to that State by 
me 5 are denied to the State to be created out of Arizona and New 

exico. 

(3) Sections 9 and 10 authorize the leasing of lands granted to 
Oklahoma for periods of not exceeding five years, “ under such regula- 
tions as the legislature may prescribe.” Oklahoma has now an elabo- 
rate system of leasing school lands. Perhaps, therefore, the insertion 
in the present bill similar to that which was included in the bill pend- 
ing during the last Congress (H. R. 14749) might be found useful, 
to wit, “and until such time as the legislature shall prescribe the 
same, this and all other lands granted to the State may be leased under 
existing rules and regulations.” 

(4) It appears that the 1,050,000 acres granted in 
homa by section 12 of the bill are absolute 7 at the 
legislature of said Territory. Section 28 of t 
that “all lands herein granted for educational purposes may be ap- 
praised and disposed of only at 8 sale,” etc., or may be leased; but 
this section is placed among e provisions relating exclusively to 
Arizona; and as the last sentence is a repetition of a similar pro- 
vision in the pe of the bill relating to Oklahoma, and the section —.— 
not indicate that it was intended to ap ly to both States, it would 
proveny (as in the case of section 81 o bill above referred to) be 

eld to apply only to the State of Arizona. 

The act for the admission of North and South Dakota, Montana, and 
Washington (22 Stat., 676) provided (sec. 11), among other thin 
that “all lands herein granted for educational s shall be dis- 

ed of only at public sale, and at a price not less than $10 per acre,” 

ut that the lands might be leased for not exceeding five years, in 


Penal of 
S 0 0 
e bill, however, provides 


quantities not exceeding one section to any one person or company. 

In Oklahoma many square miles of land have been leased to the same 
person or company, at prices far below the real value of the land, thus 
working injury both upon the Territo) itself and upon prospective 
settlers; and the persons who secured these large tracts, not satisfied 
with the great profits which they have reaped in the past, are now 
claiming perpetual rights over the tracts leased by them; or, as has 
happened in many cases, they have subdivided the lands into’ half or 
quarter sections, and transferred their rights over these small 
to actual home seekers, receiving sums for such transfer. 

(5) There are several bills pending before Congress looking to the 
creation of national rks in Arizona and New Mexico, to wit: The 
Petrified Forest National Park, in Arizona, and the Pajarito Cliff 
Dwellers’ National Park, in New Mexico. Regarding the pro 
Petrified Forest Park, the Commissioner of the General Land Office 
states in his last annual report as follows: Y 

“In view of the well-known importance of securing. efficient protec- 
tion for the natural wonders of this region, I urgently renew my rec- 
ommendation that this measure, which, as stated, has already been 
5 by the House of Representatives in three successive Congresses, 

prn the erly approval of Congress at its next session.” 

bill having in view the creation of a national park at this place 
has been introduced at the present session of Congress. 

The Department has several times recommended the passage of an act 
establishing the proposan Pajarito Clif Dwellers’ National Park, in 
New Mexico, and a bill for that purpose was introduced during the last 
Congress, but failed to become a law. Fart of the land proposed to be 
included in such park is now included in a reservation for the use of 
the Santa Clara Pueblo Indians, and the remainder of the tract is 
included in the Jemez Forest Reserve (proposed). 

If the lands aboye referred to are to be set aside as national parks 
and exclusive jurisdiction thereof is to be retained by the United S der 
it would seem advisable that a provision be inserted in this stateh 
bill deseribing such lands by metes and bounds, setting the same aside 
as national parks, and Nag sag reserving jurisdiction and sovereignty 
over the same to the United States. 

(8) In section 7, pase 9, lines 21-23, which greoi to the State of 
OkÌ 6 and in the Territory of 


that name, 

thereof,” there is a proviso readin 
Provided, That there is su 

said State to cover this grant?’ 


oma sections 36 in every townsh 
“and all indemnity lands heretofore selected in lieu 

as follows: 
cient untaken public land within 


As no specific 3 of land 18 granted by this section, it is not 
underst just how th 8 18 5 to the grant made by 
this section. In section 12 of the bill, grants are made in bulk or 


quantity, amounting to 1,050,000 acres, and a 8 7 such as that 
above quoted would therefore readily be understood if placed in that 
sang It p 2 N Doers 3 -a an the atenton: 

n section page @ woi “se appears ave 
5 nea in place of “ selected.” 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, from the data I have presented 
it appears that the forest reserves and the land that is irrigated 
or possible of irrigation to-day in the two Territories of Arizona 
and New Mexico do not quite aggregate 15,000,000 acres out 
of a total acreage of nearly 150,000,000, or a total acreage of 
over 135,000,000 of unappropriated public lands. Outside of 
the mining industries in those Territories this area of 15,000,000 
acres represents for the present, and I may say the future, 
the possibilities of the proposed State of Arizona and New 
Mexico as an agricultural and grazing State. It will be as 
though you had a State of 15,000,000 acres devoted to grazing 
and agricultural purposes, and the rest of the Territory simply 
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subject to mining purposes and development by irrigation in 
the far-distant future if water can be secured. 

I may say the great problem of irrigation in that country is 
not the building of reservoirs, is not the securing of land for 
irrigation, but the great problem is to secure the water, which 
is very scarce there, the country being’ dependent mainly upon 
a few streams. As the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Diek] the 
other day well said, speaking of the importance of having these 
two Territories together as one State, one of the principal irri- 
gating streams in the proposed new State is the Gila River. 
In fact, outside of one or two other streams, it is the princi- 
pal stream from which a water supply can be secured for irri- 
gation. That stream has its source in the Territory of New 
Mexico and flows a hundred and fifty or two hundred miles 
from its source before it reaches the Territory of Arizona. 

If you leave that stream—and it is a very important one to 
that country—in two States, you are liable to be confronted 
with the same difficulties which now exist in reference to the 
Rio Grande. Those on the lower portion of that river complain 
that the authorities of Colorado are impounding the water and 
depriving the country on the stream below of the necessary 
quantity of water. Such a question might arise if you have 
these Territories separate. It might happen that New Mexico 
would impound all the water on the upper portion of the Gila 
River, and thus entirely deprive the remainder of the country 
on the stream lower down in the Territory of Arizona of the 
necessary quantity of water, whereas if the two Territories are 
united in one State, the State would have control of all portions 
of the stream, and the entire stream would be sebject to such 
laws as the State might adopt. 

I will not take up the time of the Senate much longer, for 
three years ago I discussed this matter very extensively—for a 
period of six days—and I discussed it again for two days a 
year ago, and I am afraid the Senate has become somewhat 
tired of hearing from me on this subject. But I wish merely to 
call attention to one thing, and that is this: Three years ago, 
when the statehood bill was up, the proposition was to establisb 
four States, making each of those four Territories a separate 
State. The people of the Indian Territory and of Oklahoma 
were at that time very much in favor of it. 

I made the argument then, and advanced the proposition on 
the floor of the Senate, that on account of the commercial re- 
sources, the railroad facilities, and the natural characteristics 
of the Territory of Oklahoma and the Indian Territory, they 
ought to be united and made into one great State. I am happy 
to say that the argument I then made and the argument which 
was made by colleagues of mine on the floor of the Senate have 
borne fruit in those Territories. To-day, with the exception of 
a few people whom nothing will satisfy, the great majority of 
the people of those Territories are of one accord, and feel that 
they should be united as one State and become one of the great 
States of this Union. 

Mr. President, I feel that in time the same spirit will fall upon 
the people of Arizona and New Mexico. They are handicapped 
in one way in which the people of Oklahoma and the Indian 
Territory were not handicapped. Oklahoma and the Indian 
Territory had a large population of whites—a half million in 
each Territory—enterprising and aggressiye men, who had gone 
there to build up towns and to open farms. The two Territories 
were densely populated, with no particular or special interests 
to dominate them or lead them astray, and the people could find 
a free and full expression of their views. In consequence, while 
at the outset the people in those two Territories were utterly 
opposed to a Union, to-day they are of one accord and have 
come together. 

Without questioning the motives or purposes of anybody, either 
inside of this Chamber or outside, it is my conviction that if con- 
ditions in respect to population, in respect to special and peculiar 
interests, were the same in Arizona and New Mexico as they are 
in Oklahoma and Indian Territory, the people of those Terri- 
tories would be glad to be united in one great State. But un- 
fortunately in those two Territories, especially in Arizona, there 
are certain special interests which have a dominating influence 
in those Territories, and they so dominate the people that what 
would be found to be the public opinion of those Territories 
does not find expression as it otherwise would. 

I have no doubt that if those people unite themselves into one 
State, they will live together in harmony and in peace and 
ultimately develop their country into a great State. It will 
be a great State in area—next to the State of Texas—and ulti- 
mately, in the course of time, in the years to come, it will be 
something of an agricultural State, and doubtless always will 
be a great mining State. 

There is another reason which I think ought to be urged why 


these Territories ought to be united. It is this: Aside from the 
value of the mines, the Territories are really poor, comparatively 
speaking. I mean that the natural resources of the two are, 
comparatively speaking, not very large. It is quite a burden to 
establish a full-Hedged State government, and unless the peo- 
ple have material resources, unless there is a population to bear 
the burden, it will become indeed a heavy load. By uniting 
these two Territories into one State, the burden of statehood 
will not be heavier for both combined than it would be for one 
of the Territories separately. 

There is, to my mind, another reason, although it may seem a 
littie ungracious to mention it here. I do not mention it in 
any invidious spirit. I refer to it in the spirit of an American 
who desires to see his country homogeneous and of one language 
and one spirit. In New Mexico, as you know, nearly half the 
population are of Spanish descent. They have been good enough 
citizens; they are good loyal citizens to-day, but they are still 
to a large extent Spanish in language and in spirit. 

Now, by uniting what is called the “American element” in New 
Mexico and the American element in Arizona into one State 
that element will there, as everywhere throughout this country, 
dominate the new State. They would not be pulling apart from 
one another. The Americans in New Mexico would not be hos- 
tile and adverse to the Americans in Arizona. A common spirit, 
a common education and training, and that love of country 
which appertains to all the citizens of this land, that Anglo- 
Saxon spirit, which came over here with the Pilgrim fathers, 
would actuate them all, and they would in time form a great 
State. 

I know if we ever succeed in uniting them together into a 
great State they will be like the State of Texas; they will never 
want to separate again into separate States. They will feel, to 
use a Scriptural expression, that whatever the Almighty has 
united let no man put asunder. We gave permission to Texas 
to form itself into four or five States. Texas has never availed 
herself of that privilege, and I think never will. 

So, Mr. President, I feel confident that if for the good of 
these people, for their own future good, we could unite them 
into one great State, after a few years of experience they would 
not only thoroughly Americanize the Mexican portion of New 
Mexico, but they would become so homogeneous in language, in 
spirit, in all that pertains to the best in American institutions, 
that no portion or parcel would ever want to be segregated from 
the rest of it into a new State. 

We hear a good deal said, Mr. President, as to what the wishes 
of the people may be. Ordinarily we ought to assent to the 
wishes of the people, but sometimes it is better for us to use 
our own judgment. These Territories are the children of 
Uncle Sam. Ordinarily the kind parent sees to the wishes of 
his children, but sometimes the wise parent finds it judicious to 
take the bit in his own mouth and to curb the zeal and the 
energy of his children and keep them within the proper channel. 

The lesson, if I may say so, the instruction, the admonition 
that we gave to the people of Oklahoma and Indian Territory 
three years ago has borne good fruit. At that time I have no 
doubt the majority of the people were hostile, and thought that 
the Congress of the United States was their enemy and was not 
dealing with them fairly. Yet to-day they are of an entirely 
different opinion. They have come to the conclusion that 
what we then wanted to do for them and what we still want 
to do for them is the part of wisdom by a good parent to his 
children. 

What we have done for Oklahoma and the Indian Territory 
we propose to do for Arizona and New Mexico. The area, the 
outer boundaries, of the two Territories may be much greater, 
but in respect to material resources, in all that goes to make 
up a State really, the two Territories of Arizona and New 
Mexico do not eyen equal one of the Territories of Oklahoma 
or Indian Territory that we propose to unite. 

If this bill passes, as I hope it will pass, I have no doubt but 
that the people of these Territories will get together, adopt a 
free and liberal constitution, elect their State officers, their 
county officers, their municipal officers, and elect their Repre- 
sentatives in Congress and Senators and send them here to 
Congress, and that in time the new State of Arizona will be 
one of the bright stars in the Federal flag that we can all be 
proud of. 

I for one, speaking for myself, am actuated in this matter not 
by a spirit of hostility, but by what I regard to be for the inter- 
ests of the people in those Territories; by what I feel should be 
done for the future of that country, in order to make that whole 
country homogeneous and truly American in spirit; in order to 
make it not what they used to call in old England before the 
days of the reform bill, “rotten boroughs.” In order that this 
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may not be a rotten borough, but that it may be one of the living I will ask to append and incorporate in them a statement 

and one of the strong and one of the active and energetic | showing, as I stated a moment ago, the ratio of population to 

States in the American Union, I trust that we can succeed in | a Representative in Congress at each of our different censuses. 

having them united. The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Senator’s 
I do not know that I care to take up the time of the Senate | request is granted. 

any further in connection with the remarks that I have made. The statement referred to is as follows: 


Population of the United States at each census from 1790 to 1900. 


127,381 | 131,425 
1860, 1870. 


857,629 | 362,705 
850,373 | 364,210 


708,002 939,948 l, 118,587 | 1,381,625 


17,227 | 55,988 | 114,795 | 323,888 | 592,004 (1,063,509 11,603,224 2,023,030 2,529,000 431 
8,618 | 10,569 | 25,660| 50,814 90,040 | "118,508 | ‘118,071 103.850 150, 184 211284 


20,845 | 66,557 | 140,455 | 383,702 682,044 1,182,012 [1,721,295 2, 168, 380 2, 679, 184 3, 108. 665 


12,579 | 25,671 j 324,191 | 362,302 | 591,859 ' 819,062 | 944,708" 
1,676 | 4.717 400 | 47,708 | 111,259 | 122,169 | 210,666 | 309,117 | 368,856 


14,255 | 30,388 | 97,574 | 200,897 | 435,450 | 484,471 | 802,525 1,123,179 | 1,811,564 
421, 204 | 555,104 |1,198, 865 (1,747,352 | 2; 427, 988 
182,921 | 253,475 | 398,384 | 488,171 620,72 


604,215 | 818,579 1.591, 749 2,235,523 | 3,048, 710 


673,844 (1,188,258 |1,615,099 (1,901,211 | 2,219,160 
1,069 5, 762 9,516 | 10,685 12,693 


675,913 1,194,020 {1,624,615 (1,911,896 | 2,231,353 


91,635 | 375,908 | 655,975 | 858,676 1, 190, 1,474,008 
962 4,056 | $272 | 6,018 11,88 11.045 


| 438,047 | 779,200 (1,298,143 | 7, 748, 45 
259 750 1.564 3,683 4,959 


439,706 | 780,778 (1,301,826 | 1,751,394 


90,577 | 174,281 | 312,581 | 412,435 
346 487 | 1,186 1,101 


90,923 | 174,768 | 813,767 | 413,536 


$47,291 | 952,989 (1,877,386 | 1,418,492 
17,108 | 43,107 | ° 49,710 | 52.005 


964, 399 | 906,006 (1,427,096 | 1,470, 495 
6,812 | 42,134) 61,778| 85.519 42,201 
45 557 488 242 130 
6.857 | 2 41 62,200) 4561| 42,385 
vea eg Meg [nag 
28,841 | 122,998 | 452,462 (1,058, 910 | 1,066,300 


39,408 | 181,892 | 405,983 | 531,130 
456 2.45 6,215 8,570 


39,864 | 194,927 | 412,198 550, 700 
14,087 776 | 182,346 800 
a 11 23 Se 


319,146 
1 
401,570 
E 
243, 329 


515,589 
2,514 


518, 103 
91, 591 
940 

92, 531 
161,479 
293 


161, 772 

330 
50 118 232 588 25591 
380 40,273 86,788 143, 963 207,905 |. 276,749 
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- Mr. NELSON. `This table is remarkable, and I will only call 
attention to it for a moment. It not only shows the ratio of 
population at each census, but it also shows the population 
of the several States from the time Louisiana was admitted, 


in 1812, to the present time. It gives the population of the 
several States as compared with the ratio for Representative at 
the time of their admission, and you can see how it has changed 
and fluctuated. We started out in 1790 and in 1800 with a 
ratio of 33,000 people to a Representative in Congress, and from 
that on we have been gradually growing until the present ratio 
is 194,000. 

Now, if you eliminate the Indians, the negroes, and the Mexi- 
eans from the population of these two Territories, you will 
have about people enough for a Representative and a half. 
We allow this proposed new State for every possible growth 
that may haye taken place since the last census, and we give 
them two Representatives in Congress. Of course I am not 
here to criticise what has taken place in the past. Many of 
the States that we admitted then had not a very large popu- 
lation, but they have become fine States, growing and prosper- 
ous. ‘They have been valuable members of the community, and 
they have most valuable and efficient representatives in both 
Houses of Congress. 

But I feel, Mr. President, that in this matter here and from 
now on in admitting a new State we ought to act upon the the- 
ory that when a State comes in it ought to have population 
enough to give it at least as many Members of the House of 
Representatives as it has in this body. In other words, every 
State coming in will have two Senators in this body. I think 
in the future our guide ought to be that when a Territory comes 
into the Union it ought to have a population big enough to give 
it at least two meiabers in the other body as well as in this 
body. 

It is said on this occasion by those who are now opposing 
the bill that we should let these Territories stay outside. I 
do not say that that is the view of anybody in this Chamber, but 
I think it is true of many on the outside that they are using 
that argument simply as a temporary expedient. They came 
here three years ago eager and anxious for statehood for each 
of these Territories. Their only hope now is to defeat it. I 
refer to interests outside of this Chamber, not to anybody in the 
Chamber. Their only hope now is for the time being to defeat 
this bill, and if they succeed in accomplishing that and get 
Oklahoma and Indian ‘Territory admitted, Arizona and New 
Mexico will come here each of them knocking separately for 
admission, and we will still have the problem on our hands. I 
think now is the accepted time to settle this question and dis- 
pose of the whole problem. 

It will leave us outside of our colonial possessions only 
Alaska, and Alaska is a country that is still in an embryo condi- 
tion. With its immense territory of 590,000 square miles, and 
with its vast seaboard line, and with its scant and seattered pop- 
ulation of 40,000 or 50,000 Americans, with perhaps 30,000 na- 
tives, it will be years before Alaska will come before Congress in 
the shape of either asking for a full legislative Territorial gov- 
ernment or asking for statehood in any shape. 

I have no doubt in the years to come, in the years of my 
grandchildren perhaps, even Alaska will come here asking for 
admission into the Union, not as a single State, but perhaps as 
three States. The coast line, the Aleutian Archipelago, and the 
archipelago along the British boundary, and the south shore, 
“southern Alaska,” as it is called, will no doubt some day come 
knocking at the doors of Congress for admission as a State; 
then the great interior of that country, the great Yukon and 
Tanana and Koyukuk valleys will come to Congress and ask 
for admission as a State; and by and by Seward Peninsula, 
with its 30,000 square miles, with its endless amount of gold- 
bearing creeks and the country beyond that will be knocking at 
the doors of Congress. If we who are now in this Chamber 
could look down upon this world of ours one hundred years 
hence I have no doubt that we would find three States in this 
Union from what now constitutes a portion of the territory of 
Alaska. 

I refer to these things, Mr. President, incidentally for the 
purpose of calling attention to the importance in the admission 
of States now and hereafter of being guided by sound and safe 
principles. While it is always well, under reasonable circum- 
stances, to listen to the wishes and views of the people inhab- 
iting the country, yet we should, under all circumstances, exer- 
cise that judgment and thoughtful care which a kind parent 
exercises over the welfare of bis children, and never allow the 
children, except where we deem it to be right, to have their 
own way about everything. 


Mr. KEAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. ’ 

Mr. NELSON. If the Senator will allow me, I intended, be- 
fore I sat down, on behalf of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Lone] to announce that on to-morrcw he will address the Sen- 
ate on this bill at 2 o’clock, and that on Thursday next the Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. PATTERSON], immediately after the 
morning business, will close the debate on behalf of the oppo- 
nents of this bill, and at 2 o’clock Thursday the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. BEvERIDGE] will close the debate on behalf of the 
committee. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator from New Jersey allow me 
to call up a bill of only four lines? 

Mr, KEAN. Certainly. I will withhold the motion for the 
present. 

COMMISSIONS OF RETIRED ARMY OFFICERS. 


Mr. WARREN. I ask for the consideration of the bill (S. 
3918) to authorize commissions to issue in the cases of officers 
of the Army retired with increased rank. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wyoming asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of a bill which 
will be read for the information of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That officers of the Army on the retired list 
whose rank has been, or shall hereafter be, advanced by operation of 
or in accordance with law shall be entitled to and shall receive com- 
missions in accordance with such advanced rank. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. KEAN. I renew my motion that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o’clock 
and 55 minutes, p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Tuesday, March 6, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 5, 1906. 
PROMOTION IN THE ARMY. 


Col. Abner H. Merrill, Artillery Corps, to be placed on the 
retired list of the Army with the rank of brigadier-general from 
the date upon which he shall be retired from active service. 


PROMOTION IN THE REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 


Second Asst. Engineer Lorenzo Chase Farwell to be a first 
assistant engineer with the rank of second lieutenant in the 
Revenue-Cutter Service of the United States, to rank as such 
from February 21, 1906, to succeed Urban Harvey, promoted. 


POSTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 


Ida O. Tillman to be postmaster at Geneva, in the county of 
Geneva and State of Alabama, in place of Joseph E. Tillman, 
deceased. 

ARKANSAS. 

William L. Jefferies to be postmaster at Clarendon, in the 
county of Monroe and State of Arkansas, in place of William 
L. Jefferies. Incumbent’s commission expires March 5, 1906. 


CALIFORNIA, 


Austin Wiley to be postmaster at Arcata, in the county of 
Humboldt and State of California, in place of Austin Wiley. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 28, 1906. 


GEORGIA. 


Benjamin A. Lifsey to be postmaster at Barnesyille, in the 
county of Pike and State of Georgia, in place of Benjamin A. 
Lifsey. Incumbent's commission expires March 5, 1906. 

S. T. Nance to be postmaster at Arlington, in the county of 
Calhoun and State of Georgia. Office became Presidential Oc- 
tober 1, 1905. 

Joel F. Thornton to be postmaster at Greensboro, in the 
county of Greene and State of Georgia, in place of Joel F. Thorn- 
ton. Incumbent's commission expired February 7, 1906. 


1906. 


IOWA. 
Arthur E. Curry to be postmaster at Shelby, in the county of 


Shelby and State of Iowa, in place of Arthur E. Curry. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired December 16, 1905. 

Lauren E. Hulse to be postmaster at Keota, in the county of 
Keokuk and State of Iowa, in place of Lauren E. Hulse. In- 
cumbent's commission expired March 1, 1906. 

Alfred E. Kincaid to be postmaster at Walnut, in the county 
of Pottawattamie and State of Iowa, in place of Alfred E. Kin- 
caid. Incumbent’s commission expired December 16, 1905. 

Ephraim G. Swift to be postmaster at State Center, in the 
county of Marshall and State of Iowa, in place of Ephraim G. 
Swift. Incumbent’s commission expires March 5, 1906. 

Cornelius Van Zandt to be postmaster at Wilton Junction, in 
the county of Muscatine and State of Iowa, in place of Cornelius 
Van Zandt. Incumbent’s commission expires April 10, 1906. 


KENTUCKY. 


E. S. Moss to be postmaster at Williamsburg, in the county of 
Whitley and State of Kentucky, in place of Sherod Stanfill. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired February 16, 1902. 


MASSACHUSETTS. 


Walter N. Beal to be postmaster at Rockland, in the county of 
Plymouth and State of Massachusetts, in place of Walter N. 
Beal. Incumbent’s commission expired March 1, 1906. 

William F. Darby to be postmaster at North Adams, in the 
county of Berkshire and State of Massachusetts, in place of 
ib rapt F. Darby. Incumbent’s commission expires March 24, 

906. 

Joseph M. Hollywood to be postmaster at Brockton, in the 
county of Plymouth and State of Massachusetts, in place of 
Joseph M. Hollywood. Incumbent’s commission expired March 
1, 1906. 

MICHIGAN. 


Ramsay Arthur to be postmaster at Schoolcraft, in the county 
of Kalamazoo and State of Michigan, in place of Ramsay 
Arthur. Incumbent’s commission expires March 19, 1906. 

Charles Brown to be postmaster at Vicksburg, in the county of 
Kalamazoo and State of Michigan, in place of Charles Brown. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 5, 1906. 

Seymour Foster to be postmaster at Lansing, in the county of 
Ingham and State of Michigan, in place of Seymour Foster. 
Inecumbent's commission expired January 21, 1906. 

Glover E. Laird to be postmaster at Mendon, in the county of 
St. Joseph and State of Michigan, in place of Will P. McCoy. 
Incumbent's commission expires March 19, 1906. 

Richard B. Lang to be postmaster at Houghton, in the county 
of Houghton and State of Michigan, in place of Richard B. 
Lang. Incumbent's commission expires March 19, 1906. 

Albert A. Worthington to be postmaster at Buchanan, in the 
county of Berrien and State of Michigan, in place of George W. 
Noble, removed. 

MINNESOTA, 


Joseph Cowin to be postmaster at Adrian, in the county of 
Nobles and State of Minnesota, in place of Simon J. McKenzie, 
resigned. 

Guy A. Eaton to be postmaster at Duluth, in the county of St. 
Louis and State of Minnesota, in place of Elijah L. Fisher. In- 
cumbent's commission expires April 30, 1906. 

John P. Mattson to be postmaster at Warren, in the county of 
Marshall and State of Minnesota, in place of John P. Mattson. 
Incumbent's commission expired January 20, 1906. 


MISSOURI. 


James L. Baker to be postmaster at Lancaster, in the county 
of Schuyler and State of Missouri, in place of James L. Baker. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 


NEW MEXICO. 


Robert W. Hopkins to be postmaster at Albuquerque, in the 
county of Bernalillo and Territory of New Mexico, in place of 
Robert W. Hopkins. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
21, 1906. 
= NEW YORK. 

F. Bronner to be postmaster at Richfield Springs, in the county 
of Otsego and State of New York, in place of Stephen P. Barker, 
resigned. 

John Dwyer to be postmaster at Sandy Hill, in the county of 
Washington and State of New York, in place of John Dwyer. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 14, 1906. 

Howard MeMillan to be postmaster at East Aurora, in the 
county of Erie and State of New York, in place of Albert H. 
Lapham. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 
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William S. Mills to be postmaster at Fillmore, in the county 
of Allegany and State of New York, in place of William S. 
Mills. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 
Charles M. Sisco to be postmaster at Shortsville, in the county 
of Ontario and State of New York, in place of Harriet L. Knapp. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 


NORTH CAROLINA. 


Elizabeth H. Hill to be postmaster at Scotland Neck, in the 
county of Halifax and State of North Carolina, in place of 
Atheton B. Hill, deceased. 


OHIO. 


Murray P. Brewer to be postmaster at Bowling Green, in the 
county of Wood and State of Ohio, in place of Murray P. 
Brewer. Incumbent’s commission expired February 13, 1906. 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


Annie H. Leaf to be postmaster at Fort Washington, in the 
county of Montgomery and State of Pennsylvania, in place of 
Annie H. Leaf. Incumbent’s commission expires March 31, 
1906. 

RHODE ISLAND. 


H. Elmer Freeman to be postmaster at Phillipsdale, in the 
county of Providence and State of Rhode Island, in place of 
Eugene R. Phillips, resigned. : 


TEXAS. 


Frank Leahy to be postmaster at Rodgers, in the county of 
Bell and State of Texas. Office became Presidential January 1, 
1906. 

Charles McCormack to be postmaster at Plainview, in the 
county of Hale and State of Texas. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 

Lola Weand to be postmaster at Fort Sam Houston, in the 
county of Bexar and State of Texas. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 

WASHINGTON. 

James N. Scott to be postmaster at Kennewick, in the county 
of Yakima and State of Washington. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 5, 1906. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REYENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 


First Assistant Engineer Urban Harvey to be a chief engineer 
with the rank of first lieutenant in the Revenue-Cutter Service 
of the United States, to rank as such from February 21, 1906. 

Chief Engineer Charles A. McAllister to be Engineer in Chief 
of the Revenue-Cutter Service, in accordance with the act of 
Congress approved February 27, 1906. 


SURVEYOR OF CUSTOMS. 

James Jeffreys, of Tennessee, to be surveyor of customs for 
the port of Memphis, in the State of Tennessee. 
REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 


Robert D. Johnston, of Alabama, to be register of the land 
office at Montgomery, Ala. 


RECEIVERS OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 


Andrew J. Gillis, of Walla Walla, Wash., now receiver of 
public moneys at that place, to be register of the land office at 
Walla Walla. 

Jesse G. Miller, of Dayton, Wash., to be receiver of public 
moneys at Walla Walla, Wash. 


POSTMASTERS. 


MARYLAND. 
Albert E. Lambert to be postmaster at New Windsor, in the 
county of Carroll and State of Maryland. 
WEST VIRGINIA, 


Allison H. Fleming to be postmaster at Fairmont, in the 
county of Marion and State of West Virginia. 


WITHDRAWAL. 
Executive nomination withdrawn March 5, 1906. 


John W. Bohanon to be postmaster at Eastman, in the State 
of Georgia. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Monpay, March 5, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, March 2, 1906, was 
read and approved. 
REPRINT OF A BILL. 


Mr. FOSTER of Vermont. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the reprint of House bill 12973, to prohibit the com- 
ing of Chinese laborers into the United States, and for other 


purposes. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


MEMORIAL TO THE LATE SPEAKER HENDERSON. 


Mr. LACHEY. Mr. Speaker, on the ist day of this month, at 
the funeral of ex-Speaker David B. Henderson, a beautiful 
memorial, historical in its character, was delivered by Hon. 
George D. Perkins, of Iowa, formerly a Member of this 
House and a colleague of the late Speaker Henderson. I ask 
unanimous consent that this brief memorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that a memorial address by the Hon. George B. Perkins, 
of Iowa, at the funeral of the late Speaker of the House, David 
B. Henderson, be printed in the Rrecorp. Is there objection? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The memorial is as follows: 


To bring at such a time a loving tribute to a friend, distinguished 
as Colonel Henderson was distinguished, is a high office. It is a time 
when the infirmity of speech is felt—a time when the heart appeals for 
words the tongue can not frame. When we are pusang as we are 
here, standing as it were on the bridge that uni the worlds, our 
conscious sense reveals the impotence of all we can do and the feeble- 
ness of all we can 1 ourselves alone. The clouds hang low and 
the day is dark; we ve the dizziness of swaying, and instinctively 
we stretch forth our hand in f after the hand of God. If so be 
we reach it we have thrill of soul. can not speak to you as I would. 
I shrink from saying anything, oppressed by the fear that what I may 
say shall be discord in the loving on i a of your hearts. 

hat Colonel Henderson wrought preserved in the coldness of 
type on many pages; what he was and the things for which he strove 
are known to those who had his loye, his friendship, and his great 
solicitude. Throughout his life, while his mind had strength, he was a 
helpful man. Out of his helpfulness came his gory. He was naturally 
a der; he was alw: a soldier. In his district he 
was Our Dave.” He belon to his people; there was the sense of 

8 if not of ownership, and men did for him the better to do 
‘or themselves. The greatness of his heart broke down barriers, and into 


his life came keke ar a multitude. He welcomed all alike—the rich, the 
prow 


poor, the jou, the Joyful the sorrowful, the few of 
strength, and the many with heavy burden. Where he stood was the 
shining of the sun, and in his atmosphere was warmth and the cheer 
of it. He was a rich contributor to the needs of men; and he had 
such tenderness as to dry the tears of women and such magician’s art 
as to pluck the appearance of trouble from the faces of children. 
“Our Dave!” He never bore a prouder title. $ 

Our friend was a native of Old Deer, Scotland; but essentially he 
was an Iowan—broadly g, an American. He was 6 years old 
when the family arrived in Illinois, and he was 9 years old when set- 
tlement was made on a farm in Fayette apr Pong is State. He was 
a working boy—a farmer’s boy. ttended hood school ; 
he led the simple life and gee, to a lusty manhood. 

owa Univers! hen 

triotism, and on a September = a 
his mates, he put his name to an enlistment roll as a 
was chosen first lieutenant to Company C, Twelfth 
fantry, and with that noble regiment he went to the front. That was 
the beginning of his long service to his State and to his country. 
Donelson he was SOA, at Corinth he lost a leg, and on February 16, 


among 
vate soldier. He 
owa Volunteer In- 


1863, he was discharged. But he only accepted a furlo for in May 
following he was appointed commissioner of the board o enrollment 
for the Third district of Iowa, and he served in that place until June, 
1864, w. he reentered the as colonel of the lowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and served therein to the close of the term for 


which the regiment was enlisted. 
He was admitted to the bar in the fall of 1865, and from November of 


resentatives than any 
y 


His seryice 
triotic, 


guished in 

that body long before his ' Speakershi serving on the Committee on 
eee on the Co ttee on Judici and on the Committee 
es. With the retirement of the late omas B. he was 
political associates for the exalted station 


ngressi: trict tendered him a renomi- 

to accept it. He decided to retire from public 
He acted on his own motion and with the courage that never 
him. ends and a sur- 


por to the State and to the country. But having determined upon 
course, no amount of persuasion could turn him from it. 

It seemed a pity that his brilliant public carger should end as it did; 
and yet there this to turn to—that it ended with honors at his feet 
and with the love and confidence of his people unshaken. There are 
sọ many exceptions that we do not need on this account to add one 
atom to the weight of our regret. We may even say that it was best 
that it should be so. It may well be a pity, nevertheless, that so many 
men come to the end of their blic service under circumstances we 
count in the re t as un y- There is no sting to mortal 
life like that of titude. To be misunderstood, to have all thought 
of kindness and of service swept away, and to be brought face to face 
with the undiscerning and passionate stru selfis 
when one’s years are come within h 
lifetime, pos sreng hearts to such cru 
broken. it is tha 


He won the admiration of his politica! op 
his word. e 
open and not by intrigue; his word was as an all-suffi- 


of his pannos promises; he 
would not run from them to cover. This was the secret of his great 
poses ia me House of Rep tives. He was a partisan, to be sure, 
ut he was fair, he rung true, he was honest. His enthusiasm was as 
the march of an army, and in the midst of the clash of angry debate 
his voice resounded above the din like blast of bugle. He was always 
in the thick of it, but from every battle he came out a larger man. 
Thus it was that he came to be Speaker, the highest office in the Gov- 
ernment to which he was eligible, and the first man ever chosen to that 
ua at distinction and great power from a State west of the Missis- 
8! pp ver. 

‘or a period of years, and in a formative period of Republican 
3388 he stood in full stature as a national leader which ie to say, 
a national representative. He was a councilor and a fighter. In the 
convention of his party he helped to form the line of 

In the conventions of his State he was always to be reckoned 
Here, again, a question of loyalty was never placed against his 
He lived and did his greatest work in a e of marvelous 
achievement, wherefrom in this present time there is much of bo 
much of reward, much of the fruit of hope and of strivin 
safe harbor and secure anchorage. A time like this may wall move us 
to consider our great debt, which In no measure can we discharge ex- 
cept that we shall serve, so far as strength is lodged with us, as we 
have been served. 

It may be true that Colonel Henderson was often controlled by his 
ayeipathion, and I honor him for that. He was lion-hearted, and yet he 
was tender-hearted. His love of Iowa he kept green, and he gave it 
nurture, as the garden of his flowers, down to the last sad days of his 
conscious life. hen he retired from Congress he had thou it of op- 
8 elsewhere. He went to New York and mixed with the strange 

ces and the confusion of that i: fad city. But one day came word 
that he would return to this his city and to this his State, and that 
here he would pass the remainder of his days. Possibly the con- 
sciousness was upon him that his time of initiation and of struggle 
was well-nigh over; at least there came to him the sense of loneliness 
and the longing for home. And so it was that hands here and from 
over the State were outstretched to him in unanimous bidding that he 

that he should already have entered upon the 
his life. e ‘ht restoration in 


But he was at home. 
Aye, now let us say he is at home, and peace be his for ever more. 

I shall remember him as he was in the brilliancy of his mind and in 
the buoyancy of his physical strength. 5 remember him as the 
co: e he was, the life of every company. He had more sunshine 
than he had need of for himself and he warmed men and made them 
glad. He dignified high station, and out of his great heart he wove 
countless wreaths for humble lives. Of these latter there will be 


hed lawyers, aon by year add 
— Seg advanced there to grea 


second to the Presidency—this poor boy, He hai 
many contests; we may know he had defeats, for we haye come here 
now with our tears and with our benedictions. 

All the struggle is over, the varying tide of it and its pain. We cafi 
add nothing to his fame; we can not ut his heart to bea and there 
is no poem 
The lifelong 


in earthly love to 1 the soul that has taken flight. 

: soldier has been mustered out. His commission is with 

his peep ‘Bremner Henderson—but not that. “Our Dave,” hail to you 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 

ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 


the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 
H. R. 648. An act granting a pension to Charles Falbisaner; 


1906. 


H. R. 2108. An act granting a pension to Mattie Settlemire ; 
FL. R. 3250. An act granting a pension to Harrison White; 

H. R. 3502. An act granting a pension to Morris Osborn; 

H. R. 3983. An act granting a pension to Blanche Douglass; 
H. R. 4826. An act granting a pension to Leola V. Franks; 

. R. 5711. An act granting a pension to Richard H. Kelly; 

. R. 6076. An act granting a pension to Anna M. Case; 

. R. 6400. An act granting a pension to Harry W. Omo; 

R. 6489. An act granting a pension to Mary E. Scott; 

R. 6613. An act granting a pension to Thomas J. Stevens; 
R. 6859. An act granting a pension to Eva B. Koch; 

R. 7240. An act granting a pension to Glawvina A. Pinnell; 
R. 7636. An act granting a pension to John J. Meeler; 

R. 9253. An act granting a pension to Vollie A. McMillen; 
R. 9530. An act granting a pension to Catherine B. Casey; 
An act granting a pension to Lizzie Bremmer ; 

„ An act granting a pension to Alta M. Westen- 
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An act granting a pension to Charles T. Hesler; 
. An act granting a pension to James Gallt; 

. An act granting a pension to John J. Brewer; 

. An act granting a pension to George Larson; 
An act granting a pension to Henry T. Me- 


ne EPERE 
oe 


. An act granting a pension to Harriet E. St. 


— 
8 
2 
E 


An act granting a pension to Clara M. Thompson; 
J An act granting a pension to Mary C. Kirkland; 
. R. 12297. An act granting a pension to Estelle Kuhn; 

H. R. 524. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylvenus 
A. Fay; 

H. R. 650. An act granting an increase of pension to Felix G. 
Stidger: 

II. R. 1032. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth 
Phillips; 

II. R. 1043. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
Hounsom ; 

H. R. 1200. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Parker; 

H. R. 1287. An act granting an increase of pension to John D. 
Moore; 

H. R. 1359. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
M. Robinson; 

H. R. 1483. An act granting an increase of pension to Jose- 
phine E. Quentin; 

II. R. 1484. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Lovell; 

II. R. 1485. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
J. Williams; 

H. R. 1585. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
N. Dutcher; 

II. R. 1658. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
M. Drake; 

II. R. 1859. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
T. B. Carr; 

H. R. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Shultz; 

II. R. 1902. An act granting an increase of pension to Gilbert 
Ford; 

II. R. 1909. An act granting an increase of pension to Alex- 
ander Miller; 

H. R. 1975. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
House; R 

H. R. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Harry 
C. Thorne; 

H. R. 2048. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Cooper ; 

H. R. 1979. An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
L. Hill; 

H. R. 2054. An act granting an increase of pension to Ralph 
A. Adams; 

H. R. 2059. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Washburn; 

H. R. 2114. An act granting an increase of pension to Benj- 
amin F. Bibb; 

II. R. 2116. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Hays; 

H. R. 2156. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel 
E. Ware; 

II. it. 2174. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan- 
jel Buchanan; 

H. R.2204. An act granting an increase of pension to Dexter 
B. W. Stone; 

H. R. 2306. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Stell; 
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H. R. 2307. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Jones Martin; 

H. R. 2478. An act granting an increase of pension to Asa M. 
Foote; 

H. R. 2595. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter D. 
Sutton; 

H. R. 2703. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Weeks; 

II. R. 2709. An act granting an inerease of pension to Julius D. 
Rogers; 

H. R. 2762. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Chandler ; 

H. R. 2823. An act granting an increase of pension to Orton D. 
Ford; 

H. R. 2849. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Harrison; 

H. R. 2949. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Adamson; 

H. R. 2954. An act granting an increase of pension to Chaun- 
cey P. Dean; 

0 3193. An act granting an increase of pension to James R. 
Todd; 

H. R. 3220. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
Johnson ; 


H. R. 3230. An act granting an increase of pension to. James 
H. Beulen; 
H. R. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis L. 
Daugherty ; 
: H. R. 3342. An act granting an increase of pension to Albin L. 
ngram ; 
H. R. 3403. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
A. Baker; 
KEE 3425. An act granting an increase of pension to Warren 
ye; 
H. R. 3483. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
P. Williams ; 
H. R. 3500. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Martin; 
8 R. 3544. An act granting an increfise of pension to Josiah 
. Grier ; 
H. R. 3552. An act granting an increase of pension to David F. 
McDonald; 
H. R. 3570. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
Whorton ; 
H. R. 3571. An act granting an increase of pension to Eber 
Watson ; 
H. R. 3679. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
M. Hunter ; 


5 = R. 3966. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
ester; 
atin 3973. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac P. 

night; 

H. R. 4179. An act granting an increase of pension to Owen 
Donohoe ; 

H. R. 4192. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Cavanaugh, alias John Carpenter ; 

H. R. 4202. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Umstead ; 

H. R. 4206. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Henry Ober; 
z H. R. 4221. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

oat; 

H. R. 4246. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
D. Street; 

H. R. 4685. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Rich; 

H. R. 4741. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Dickerson ; 

H. R. 4751. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Sparling ; > 
55 R. 4764. An act granting an increase of pension to Ahijah 

rown; 

H. R. 4878. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
H. Witherwax; 

H. R. 4886. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
De Lafayette Burket; 

H. R. 4957. An act granting an increase of pension to Elijah 
J. Snodgrass; 

H. R. 4962. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Sturgis; 
is 8 — An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

. Carll; 

H. R. 5163. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
U. Mallorie; 
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H. R. 5186. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Fulton; 


5 5212. An act granting an increase of pension to Giles 
Q. Slocum; 

H. R. 5605. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
S. Pelley; 

H. R. 5640. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham Mathews; 

H. R. 5647. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Wetterich ; 

H. R. 5656. An act granting an increase of pension to Darius 
H. Randall; 

H. R. 5658. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Nichols ; 

H. R. 5692. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
G. Gardner ; 

H. R. 5708. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
T. Fallon; 

H. R. 5753. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
H. Murphy; 

H. R. 5830. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylve- 
nus Hardy; 

Fis a An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
L. Brown; 

H. R. 5909. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Bynon; 

H. R. 5938. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
J. McClaskey ; 

H. R. 5957. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Steck ; 

H. R. 6063. An act granting an increase of pension to Maria 
Dyer; 

H. R. 6065. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Crowe; 

H. R. 6085. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
C. Rardin ; 

H. R. 6098. An act granting an increase of pension to Sadie 
A. Walker; 

H. R. 6109. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Ackert; 

H. R. 6115. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Sarlls; 

H. R. 6117. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Dill; 

H. R. 6133. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Bagley 

IL R. 6137. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
S. Stowell; 

H.R. 6178. An act granting an increase of pension to Carl 
W. Block: 
; H. R. 6226. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Bruner; 

H. R. 6340. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam D. Hatch; 

H. R. 6398. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
iW. Henry ; 

II. R. 6399. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Hanna; 

H. R. 6408. An act granting an increase of pension to Isalah 


Queman ; 

H. R. 6494. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Hughes; 

H. R. 6516. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Bailey; 

H. R. 6538. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
H. Rice; 

II. R. 6565. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Hatter; 

H. R. 6813. 
Kinsauls ; 

H. R. 6873. 
A. Phillips; 

H. R. 6913. 
Gibbons; 

H. R. 6941. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice 
Geurkee; 

H. R. 6947. 
Washburn ; 

H. R. 6962. 
Phillips, jr.; 

H. R. 6977. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
S. Isaacs; 

H. R. 6992. An act gratning an increase of pension to Mary 


Duffy ; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Emsley 
-An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
An act granting an increase of pension to John 


An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 


a An act granting an increase of pension to John 
rvis; 
H. R. 7001. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
M. Dunham ; 
z 5 5 An act granting an increase of pension to Loucette 
. Glavis ; 
eo An act granting an increase of pension to Levi J. 
alton; 
1 7224. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
S; 
can = 7231. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
‘ool; 
H. R. 7238. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Campbell ; 
H. R. 7241. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Allhands ; 
H. R. 7525. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
K. Spencer ; 
H. R. 7576. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Brummett; 
755 R. 7599. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
olland ; 
„ An act granting an increase of pension to John 
elch; 
H. R. 7607. An act granting an increase of pension to Annie 
M. Smith; 
H. R. 7628. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorenzo 
D. Stoker; 


1 2 7649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
ipnitz ; 

H. R. 7665. An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley. 
J. Banks; 

H. R. 7680. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Shannon; 

H. R. 7711. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Dunnan; 

H. R. 7721. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
V. Lowary; 

H. R. 7750. An act granting an increase of pension to Anton 
Riedmuller ; 

H. R. 7838. An act granting an increase of pension to S. Har- 
riet Morris; 

H. R. 7941. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlon 
B. Osborn; 


II. R. 7955. An act granting an increase of pension to Newton 
E. Terrill; 

H. R. 7948. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Reynolds, alias William Reynolds; 

H. R. 7982. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Kellogg; 

H. R. 8043. An act granting an increase of pension to Lafayette 
Dodds ; 

H. R. 8044. An act granting an increase of pension to Angel 
Hausker ; 

H. R. 8061. An act granting an increase of pension to Heart 
Echard ; 

II. R. 8156. An act granting an increase of pension to Loren II. 
Howard ; 

H. R. 8169. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza C. 
Jones ; 

H. R. 8187. An act granting an increase of pension to Silas G. 
Elliott ; 

H. R. 8213. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Monteith ; 

H. R. 8216. An act granting an increase of pension to Philipp 
Cline, alias Francis Klein; 

H. R. 8233. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Power; 

H. R. 8242. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Alves; 
H. R. 8251. An act granting an increase of pension to Abel S. 
Thompson ; 

H. R. 8253. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Dolan; 

H. R. 8288. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Carr; 

H. R. 8302. An act granting an increase of pension to Maurice 
Hayes; 

H. R. 8317. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
Thompson; 

H. R. 8406. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
W. Selfridge; 

H. R. 8494. An act granting an increase of pension to David A. 
Jones; 
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1 R 8520. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
White; 

H. R. 8541. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
H. Pinney; 

H. R. 8556. An act granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett ; 

H. R. 8562. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Ostermann ; 

H. R. 8596. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Messerschmidt ; 
Se R. 8649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

e; 

H. R. 8663. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick A. Amende; 

H. R. 8664. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Wascher; 
Prades 8714. An act granting an increase of pension to George 

n; 

H. R. 8794. An act granting an increase of pension to Stout 
Shearer ; 

H. R. 8846, An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 


Todd 

H. k. 8847. An act granting an increase of pension to Philip 
B. Thompson; 

H. R. 8918. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Hull, alias Spencer J. Hull; 
E An act granting an increase of pension to John 

eller; 

II. R. 8939. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
A. Chauncey; 

H. R. 8944. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Lorance; 

H. R. 8949. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Richard Clark ; 

H. R. 9051. An act granting an increase of pension to Asher 
S. Bouden; 

H. R. 9052. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan 
Wood; 

H. R. 9059. An act granting an increase of pension to Ebenezer 
8. Edgerton; 

H. R. 9065. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
G. Brail; 

H. R. 9077. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Engle; 
5 R. 9104. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 

rown; 

H. R. 9122. An act granting an increase of pension to Phi- 
lander Bennett; 

H. R. 9142. An act granting an increase of pension to Herman 
A. Kimball; 

H. R. 9146. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
'A. Jones; 

H. R. 9209, An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
D. Cohen: 

H. R. 9234. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. McDonald; 

H. R. 9237. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Dachrodt; 

H. R. 9279. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Curley ; 

H. R. 9351. An act granting an increase of pension to Marie 
G. Bonham; 

H. R. 9405. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Burns; 

H. R. 9416. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
M. Longsworth; 

H. R. 9567. An act granting an increase of pension to Hender- 
fon Rose; 
habe R. 9579. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 

arris; 

H. R. 9651. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
S. Word; 

H. R. 9789. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
Nicholson ; 

H. R. 9795. An act granting an increase of pension to Emory 
Edward Patch; 

H. R. 9851. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Richardson ; 

H. R. 9906. An act granting an increase of pension to Hinman 
Rhodes; 
5 R. 9929. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlean 

Witt: 

HI. R. 10007. An act granting an increase of pension to Apple- 

ton Gibson; 


H. H. 10175. An act granting an increase of pension to Mat- 
thew A. Knight; 
H. R. 10216. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
Longstaff ; 
= 5 10256. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Diehl; 
A 8 10258. An act granting an increase of pension to Elias 
mith ; 
H. R. 10266. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 


‘liam H. Morris; 


H. R. 10269. An act granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew Ricketts; 
H. R. 10297. An act granting an increase of pension to Nich- 
olas Hercherberger ; 
2 = R. 10307. An act granting an increase of pension to Milton 
aeger ; 
F 1 10308. An act granting an increase of pension to Dillon 
er; 
H. R. 10323. An act granting an increase of pension to Pat- 
rick J. Donohue; 
H. R. 10362. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Chenoweth; 
Re H. R. 10437. An act granting an increase of pension to Casper 
ost; 
H. R. 10439. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Ann Gaunt; 
H. R. 10477. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Babcock ; 
z = a 10521. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
uley; 
H. R. 10522. An act granting an increase of pension to 
Charles H. Everitt; 
aa Pa gcc An act granting an increase of pension to Eze- 
a ‘OK; 
H. R. 10552. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Wilkinson ; 
Soak 10564. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi 
. ey; 
H. R. 10582. An act granting an increase of pension to Oscar 
B. Caswell ; 
H. R. 10588. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Parker; 
H. R. 10623. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
L. Bostwick ; 
H. R. 10637. 
Shipman ; 
H. R. 10720. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
F. Caldwell; 
H. R. 10722. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Flint; 
1 1 85 10741. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
ark; 
1 ees 10807. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
. Long; 
P a w 10872. An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 
3 H. R. 10883. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
am > 
H. R. 10918. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
W. Josselyn ; 
G An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
le unis; 
H. R. 10954. An act granting an increase of pension to Letitia 
D. Watkins; 
H. R. 10969. An act granting an increase of pension to Cala- 
way G. Tucker; 
Me An act granting an increase of pension to Reanna 
le; 
Pcs R. 11096. An act granting an increase of pension to Sion B. 
azner ; 
H. R. 11101. An act granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew J. Baker; 
ean R. 11105. An act granting an increase of pension to Michael 
mer; 
ee „ An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
ydy; 
E H. R. 11144. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
ra 
H. R. 11145. An act granting an increase of pension to Mel- 
vin J. Lee; 
Str 11160. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
er 
H. R. 11205. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Levi I. 
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H. R. 11302. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Cotton ; 
Pn R. 11320. An act granting an increase of pension to Adam 
a 15 R. 11343. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch 

olen; 

H. R. 11561. An act granting an increase of pension to Eg- 
bert P. Shetter ; 

H. R. 11620. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
J. Quimby ; 

H. R. 11653. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Jordan; 

H. R. 11658. An act granting an increase of pension to Gould 
E. Utter; 

H. R. 11672. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
lin J. Fellows; . 

II. R. 11724. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
A. Conley; 

H. R. 11777. An act granting an increase of pension to Man- 
son B. Scott; 

H. R. 11808. An act granting an increase of pension to Web- 
ster Thomas; 

H. R. 11842. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Noble; 

H. R. 11908. An act granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen V. Sturtevant; 

H. R. 11916. An act granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
ward L. Kimball; 

H. R. 12008, An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Blanding; 

H. R. 12016. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cassady ; 

H. R. 12027. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
C. Bradley; 

II. R. 12038. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Burleigh ; 

H. R. 12054. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Hallowell ; 

H. R. 12156. An act granting an increase of pension to Edwin 
Billing; 

H. R. 12102. An act granting an increase of pension to Wilhel- 
mina Healey ; 

H. R. 12290. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
L. Kretsinger ; 

H. R. 12384. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Dunning; 

II. R. 12388. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
T. Dunn; 

H. R. 12506. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
T. Howell ; 

H. R. 12507. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Collier ; 

H. R. 12510. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McWhorter ; 

H. R. 12583. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth L. H. Labatt; 

II. R. 12640. An act granting an increase of pension to Au- 
gustus Walker; 

H. R. 12713. An act granting an increase of pension to Au- 
gustus F. Bradbury ; 

H. R. 12754. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam B. Eversole; 

H. R. 12837. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
Miller; 

H. R. 12839. An act granting an increase of pension to Kath- 
ryn G. Hayt; 

H. R. 12937. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hoover ; 

H. R. 13037. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Jane Kearney ; 

H. R. 13050. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam G. Crockett; 

H. R. 13078. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth F. Partin; 

H. R. 13084. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Dixon; 

II. R. 13129. An act granting an increase of pension to Pink- 
ney W. H. Lee; 

II. R. 13141. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam A. Southworth; 

H. R. 13457. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam M. McCay ; 

H. R. 13536. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Cline ; 
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H. R. 13579. An act granting an increase of pension to Amon 
Miller; and 

H. R. 13582. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Sutherland. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with amendments 
bill of the following title; in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: 

H. R. 5976. An act to provide for the final disposition of the 
affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territory. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1234) 
to provide for the appropriate marking of the graves of the 
soldiers and sailors of the Confederate army and navy who 
died in northern prisons and were buried near the prisons where 
they died, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of G. F. Tarbell; 

H. R. 10080. An act to provide for sittings of the United 
States circuit and district courts of the southern district of 
Florida at the city of Miami, in said district; 

H. R. 10697. An act providing for the issuance of patents for 
lands allotted to Indians under the Moses agreement of July 7, 
1883 ; 

H. R. 13542. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to lease land in Stanley County, S. Dak., for a buffalo pasture; 

H. R. 13673. An act to extend the provisions of the homestead 
laws to certain lands in the Yellowstone Forest Reserve; 

H. R. 13674. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend 
an act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws relating to 
the disposition of lands, and so forth, approved March 3, 1901,’ 
approved June 30, 1902.” 

H. R. 14344. An act for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin; 

H. R. 14589. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River; and 

H. R. 14590. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
albeit asco Company to construct a bridge across Cumber- 
land River. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


A message in writing from the President of the United 
States was communicated to the House of Representatives, by 
Mr. Barnes, one of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House of Representatives that the President had approved and 
signed bills of the following titles: 

On March 3, 1906: 

H. R. 7139. An act legalizing the removal of the county seat 
of Washita County, Okla.; and 

H. R. 12614. An act to change the name of a portion of T 
street to California street. 


COMMITTEE ON CENSUS. 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the resolution which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Census be authorized to have 
such printing and binding done as may be required in the transaction 
of its business during this Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 


BUREAU OF IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION, 


.Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the adoption of the order which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That the bill (H. R. 15442) to establish a Bureau of Im- 
migration and Naturalization and to provide for a uniform rule for the 
naturalization of aliens throughout the United States shall have the 
privilege belonging to bills reported from committees having leave to 
report at any time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none. 

The order was accordingly adopted. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN SETTLERS. 


[After a pause.] The 


Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 10480) for the relief 
of certain settlers upon land within the indemnity limits of the 
present St. Paul, Minneapolis and Manitoba Railway Company. 
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That all qualified homesteaders who made settle- 
ment upon and improved any of the d hereinafter designated and 
who were prevented from securing title to such land by reason of the 
contracts hereinafter described shall, in making final proof upon home- 
stead entries made for other lands, be given credit for the period of 
their bona fide residence on and the amount of their respective improve- 
ments upon the land for which they were so prevented from completing 
title, including the time of continuous residence upon and improvements 
of said land while defending in faith their respective claims 
thereto as homestead settlers. The land above referred is that part 
of the 5 grant to the St. Paul, Minneapolis and Manitoba l- 
way Company defined by the acts of Congress dated, tively, March 
3, 1857 (11 Stats., p. 195, chap. 99), and March 3, 1865 tats., p. 
526, chap. 105), which by reason of certain contracts between Rev. 
Jobn Ireland and the St. Paul, Minneapolis and Manitoba Railwa 
Company, one dated 3 1880, and one dated March 30, 1883, 

more particularly descri in the decision of the Commissioner of the 

eneral Land Office contained in his letter of December 3, 1898, in the 
appeal of the case of John Ireland against Joseph Bennon and others 
from the action of the local land office and at St. Cloud, Minn.), the said 
John Ireland and those with whom he contracted to sell certain of said 
lands, either for himself or for said railway Sampang, were held authorized 
to purchase from the United States under the provision of section 5 of the 
act of March 3, 1887 (24 Stats., p. 556), after the date upon which 
the claim of said railway company to receiye said lands as indemnity 
lands had been denied and canceled by the Interior Department: Pro- 
vided, That no such person shall be entitled to the benefits of this act 
who shall fail to make ret’ within two years after the passage thereof: 
And provided further, That this act shall not be considered as entitlin 
any person to make another homestead entry who shall haye receiv 
the benefits of the homestead law since being prevented, as aforesaid, 
coe completing title to the lands so settled upon and improved by 

m. 


With the following amendment recommended by the Commit- 
tee on Public Lands: 

In line 16, page 27 strike out the word“ December“ and insert in 
lieu thereof the word“ February.” 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
ask for an explanation of this bill. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, this bill is intended to give 
relief to certain settlers who entered upon lands claimed by the 
Manitoba Railroad Company. After contest with the railway 
company they entered upon it when it had been ascertained that 
the railway company had no right to it They claim they made 
the settlement on the advice of the register and receiver of the 
local land office, and made large improvements. Some expended 
as high as a thousand dollars in improvements. It was after- 
wards discovered that while the railroad company was claim- 
ing that land, Bishop Ireland had made a contract with the rail- 
road company for the purchase of the land. They had entered 
upon the land without knowledge of this contract under the 
belief that it was clear, because it was clear in fact from the 
railroad company’s claim. But, as Members are aware, there 
is a statute under which a party making a contract for the pur- 
chase of land from a railroad company that afterwards loses 
its title can secure the land from the Government by paying the 
Government $1.25 an acre. Bishop Ireland contested the claim 
of the settlers and secured title from the Government by paying 
the $1.25 per acre, and that deprived the settlers of the land. 

I have always felt that these parties acted in good faith, and 
having spent a large amount of time and money in complying 
with the homestead law should have some relief. They have 
asked that Congress appropriate money for the purpose of pay- 
ing them for the loss, but, of course, that is contrary to the 
policy of Congress, and this seemed to me was the only relief 
possible. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What is the relief asked? 

Mr. VOLSTHAD. It just allows them to enter upon other 
lands and to get credit for the time spent and for the improve- 
ments made upon this land in proving up another homestead. 
Now, it seems to me that this is a meritorious measure. It 
was recommended by the Committee on Publie Lands and it 
has the approval of the Secretary of the Interior and also of 
the Commissioner of the Public Land Office. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask 
the gentleman if this is a special bill—if it relates only to this 
railroad land that he mentions? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. It relates only to this particular land. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does it in any way affect the 
homestead laws of the United States or the public land laws? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Not at all. It only affects the particular 
tracts of land covered by a certain contract held by Bishop 
Ireland. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. How many acres of land are in- 
yolveđ in this bill? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. That is hard to determine. The best esti- 
mate I can make at present is that it will affect about half a 
dozen different parties. Some of them entered for as high as 
160 acres and others for less. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment, 


The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Vorsrrab, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 


INSANE ASYLUM, OKLAHOMA TERRITORY. 


Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 13675) to ratify and 
confirm the acts of the legislative assembly of the Territory of 
Oklahoma, passed in the year 1905, relating to an insane asylum 
for the Territory of Oklahoma, and providing for the establish- 
ment and maintenance of an insane asylum for the Territory of 
Oklahoma at Fort Supply, in Woodward County, Ind. T., and 
making appropriations therefor, which I send to the desk and 
ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of the legislative assembly of the 
Territory of Oklahoma, entitled “An act accepting the offer made by 
Congress to the Territory of Oklahoma, granting to such Territory 
the use of Fort Supply Military Reservation and the buildi thereon 
for the purpose of an insane asylum for the Territory of Oklahoma, 
and providing for the care of the insane of the Territory of Oklahoma,” 
1 March 1, 1905, be, and the same is hereby, in all things rati- 
fied, approved, and confirmed, and that section 14 of an act of the 
legislative assembly of the Territory of Oklahoma, entitled “An act 
making appropriations for current expenses of the Territory of Okla- 
homa for the years 1905 and 1906, and for deficiency 8 
and for mi neous ar Mareh 11, 1905, be, and 
the same is hereby, in al things ratified, approved, and confirmed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentle- 
man from Illinois will withdraw his objection. If he under- 
stood the bill I am satisfied he would not object to it. I desire 
to state that this bill has had the approval of Congress hereto- 
fore, and also of the legislature of Oklahoma. I do not see 
why it should be objected to, if it is thoroughly understood. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I understand all about the bill 
and that is the reason I object to it. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, would it be in order to move to sus- 
pend the rules and pass this bill? If so, I desire to make that 
motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will take the matter up with the 
gentleman later. 

COINAGE OF MINOR COINS, ETC. 


Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 229) providing for 
the purchase of metal and the coinage of minor coins, and the 
distribution and redemption of said coins, which I send to the 
desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That sections 3528 and 3529 of the Revised Stat- 
utes be, and the same are hereby, amended so as to read as follows: 

“Src. 3528. For the purchase of metal for the minor coinage author- 
ized by this act a sum not ex 00,000 in lawful money of the 
Uni States shall, upon the recommendation of the Director of the 
Mint, and in such sums as he may designate, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, be transferred to the credit of the super- 
intendents of the mints at Philadelphia, San Francisco, Denver, and 
New Orleans, at which establishments, until otherwise pouan by. law, 
such coinage shall be carried on. e superintendents, with the 

e 


t bid shall be accepted, the fineness of 
The n arising yore 
e 


as hereinafter provided. The balance remaining to the 
rofits accrued from minor 

e to time, and at least 
twice a year, covered into the rg! BY the United States. 

2 „ 3529. The minor coins author by this act max, at the dis- 
cretion of the Director of the — ieee delivered in any of the — . 
cities and towns of the United States, at the cost of the mints, for 
transportation, and exchangeable at par at the mints named, 
at the discretion of the superintendents, for any other coins of coppers 


— 8 Re n pii = of the Treasury, all copper, bronze, 
and. copper-niekel coins au —— h by law when presented” In ‘sums of 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to ask an explanation of just what this bill does. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I can explain in a very few 
words. This bill relates wholly to what is known as “ minor 
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coins ”—the 5-cent pieces and the pennies. It has no reference 
to the coinage of any other coins but those two. Under exist- 
ing law those coins can only be coined at the Philadelphia 
mint. The bill provides that such coins may, in the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, be coined either at the Phila- 
delphia mint or any of the other three mints provided by law, 
namely, the Denver mint, the San Francisco mint, and the New 
Orleans mint. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentleman if 
that is the only amendment to the present law? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; that is one amendment. 1 am going 
.to mention the other amendment. Under existing law there 
is a fund of $50,000 for the coinage of these minor coins. That 
law was passed in 1873. Since that time, as everybody will 
understand, there has been a great demand for an increased 
supply of those minor coins. This bill increases that fund 
from $50,000 to $200,000. In all other respects the law re- 
mains exactly as it is. Those are the only two amendments 
made by this bill to existing law. 

Mr. GARNER. One other question. What committee re- 
ported the bill? 

Mr. BONYNGE. The Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
Measures, and it is a unanimous report of that committee. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I demand a sec- 
ond. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
a second be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Bon- 
YNGE] and the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Apams] will 
take their places as tellers. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. Are we not entitled to debate on this subject? 


The SPEAKER. Undoubtedly; if a second is ordered, there p 


will be twenty minutes’ debate on a side. The gentleman from 
Colorado will be entitled to twenty minutes, and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania will be entitled to twenty minutes. 

The question was taken; and the tellers reported that there 
were—ayes 117, noes 2. 

So a second was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado is recognized 
for twenty minutes, and the gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for twenty minutes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I do not know that I care to 
add anything further to what I have said, and I yield so much 
of my time as he may desire to the chairman of the Committee 
on Coinage, Weights, and Measures [Mr. SourHarp]. 

Mr. PALMER. Before the gentleman sits down I would like 
to ask if this involves any expense to the Government? 

Mr. BONYNGD. It involves the expense of purchasing dies 
for each of these mints. Otherwise the machinery, I understand, 
is in all of these mints. That purchase is a very small amount 
and more than offset by the saving to the Government in the 
express charges on the coins sent from the Philadelphia mint 
to various parts of the country where these coins will be re- 
quired. The Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of the 
Mint both join in recommending it, for the reason that it will be 
such a large saving in expense to the Government. 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill which has the 
unanimous approval of the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
Measures. It is such a bill that has been recommended by every 
Secretary of the Treasury for a great many years. I know that 
Secretary Gage recommended it time and again. Secretary 
Shaw has recommended it in his annual report for several years. 
Under the law as it now stands $50,000 is set apart as a fund to 
be used for the purposes of minor coinage, and this $50,000 
covers the cost of material in all stages of manufacture. The 
recommendation of the Secretary of the Treasury has been that 
this fund be increased, and this bill increases the fund from 
$50,000 to $200,000, not annually, but it provides that a fund of 
$200,000 be set apart to be used in the coinage of minor coins. 
I will read the provision of the bill relating to this subject: 


For the purchase of metal for the minor coinage authorized 75 this 
act a sum not exceeding $200,000 in lawful money of the United States 
shall, upon the recommendation of the Director of the Mint, and in such 
sums as he may designate, with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, be transferred to the credit of the superintendents of the 
mints at Philadelphia, San Francisco, Denver, and New Orleans, at 
which establishments, until otherwise provided by law, such coinage 
shall be carried on. : 


It simply provides a sum of $200,000 instead of $50,000 shall 
be so set apart for this purpose. It contains a provision which 


makes another amendment, and that is this. Under the law as 
it now stands coinage of the minor coins—five-cent pieces, 
nickels—can be carried on at the Philadelphia mint only. 
There can be no good reason why the other mints should be re- 
stricted in this matter, The Secretary of the Treasury says 
that this restriction ought to be removed, and this bill amends 
the section so as to remove it. That is all that the bill contains. 
It is something that ought to be done. It will effect a saving 
to the Government; it will be for the convenience of the Gov- 
ernment; it will contribute to the ready distribution of the 
minor coins when the manufacture is commenced, and we baye 
been able to see no reason why these sections of the Revised 
Statutes should not be amended as provided in this bill. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. HARDWICK]. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I only want to say this to 
the House, that this is entirely a non-partisan measure. This 
bill was reported by the unanimous vote of the committee. It 
is right, I think, and it will be of great convenience to the 
business public. The Treasury Department approves the bill 
and the Treasury officials also. Instead of being an expense 
to the Government, it will actually saye money. 

Under the present law all minor coins are coined at the mint 
at Philadelphia. Business development in the West and South 
has demanded a change, and now the proposition is that some 
of these minor coins shall be coined at New Orleans and some at 
Denver and some at San Francisco. The statement is made by 
these Treasury Department officials that the cost of the ship- 
ment of these minor coins when they are coined will be greatly 
reduced and that business all through the other sections of the 
country will be greatly facilitated. by the passage of this bill, 
because business men in all sections of the country will be able 
to get change more easily and more expeditiously. 

I think the bill ought to pass without a dissenting vote, and 
I do not believe that anybody is opposed to it except the Phila- 
delphia people. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I left? 

The SPEAKER. Fourteen minutes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania ought to use some of his time. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, this is one of 
those specious bills that on the face of it is presented to the 
House on the ground of economy. But when you come to look 
into it you will find that, instead of being in that direction, it is 
along the idea of forcing this Government to expend more money 
than is necessary in keeping open and finding work for mints 
which a few years ago, against the protest of the Members of 
this House who were best informed on this subject, were kept 
open. This is nothing but a measure to furnish work at these 
mints that have been located throughout the country, because 
if they haye not some occupation it will be found that they are 
useless and not necessary. It is a fact, and this bill is brought 
in here to furnish some work to these various mints scattered 
throughout the country, when, in the judgment of those who 
wish true economy in the coinage of our silver and gold pieces, 
there is no necessity for the existence of these mints at all. 

A few years ago a bill was brought into this House changing 
the character of those institutions or depositories—I forget the 
technical term—and making them into mints, and now when 
it is discovered that there is not sufficient work for them to do 
they propose to come in here 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. In a moment. They propose 
to come in here and change the statute which has been recog- 
nized as efficient for the true economic coinage of these pieces 
in order to make work for these mints which haye not enough 
work to occupy their time. So they propose to distribute the 
coinage of this silver throughout these various mints. The 
mint at Philadelphia was constructed by the Government at 
great expense, with the most improved machinery instituted 
there for the greatest economy in the coinage of the bullion, 
and more than that, the most skilled operatives are there also. 
And on this alleged measure that is brought in here the only plea 
that has been offered is the express charges on the bullion from 
the mines to Philadelphia. Whereas, as a matter of fact, the 
true economy would be to close these mints and let the Phila- 
delphia mint, which now stands idle and the employees waiting 
outside for occupation, coin this bullion as suggested in the 
bill. That is the reason for this- measure. 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman now. 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Simply assuming now that we are going 
to keep these mints in operation and not close them up, as the 
gentleman suggests, wat is the objection to this bill? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I am calling the attention of 
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the House to the argument that is being made here as to why 
the existing Jaw should be changed, and that instead of being in 
the direction of real economy it is an effort to keep opep mints 
throughout the United States that are not now necessary to 
coin the average amount of coinage that takes place annually, 
and the true economy would be to let the statute remain as it is 
and do the work at the mint over in Philadelphia, where the 
best facilities, the most skilled operatives are located, and the 
finest machinery has been installed at the most economical rate, 
and close these other mints if necessary. It is in the line of 
true economy, and this bill is nothing in the world but an effort 
to distribute the work that can be done at Philadelphia. I tell 
you now, wher the operations of that mint are standing idle 
and the people are not employed because there is not sufficient 
work, if there is a Member in this House that can take the 
stand that we should keep the minor factories going, so to speak, 
while the main factory is able to do the work—if there is a 
Member of this House that contends that that is economy in 
the management of this Government, why, then, there will be 
justification for passing this bill; but if that is not so, a change 
of the statute is simply trying to perpetuate the situation of 
keeping in operation these branch mints, for which, in my 
judgment, and in that of those familiar with the subject, there 
is not the slightest necessity. Now, I yield to my colleague the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Bares]. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the chairman 

of the committee, if he will allow me, if he is apprised of 
what the expense will be of duly fitting up the Colorado and 
southern mints for this work? 
Mr. SOUTHARD. I will say that I believe that it is not 
contemplated to coin these minor coins at the New Orleans 
mint. There will be some slight expense in dies, and perhaps 
other work, in fitting up the Denver and San Francisco mints. 
But the Secretary of the Treasury says that there will be a 
saving. It costs more to transport the metal in the shape of 
coin than it does in its original state. He says there will be 
a saving under the bill, besides convenience to the Department 
by broadening out this law and permitting the coinage of the 
minor coins wherever the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Director of the Mint shall desire to have it done. 

Mr. BATES. One other question. Is it not the present prac- 

tice that the blanks for this nickel coinage are made up at 
Meriden and other places in Connecticut? 
Mr. SOUTHARD. I think the practice is this: The Gov- 
ernment buys what are known as “ disks,” metal disks, and 
from these metal disks it makes the pennies and 5-cent pieces. 
I understand (though this may not be authoritative) that the 
Government proposes’ in the course of time to manufacture its 
own disks, and that there will be some saving in getting their 
metal disks in that way. 

Mr. BATES. Well, that being the case, how can it be argued 
that there will be any saving in the transportation of the disks 
from the State of Connecticut and have it turned into coins in 
the city of Philadelphia? 

Mr. SOUTHARD. It is entirely possible that these disks 
may be delivered at some other mint as cheaply as at Philadel- 
phia. 

Mr. BATES. As to that now, how can they be delivered in 
Colorado as cheaply as in Philadelphia, assuming that they can 
only be manufactured in Connecticut? 

Mr. SOUTHARD. What I mean is this: After these disks 
are made into nickels and pennies they must be distributed 
all over the country. When the metal is manufactured into coin 
the charges for transportation after it is manufactured into 
money are very much greater than the freight on the metal. I 
stated that at the outset, and we have it from the Secretary of 
the Treasury that this law will work a saving to the Treasury ; 
that it will be in the interest of economy as well as more con- 
venient for the Treasury. Nobody has thus far offered any 
objection to this proposed change in the law; nobody has ques- 
tioned that it will be a saving to the Treasury ; nobody has ques- 
tioned that convenience to the Treasury will result from it. 

Mr. BATES. Just one more question, Mr. Speaker. How can 
you make that statement and how can anyone make that state- 
ment until he has investigated and ascertained the expense of 
the equipment of these other mints for doing this work? 

Mr. SOUTHARD. It is fair to assume that the Director of the 
Mint and the Secretary of the Treasury investigated this mat- 
ter before making their reports year after year, as they have 
done, 

Mr. BATES. Was not the testimony offered before the Com- 
mittee on Coinage last year at its sessions that it would cost 
a large amount, some fifty or sixty thousand dollars, to equip 
them to do this work? 
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Mr. SOUTHARD. I think not. My recollection is that the 
testimony was to the effect that the expense would be compara- 
tively trivial. 

Mr. BONYNGE. My recollection, if the chairman will per- 
mit me, is that it would not exceed a few hundred dollars for 
each mint. They have all the machinery in each of these mints 
for the coinage of these minor pieces now, excepting the dies, 
and they will cost a few hundred dollars each. The saving in 
cost arises from the fact that you can ship the metal and the 
dies by freight, and after you coin the metal you ship the coin 
by express and pay express charges upon coin, which naturally 
is very much higher than freight upon the metals and freight 
upon the dies, and the dies themselves would cost, as I under- 
stand, only a few hundred dollars for each mint. In every 
respect all these mints are ready for the coinage of the minor 
coins with the exception of the dies. 

Mr. KAHN. If the gentleman will permit me, I wish to say 
that when that coin is shipped to the different cities of the 
country it is shipped at the expense of the mint, and that is 
what makes the cost. Now, in regard to San Francisco, we have 
a fully equipped mint there—I think as good in machinery and 
in operatives as the mint at Philadelphia. The mint is not 
altogether idle. They are working there coining gold coin; but 
it is a great convenience to the business communities of the 
cities of the West to have these minor coins coined at that mint. 
At the present time it frequently happens that there is a short- 
age in these small coins; there are not enough of them on hand, 
and then they have to send on to Philadelphia and pay the 
express charges clear out to San Francisco in order to get a 
few hundred dollars’ worth of nickels. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit a 
question? 

Mr. KAIIN. Certainly. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I understand you to admit 
that the mint in San Francisco is not working on full time. 

Mr. KAHN. It is not working on full time and yet—— 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Is it working on half time? 

Mr. KAHN. I do not know just how much of a force is 
there, but the condition there is this: There is quite a force 
employed; I know that 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I should like to ask the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. Bonynoer], if the mint in Denver 
is working on full time? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I can not answer as to that. It was not 
when I left; but I will say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
that when I left, there were in the vaults of that mint 
$19,000,000 worth of gold bars ready to be coined into gold coin, 
and that the mint has just been completed; that it is the latest, 
the most improved, the best mint in the United States. Being 
the latest, it naturally has the most improved machinery. It 
has only recently been completed, the force is now being em- 
ployed, and when in operation I have no doubt that the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Apams] will be clamoring for 
some work for his Philadelphia mint, because otherwise they 
will have to close the Philadelphia mint. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. You can not wag a dog by 
the tail, and in spite of all the enthusiasm and westesn atmos- 
phere which the gentleman brings here, it is superfluous to at- 
tempt to put the mint at Denver or the mint at San Francisco 
in the same class with the mint at Philadelphia. The gentle- 
man, however, reenforces my argument, for the House will take 
into consideration the fact that the trouble is, as said by those 
who protested some years ago against the erection of these new 
mints, that they were not necessary, and now that fact is proved, 
because gentlemen ask the passage of a law in order to make 
work, so that these unnecessary mints may have something to 
do. I say that with the mint at Philadelphia fully equipped, 
there is no necessity to change the statute, and it is not true 
economy to do so. If you want to economize, close the unnec- 
essary mints and let the coinage go on from a true economical 
standpoint. 

Mr. BATES. Has not the director of the Philadelphia mint 
written a letter stating that this legislation is unnecessary; that 
it is not a question of the employment of men, but a question of 
equipment? Does he not state that the dies will have to be pur- 
chased with which to coin this subsidiary coin? If you will 
look into this question, there is not an argument that will stand 
ia favor of this proposition except the argument of local pride 
and the desire to obtain work for these smaller mints, and this 
Government ought not to be run on such a basis. It ought to be 
run on economical principles, and if you have too many mints 
they should be concentrated. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Did I understand the gentleman to say a 
few minutes ago that the Philadelphia mint is standing idle? 


3346 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 5, 


Mr: ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Part of it. 

Mr. BONYNGE.. Then why not close your Philadelphia mint 
if you do not need it? [Laughter.] 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Simply because it is the best- 
equipped mint. It is the main mint, and we have the dies with 
which to coin this subsidiary coinage, which the Denver mint 
and the California mint have not. It means the expenditure 
of money to buy the necessary equipment. Dropping the gen- 
eral doctrine that we have too many mints, I will come down to 
this specific bill. Dies will have to be purchased for the Cali- 
fornia mint and for the Denver mint before they can coin this 
subsidiary coinage, and therefore, right on that point, I think 
this bill should not prevail. 

Mr. BONYNGH. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Yes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. So long as there is no use for the dies at 
the Philadelphia mint, would the gentleman have any objection 
to shipping the dies to Denver, where we have the machinery 
and are able to do the coinage? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I should object. We have 
the skilled workmen, who are used to this kind of special coin- 
age. We have the workmen, we have got the machinery, and 
why should the Government change the location of men who 
are used to doing just this work in order to accommodate 
Denver and San Francisco? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Will the gentleman state how 
many operators belonging to the mint have been transferred to 
the Denver mint? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Oh, you couldn’t start your 
mint in Denver until you got several of the skilled laborers 
from the Philadelphia mint. Now you have taken the skilled 
laborers, you want to take the work out of the mouths of the 
Philadelphia men. 

Mr. KAHN. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Certainly. 

Mr. KAHN. The gentleman will admit that the mint in San 
Francisco has been in operation for many years. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. It has. 

Mr. KAHN. And that we have a splendid force of mechanics 
there, 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. The gentleman says so. 

Mr. KAHN. Well, that is a fact. The gentleman says, in 
answer to an inquiry from the gentleman from Colorado, that 
he would not lend the dies to the Denver mint because they 
had no skilled mechanics there. Now, we have the skilled me- 
chanics at San Francisco, and will the gentleman be willing 
to send the dies from the Philadelphia mint to the mint at San 
Francisco? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman tell me 
anything in rhyme or reason why with the skilled labor at 
Philadelphia we should send the dies to San Francisco? 

Mr. KAHN. Because it would be a saving to the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. It would be no saving to the 
Government, beeause they have the dies already in Philadelphia. 
I have heard of the great cost of the transportation of silver 
across the country, and you will have to transport these dies. 

Mr. KAHN. But the cost of transporting the dies would be 
very slight, and the cost of transportation of these coins is very 
great. Besides, the metal out of which the money is made is 
mined right around California. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I want to say to the gentle- 
man from California that the ideas of everything out in his 
State are so large that you can’t buy anything there less than 
two bits. Why, I have been there and you can hardly get a 
drink under two bits, and what does the gentleman need of 
nickels or 10-cent pieces? [Laughter.] 

Mr. KAHN. I want to say to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania that the only reason why Philadelphia has the exclusive 
right at the present time to coin nickels is that up to ten or 
fifteen years ago we had no use for nickels nor for pennies. 
They were not in common circulation, but we have come down 
to the standard of the East and we have nickels and we have 
pennies. We want them; we need them, and we can not now 
get them without having to send to Philadelphia for them. 
Now, we want to coin them out there where we have a splendid 
equipment, and thus save the Government the expense of bring- 
ing them from Philadelphia. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. That is what I call penny wise 
and pound foolish. [Laughter.] The gentleman wants to keep 
unnecessary mints open to coin pennies when we could save 
pounds to the Government by closing them. 

Mr. KAHN. ‘The trouble with Philadelphia is that she is so 


slow we can’t get the nickels out there in time. [Laughter.] 
Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. That is the fault of the west- 


ern railroads; we can ship them all right but your prairie- 
schooner railroads are so slow you can’t get them out there in 
time; that is the misfortune of California. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman’s time be extended one minute. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will yield the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania one minute if I have the time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not certain that I understood the ar- 
gument of the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I think I did, 
but I want to ask him if it is not about this: That it is contrary 
to the fundamental principles of the Republi party to give 
employment to labor in the mints at Denver or San Francisco 
and New Orleans if there is any danger of somebody having less 
employment in Philadelphia? [Laughter.] 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Oh, Mr. Speaker, the gentle- 
man is trying to inject the old silver question into this debate. 
[Laughter.] He must wake up some issue that is not dead. 
[Renewed laughter.] 


The SPEAKER. The question is on suspending the rules and 
passing the bill. 

The question was taken; and in the opinion of the Chair, two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof, the rules were suspended 
and the bill was passed. 


DELEGATE FROM ALASKA, 


Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (S. 956) providing for the elec- 
tion of a Delegate to the House of Representatives from the dis- 
trict of Alaska, and I also ask unanimous consent that the sub- 
stitute may be read in lieu of the bill. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill, which the 
Clerk will report, and further asks unanimous consent that the 
substitute may be read in lieu of the bill. Is there objection? 
rb Big on The consent is only to be given to read the sub- 

The SPEAKER. Yes. [After a pause.] The Chair hears no 
objection. The Clerk will report the substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill providing for the election of a Delegate to the House of Repre 
sentatives feom the Territory of Alaska. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the people of the Territory of Alaska shall 
be represented by a Delegate in House of Representatives of the 
United States, chosen by the people thereof in the manner and at the 
time hereinafter preser) „ and who shall be known as the Delegate 
from Alaska. Such Delegate, when duly chosen and qualified shail 
possess the same powers and privileges and be entitled to the same rate 
of compensation as the er aes in the House of Representatives from 
the Territories of the United States: Provided, however, That such Dele- 
gate, in lieu of all other allowances, shall, addition to his salary, 
receive the sum of $1,500 annum, which shall cover all mileage and 
ouae expenses except sta allowance and compensation for clerk 
rı 


SEC. 2. That no 


elector as ee in this act, of the Territory of Alaska. 

Sec. 3. That the first election for 8 from Alaska shall be held 
upon the second Tuesday of August, in the year 1906, and that at said 
first election there shall be elected a Delegate who shall hold his office 
for the unexpired portion of the Pifty-ninth Congress, which term of 
office is hereinafter designated as the “short term; and also at said 
first election there shall be elected a Delegate who shall hold his office 
for the full term of the Sixtieth Congress, which term of office is here- 
inafter designated as the “ long term.” 

That the Delegate chosen at said first election for the short term 
shall hold his o: the 


same year. 

That the salary and allowances of the Delegate chosen for the short 
term at said first election shall begin with the date of his election cer- 
tificate, and shall extend throughout and until the close of the Fifty- 
ninth Congress. The wre Bees allowances of the Delegate chosen 
for the long term at — t election shall begin at the commence- 


chosen at each su 
Congress to which he is elected a Delegate. 

Suc. 4. That all male citizens of the United States 21 
and over who are actual and bona fide residents of Ala. 
have been such residents during the entire year immediately preceding 
the election, and who have been residents in the precinct in which they 
vote for th days next process the election, shall be qualified to 
vote for the election of a Delegate from 

Src. 5. That each 3 town now existing or hereafter or- 

nized in Alaska shall, when the . of the same is less than 

000 inhabitants, constitute one voting precinct. That the common 
council of each incorporated town may, when the population of tha 
same is 2,000 or more, divide the same into two or more voting pre- 
einets: Pr however, That any action of said common council 
changing old or creating new voting precincts in said town shall be 
taken at least sixty days prior to the date of the holding of the next 
election under this act. 


ears of age 
a and who 
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That the common council of each incorporated town, at least thirty 
days prior to the date of the holding of each election under this a 


shall select and provide a polling place for each voting precinct in sa 
town, and shall give notice of said approaching e on by ng a 
copy of said notice in at least three conspicuous public places in said 
town, and whenever there are one or more 3 of general cir- 
culation ea yc mage in said town, then a copy of d notice shall also 
be published in one or more of such newspapers at least thirty days 
prior to the date of the election; and said notice, 3 other things, 
shall specify the date of said election, the location of said polling place 
or polling places, and the hours between which the same will be open; 
and not less than ten days before the date of such election the common 
council shall 2 from among the qualified electors of said town 
three judges of election for each voting precinct In said town, all of 
whom shall reside in the voting precinct where they are appointed to 
serye, and no more than two of whom in any one voting precinct shall 
be of the same political party; that the name of each voting precinct 
comprising one incorporated town shall be the same as the name of 
sald town; when more than one voting precinct is created in an incor- 
porated town the said precincts shall be given the name of said town 
and numbered consecutively. For example: Nome City, voting ria 
cinct No. 1,” and “ Nome City, voting precinct No. 2,“ and so forth. 

Sec. 6. That all of the territory in each commissioner's precinct 
which now exists, or which may hereafter be created, in Alaska, lying 
outside of an incorporated town, shall, for the purposes of this act, con- 
stitute one election district; that in each year in which a Delegate is 
to be elected the commissioner in each election district (at least thirty 
days before the date of said first election and at least sixty days before 
the date of each subsequent election) shall issue a joint order and notice, 
signed by him and entered in his records in a book to be 118 by him 
for that purpose, in which said joint order and notice he shall— 

First. Divide his election district into such number of voting pre- 
cincts as may, in his judgment, be necessary or convenient, defining the 
boundaries of each precinct by natural objects and permanent monu- 
ments or landmarks, as far as practicable, and in such manner that the 
boundaries of each can be readily determined and become generally 
known from such description, specify a polling place in each of said 
precincts, and give to each voting precinct an appropriate name by 
which the same shall thereafter be designated : Provided, however, That no 
such moeng precinct shall be established with less than thirty qualified 
voters resident therein; that the precincts established as aforesaid shall 
remain as permanent precincts for all subsequent elections, unless dis- 
continued or changed — order of the commissioner of that district. 

Second. Give notice of said approaching election, specifying in said 
notice, among other things, the date of such election, the boundaries 
of said voting precincts as established, the location of the polling place 
in each precinct, and the hours between which said polling places will 


open. 

Said joint order and notice shall be given publicity by said commis- 
sioner by posting copies of the same (at least twenty days before the 
date of said first election and at least thirty days before the date of 
each subsequent election). Said copies shall be posted as follows: One 
at the office of the commissioner in said district, and three copies to be 
posted in three conspicuous public pisces in each of said voting pro 
cincts as established, one of which shali be the designated polling piace 


in each precinct; and said commissioner shall also mail a certified copy 
of aie oint order and notice to the governor of Alaska at his official 
residence. 


Prior to the date of the cee mi of such election said commissioner 
shall select, notify, and appoint from among the qualified electors in 
said voting precincts three judges of election for each of said 
no more than two of whom shall be of the same political party. Said 
commissioner shall notify all of said jndges of election of their appoint- 
ment as such, so that each and all of them shall receive said notice at 
least ten days before the date of the election. 

Sec. 7. That the three judges of election in each voting precinct shall 
constitute and shall be known and designated as the election board 
for said precinct. That the election board in each 3 or a ma- 
jority of the members of said board, shall have authority, and it shall be 
heir duty to provide a suitable ballot box and prepare the polling place 
for the holding of sald election. 

That the members of said election board in each precinct, before enter- 
ing upon the duties of their office, shall each severally take an oath, 
which shall be reduced to writing, before an officer qualified to admin- 
ister oaths, to honestly, faithfully, and promptly perform the duties of 
their positions; and if no officer qualified to administer oaths be present 
or available, then any one of said duly appointed or selected judges 
of election may administer the necessary oath to said other two judges, 
and he shall afterwards in turn be sworn by one of them. 

That each of said judges shall have authority to administer any oath 
to the voter necessary or proper under this act, and said judges shall 
have equal authority; and in case of any question or disagreement over 
any matter during the course of said election the decision of the ma- 
jority of said judges shall govern. 

Two of the three judges of election in each young precinct shall also 

rform the duties of clerks of election for that said precinct; the two 
udges performing the duties of clerks shall be of different political 
parties; it shall be the duty of each of said clerks to make a full 
written record of such election as held in that said precinct, and each 
of them shall keep a correct duplicate register and enter therein the 
names of the voters and the fact that they have voted, or have offered 
8 and were refused, and a brief statement of the reasons for said 
refusal. 

Sec. S. That each of the candidates for the office of Delegate herein 
provided for, at any election held hereunder, shall be entitled to one 
watcher at each voting precinct, who shall be permitted to be present 
within the place of voting at such precinct, and in some place therein 
where he may at all times be In full view of every act done. Such 
watcher shall have the right to be so present at all times from the open- 
ing of the polls until the ballots are finally counted and the result certi- 
fied by the election board. Each watcher shall be required to present to 
the election board proper credentials, signed by the candidate he repre- 
sents, showing him to the duly authorized watcher for such person. 

Sec. 9. That in case any of the Kr of election selected as herein 
provided for any precinct shall fail to appear and qualify at the time 
and place designated for the election for which they shall be appointed, 
then, in that event, the qualified voters present may, by a majority 
viva voce vote, select a suitable person or persons to fill the vacancy 
or vacancies in said election board; and the person or persons 80 
selected shall qualify and serve on said election board, with the same 
powers and in the same manner as if appointed as hereinbefore pro- 


vided. 
Sec. 10. That the election boards herein provided for shall keep the 


recincts, 


several polling places open for the reception of votes from 8 o'clock 
antemeridian until 7 o'clock tmeridian on the day of election. 
The voting at said election shall be by secret printed or written ballot. 
The ballot at said first election shall be substantially in the following 


form: 
For Delegate from Alaska. 


For the short term (here Insert the name of the person voted for). 

“For the long term (here insert the name of the person voted for).” 

At all elections after said first election the ballot shall be substan- 
tially in the following form: 


“ For Delegate from Alaska. 


“(Here insert the name of the person voted for.)” 

Such ballot shall be folded by the voter so as not to disclose the vote, 
and by him handed to any one of the judges of election, who shall im- 
mediately, in the presence of the voter and of all the members of the 
election board, 99159 the same, folded as aforesaid, in the ballot box, 
where the same shall remain untouched until the polls are closed. At 
the time the ballot is so deposited the two judges of election performing 
the duties of clerks shall each of them enter in his duplicate register the 
name of the voter and the fact that he has voted. 

SEC. 11. That any person offering to vote may be challenged by any 
election officer or any other person entitled to vote at the same pollin 

lace, or by any duly appointed watcher, and when so chal coats 

fore being allowed to vote he shall make and subscribe to the follow- 
ing oath: Tou do solemnly swear (or affirm, as the case may be) 
that you are 21 years of age and a citizen of the United States; 
that you are an actual and bona fide resident of Alaska, and have 
been such resident during the entire year immediately preceding 
this election, and have been a resident in this voting precinct for 
thirty Cays next preceding this election, and that you have not voted 
at this election,” and further naming the place from which the voter 
came immediately prior to living in the precinct in which he offers 
to vote, and giving the length of time of his residence in the former 
place. d upon the voter swearing to such an affidavit he shall be 
allowed to vote; but if any person so challenged shall refuse or fail 
to take such oath and sign such affidayit, then his vote shall be re- 
jected; and any person swearing falsely in any such affidavit shall be 
guilty of perjury and shall, upon conviction thereof, suffer punishment 
as is prescribed by law for persons guilty of 5 

Sec. 12. That the election boards herein provided at each polling 
place, as soon as the polls are closed, shall immeaiately publicly pro- 
ceed to open the ballot box and count and canvass the votes cast, and 
they shall thereupon, under their hands and seals, make out in du licate 
a certificate of the result of said election, specifying the number of 
votes, in words and figures, cast for each candidate, and they shall then 
immediately carefully and securely seal up in one envelope one of said 
duplicate certificates and one of the registers of voters and all the bal- 
lots cast, and mail such envelope, with said pers inclosed, at the 
nearest post-office (by registered mail, if possible), duly addressed to 
~~ 9 of Alaska at his place of residence, with the postage pre- 
paid thereon. 

The other duplicate certificate and register of voters, with the oaths 
of the judges of election, and any and all affidavits made by chal- 
lenged voters or in relation thereto, the judges of election shall at once 
seal up in an envelope addressed to the clerk of the district court for 
the division in which the precinct is situate, at his place of residence, 
with the postage thereon prepaid (by registered mail, if possible), and 
deposit the same in the nearest post-office. 

‘he clerk of the court in each of the divisions of Alaska shall com- 
pile the returns received from the various polling places as soon as the 
same are received, ascertain the result, transmit such compilation and 
rr duly authenticated, to the governor of Alaska at ħis place of 
residence. 

The clerks of the district court for the various divisions of Alaska 
and the governor of Alaska shall each retain and carefully preserve all 
such documents received by them until the end of the term for which 
the Delegate chosen has been elected. 

Sec. 13. That the respective clerks of the court shall make return, 
as hereinbefore provided, to the governor so that he shall receive the 
pair not later than the third Tuesday of October next succeeding the 
election. 

Sec. 14. That the governor, the surveyor-general, and ex officio sec- 
retary of the Territory of Alaska, and the collector of customs for 
Alaska shall constitute a canvassing board for the Territory of Alaska 
to canvass and compile in writing the vote specified in the certificates 
of election returned to the governor from all the several election pre- 
cincts as aforesaid. 

The said canvassing board shall commence the performance of its 
duties at the office of the governor within ten days after the third 
Tuesday of October in each year in which an election is held under 
and by virtue of this act, and shall continue with such work from day 
to sey until the same is completed; and said canvass shall be publicly 
made. 

In case it shall appear to said board that no election return as here- 
inbefore prescribed has been received by the governor from any pre- 
cinct in which an election has been held, the said board may accept in 
place thereof the certificate of election for such precinct received from 
the clerk of the court, and may canvass and compile the same with the 
other election returns. 

Said board, upon the completion of said canvass, shall declare the 

rson who has received the greatest number of votes for Delegate to 

the duly elected Delegate from Alaska for the term for which he 
has been so elected, and shall issue and deliver to him in writing un- 
der their hands and seals a certificate of his election. 

The said canvassing board may employ a clerk to ald them in thelr. 
work at a compensation not to exc $5 per day. The compensation 
of such clerk l be paid by the governor out of his contingent fund. 

Sec. 15. That each newspaper in Alaska officially authorized to pub- 
lish any notice of election provided for herein shall be entitled to re- 
ceive therefor not more than $10 for the publication of the notice of 
any one election; that each commissioner in the Territory of Alaska is 
authorized to contract for the proper posting of all election notices, as 
Linh os herein, in each voting precinct created in his said election 

istrict, and that not more than the sum of $10 shall be allowed at 
each election for the posting of said notices in any one voting precinct 
in Alaska; that not more than $10 at each election shall be allowed for 
the rental of a proper polling place in each voting precinct in Alaska; 
that each of the judges of election who shall qualify and serve as such 
in any precinct on said election day shall be entitled to a compensation 
of $5 per day for said one day's service. 

Sec. 16. That the compensation for said newspaper publications, the 
proper posting of said notices, the rental of said polling place, the fees 
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securing a 
shall be certified with proper vouchers and ae a attached by the 
various election officials to the judge of the district court in the said 
judicial division in which said voting * is situate, and the same 
shall be audited by said judge and shall be paid by the clerk of the 
court of said division out of the same fund and in the same manner as 
the incidental expenses of said district court are paid. 

Sec. 17. That any person who, by any means, shall hinder, delay, 
prevent, or obstruct any other person from 8 himself to vote 
or from lawfully voting at any election herein provided for, or who 
shall knowingly personate and vote or attempt to vote in the name of 
any other person, or who shall vote more than once at the same elec- 
tion, or shall yote at a place where or at a time when he may not law- 
fully be entitled to vote, or shall do any unlawful act to secure an 
opportunity to vote for himself or for any other person, or who, by or 

ugh any force, threat, intimidation, bribery, reward or offer thereof, 
unlawfully vote himself or procures another to vote, or prevents or 
induces another to refrain from exercising his right of suffrage, or 
induces by any such means any officer of an election to do any unlawful 
act or omit to do his duty in any manner, or who, directly or indirectly, 
in any manner shall fraudulently change or cause to be e the 
returns or the true and lawful result of any election hereunder, or shall 
attempt to do the same, or who shall delay, cause to be delay or con- 
nive at the delay of election returns in any manner, or attempt to do so, 
shail be ty of a crime, and upon the conyiction thereof shall be 
punished by a fine of not more than $500 nor less than $100, or im- 
prisoned not more than three years, or both, and pay the costs of the 
erg temo and it is further provided that every officer of an election 
eld hereunder who neglects to perform or violates any duty imposed 
upan him as such officer, or knowingly does any unauthorized act with 

e intent to affect the election or the result thereof, or who shall 
permit, e, or connive at any false count or certificate of election, 
or who shall conceal, withhold, destroy, or willfully delay the returns 
of election, or connive at the same being done, or who aid, coun- 
sel, or procure any person to do or attempt to do any act made a crime 
hereinbefore, or shall attempt to do any of the acts hereinbefore men- 
tioned, shall be guilty of a crime, and upon conviction thereof shall be 

unished by a fine of not less than $200 nor more tl $1,000, or D; 
mprisonment of not more than five 9 9 — or by both, and shall pay a 
costs of the prosecution ; and jurisdiction of all such matters is hereby 

conferred upon the district court of Alaska. 

Sec. 18. That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the district court 
of Alaska to hear and determine all controversies, } and equitable, 
that may arise out of any election held under the provisions of this 
act, regulated by the general pleading and practice of said court. 

Sec. 19. That all laws and parts of laws inconsistent herewith are 
to that extent repealed. That this act shall take effect upon its pas- 
sage 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill which the Clerk has just reported? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, the pending bill provides for a 
Delegate from the Territory or district of Alaska. It is almost 
in exact terms with the bill that passed the last Congress. It 
passed this House without opposition. It is not my purpose at 
this moment to go into the details of the bill, but I will yield 
for the present such time as he may desire to the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. CUSHMAN]. 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Speaker, this bill which we have before 
us now is a bill to give to the Territory of Alaska an elective 
Delegate upon the floor of the House of Representatives. ‘The 
number of the pending bill is Senate bill 956, Fifty-ninth Con- 
gress, first session. It will be observed, however, that the 
House Committee on Territories in making their report upon 
Senate bill 956 struck out the Senate bill and inserted a sub- 
stitute bill in its place, and it is this substitue bill—which still 
retains the number of Senate bill 956—that we are now to con- 
sider. 

Now, I do not propose to-day, when many important matters 
are pressing upon the attention of this House, to detain the 
Members for any great length of time in making a general speech 
upon Alaska. I wish to confine my few remarks almost entirely 
to the provisions of this bill which we are now to consider, and 
which I certainly hope we will pass. 

I consider it my duty at the outset to pay a tribute of respect 
to the distinguished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Brick] who 
was the pioneer Member of this House years and years ago to 
begin the good work in the line of preparing a bill to give to 
‘Alaska a Delegate in Congress. His work in this matter has 
been, I conceive, the greatest single aid that this proposition has 
received from any source. I also wish to say that my friend from 
Missouri [Mr. Lioyp] and my friend from Maine [Mr. Powers] 
and my friend from Michigan [Mr. Hamiron], the chairman 
of the House Committee on Territories, as well as all the 
other members of the Territorial Committee of this House, are 
entitled to great credit for the hard work they have done in 
this matter, as well as congratulations for the bill which they 
have all helped to frame, and which is now before this House 
for action. 

Perhaps I should not refer to the lawmaking body at the 
other end of this Capitol, but at the risk of violating the rules 
of the House I wish to say that the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. NELSON] has been one of the great champions 
of legislation which should give to Alaska an elective Delegate 
in the House of Representatives.. Senator NELSON has contrib- 
uted many of the very best features to this bill which we have 


of election in each precinct, together with the cost of 
llot box and the cost of necessary postage and stationery, 


reported to this body. I have said this much in order to show 
that, while I am taking a great interest in this important mat- 
ter, that I am not claiming nor seeking to claim any exclusive 
credit for the good work that has been done in this matter. 

I wish to state to this House, as the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Lioyp] has already stated, that this bill now uncer 
discussion is substantially similar to bills which have hereto- 
fore passed this House. We passed one bill in the Fifty- 
seventh Congress and another in the Fifty-eighth Congress, both 
designed to give Alaska an elective Delegate on the floor of this 
House, but they failed to pass the Senate. The passage of a Dill 
of this character was recommended by the President in his last 
annual message to Congress, under date of December 4, 1905, 
wherein the President said: 

I earnestly ask that Alaska be given an elective Delegate. Some per- 
son should be chosen who can speak with authority of the needs of the 
Territory. * + In my last two m I advocated certain 
additional action on behalf of Alaska. I shall not now repeat those 
recommendations, but I lay all my stress upon the one recommendation 
of giving to Alaska some one authorized to 5) for it. I should prefer 
that the Delegate was made elective; but this be not deemed wise, 
then make Septet’ At any rate, give Alaska some person 
whose business it shall be to speak with authority on her behalf in Con- 


gress. 

I might also add that the last Alaska territorial convention, 
which was in session during the month of November, 1905, 
among other resolutions passed one demanding elective repre 
sentation in the House of Representatives in the following lan- 
guage: 

We demand the application to Alaska of the fundamental American 
principle of self-government and elective representation in Congress. 

From what I have already said it will be seen that the House 
of Representatives has already twice heretofore declared that 
in its judgment Alaska was entitled to a Delegate. The Presi- 
dent has strongly recommended it, and the people of Alaska are 
clamoring for it. All reasons seem to exist why we should pass 
some such bill as this. Therefore, I shall not waste any more 
time defending the proposition embodied in this bill, but will 
pass to a brief statement of what this bill contains. 

The sole purpose of this bill is to give to Alaska an elective 
Delegate in this House, and this bill is just as brief as it can 
possibly be to provide the suitable election machinery to bring 
about this result. 

This House has just listened to a full and complete reading of 
the bill. But in addition to that reading of the bill I now de- 
sire to state in the most brief and concise form just what this 
bill provides. 

The bill provides in substance as follows: 

First. Alaska shall be entitled to a Delegate on the floor of 
the House of Representatives, possessing like powers and with 
like duties as other Delegates. His salary is fixed at $5,000 
per year, and he is allowed $1,500 per annum in lieu of all 
mileage and other expenses, except stationery allowance and 
clerk hire. 

Second. This bill provides that said Delegate shall be elected 
by the votes of the people in Alaska, and not for an appointive 
Delegate. 

Third. This bill provides that at said first election in Alaska 
(in the summer of 1906) there shall be a Delegate elected for 
a short term, and a Delegate elected for a long term. That the 
Delegate elected for the short term shall hold his office during 
the remainder of the term of the Fifty-ninth Congress, and the 
Delegate elected for the long term shall hold his office during 
the full term of the Sixtieth Congress. That each Delegate 
thereafter elected shall hold his office for the same term as the 
Members of the House of Representatives chosen at the gen- 
eral election in the same year. 

Fourth. This bill provides that the first election in Alaska 
for Delegate shall be held on the second Tuesday in August 
(1906), and succeeding elections on the second Tuesday in 
August every two years thereafter. 

Fifth. That the qualifications for Delegate from Alaska shall 
be: Twenty-five years of age, have been seven years a citizen 
of the United States, and shall be a bona fide resident and 
elector in Alaska. 

Sixth. That in order to vote for said Delegate a person shall 
be a male citizen of the United States, 21 years of age or over, 
and an actual bona fide resident of Alaska, and haye been 
such resident of Alaska during the entire year immediately 
preceding the election, and have resided for the thirty days 
next preceding election in the voting precinct in which he offers 
to vote. 

Seventh. Each incorporated town in Alaska is made one vot- 
ing precinct (with the provision that the larger towns may be 
divided into two or more voting precincts), and the remaining 
territory outside of the incorporated towns is laid out into voting 
precincts by the commissioners of Alaska. 
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Eighth. This bill provides for the giving of due notice of said | First 1 division—Continued. 


elections, and the selection of polling places, and the appoint- 
ment of election boards of a nonpartisan character; provides 
that the ballot shall be a secret written or printed ballot; that 
a plurality of votes, and not a majority, shall elect; provides 
for making returns of said election to the governor and the clerks 
of the court, and that a canvassing board consisting of the gov- 
ernor, the secretary, and the collector of customs of the Terri- 
ee shall make canvass of the returns and make certificate of 
on. 

Ninth. This bill provides as good safeguards against fraud and 
cheating in elections as is possible. 

Tenth. This bill provides that the cost of said election shall be 
paid by the United States out of the court funds of the three 
judicial divisions of Alaska, and places certain limitations and 
safeguards about the cost of the election in order that the cost 
of said election may not be excessive or unreasonable. 

Eleventh. This bill provides that instead of the usual allow- 
ance for mileage the Delegate shall receive a lump sum of $1,500, 
which shall cover all mileage and other expenses except sta- 
tionery allowanee and compensation for clerk hire. 

When a bill similar to this was under consideration in this 
House in the last Congress (the Fifty-eighth Congress), the 
question was raised that the cost of any election for Delegate 
in Alaska would necessarily be very large. Now, I have gone 
over this matter of expense at some length and with some care 
to try and determine just about what the cost of an election 
would be. My conclusions in relation to the cost of this elec- 
tion are based upon a number of matters. The principal ques- 
tion to determine was approximately how many voting pre- 
cincts will there be in Alaska. T have figured out that there 


would probably be about 136 voting precincts in Alaska at the 
first election. My judgment in this matter is based upon the 
following statements, which I will incorporate into the RECORD. 

The following is a list of the incorporated towns in Alaska, as 
coe ata report of the governor of Alaska for the year of 
1 P. 2 


List of the newspapers published in Alaska. 
[From governor's report (1905), p. 58. 


Where published. Name of paper. 


The Times. 

The Council City News. 

-| The 8 Island News. 
z PRN ews. 


The Nome’ Semi-Weekly News. 
The Nome S Nugget. 
The Nome Gold. 


The 
The Valdez News. 


The hanage News Letter. 
The Tak 858 Wr 


At Wood Island 
ngell 


The foregoing list shows that there are 23 newspapers pub- 
lished in Alaska, being published in 14 different towns. 

The following is a list of the voting precincts that would in all 
probability be established in Alaska at the first election. It is 
not contended that this list is absolutely correct, but it was pre- 
pared after consultation with residents of Alaska familiar with 
the conditions in each locality, and is substantially correct. 
This statement shows that there would be about 136 voting pre- 
cinets established in Alaska at said first election. 

First ae 1 

Douglas D town). 
Juneau (incorporated town). 
555 
. Treadwell dises gor den town). 


Wrangell (incorporated town), 


„ 


10: 
11. 
12. 
13. 
s 


16. 
17. 
Ha 


Second 


11. 


30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 


45. 
46. 


Yakuta 
8 aans 


5 (under Ketchikan commissioner), 
ley —— Ketchikan commissioner). 
Gipsum (under Juneau commissioner). 
Haines (a commissioner is located at Haines). 
Kasaan (a commissioner is located at Kasaan). 
Niblack (under Kete! 
Petersburg (under Wrangel 
Porcupine (under Haines commissioner). 
Shakan. (under Wrangell commissioner). 
Sitka (commissioner located at Sitka). 
Tenakee (under Juneau commissioner). 
verter 8 snoet rangel commissioner). 
mmissioner located at Yakutat). 


Nome City, voting precinct No. 1. 
. Nome City, voting precinct No. 2. 
. Nome City, voting precinct No. 3. 
Iron Mountain. 

Port Safety. 

Nome ives (Fort Davis). 
Dexter Creek. 


Sinrock. 
St. Michael (St. Michael district). 
St. Michael district 

t. Michael district). 


Mission (St 
“St. Michael district). 


use. 
Teller (Port Clarence mining distric 2 
Sullivan City (Port Clarence minin; 
American Creek (Port Clarence yo 
Lost River — 75 Clarence s mang g cit 
Tin City_(Port Clarence ning oe trict). 
Council City (Council a, min district). 
White Mountain con cil City distr 
Chenik (Council mining district). 
Ophir Coun mining 


ining distri 
Point e „ (Noatak-Kobule mining ict). 


Third — division : 


. Little Delta (Tanana timing 

. Solcha (Tanana mining distr 

. Circle City (Circle City mining district 

. Fort Yukon 

. Mastodon ( 

. Woodchop 
Ram 


z part g 
22. Fort Gibbon Rampart m mining 3 
part mi: distr 
. Loldfoot 
. Be 
. Nation (Eagle Ci 
Creek ( 


. American 
„Jack Wade (Fortymile 


airbanks, voting precinct No. 1. 
. Fairbanks, votes vecinet No. 2. 
Fairbanks (or G 
West Fairbanks, 


Cleary Creek. 
Fairbanks Creek. 
Pedro 


Kantishna mining district). 
Diamond (Kantishna e 


‘oot ( 


tay City mining RERI, 
e City musg stric 3 2 
taints City mining district). 
t mining district). 


sin . — +; t minin iist 1 Set) 
Baker Ram m rict). 
Koyukuk mining district ct). 
kuk P R N 
ab ostoffice (Eagle CIty mining district 
0 e 8 
ong: let) ) 


jo GR m ap ‘district). 
g district). 

Sen erden mining district). 

e riet). 


Seventym 


Steel Creek 
C 


hick 
Nabesna N n distr! 
Copper Center. 
C ochina. 
Gakona. 


. Bonanza. 
39. Valdez (incorporated town). 
. Reservation. 

. Thomsons Pass. 


Cape Yaktag. 
50. Seward (Kenai Peninsula). 
. Hope (Kenai Peninsula). 
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udicial division—Continued. 
Sunrise (Kenai Peninsula). 
83. Fort Kenai (Kenai Peninsula). 
54. Kussilof Nena Peninsula). 
55. Seldovia (Kenai Peninsula). 
. Knik Arm (Sushitna mining district). 
57. Sushitna (Sushitna mining district). 
58. ‘Tyoonok (Sushitna mining district). 
59. Kodiak. 
60. Karluk. 
61. Afognak. 
62. Sand Point. 
63. Caos Bay. 


65. Mine “Harbor. 

„ Apollo. 

67. Belkofsky. 

. Unalaska. 

69. Dutch Harbor. 

. Dillingham (on Bristol Bay). 
71. Nushagak. 


COST OF ELECTION IN ALASKA. 
The cost of an election in Alaska can not be figured out to a 
mathematical certainty in advance, but the cost of an election 
held in Alaska under the provisions of this bill can be readily 
judged by the following showing or statement: 
Probable voting precincts in Alaska. 


In first judicial division 
In second judicial division 
In third judicial division 


Total 


Newspaper ewe of notice 
Posting notices of election 

Senn .. r 
Three judges of election, at $5 per day cach 
Ballot box, postage, stationery, and miscellaneous. 


Wotel.cost per precinct. ee 
PS precincts, 136; cost per precinct, $50; cost of election, 


In reality the cost of election under this bill does not even 
reach this amount of $6,800, for the reason that there would 
only be newspaper notices published in perhaps about twenty 
voting precincts. Therefore in about 116 voting precincts where 
no newspaper notice was published there would be no ten-dollar 
publication fee. „This would cause a reduction in the above esti- 
mate of $1,160, fubtracted from $6,800, would leave the amount 
at $5,640. 

I conceive that it might be an interesting contribution to this 
subject under discussion if I would include in the Recorp in 
connection with my remarks a brief history or statement in rela- 
tion to the various bills which have heretofore been introduced 
in Congress, having for their purpose the giving to Alaska of a 
Delegate or representative of some character here in Washing- 
ton City. 

HISTORY OF ALASKA DELEGATE BILLS. 

A bill to provide a Delegate for Alaska was reported from 
the Committee on Territories of the House of Representatives 
in the Fifty-third Congress near its close, but too late for action 
on the same; another similar bill was reported in the Fifty- 
fourth Congress, which for some reason failed to secure consid- 
eration in the House. A third time, in the second session of the 
Fifty-sixth Congress, a similar bill was introduced and unani- 
mously reported by the Committee on Territories to the House, 
but that bill, on aceount of the press of business during the 
close of that session, failed of consideration by the House. 

During the first session of the Fifty-seventh Congress the 
House Committee on Territories fayorably reported a bill for 
an elective Delegate from Alaska to the House of Representa- 
tives. This bill, which was favorably reported, was H. R. 9865, 
and the report No. 434, both of the Fifty-seventh Congress, first 
session. The bill was reported so late in the session that it 
was found impossible to consider it before adjournment. The 
bill remained on the Calendar of the House, however, and was 
taken up for consideration during the second session of the 
Fifty-seventh Congress. 

In the meantime the Committee on Territories having re- 
ceived further information pertaining to the subject, at that 
time moved on the floor of the House to substitute a different 
bill. Accordingly H. R. 16653 was substituted for H. R. 9865, 
and the substitute bill passed the House on January 23, 1903, 
second session Fifty-seventh Congress. However, that bill 
failed to pass the Senate. 

In the Fifty-eighth Congress H. R. 13356, a bill to give 
Alaska an elective Delegate, was favorably reported by the 
House Committee on Territories on March 2, 1904, Report No. 
1300, and said bill was considered in the House and passed on 
April 25, 1904. This bill was reported on by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Territories on February 25, 1905, Senate Report No. 
4350, but said bill failed to pass the Senate. Also in the Fifty- 


eighth Congress Senate bill 3339 was introduced in the Senate 
providing for an elective Delegate for Alaska, and was favor- 
ably reported by the Senate Committee on Territories on March 
1, 1904 (S. Rep. 1176), but failed to pass the Senate. 

Therefore in this, the Fifty-ninth Congress, we still find that 
Alaska is without a Delegate. 

Senate bill 956, Fifty-ninth Congress, to give Alaska an elec- 
tive Delegate, was favorably reported by the Senate Committee 
on Territories (S. Rep. 400) and passed the Senate on Febru- 
ary 1, 1906. This bill is now S. 956 and is the bill which the 
House Committee on Territories herewith report upon, but 
strike out all of the same after the enacting clause and present 
herewith a substitute bill. 

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. CusHmMan] yield for a question? 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. The cost of this election is paid by 
their own taxation, is it not—not out of the Federal Treasury? 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Speaker, this bill provides that the 
costs of these elections held in Alaska under the provisions of 
this bill “ shall be paid by the clerks of the court of Alaska out 
of the same fund and in the same manner as the incidental ex- 
penses of said district court are paid.” Now, Congress each 
year in the sundry civil appropriation bill appropriates a lump 
sum of money for the expenses of all the United States courts, 
including those in Alaska. Therefore, upon first blush it would 
seem that the expense of these elections is paid directly out of 
the United States Treasury. There is no general Territorial 
treasury in Alaska. They have no Territorial fund in Alaska 
out of which these election expenses can be paid. But under 
the provisions of the Alaska Criminal Code, which Congress 
passed, and which is operative upon the Alaska people, they are 
obliged each year to pay thousands and thousands of dollars for 
licenses—that is, occupation taxes. Every man who runs a 
drug store or a boarding house, a bank, or an abstract office in 
Alaska has to pay a tax for the privilege of running the same. 
The total amount of these taxes paid each year by the residents 
of Alaska is very large. Now, these taxes for several years 
went directly into the United States Treasury and not into any 
Alaskan treasury nor for the benefit of any Alaskan project. 
Therefore—as I figure it, at least—we have a very considerable 
amount of money yet in the United States Treasury which justly 
belongs to the Alaska people. I believe it to be both just and 
proper that the cost of these elections should be paid in the 
manner in which we have provided in this bill; indeed, there is 
no other possible way of paying the cost of these elections. 

Mr. WACHTER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman from Washington [Mr. CuSHMAN] a question. - 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Washington yield 
to the gentleman from Maryland? 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly; with pleasure. 

Mr. WACHTER. What system of voting do you prescribe 
in this bill—the Australian ballot system? 

Mr. CUSHMAN. No. I will say to the gentleman from 
Maryland that it appeared to me—and also to the members of 
the House Committee on Territories—that to attempt to provide 
any such elaborate and complicated election machinery as the 
Australian ballot system for that far-off and sparsely settled 
region would practically defeat the operation of the law when 
enacted. We provide in this bill that the voting shall be by 
secret printed or written ballot, the ballot to be in very simple 
form—in fact the simplest form possible, as follows: 

For Delegate from Alaska. 


For the short term, 
For the long term, 


Then the voter simply writes in the name of the person he 
desires to vote for. One of the main objects I have kept con- 
tinually before me in this matter was to try and make all the 
election machinery, including the ballot, as simple as possible. 

Mr. WACHTER. How many judges constitute the returning 
board of elections? 

Mr. CUSHMAN. I may say that that was one of the matters 
that we considered at some length, and we concluded that 
an election board in each voting precinct of three members 
would be the best kind of an election board for that region. 
Therefore we provided in this bill for an election board of three 
members in each voting precinct, no more than two of whom 
shall belong to one political party. A nonpartisan election 
board. 

Mr. WACHTER. Is that nonpartisan—three members, two of 
whom belong to one political party? You will not get unbiased 
elections in that way. 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Why, certainly. An election board of three 


members, of which board only two members belong to one party, 
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is a nonpartisan election board. The principle would be just the 
same if the board consisted of five members, and three of them 
belonged to one political party and the other two belonged to 
another political party. The underlying principle is the same. 
The small number constituting the board does not change the 


principle. I should like to ask the gentleman from Maryland 
why he thinks we will not get an unbiased election with this 
kind of an election board? 

Mr. WACHTER. Because from my experience in elections in 
Maryland I know it can not be done. Human nature has not 
reached that stage of perfection yet. 

Mr. CUSHMAN. No; not in Maryland. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WACHTER. Not in Alaska, or in the State of Washing- 
ton, either. 

Mr. HINSHAW. What arrangement does this bill make as a 
limitation or delimitation of election districts? Are there any 
means prescribed by which the line of boundaries of these yoting 
precincts can be determined? y 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Let me explain that matter a little, so I 
think all can readily understand it. I tried to draw a bill which 
would give the vast majority of the people who reside in 
Alaska an opportunity to vote. There are some vast stretches 
of country in Alaska in which there are no residents. It was 
not necessary that this bill should be drawn so as to cover every 
inch of territory in Alaska, even if it was not inhabited. 

Now, in Alaska wherever there is any considerable number 
of people the judges of the district court of Alaska appoint 
officials who are called“ court commissioners.” The judge lays 
out a strip of territory for each commissioner, and this strip 
of territory is called a “commissioner’s district.” Now, this 
bill of ours is drawn to cover all of these commissioner’s dis- 
tricts in Alaska. Now, inasmuch as there is a commissioner 
located wherever there is any considerable number of people 
in Alaska, and as our bill covers all of these commissioner's 
districts, therefore this bill covers practically all the inhabited 
territory in Alaska. Now, under the provisions of this bill each 
one of these commissioners is authorized and directed, before 
each election, to divide all the territory in his district “into 
such number of voting precincts as may, in his judgment, be 
necessary or convenient, defining the boundaries of each voting 
precinct by natural objects and permanent monuments or land- 
marks, as far as practicable, and in such manner that the 
boundaries of each can be readily determined and become gener- 
ally known from such description, etc.” 

Mr. HINSHAW. And is the place of voting specified? 

Mr. CUSHMAN. Yes. Each court commissioner is required 
by this bill at the same time he divides his district into voting 
precies to specify a polling place in each of said voting pre- 

cincts. 


There are at present, I believe, about 51 of these court com- 
missioners located in Alaska, and I shall ask permission to in- 
sert with my remarks a list of the same. 


List of commissioners in and for the district of Alaska, 
First ns 
William Duncan, OSER precinct, 
Hiram H. Folsom, Jun 
Cortes Ford, sep recinet: 
Edward De Groff, 
Hans Hansen, Wanda precinc 
Ernest Kirberger, Kake Ocak (Kaake 7). 
H. B. Le Fe Skagway. 
recinct, 


net. 


p 
3 
8 
p 
28 
S 
5 


8. Stackpole, Ketchikan precinct. 


Stout, Haines. 
Second division : 
. Garrett C. Busch, wae precinct. 
Edgar O. ‘Campbell Lawrence Island precinct. 
Edwin H. Flynn, Bt, Michael, 
Lars Gunderson. Kougarak Bet (Igloo). 
O. C. Hamlet, Nome. 
S. C. Henton, Port Clarence preci 
Alfred S. Kepner, Fairhaven 
Jobn M. * well 8 
Martin F. Moran, Noatak-K 
1 M. Reed, Nome E 
Bpr igg, Point Barrow. 
Bars Thomas, Kotzebue precinct. 
Lawrence M. Sebring, St. Michael. 
C. W. Thornton, Solomon precinct, 
Third A: 
= aioe R. meine Fortymile precinct, post-office Wicker- 
sham, 


( 
9 e C. Britto: 
vid G =) Peninsula precinct (Mine Harbor). 
Sie Carr, Bairban 


. F. Drittiela d, 

. Jobn Goodell, Cook 1 Inlet precinct (Sunrise). 
N. Gra Bhue precinct, 

J. oe namjeri 


aai 
n 


recinct 1 City). 
tee (Point Barrow). 


bip 
*** 


2 


rete Ken p W: 


m 
5 — 


Third ee e 
12. Frank E. Howard, Koyukuk precinct, post-office Coldfoot. 
. Leander L. James (justice of peace only), Fairbanks precinct, 
post-office Chena. 
14. 2 D. Kelsey, Kodiak. 
abr Krause (justice of peace only), Fairbanks precinct, Cleary 


) 
16, John aso 9 Valdez, 
17. U. G. Myers, Eagle. 
18. John Niven, Bristol Bay precinct, post-office Nushagak, 
19. J. Y. Ostrander (justice of peace only), Valdez. 
20. D. C. Sargent, Nabesna. 
21. James R. Saunders, Chesna (or anaa 
Lee Van 66 frets e, Kantishna “says (2) 

Luther L. Vota Ci 
4. Jobn Bathurst, m — 

Total, 51 commissioners, 

(Second division.—Conville district consolidated with Noatak-Kobuk 
district (Point Barrow).) 


THE CENSUS OF ALASKA, 

It will be readily understood that the taking of any census 
in Alaska is a very difficult proposition, and any results ob- 
tained therefrom can not, by the very nature of things, be very 
full or accurate. But I will insert herewith a few figures 
that I have gleaned from the census taken in Alaska in the 
summer of 1900 by the Director of the United States Census: 
Total population of Alaska —7 — . 63, 592 


Total white population 80, 507 
Total Indian population ar tak bt BER 29, 536 
Total all others, Sogn negroes, , Chinese, a and Japanese 3,5 

Total males in Alaska 21 years of age and over 87, 956 


Total white males in Alaska 21 years of age and over 25, 966 
White males over 21 years (Iiterate 2 25, 382 
White males over 21 years (illiterate) _....-.------__ 584 

There has unquestionably been a large increase in the white 
population in Alaska since then. Considering the fact that 
that census was not in any sense complete, and also the fact 
that there has been a large increase of population since then, 
the claim that there are now 70,000 white people in Alaska is 
not unreasonable. This is the claim which Alaskans make, and, 
in my opinion, it is not far from right. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, let me say: This bill may 
not be perfect. I presume it is not. But we who have had 
this matter in charge have worked hard upon it and given it 
our best thought. Personally, I may say I have worked for 
six years upon this matter of trying to secure a Delegate for 
Alaska. I hope this bill will pass and become a law. I thank 
you all for your attention, and I now yield back the floor to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LLOYD]. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. Lacry]. 

Mr. LACHY. Mr. Speaker, in the Fifty-seventh Congress we 
passed a bill along the same lines as this particular bill, and also 
in the Fifty-eighth Congress. Both bills failed in the Senate. 
I am gratified to see that the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NEL- 
son] presented a bill to the Senate in this Congress covering 
substantially the features of the House bill of the last Con- 
gress, and that bill now comes to us from the Senate after 
haying passed that body. The two House bills in the two pre- 
vious Congresses died in the Senate. The two bills, the one 
that is reported as a substitute for the Senate bill and the bill 
as it came from the Senate, are very much alike. There are, 
however, two material differences in the two bills. The Senate 
bill by some oversight, it being the same bill introduced in the 
last Congress, omitted the long term, and by the way the bill 
came to the House, if we passed it in that form, we would haye 
had an. election next August, when a man would have been 
elected for the unexpired term of the Fifty-ninth Congress, 
but nobody would have been elected for the Sixtieth Congress. 
This substitute bill provides for this oversight, and that there 
shall be two men elected or one man elected for both terms. 

There is another difference between the two bills. The Sen- 
ate bill provides that the election precincts shall be designated 
by the judges. The House bill in the substitute provides the 

precincts shall be set apart by the commissioners, The House 
bill's proposition, in my judgment, is much better than the Sen- 
ate in that respect for this reason: Take the Fairbanks judicial 
district. The judge of that district lives at Fairbanks. The 
Aleutian Islands are in that district. It will take months to 
communicate between the Aleutian Islands and Fairbanks so 
as to set apart the election districts or precincts in those Is- 
lands, but the commissioner lives in the vicinity and can readily 
do this. It is merely a matter of detail and is along the lines 
of the Senate bill, and these two modifications are the only 
material differences from the Senate bill. In a recent trip 
through Alaska, going down the Yukon, passing through the . 
country from one end of it to the other, I found a general de- 
mand at every point for some representation in this House. 

The people there have been desiring representation for many 
years, and we have been compelled heretofore to listen to men 
who have come from that country at their own expense or at 


3302 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


the expense of local boards of trade, representing different 
cities, and really representing special interests. A Delegate from 
Alaska would enable us to get light upon the needs of every part 


of that Territory. I trust that the substitute will pass. 

No Territory needs representation in Congress more than the 
great Alaskan country. It has a great future, and the people 
there should have an opportunity to yoice their needs on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the House 
amendment to the Senate bill. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time; 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Lioyp, the vote by which the bill was passed 
was laid on the table. 


BRIDGE BETWEEN FORT SNELLING RESERVATION AND ST. PAUL. 


Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill H. R. 8103. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. STEVENS] asks unanimous consent for the present consid- 
eration of the bill of which the Clerk will read the title. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask 
what the subject-matter of that bill is. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. A bridge bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 8103) to authorize the construction of a bridge be- 
tween Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I wish to say that I desire to have an opportunity to 
make some remarks relative to this bill. I will ask the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Stevens] to ask unanimous consent 
that a second be considered as ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the 
rules be suspended and the bill be put upon its passage, and that, 
by unanimous consent, a second be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This bill comes up under unani- 
mous consent. This is not to suspend the rules, and without 
objection time could be given for discussion. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. That will do just as well. 
teen minutes. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Missouri have fifteen minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. STEVENS] is recognized for one hour, and can yield such 
time as he desires to the gentleman from Missouri [ Mr. SHACKLE- 
FORD. ] 

However, the bill has not yet been reported. The Clerk will 
report the bill with amendments. 

The bill and committee amendments were read at length. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill to 
authorize the Secretary of War to construct a bridge across 
the Mississippi River between Fort Snelling Military Reserva- 
tion, the property of the United States, and St. Paul, Minn., to 
take the place of a bridge which was constructed under an act 
of Congress of 1878, the expense being then paid jointly by the 
United States and the county of Ramsey, of which the greater 
part is the city of St. Paul. The bridge has been practically 
condemned by two boards of officers, a board of engineers, a 
board of military officers, and other officials. The Assistant 
Secretary of War, General Oliver, the Chief of Staff, General 
Chaffee, and the Quartermaster-General, General Humphrey, 
of the Army, have personally visited Fort Snelling and inspected 
and investigated this bridge and all conditions surrounding 
it, and all strongly recommend the replacement of the bridge 
by a new structure and the passing of this bill. The bridge 
is to be paid for one-half by the city of St. Paul and the 
street railway company which is given a right across the bridge 
and one-half by the United States Government. The ap- 
proaches, abutments, piers, and everything like that are to be 
donated by the county of Ramsey to the United States, so that 
the Government itself will have considerably less expense by 
reason of acquiring such property. The total limit of cost to 
the United States Government fixed by this bill is at the maxi- 
mum $125,000. The bill provides that preliminary to any con- 
struction the city of St. Paul shall pay its share of $100,000 

` and the street railway company $25,000 in cash into the Treas- 
ury of the United States. Then the United States will be 
liable for the remainder of the expense, not to exceed the sum 
of $125,000. 

The bill is unanimously reported as to its navigation features 
he 


I want fif- 


by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and 
as to the features of military necessity by the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD rose. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman from 
Minnesota yield to the gentleman from Missouri? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I wanted to ask the gentleman, be- 
fore he proceeded, when this report was returned to the House 
from the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I think the report shows. It 
was on the 6th of January. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Did the Military Committee make a 
report on it also? 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Yes, sir. 
dated the 24th of February. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder of my time, and yield 
55 minutes to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLE- 
FORD]. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, this is one of those re- 
markable days that periodically occur in the halls of the Fed- 
eral Legislature. 

I do not know much about this bill. I apprehend it is a mer- 
itorious measure and should be enacted into a law. I did not 
arise to oppose the measure because of any defect in it. My 
purpose is to protest against this method of legislation. This, 
sir, is a day that has been and is to be devoted entirely to the 
consideration of the Speaker's bills. This whole day is to be 
taken up, Mr. Speaker, by those bills that you have determined 
may be considered by the House. There is not a Member from 
any district in this Union who can, on behalf of his people se- 
cure the floor to ask that a bill shall be considered, unless he 
shall first secure your gracious consent. Sir, there is not a 
monarch in Europe clothed with more absolutism than you. 
When I arise in my seat and ask for recognition to call up some 
bill in which my people are interested you look over toward me 
with that benignant smile which always adorns your face and 
say, “ The gentleman can not be recognized for that purpose.” 

Seven years ago I introduced into Congress a bill providing 
for the abolition of duty on printing paper, wood, and wood 
pulp used in its manufacture. That, sir, was a bill repealing 
the tax which Congress levies upon intelligence, repealing the 
tax levied on the school children of the Republic in the interest 
of the paper trust. I have introduced it every Congress since. 
Where is that bill now? Smothered and buried in the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, where it will remain until the people 
shall rise up against the bossism which controls here. 

I read the other day in one of the public journals that you, 
Mr. Speaker, had packed the Ways and Means Committee with 
ten men, whose names were given, upon whom you could rely to 
see that no bill should be reported looking to any reduction in 
the schedules of the Dingley tariff. How were you enabled todo 
that? By the operation of the Constitution? No; but in con- 
travention of the Constitution. Under the rules of this House 
and their despotic administration you have wrought a subver- 
sion of our representative Government. The Ways and Meaus 
Committee, presided over by the able gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Payne], was packed with ten stand-patters, con- 
stituting a majority, who were pledged to sit on the lid at your 
dictation and make it impossible for the other 375 Members of 
this House to enact any legislation which you do not favor. 
Many bills for the relief of the people have been introduced and 
referred to that committee, but they can not be gotten out of 
there and brought to a yote by any process within the control of 
the membership of this House. Why? Because, sir, you have 
organized that committee so that it shall be subject to your dic- 
tation—the dictation (I say it kindly, but I say it positively) of 
a boss; a boss.“ a man who sits as the absolute despot in 
control over the deliberations of this House, determining with- 
out limitation what shall and what shall not be considered. 
Every Member of this House who was elected to come here 
should be allowed to raise his voice and cast his vote in behalf 
of those measures his people are interested in, but he ean not do 
it because of your domination. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people have no longer a repre- 
sentative government. In days gone by I have heard you 
lament that the House was losing its dignity, its prestige, and 
its power because of Senatorial encroachment. I desire to 
show to the American people that this House has lost its dig- 
nity, its prestige, and its power by submitting to the tyranny of 
the rules and the absolutism, despotism, and bossism of the 
Speaker. You boast that the stand-patters have control. How 
did they get it? Sir, it was by your action in packing the 
Ways and Means Committee with ten out of eighteen men who 
will sit there like stone statues defying the people in obedience 
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to your dictation. They will not let us have a vote upon the 
measures which have been referred to them. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not voice my own sentiments alone, but 
those of a large proportion of the Republican membership, 
when I inyeigh against the tyranny of your administration of 
the House rules. I saw a bill throttled here by the despotism 
and the bossism of which I am complaining, and put through 
in a form that was opposed by the American people and opposed 
by a majority of this House. It was done, sir, by your abso- 
lutism. I refer to the statehood bill. Every Member of this 
body would have voted to give statehood to Oklahoma and the 
Indian Territory if it could have been voted upon as a separate 
measure. Why could it not be so voted upon? Sir, it was be- 
cause you, with the aid of two others on the Rules Committee, 
made it impossible. You expressed yourself in the Republican 
caucus as afraid that these Territories, if admitted to the 
Union, would add something to the Democratic party. These 
fears moved you and your Rules Committee to outrage and 
trample under foot the rights of the people who reside in those 
Territories. You refused to permit the membership of this 
House to enact a law which it favored. Some of you Repub- 
licans will go back to your homes and make the pitiful plea 
that you would have voted to admit Oklahoma and the Indian 
Territory if you could have done so. You will make your de- 
fense on the ground that, under the rule as enforced by the 
Speaker and the Rules Committee, you could not do that. I 
can hear some of you now saying to your people: Oh, I was 
an insurgent all right; I was opposed to joint statehood for 
Arizona and New Mexico if I could have voted on that as a 
separate proposition, but I was not given the opportunity.” 
Why did you not get the opportunity? Because you voluntarily 
and deliberately, in the face of ample warning, voted for these 
rules which tie your hands, shackle your feet, and make you 
humble instruments of a boss. When you Republicans adopted 
those rules you might as well haye written out your proxies, 
given them to the Speaker and gone home. You have no voice 
in this House. Your votes are cast as the Speaker directs. 
Every committee of this House is organized so that any Dill 
introduced may be referred and smothered if the Speaker so 
desires. Ten men on the Ways and Means Committee strangle 
every bill that is sent there for relief against the graft of the 
tariff barons. If, perchance, one or two of these ten should 
yield and a bill should be reported, there would still remain 
the immortal three—the Speaker, the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. DALZELL], and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Gnos- 
VENOR], constituting a majority of the Committee on Rules, who 
would still prevent the House from having a vote. I can not 
express myself so happily nor so tersely as has already been 
done by a Republican Member in a recent speech at another 
place. Ie said: 

Joint statehood against the wishes of the ple of Arizona is un- 
republican. Under the rules of the House of Representatives as ad- 
ministered, we are not even rmitted to offer an amendment attach- 
ing a referendum to the statehood bill. Upon these questions we were 
regular and the party leaders were insurgents. As regards the rules 


of the House we are insurgents. There is nothing like these rules any- 
where upon the earth nor in the heavens above. 


And he might have added nor in hell below. 


They make the Speaker of the House of Representatives its master. 
If I wanted real power and plenty of it, I would rather be Speaker than 
President. We are not insurgents as regards Mr. CANNON personally. 
“Uncle Joe” is loved by Democrats and Republicans alike, but no 
officers of the great representative bodies of this nation should be 
given the power which the Speaker of the House now has. He names 
every man upon every committee. In nine cases out of ten be can 
prevent action upon any measure, even when it is favored by a great 
majority of the House. To a great extent he holds the political life of 
each Member of Congress in his hand. The Speaker's consent must 
be obtained in advance if a Member is recognized to bring up a bill. 
The rights which a Member of Congress now haye are not so much 
those conferred by law as those which the Speaker may see fit to grant 
him. That is a condition which should not exist in a free government. 
It does not exist in a free government, because no government can be 
free that is controlled by despotism. It will be changed when the people 
realize the facts. 


Mr. SIMS. Will the gentleman from Missouri be kind enough 
to tell us from whom he is reading. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. From a speech of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Apams], the single, lone Republican of all the 
Republican membership of this House who had the courage to 
yote against the adoption of the tyrannical rules by which we 
are controlled—those unholy rules which stifle the voice of the 
people and lengthen the lease of power to the trusts. All honor 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin! His words shall, I hope, 
prove to be the thin edge of a wedge that shall be driven be- 
tween the people and the bosses in this House who oppress them. 

I introduced some days ago a resolution asking that the House 
proceed to the consideration of my bill for removing the duty 


Where is that resolution 
now? It is buried deep down in the Rules Committee, where it 
will remain unless the people shall rise in their might and over- 
throw the despotism by which they are here oppressed. Mr. 
Speaker, the people have set their faces against bosses and 
bossism. You may for a time exercise the oppressive and re- 
pressive power which you enjoy, but it can not last. Would 
you know the fate in store for bosses? I refer you to Cincin- 
nati, to Ohio, to Philadelphia, to Pittsburg. The people are 
aroused and they will throw off the yoke of the oppressor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Curtis). The question Is 
on the committee amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Stevens of Minnesota, a motion to recon- 
sider thé last vote was laid on the table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS, COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION, WASH. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to take from the Speaker’s table Senate bill 4229, to 
authorize the sale and disposition of surplusor unallotted lands 
of the diminished Colville Indian Reseryation, in the State of 
Washington, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed, as hereinafter perisan to sell or dis- 
of unallotted lands in the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, 

n the State of Washington. 

Sec. 2. That as soon as the lands embraced within the diminished 
Colville Indian Reservation shall have been surveyed, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall cause allotments of the same to be made to all per- 
sons belonging to or having tribal relations on said Colville Indian 
Reservation, to each man, woman, and child 80 acres, and, upon the ap- 
proval of such allotments by the Secretary of the Interior, he shall 
cause patents to issue therefor under the provisions of the general 
allotment law of the United States. 

Sec. 3. That upon the completion of said allotments to said Indians 
the residue or surplus lan that is, lands not allotted or reserved 
for Indian school, agency, or other purposes—of the said diminished 
Colville Indian Reservation shall be classified under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Interior as irrigable lands, grazing lands, timber 
lands, mineral lands, or arid lands, and shall be cree under their 
appropriate classes by legal subdivisions, with e exception of the 
lands cla: as mineral lands, which need not be appraised and which 
shall be disposed of as hereinafter provided, and, upon completion of 
the classification and appraisement, such surplus lands shall be open 
to settlement and entry at not less than their appraised value by 
proclamation of the President, which proclamation shall prescribe the 
manner in which these Iands shall be settled upon, occupied, and en- 
tered by persons entitled to make entry thereof: Provided, That the 

rice of said lands when entered shall be fixed by the appraisement, as 

erein provided for, which shall be paid in accordance with rules and 
regulations to be prescribed by the retary of the Interior upon the 
following terms: One-fifth of the purchase price to be paid in cash at 
the time of entry and the balance in five equal annual installments, to 
be paid in one, two, three, four, and five years, respectively, from and 
after the date of entry, and in case a entryman fails to make the 
annual payments, or any of them, 8 y when due all rights in and to 
the land covered by his or her entry shall cease, and any payments there- 
tofore made shall be forfeited and the entry canceled, and the lands 
shall be reoffered for sale and entry: Provided further, That the lands 
remaining undis of at the expiration of five years from the open- 
ing of the said lands to entry shall be sold to the highest bidder for 
cash, at not less than $1 per acre, under rules and regulations to be 
pees by the Secretary of the Interior, and that any lands remain- 
ng unsold ten years after the said lands shall have n opened to 
entry may be sold to the highest bidder for cash without regard to the 
above minimum limit of price: And provided further, That sections 16 
and 36 of said lands be, and they are hereby excepted from the fore- 
going provisions and are hereby granted to the State of Washington 
or school purposes, and the United States shall pay to said Indians 
therefor the sum of $1.25 per acre. 

Sec. 4. That the said lands shall be opened to settlement and entry 
by proclamation of the President, which proclamation shall prescribe 
the time when and the manner in which these lands may be settled 
upon, occupied, and entered by S e entitled to make entry thereof, 
and no person shall be permit to settle upon, occupy, and enter any 
of said lands except as prescribed in such proclamation: Provided, That 
the rights of honorably discharged Union soldiers and sailors of the 
late civil and Spanish wars, as defined and described in sections 2304 
and 2305 of the Revised Statutes, as amended by the act of March 1, 
1901, shall not be abridged. 

Sec. 5. That only mineral entry may be made on such of said lands 
as are designated and classified as mineral under the general provisions 
of the mining laws of the United States, and mineral entry may also be 
made on any of said lands, whether designated as mineral lands or 
otherwise, the classification under the eement being only prima facie 
evidence of the mineral or nonmineral character of the same: Provided, 
That no such mineral selection shall be permitted upon any lands al- 
lotted in 8 to the Indians. 

Sec. 6. That all of said lands returned and classified as timber lands 
shall be sold and di of by the Secretary of the Interior under 
sealed bids to the highest bidder for cash or at public auction, as the 
Secretary of the Interior may determine, and under such rules and reg- 
ulations as he may prescribe. 

Sec. 7. That the proceeds arising from the sale and disposition of 
the lands aforesaid, including the sums paid for mineral and town- 
site lands shall be, after dedueting the expenses incurred from time 
to time in connection with the allotment, appraisement, and sales, nnd 
surveys, herein provided, deposited in the Treasury of the United States 
to the credit of the Colville and confederated tri of Indians belong- 
ing and having tribal rights on the Colville Indian Reservation, in the 
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State of Washi 
the direction of the Secretary of the In 
rovement of said Indians, and in the purchase of stock cattle, horse 


on, and shall be nded for their benefit, under 


rior, in the education and im- 


eams, ma- 


harness, wagons, mowing machines, horserakes, 8 a 
also 


chines, and agricultural implements for issue to said Indians, an 
for the purchase of material for the construction of houses or other 
necessary buildings, and a reasonable sum may also be ae get by the 
3 in his discretion, for the comfort, benefit, and improvement 
of said Indians: Provided, That a portion of the proceeds may be paid 
to the Indians in cash per capita, share and alike, if, in the 
opinion of the Secretary of the Interior, such payments will further 
tend to improve the condition and advance the progress of d In- 
dians, but not otherwise. 

Sec. 8. That any of said lands necessary for agency, school, and 
religious pu and any lands now occupied by the agency 1 
and the site of any sawmill, gristmill, or other mill property on sa 
lands are hereby reserved from the operation of this act: Provided, 
That all such reserved lands shall not exceed in the aggregate three 
sections and must be selected in legal subdivisions conformabie to the 

ublic surveys, such selection to be made by the Indian agent of the 

‘olville A cy, under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior 
and subject to his approval. 

Sec. 9. That the t of the Interior is hereby vested with full 

wer and authority to make all needful rules and regulations as to 
he manner of sale, notice of same, and other matters incident to the 
carrying out of the provisions of this act, and with authority to reap- 
praise and reclass sald lands if deemed necessary from time to time, 
and to continue making sales of the same, in accordance with the 1 
visions of this act, until all of the lands shall have been di of. 

Sec. 10. That sn | in this act contained shall be construed to 
bind the United States to find purchasers for any of said lands, it be- 
ing the 28 of this act merely to have the United States act as 
trustee for said Indians in the disposition and sales of said lands and 
to expend or pay over to them the proceeds derived from the sales as 


herein provided. 
of the Interior to survey, allot, 


Sung. 11. That to enable the Secreta: 
classify, appraise, and conduct the sale and entry of said lands as in 


this act provided the sum of $75,000, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, is hereby 5 from any — in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the same to be reimbu: from the proceeds of 
the sales of the aforesaid lands: Provided, That when funds shall have 
been procured from the first sales of the land the Secretary of the In- 
terior may use such portion thereof as may be actually necessary in 
es future sales and otherwise carrying out the provisions of 

Sec, 12. That nothing contained in this act shall prohibit the Secre- 
tary of the Interior from reserving from said lands, whether surveyed 
or unsurveyed, such tracts for town-site as in his opinion ma 
be requ for the future public — — e may eause an — 
reservations, or parts thereof, to be surveyed into blocks and lots of 
suitable size, to be appraised and of under such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe, and the net proceeds derived from the sale 
we ge pat shall be paid to said Indians, as provided in section 7 of 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to have an explanation of this bill. This is a Senate 
bill. Has it been reported by the committee? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. There was a similar House bill 
reported with amendments, which amendments I expect to 
offer to this bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. What committee reported it? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. This is a bill to carry out certain provisions of an agree- 
ment made and entered into December 1, 1905, and provides 
for the opening of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation 
and the disposition of the lands thereof upon certain terms and 
conditions. It provides that an allotment of 80 acres shall be 
made to each man, woman, and child, and then for the classifi- 
cation and appraisement of the lands, after which they are to 
be subject to entry under the homestead laws. They are not 
to be disposed of for less than the appraised value, and what 
the entryman pays goes into the fund for the benefit of the 
Indians; after five years the lands so left undisposed of may 
be put up for sale at not less than a dollar an acre, and the 
proceeds will go to the Indians. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. How is the appraisal to be made? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Under the direction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. That is the usual provision in these 
bills. ‘Then, after ten years, any lands remaining undisposed of 
can be sold to the highest bidders under rules and regulations 
to be prescribed by the Secretary, the proceeds of such sale to 
go into said fund, and I will say to the gentleman that I shall 
offer one amendment, to strike out the provision granting to 
the State of Washington sections 16 and 36 and paying to the 
Indians $1.25 an acre, and just simply leave it to the State to 
make its selections elsewhere. Therefore it will not take a 
dollar out of the Treasury except for surveys, which in the end 
will be reimbursed out of the proceeds of the sale of the land. 
We have public lands which are probably just as good from 
which the State can select. The Indians will get just as much 
and possibly more in this way, as the lands will likely sell 
for more than $1.25. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask 
the gentleman to explain the difference between the bill reported 
by the Indian Committee and the bill under consideration now. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. There is practically no differ- 
ence. One of the amendments reported by the committee was 


to strike out section 5, which provides for the disposition of the 
mineral lands. They struck that out, and simply put it under 
the general mining laws of the United States. That left it 
somewhat definite, so that there would be no question about 
how it would be done, and then another amendment, which I 
shall offer, providing that if any of the lands of this reserva- 
tion—and I will state to the gentleman that this amendment 
has been submitted to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Mon- 
DELL], and he has examined it carefully and has no objection— 
can be reclaimed under any feasible irrigation project they 
are allowed to be disposed of under the reclamation act, the 
cost under such reclamation act to be in addition to the 
appraised value. Those are substantially the amendments the 
House committee reported. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then, as I understand the gen- 
tleman, the mineral lands opened under this bill will be opened 
under the general mining laws of the United States? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes. The timber lands are ap- 
praised and disposed of at public sale or under sealed bids. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I would like to ask whether or 
not there have already been taken from public lands of the 
United States situate in the State of Washington any lands in 
lieu of sections 16 and 32? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I don’t know whether the State 
has made selection in the place of these lands or not as yet. It 
may haye done so, but under the amendment I shall offer those 
will not be purchased by the United States, and we will be 
allowed to make selections outside. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The reason I ask the question is 
that sometimes when these lands have been withdrawn by the 
President under his proclamation the State has been recouped 
by giving it other lands. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I don’t know whether that was 
the case here or not. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I don’t know whether they have 
made any selection. If they have, of course those selections will 
go, because the amendment I am going to offer will cut out 
purchasing these lands for the State and allow the State to 
come in under the general lieu-selection law. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Washington a question. The enabling 
act, under which Washington came into the Union, guaranteed 
to the State of Washington sections 16 and 36 in the Indian 
reservation in the State, did it not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I don't remember just the provi- 
sion, but, as I understand it, there is a general law allowing us 
to select lands in lieu of sections 16 and 86 embraced in the res- 
ervation if we do not secure these sections. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Is there any law that can 
compel the State of Washington to select lands other than 
sections 16 and 36 in this Indian reservation? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, I suppose we could not com- 
pel it to do it. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Then is there not liable to be 
a conflict between the State and the United States when you 
come to apply this bill as to sections 16 and 36, because under 
this bill sections 16 and 86 will probably be sold the same as 
the other lands? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. These lands are not restored to 
the public domain under this bill. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The Indian title, whatever it 
is, is going to be extinguished. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Whenever that Indian title is 
extinguished it goes into the hands of private parties, and the 
State then could not come in and make any claim. You will 
note that the Indian title is not extinguished until the land is 
disposed of under the terms of this bill. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I believe this is the particu- 
lar reservation where the Indian title is very doubtful. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. To a certain extent that is true, 
although the Department insists very strongly that this is In- 
dian land just the same as if it were a treaty reservation, and 
this bill treats it as we have done other reservations and gives 
the Indians all the proceeds. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It is denominated, however, 
as an executive reservation, and not a reservation created by, 
reason of any treaty. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is true, but the Department 
takes the ground that it is the same in effect. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, there are in the State of 
Washington public lands which the State could select in lieu of 
these in the reservation. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, yes. 
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Mr. LACEY. I would like to make a suggestion in the nature 
of a question to the gentleman. In dealing with these Indian 
matters the House ought to know everything that is being done. 
This treaty under which land is being opened had two features 
to it; one requiring that the Government should pay for the 
north half of the reservation, heretofore disposed of. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I was going to explain that. 

Mr. LACEY. The other provided for the opening of the south 
half. I think it would be well for the gentleman from Washing- 
ton to explain to the House the divisibility of these two proposi- 
tions, and the effect of opening the south half without paying 
for the north half, as to whether that would bar the rights of 
the Indians in the future to still further insist upon their claim 
to the million and a half dollars for the north half of the 
reservation. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I will do so. I will say this 
reseryation was established in the first place by Executive order, 
as stated. In 1892, I think it was, we passed a law opening 
the north half of this reservation, vacating it, declaring it to be 
public land. An agreement had been made with the Indians 
by a commission appointed, and it was agreed to pay these 
Indians $1,500,000 for the north half. Congress did not ratify 
that agreement, but passed a law restoring the land to the pub- 
lic domain and providing that the homesteader should pay a 
dollar and a half an acre in addition. This dollar and a half 
was to go into the Treasury, subject to appropriation for a 
public purpose, but until so appropriated was to be used for 
the benefit of the Indians. Then in 1903, I think it was, in 
the Fifty-seventh or Fifty-eighth Congress, we passed a law 
relieving the homesteader from paying that $1.50. Now, the 
Indians have presented from time to time a claim to the Gov- 
ernment for the north half of the reservation for $1,500,000. 
The Department thinks that the Indians have a just claim. 
In the last session of Congress an amendment was put on the 
Indian appropriation bill to pay them $1,500,000 for the north 
half. That amendment did not pass. During last summer the 
Government sent a special agent or inspector to negotiate with 
these Indians with reference to the opening of the south half, 
and they reached an agreement with the Indians upon it, The 
agreement provided that the Indians should be paid $1,500,000 
for their claim to the land in the north half. It also provided 
that the lands of the south half should be opened substantially 
as is provided in this bill. The committee considered that 
these two propositions were independent of each other as to 
their merit. That whether the Indians should be paid a million 
and a half dollars for the north half was a proposition inde- 
pendent in itself and had nothing to do with whether oxgnot the 
south half should be opened, and the committee has a bill pend- 
ing before it to pay to the Indians $1,500,000 for the north half. 
They have reported this bill, however, because they consider 
that it is decidedly beneficial to the Indians whether they are 
paid the million and a half dollars or not, That the south half 
should be opened, and that the Indians should get the proceeds 
from the sale of these lands is entirely independent of the 
claims as to the north half, so that it seems to me there are 
two distinct propositions, absolutely distinct, and so it seemed 
to the committee. The merit of one does not depend upon the 
other for its merit, and therefore the committee has reported 
this bill separately. 

The testimony all goes to show that the Indians in the north 
half, that has been opened and where allotments have been 
made, have progressed far more rapidly than those in the south 
half. That is the report and statement of the inspector in his 
report, and if the Indians do not get anything out of their claim 
in the near future for the north half they will get something 
out of the disposition of these lands and be greatly benefited by 
its passage. It is doing them no good now. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Then the passage of this bill does not in 
any manner affect the old contention? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It does not affect that claim at 
all; it simply affects the south half. 

Mr. FITZGERALD, Is it not a fact these Indians have al- 
ways refused to negotiate for the opening of the south half un- 
less there was provision for the payment of the former claim? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think any attempts 
were made to negotiate for the south half until last summer. I 
may be mistaken, but I think not. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. In the last Congress the committee re- 
ported a bill providing that this land should be restored to the 
public domain, making no provision for the payment to the In- 
dians of the value of the land nst utilized in making allotments, 
except so far as the land was taken under the homestead law. 
Now, in what respect does this bill differ? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It differs absolutely in this: 
This bill provides that these lands shall be classified and ap- 


praised by the Secretary of the Interior under rules and regula- 
tions prescribed by him and for a period of five years be dis- 
posed of at not less than the appraised value. 

Any lands undisposed of after five years may be disposed of 
at not less than a dollar an acre. After ten- years they may be 
disposed of at public sale, all the proceeds to go to the Indians. 
In other words, this provides for the sale of the lands for what 
they will bring, and all of the money goes to the Indians. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is there a provision in this bill that it 
shall not be operative unless the consent of the Indians is 
obtained ? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; because the Indians have 
agreed to that proposition. That is part of the agreement. It 
is true they make it conditional on the payment of $1,500,000. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. They made an agreement that these 
lands be opened upon condition that they be paid $1,500,000 for 
lands taken away from them, and now the committee holds that 
in abeyance and provides for the ratification of that part of the 
agreement that opens up these lands, which means in all prob- 
5 that they will never be paid for the lands in the north 

alf. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think that it means 
that at all. The committee took the view that they were two 
independent propositions; that the Indians could get everything 
out of these lands that they would bring, and that they would 
realize from them, and that it is better for the Indians, even if 
they do not get the $1,500,000, that they should get something 
out of these lands, because as long as they are not opened up 
they get nothing at all. They do not till them, because there is 
no allotment made to the individual Indians, and there is no 
inducement, no incentive, no encouragement to hiin to work, 
because he has no specific tract of land upon which to bestow 
his efforts. So by taking that yiew—we have not passed on the 
other proposition at all—it was thought far better for the 
Indians that it should be done. The committee looked at the 
matter from the standpoint of good to the Indians. This is the 
view Congress should take, that legislation should be enacted 
that will best promote their happiness, development, and civili- 
zation. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I would suggest that the In- 
dians are in no wise affected by the passage of the bill as to the 
south half of the lands. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. They are affected to this extent: As 
long as the lands of the south half of the reservation are not 
disposed of there will always be a desire on the part of a great 
many people to have that portion of the reservation opened, and 
the result will be that negotiations can be conducted with the 
Indians; but once the south half is opened there is no further 
reason for anybody to negotiate with the Indians, and their 
claim for the $1,500,000, which should have been paid to them, 
will rest forever here. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
claim. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But it will take away from them the 
only opportunity they will have to get it paid. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Congress can not be forced to do 
it now, so why should they be forced to do it in the future? 
This should be held over the heads of Congress and prevent the 
development of that country and the sale of the Indian lands 
because it happens to be a contested claim for the north half. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. There was an agreement made for the 
opening of the north half. The Indians agreed that it be opened 
upon condition that they be paid a million and five hundred 
thousand dollars. Congress, instead of doing that, declared the 
surplus lands of the north half part of the public domain and 
opened it to entry under the homestead law, and afterwards 
made it free home territory, so that the Indians got nothing. 
Then it was proposed to do the same with this portion of the 
reservation, the south half, and that was prevented in the last 
Congress. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
making good to the Indians. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. This bill provides now, after the agree- 
ment was negotiated in which the Indians insist as a condition 
upon which they agree to the opening of the south half, that 
they be paid for the lands taken from them in the north half. 
That condition is ignored by the committee and is stated to be 
a separate proposition, and they proceed to allot and also dispose 
of the surplus lands of the south half and leave the claim for 
compensation for the north end suspended in the air. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman hold that the 
United States Government has a right to take charge of this 
land, irrespective of any claim of the Indians? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. It has the power to dispose of these 
lands for the welfare of the Indians; but that does not justify 


This does not prejudice their 


This bill, however, provides for 


eee in depriving these Indians unjustly of what belongs to 


Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. We do not propose to do that. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I would like to say to the 
gentleman from New York that this bill does not ratify any 
agreement whatever. There is no reference to any treaty or 
any agreement in this bill. The Committee on Indian Affairs 
has taken the position that it will consider measures that may 
come before the committee disposing of Indian lands for the 
best interest of the Indians, regardless of whether there is an 
agreement with the Indians or not. Now, in this particular 
case it does happen that there is an agreement with the Indians 
substantially the same as this bill, but this bill does not ratify 
or refer directly to the agreement. What objection can the 
gentleman have to a bill that provides that the land shall be 
appraised, and can only be sold at the appraised valuation, and 
the proceeds for the same shall be paid to the Indians? Does 
it matter that the Indians have an old claim that originated 
thirteen or fourteen years ago, that we should wait to legislate 
to dispose of this south half of this reservation, when it is mani- 
fest that it will be for their best interests to have the surplus 
and unused land sold for their benefit? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It will certainly be in the inter- 
ests of these Indians. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman stated that this bill rati- 
fies a portion of the agreement that was made. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It does not ratify in specific 
terms the agreement, but it carries out the provisions of the 
agreement substantially. It in no wise ratifies the agreement, 
but it is planned to carry out the very things that were pro- 
vided for in the agreement with reference to the disposition 
of the land, and carries it out absolutely so far as it affects 
the Indians. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I have endeavored to obtain a copy of 
the report, but I am informed the report is out of print. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have a copy of the report 
here. I am taking the Senate bill from the Speaker's table and 
am proposing to amend it so as to make it exactly the same as 
reported to the House. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Does the gentleman think that 
this opening of the southern half will have anything to do with 
enabling the Indians to get their million and a half for their 
interest in the northern half? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think it will have 
any effect one way or the other. That will rest on its own 
merits. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I agree with the statement made 
by the gentleman, that it will be greatly to the benefit of the 
Indians to deal with this southern half as an independent 
proposition, and I am going to support the bill to open it. 
At the same time I can see how possibly it might place them in 
a position less advantageous to get their million and a half 
for their northern interest than they are now in. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think it will. I do 
not think it would make any difference. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I simply wish to say this: I will not 
object to the consideration of this bill, because I recollect the 
difficulty I had in the last Congress preventing the passage of a 
bill which took this land from these Indians and restored it to 
the public domain upon the theory that the Indians had no 
title to the land. This bill is a vast improvement upon the 
one pressed for passage in the last Congress. I am glad to 
say that the effect of my action has been of some benefit to 
the Indians, because this bill recognizes their title to the land 
and provides that the surplus shall be sold and that they shall 
be compensated for all land in the southern half of the reserva- 
tion that will not be used in the allotment. Under the pro- 
visions of this bill I do not believe that an attempt will be 
made hereafter to make this land subject to the “ free-home” 
law, and the Indians thus deprived of compensation. I would 
prefer that the claim—the just claim for compensation for the 
north half—were adjusted now, and I shall be glad to aid the 
gentleman to secure legislation for that purpose in the future. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The gentleman is certainly en- 
titled to great credit. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. These Indians have never received the 
million and a half dollars to which they are entitled for the 
northern half of the reservation, and despite the ability, earnest- 
ness, and aggressiveness of the gentleman from Washington he 
will have great difficulty under present conditions to obtain it 
for them. So long as the Indians will get the benefit of the 
money that will come from the sale of these lands, however, 
rather than put them back in a position where, perhaps, Con- 
gress might at some time take this land without compensation 
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and return it to the public domain, I will not object to the 
consideration of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to offer an amendment 
in line 12 of the bill as printed. I do not know whether that is 
the bill that the Clerk has. After the words “shall be dis- 
posed of,” page 2, line 12, strike out the words “as hereinafter 
provided“ and insert in lieu thereof “ under the general mining 
laws of the United States.” 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, line 12, after the words “ disposed of,” strike out the words 
“as hereinafter provided" and insert in lieu thereof “under the gen- 
eral mining laws of the United States.” 


Also, page 2, line 14, after the word “entry,” insert“ under the pro- 
visions of the homestead law.” try, e pi 


Also, page line 15, after the word “value,” insert “in addition 
to the fees and commissions now prescribed by law for the disposition 
of lands of the value of $1.25 per acre.” 

Also, page 8, line 19, after the word “acre,” insert “And provided 
also, That if the State of Washington bas made any selections under 
existing law in lieu of sections 16 and 36 of the lands affected by this 
act the acreage of such selections shall be deducted from the acreage 
to be paid for under the preceding proviso. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I suggest that the other amend- 
mons be adopted first, and I will withdraw the amendment just 
read. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments as reported. 

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike 
out all after the word “ price,” in line 14, down—the remainder 
of the section. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all after the word “ price,” in line 14. 
remainder of the section. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendnient was agreed to. 

The next amendment was reported by the Clerk, as follows: 

On page 4, in line 1, after the word “ proclamation,” substitute a 
period instead of the colon, and strike out the remainder of the section. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Now, Mr. Speaker, that is an 
amendment offered by the committee. The part which it is 
proposed to strike out reads in this way: 

Provided, That the rights of honorably discharged Union soldiers and 
sailors of the late civil and Spanish wars, as defined and described in 


sections 2304 and 2305 of the Revised Statutes, as amended by the act 
of March,, 1901, shall not be abridged. 


That is a committee amendment—that is, it is an amendment 
proposed by the committee to the House bill which has been 
reported; but several members of the committee have expressed 
a desire to me that that provision should be retained in the bill, 
and I would rather like to see it retained there. Therefore, 
I ask that that amendment be voted down. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Washington if under the terms of this 
bill the Secretary of the Interior has power to apply what is 
known as the “ lottery system ” in the disposition of these lands? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I presume so. It provides for 
the disposal under rules and regulations to be prescribed by 
him 


Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. In other words, it is the same 
language that is used in laws where the lottery system has 
been adopted by the Department in disposing of Indian lands. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; I think so. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I should like to ask the gen- 
tleman also, if the right of commutation is not given in this 
bill? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think so, and I think it ought 
to be, because each entryman, whether he commutes or not, must 
pay the appraised value of the lands. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Then will the gentleman state 
to the House what advantage a soldier has by reason of that 
proviso being in the bill? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think it will amount 
to anything for him, but it is largely a sentimental matter, and 
it is done in almost all these bills, and I would rather that it be 
left in this bill. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Is it not true that sections 
2304 and 2305 give to Union soldiers the right, in acquiring title 
under the homestead laws, to have credit for the time they 
served in the Army? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think so. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Is not that the principal 
benefit and advantage that a soldier has? 


Strike out all the 
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Mr. JONES of Washington. That, I think, is the only one. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. With one exception, and that 
is that a soldier may file a declaratory statement by power of 
attorney. Now, is it not a fact that in practically all of the 
openings similar to the opening that will occur if this bill be- 
comes a law, the only speculation that has been indulged in 
has been by agents going in some instances to Soldiers’ Homes 
and going generally over the country and getting soldiers to 
give them powers of attorney to file a declaratory statement, 
which the agent would file, and that they were subsequently 
relinquished, probably for a substantial consideration, to the 
agent, and only in exceptional cases has the soldier made his 
entry as he must do within six months after the filing of the 
declaratory. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That may be true. I could not 
say as to that. I have no information on the subject. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I merely state this, Mr. 
Speaker, because I am a member of the committee that reported 
this bill. I made this report, and I favored eliminating that 
provision, not because I wanted to do any harm to the old sol- 
diers or take away from them any rights, but because the en- 
tryman, whether he is a soldier or whether he is not a soldier, 
is obliged to pay the appraised price of the land. He gets no 
benefit by reason of the fact that he served in the Army for 
any considerable time or any time whatever, whereas under 
the old homestead law he would be entitled to credit for the 
time he served. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Am I to understand that under 
this bill, if it becomes a law, these soldiers of the late civil 
war and the soldiers of the Spanish-American war who enter 
this land do not get credit for the time they served in the 
‘Army? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. There is no such thing as 
giving them credit, for the reason that they have to pay for the 
land. They may commute after eight months’ residence, and 
acquire title, or they may live there for five years, but they 
have got to pay for the land whether they live there eight 
months or whether they live there five years, and consequently 
there is no benefit to the soldier in this legislation unless it is 
in permitting him to make a filing by delegating somebody or 
giving some one power of attorney to file a declaratory state- 
ment for him. The soldier does not have to swear to anything; 
he does not have to promise to do anything, and the minute his 
declaratory statement is filed he can sell his right without ever 
going near the land and without ever having any intention of 
going to the land; the experience in the Rosebud opening in 
South Dakota was that many of these soldiers simply sold out 
when they gave their powers of attorney. In any event, only 
in a few cases where a declaration was filed did the soldier per- 
fect his entry. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs—— 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. If the gentleman will pardon 
me, the only speculation connected with the disposition of the 
land on the Rosebud Reservation was by reason of speculators 
who filed soldiers’ declaratories by power of attorney. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. And that is the reason why the 
ao on Indian Affairs refused to haye that done in this 

ill? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That is the reason. The 
committee is not insistent if the House would rather leave that 
provision in, but it does not do anybody any good. If it would 
benefit any old soldier I would most certainly be in favor of 
leaving it in. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. It looks to me as though the com- 
mittee’s amendment is a wise one. We do not want to give 
speculators a chance to make the money and be of no benefit to 
the old soldier. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That is the reason the committee 
took the action they did. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am not insistent. I am will- 
ing to let the House vote on it. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest to the gentleman 
from Washington that we are considering the Senate bill and 
not the House bill. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I understood the Clerk had re- 
ported the amendment to strike out the proviso on page 4, and 
that is what we haye been discussing. 

- The SPEAKER. The Senate bill is being considered and not 
the House bill. Does the gentleman from Washington desire 
to offer the amendment? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do—that is, I want to offer it, 
because it was reported by the committee as an amendment 
to the House bill, and I want to keep full faith with the com- 
mittee, but would prefer that it be voted down. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 4, line 1, after the word “ proclamation,” substitute a period 
for the colon, and strike out the remainder of the section. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want that amendment voted 
down, but I leave it to the House. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. 
man offer it? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I offer it because the committee 
offered it, 

The amendment was considered and rejected. 

The Clerk read the next committee amendment, as follows: 
1 4, strike out all of section 5 and renumber the succeeding se 

ns, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read the next amendment, as follows: 

Page 4, line 23, after the word “ proceeds,” insert “not including 
fees and commissions.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read the next amendment, as follows: 

On page 5, line 11, after the words “ thrashing machine,” insert the 
word others.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read the next amendment, as follows: 

Page 6, line 20, before the word “ proceeds,” insert the word “ net.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read the next amendment, as follows: 

Insert a new section to stand as section 12, to read as follows: 

“Spe. 12. That if any of the lands of said diminished Colville In- 
dian Reservation can be included in any: feasible irrigation rodent 
under the reclamation act of June 17, 1902, the Secretary of the In- 
terior is authorized to withhold said lands from disposition under this 
act and to dispose of them under the said reclamation and the 
charges provided for by said reclamation act shall be in ition to 
the appraised value of said lands fixed as hereinbefore provided and 
shall be paid in annual installments as required under the said recla- 
mation act, and the amounts to be paid for the land, according to api 

raisement, shall be credited to the fund herein established for 
nefit of the Colville Indians.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Jones of Washington, a motion to recon- 
sider the last vote was laid on the table. t 

By unanimous consent a similar House bill (H. R. 14314) 
was laid on the table, 


UNITED STATES AND DISTRICT COURTS AT EUREKA, CAL, 


Mr. GILLETT of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 15521) 
establishing regular terms for the United States circuit and dis- 
trict courts of the northern district of California at Eureka. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there shall be two terms each of the United 
States district and circuit courts for the northern district of California 


Then why does the gentle- 


held in the city of Eureka, Cal., in each year from and after pas- 
sage of this act, said terms to begin on the second Monday in January 
and the Monday in August and continue as long as the business 
may require: Provided, however, That Humboldt County, Cal., shall 
furnish a suitable place in which to hold said court, free of all 

and ex „ until such time as the United States shall make provi- 
sions for a place in which to hold the same. 


Sec. 2. at the clerk of the district and circuit courts for the 
northern district of California and the marshal and district attorney 


for said district shall perform the duties appertaining to their offices, 
respecti 


vely, for said courts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Griterr of California, a motion to recon- 
sider the last vote was laid on the table. 

5 GRANTING LANDS TO BILOXI, MISS. 

Mr. BOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 10152) granting cer- 
tain lands to the city of Biloxi, Harrison County, Miss., for 
park, cemetery, and hospital purposes. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


range 10 west, lying south of Back Bay of Biloxi, formerly reserved 
for nav: and which were restored to disposition 3 — the 
town-site laws er the act of Congress approved March 2, 1895, 


entitled “An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to certify to 
the Secretary of the Interior, for restoration to the public do 
lands in ithe States of Alabama and Mississippi not needed for nava 


u and the same is hereby, granted to the city of Biloxi 
la . Miss., for park, ‘cemetery, and bit pu ¥ 
and the tary of the Interior is, upon the passage o ce a 


f this a 
thorized to cause the sald lands to be patented to the said city of 


Biloxi. 
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Sec. 2. That the said lands are granted solely for park, cemetery, 


and hospital purposes, and shall revert to and become the property 
of the United States if used for aor. purpose whatever other than or 
foreign to those for which this donation is made. 


With the following committee amendments: 


In line 4, page 2, after the word “ park,” insert the word “ and.” 

In line 5, page 2, strike out the words “ and hospital.” 

In line 7, page 2, after the word “ Biloxi,” insert the words “ upon 
due proof of its Incorporation." 

In line 10, page 2, before the word “ 88 insert the word 
ci after the word “ cemetery strike out the words “and hos- 
pital.’ 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting certain lands to the 
city of Biloxi, in Harrison County, Miss., for park and cemetery pur- 
poses, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to ask the gentleman what the United States has 
been using this land for? 

Mr. BOWERS. They have not been using it at all. 

Mr. PAYNE. Did they ever use it? 

Mr. BOWERS. No, sir. 

Mr. PAYNE. What were the lands reserved for? 

Mr. BOWERS. Many years ago in the original surveys 
wherever any live oak timber was found that land was reserved 
for naval purposes, under the idea that we were going to build 
wooden ships. That was abandoned, of course, and by act of 
Congress these naval-reserve lands were restored to the public 
domain. This land is just outside of the city of Biloxi about a 
mile. Under the general law any municipality may enter 160 
acres of land within a given radius—3 miles I believe—of the 
city limits for park and cemetery purposes. This tract here is 
somewhat in excess of that number of acres, and therefore this 
bill was introduced authorizing this grant to the city of Biloxi. 
The bill has received the unanimous report of the Committee on 
Public Lands, It is indorsed by the Interior Department. 
There are a number of precedents for such grants, a memo- 
randa of which I have here. The land is suited for park pur- 
poses, the greater part of it. There is some of it that is not, 
being, as I am advised, somewhat marshy. 

Mr. PAYNE. How much is there of it? 

Mr. BOWERS. The Land Office reports 377 acres, but a map 
which I have here and which I am satisfied is accurate, makes 
the amount 300 acres. It borders on the back bay of Biloxi 
and some of it is marshy, and I suppose that the shifting of 
the lines of the water accounts for this discrepancy between 
the map which I have and the acreage reported by the Depart- 
ment. 

The SPEAKER. 
Chnir hears none. 

Mr. BOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I notice that this report reads, 
“Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union and ordered to be printed,” and I presume it 
would be in order for me to request unanimous consent that it 
may be considered in the House as in the Committee of the 
Whole, which I do. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks unani- 
mous consent that the bill be considered in the House as in the 
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man one question. Is this timber still standing? 

Mr. BOWERS. No. There is very little. The policy was 
wherever they found any live-oak timber at all to retain it. 
There are some live-oak trees, some very handsome ones. 

Mr. LACEY. Are the trees still standing that were orig- 
inally there? 

Mr. BOWERS. Yes; except what has been cut by depre- 
dators. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. ` 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended. 

On motion of Mr. Bowers, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 

TO CONSOLIDATE THE CITY OF SOUTH M’ALESTER AND THE TOWN 
OF M’ALESTER, IND. T. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 12845) to consolidate 
the city of South McAlester and the town of McAlester, in the 
Indian Territory, which I send to the desk and ask to have 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Whereas the qualified voters of the city of South McAlester and the 
town of McAlester, of the Indian Territory, did, on the 7th day of 
November, 1905, by a majority vote in each of said municipalities, de- 
clare in favor of merging the said municipalities into one single city, 
to be known as McAlester: Therefore, 


Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 


Be it enacted, etc., That the said act of consolidation is approved, and 
that the city of McAlester is hereby created a city of the first class in 
the Indian Territory, with legal succession to all public pe now 
belonging to the incorporated city of South McAlester and the town of 
McAlester, and said city of McAlester shall have power to exercise 
munici jurisdiction over the area of territory embraced in and 

latted as the town sites of South McAlester and McAlester by the 
hoctaw Town Site Commission, according to act of June 28, 1895, and 
subsequently. 

Sec. 2. That all indebtedness due b lities at 
the date of passage of this bill shall e city of 
McAlester. 


With the following amendments: 
Strike out the preamble. 
Line 3, strike out the word “said;" and same line, after the word 


= consolidation,” add “adopted by the city of South McAlester and the 
town of McAlester, of the Indian Territory.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The question is on the amendments. 

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
read the third time, and passed. 


SCANDINAVIAN EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN LITTLE MISSOURI RIVER 
CONGREGATION, 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 9165) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue patents to the Scandinavian 
Evangelical Lutheran Little Missouri River congregation to cer- 
tain lands for cemetery purposes, which I send to the desk and 
ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to issue patent to the Scandinavian 
Evangelical Lutheran Little Missouri River congregation, for cemetery 
purposes, to the following-described land, to wit: The southwest quar- 
ter of the southwest quarter of the southwest quarter of section 12, in 
township 15 north, of range 1 east of the Black Hills meridian, in the 
county of Butte and State of South Dakota, containing an area of 10 
acres of land, said patent to contain the provision that said land shall 
be used for cemetery pe only: Provided, That the said association 
pay $1.25 per acre therefor. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Martin, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 


BRIDGE ACROSS ST. FRANCIS RIVER, ARKANSAS. 


Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 15583) to authorize the 
Madison Bridge Company to construct a bridge across the St. 
Francis River in St. Francis County, Ark., at or near the town 
of Madison, in said county and State, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read the bill at length. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; was 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Macon, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 


DOCUMENTS ISSUED TO SHIPS, 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, at the request of the De- 
partment of Commerce and Labor I introduced a bill to-day 
looking to a simplification of documents issued to ships and ves- 
sels in the merchant marine of the United States. Accompany- 
ing that bill is a brief of the reasons for the asking of the 
passage of the bill, and I ask unanimous consent that it may be 
printed as a document. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none. 


EXTENDING IRRIGATION ACT TO THE STATE OF TEXAS. 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the bill which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 14184) to extend the irrigation act to the State of Texas. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of the act entitled “An act 
appropriating the receipts from the sale and disposal of public lands 
in certain States and Territories to the construction of irrigation works 
for the reclamation of arid lands,“ approved June 17, 1902, be, and 
the same are hereby, extended so as to include and apply to the State 
of Texas. 


Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to know what committee reported this bill. 


either of said munici 
become the debt of 


[After a pause.] The 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD HOUSE. 


3359 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. The Committee on the Irrigation of 
Arid Lands. 

Mr. LACEY. Is it a unanimous report? 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. It is a unanimous report. 

Mr. LACEY. The proposition, as I understand it, is to take 
the proceeds of the sale of lands in North Dakota and Cali- 
fornia, ete., and spend it in irrigation in the State of Texas? 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. This is to put Texas on an equal foot- 
ing in regard to irrigation 

Mr. LACEY. No; the Texas land does not go into the irriga- 
tion fund, does it? 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. There is no unappropriated public 
domain in Texas. 

Mr. LACEY. Texas reserves her domain to the State? 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LACEY. And she still has lands fully the size of the 
State of Kansas 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. No, sir; that has long since been ap- 
propriated for other purposes. 

Mr. LACEY. Has she not under lease—do they not have 
hundreds of thousands of acres of land under lease to people in 
the State of Texas? 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. That has been appropriated for the 
public school fund. I will state to the gentleman that the public 
lands of Texas have gone just like the public lands of the Gov- 
ernment—for internal improvements, such as railways, trans- 
continental lines across the State, educational purposes, and 
free homes; just like other lands of the Government. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. The President recommends this meas- 
ure in his message. 

Mr. LACEY. I observed that he did, but I supposed that it 
was certainly an entire oversight that in a State as big as 
Texas, equal to five other States, holding all the public land for 
her own use, not letting a dollar go to any public purpose since 
its admission into the Union, to now appropriate to herself the 
proceeds of the public lands of the State of Nebraska, the State 
of Wyoming, to have that sold and the money turned into the 
irrigation fund and the irrigation fund used for the improve- 
ment of the State of Texas is certainly a proposition that has 
a good deal of originality in it and some little of assurance. 

4 we STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman permit a ques- 
on 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Just a moment. The gentleman mis- 


understands 
Mr. Speaker, I believe I will object for the 


Mr. LACEY. 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa objects. 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House a message from the 
President of the United States; which was read, referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

[For message see Senate proceedings of Monday, March 5, 
1906.] 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Speaker, does that involve the printing 
of the message as a document? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Carron). The Chair will 
state to the gentleman from Ohio it did not come to this House, 
but went to the Senate. 

Mr. KEIFER. Is the message not addressed to both Houses? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is a message to both Houses. 

Mr. KEIFER. I think it ought to be printed as a document, 
not only on account of its recommendations on the subject of 
fortifications, but on account of its historical character. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is informed that the 
message will be printed as a result of the reference, 

Mr. KEIFER. Well, I suppose it ought to be ordered printed 
by the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is informed that 
under the rule it will be printed. 


DISPOSITION OF THE AFFAIRS OF THE FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES OF 
INDIAN TERRITORY. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before the House the Dill 
(H. R. 5976) to provide for the final disposition of the affairs 
of the Five Civilized Tribes of the Indian Territory, and for 
other purposes, with sundry Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House disagree 
to the Senate amendments and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Curtis] moves that the House disagree to the Senate 
amendments and asks for a conference. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What bill is that? 

Mr. CURTIS. It is the Indian Territory bill. I will state 


for the information of the House that I have asked that the 
amendments be again printed and numbered, so that the bill 
can be had in the morning. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It is the bill that the gentleman 
talked to me about the other day? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Relating to the Five Civilized 
Tribes? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, sir. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion that the House disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments and ask for a conference. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If there be no objection by the 
House, the Chair will appoint the following Members as con- 
ferees : Messrs. SHERMAN, CURTIS, and STEPHENS of Texas. 

There was no objection. 


SALLIE F. SHEFFIELD. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before the House the Dill 
(H. R. 8493) granting an increase of pension to Sallie F. Shef- 
field, with Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The question was taken; and the amendments were agreed to. 


RUFUS d. CHILDRESS. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
House the bill H. R. 2897, which has been returned by the 
meee for amendment, and of which the Clerk will read the 

e. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

An act (H. R. 2897) granting an increase of pension to Rufus G. 
Childress. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the vote by which the bill was passed be reconsidered, 
and that the bill be referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


ARTHUR THOMPSON. 


By unanimous consent, the Committee on Pensions was dis- 
charged from further consideration of the bill (S. 1889) granting 
an increase of pension to Arthur Thompson, and it was referred 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leaves of absence were granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. MORRELL, for one week, on account of important busi- 
ness. 

To Mr. Mrnor, for one week, on account of important business, 


NORTHERN SECURITIES COMPANY. 


Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, by the direction of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, I call up for passage House resolution No. 
117. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JENKINS] calls up a House resolution, which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Attorney-General is requested, if not incompatible 
with the public interest, to inform the House whether any criminal 
prosecutions haye been instituted by the De; ent of Justice against 
the individuals or corporations who were Judged recently by the Su- 
3 Court of the United States, in the Northern Securities case, to 

monty of paving violated the laws of the United States by entering 
into unlawful combinations in restraint of interstate commerce, and to 
send to the House all papers and documents and other information 
ae as prosecutions inaugurated or about to be inaugurated in that 

Also the following amendments: 

Amend after the word “not,” in the first line, and before the word 
1 n in the second line, by inserting the words “in his 
judgmen 

And further amend by striking out after the word “commerce,” in 
lines 8 and 9, all of the remainder of the line 9 and lines 10 and 11. 


Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I merely ask a vote on the 
amendments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the resolution as amended. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield twenty minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The people of the United States, I think, 
know now, whether they have known until lately or not, that 
only the execution of the criminal feature of the antitrust law 
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in the shape of imprisonment will stop the violations of that law. 
Injunctions sued out will be evaded, fines levied will be easily 
paid. Nothing short of the exercise of the power of imprison- 
ment in the Jaw will stop the violations of the law. We know 
it in the case of the beef trust, and we know it in this particular 
case about which the inquiry is made. One year and ten months 
ago, Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court of the United States de- 
livered an opinion in the case of The United States v. The 
Northern Securities Company, which demonstrated beyond all 
peradventure of a doubt a flagrant, undenied violation of the 
antitrust law. - An injunction which was sued out was upheld by 
the court. As far as we know, it has made no change in the re- 
lation of the parties to one another or in the relation of the 
combination itself to the affairs of the country. An injunction 
in the beef-trust case has met just exactly with that same fate. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this grows out of the fact that we are 
rapidly reaching a condition of things in the United States 
where an executive is no longer merely an executive, but in- 
dulges in “ discretion” as to the execution of the laws as they 
are written. 

Mr. Speaker, if a man acquainted with the history of the 
English-speaking race in its several places of residence were 
called upon to define what a free people is, he would say that 
a free people is a people governed impersonally by law, and 
laws enacted by their representatives freely chosen and exe- 
cuted by the executive as the laws are written. It is no part 
of the executive’s duty to indulge in any reflection as to the 
wisdom or unwisdom or the policy of the law which he is 
called upon to execute. He is the executive—the branch which 
executes—and in the United States, as if we wanted to em- 
phasize the fact, we call him the President, a man who pre- 
sides. Except in so far as he is armed with the approving 
and veto power, he is no part of the legislative branch. He 
is never a legislator after a law is passed. Never a judge at 
all. He is the servant of the people and the servant of the 
legislature to execute the law as the law is written upon the 
statute books—ita lex scripta. And that is equally true of the 
executive in any free country, whether it be a country where 
the executive reigns, but does not rule, as in Great Britain; in 
a country where he rules, but does not reign, as in a modern 
spirit of snobbery we begin to say he does in the United States 
of America; or in a country where he neither rules nor reigns, 
as in France. Everywhere in self-governing lands his duty is 
a duty to execute and nothing else. Now, Mr. Speaker, the 
American House of Commons—the American House of Repre- 
sentatives—has lost is just .ultimate control over the other 
branches of this Government. It was thought by the men who 
adopted the Constitution that the power to inaugurate an 
impeachment proceeding would hold the executive and judicial 
officers to some extent in awe of the law. But we have demon- 
strated long ago—and we have recently demonstrated in the 
case of a judge upon the bench—that the power of impeachment 
is a dead letter. We haye taken the position that in order that 
a man shall be successfully impeached he shall be guilty of 
some specific crime upon the statute books, and thereby have 
thrown ourselves entirely outside of the history of the great 
right of impeachment. Our forefathers, the framers, also 
thought that we could hold them in check by “the power of the 
purse.” Every liberty of the English-speaking people was ob- 
tained by the exercise of the power of the purse by putting on 
general legislation a statement of grievances and the remedy 
of grievances—putting the remedy sought by the people upon 
“subsidy bills,“ and thus saying to we Executive, Unless 
you obey the old law or the provision which is contained in 
this law you shall not be fed from the public crib.” We have 
by our own rule here surrendered the right of control either 
of the executive or the judiciary by the power of the purse when 
we made the rule that we could not put any new legislation or 
enforcement of old legislation upon an appropriation bill. It 
becomes all the more important, then, that Congress shouid 
recognize ‘and hold sacred and exercise this right of inquiry— 
this right of petition asserted in the pending resolution. 

The Executive has no right to suspend the operation of the 
written law whether it be by affirmative action or by nonaction. 
I need not tell you that although Charles I did not exactly 
get suspended when he undertook to suspend laws, he got 
treated with equal finality by having his head cut off. He 
had suspended the laws of Great Britain in both ways; first, in 
that he had by proclamation suspended them affirmatively, and, 
secondly, in that, by passive nonaction, he had suspended their 
operation negatively. Although James II was not exactly 
suspended, he was construed by way of technical construc- 
tion into a condition of self-abnegation because he undertook to 
play the same game. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to call your attention to the fact 


that the execution of this law is not discretionary, but it is 
mandatory. 

I want to call attention to the fact that the very same act, 
the very same sentence, which gives the right to stop these 
abuses by injunction imposes upon the Executive the equal duty 
of stopping them by criminal prosecution. The amendment 
which was passed on February 25, 1903, putting in the hands 
of the Executive the sum of $500,000 for the purpose under 
which this very Northern Securities case was begun and under 
which the expenses were paid and under which it was carried 
to a successful conclusion put both of these duties in the same 
sentence. After the text providing for revenue of the Govern- 
ment for all purposes approved August 27, 1894, it says: 

The sum of $500,000 is made immediately avallable out of any money 
in the Treasury not heretofore appropriati 

Now, mark this language— 
to be expended under the direction of the Attorney-General in the em- 


ployment of special counsel and agents of the Department of Justice, to 
conduct— 


What? Mark the language— 
proceedings, suits, and prosecutions under the said act in the courts of 
the United States. 

Mark you; all methods or remedy—mandatory and equally 
mandatory—" prosecution” with the others. The questions 
that remain to be determined are twofold. First, the result of 
this policy of suspending the law, because in the discretion of 
the Attorney-General or the President it is not wise to execute 
it as written. What is the result? Why, you saw a little of 
it here the other day in this Pat Crowe case. A sadder com- 
mentary upon the present conditions in America has never been 
presented than that. A poor little child, in its age of innocency, 
taken from its home and cruelly abused; merely because it 
was the child of a millionaire beef-packer-trust man a jury of 
American citizens, presumably of average sympathy and aver- 
age intelligence, letting the scoundrel go unwhipped of justice— 
a scoundrel who deserved, so far as that is concerned, to have 
been burned at the stake. 

And why? Simply because the child he abducted and abused 
was the child of a millionaire member of the beef-packers’ trust. 
The jury, in their fanatical madness, refused to punish a crime 
against a little child when its father was a member of the class 
which obeys no law. The result, my friends, is awful to con- 
template. Rich criminals are to go unwhipped of justice, and 
men on a jury take advantage of that fact wrongfully, abusively, 
and anarchically—God knows how wrongfully in that particu- 
lar case—to say that those who offend against these industria! 
tyrants, even against the most sacred ties of family relation- 
ship, shall also go unwhipt of justice. My friends, when the 
people anywhere lose confidence in the equal administration of 
law through the courts of justice you have then reached the 
last point of verging upon anarchy and chaos. When you 
make the people believe once that the ordinary fellow, who vio- 
lates the ordinary statutes of the country, is to be punished, 
but that a great, influential, rich, campaign-contributing man, 
who violates an anti-trust act, or who violates a railroad rebate 
act, or anything else, is to be punished or not within “the dis- 
cretion ” of the Attorney-General or the President of the United 
States, using their discretion to determine whether or not they 
shall begin prosecutions against him—in that moment of pop- 
ular belief you haye laid your entire institutions open to the 
inroads of chaotic fanatics, socialists, and anarchists, all of 
whom resemble one another and trust magnates in this—that 
none of them respect the law. The minute law becomes per- 
sonal, industrial, or commercial and ceases to be impersonal, 
democratic institutions have begun to cease to exist. My 
friends, here is a result of it that I picked up in a magazine 
the other day. It was well described. 

When Henry H. Rogers, once a grocer’s boy—a driver of a deliver 
wagon in Fairhaven, Mass.—now vice-president of the Standard Oil 
Company and its executive head, was recently served with a subpœna 
and brought to the witness stand in proceedings conducted by Attorney- 
General Hadley, of Missouri, a very considerable portion of the world 
metaphorically pricked up its ears to hear what he might say. About 
all it heard was this: “On the advice of counsel, I refuse to answer.” 
The reply was made, with the aid of four or five high-salaried lawyers, 
to every question of importance. 

Thus, you not only teach the mob to refuse to do justice to 
these men because they refuse to do justice to the common 
people, but you teach them themselves to treat the law and its 
agencies in a thoroughly flippant manner, as if the agencies of 
the law were something beneath their notice. I notice that the 
press of this country has taken up the incident in that way. 
The New York Sun, which has been charged with being a corpo- 
ration paper, still says this: 


It is ible for a witness in Mr. Rogers's position to overdo this 
sort of thing. We are strongly of the opinion that he is overdoing it 
now. I Oil and their 


f Mr. Fons and his codirectors of the Standard 
able and multitudinous counsel apprehended more carefully the temper 
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of the American people who constitute the spectators at the present 
spectacle, there would be less buffoonery and more seriousness and 
3 in their demeanor toward the representatives of even distant 

And the New York Journal of Commerce, the mouthpiece of 
the greatest commercial interests of this country, pays attention 
to the same thing, calls Rogers’s conduct “ flippant,” “ disre- 
spectful and sneering contempt.” 

Sine oani Rogers gone mad through possession of enormous financial 
power 

Why, that question is asked by the Wall Street Journal itself. 
These people’s newspapers are beginning to find it out before 
the Government here in Washington does. The Chicago Even- 
ing Post, a conservative paper, speaks of the unseemly spectacle: 

Many legitimate interests, perhaps his own, may be injured through 
him. There never has been a time when honorable men of large affairs 
ei DAO more need than now to make public and clear their respect 

Again: 

This is a perilous game to play, gentlemen— 

Remarks the New York Mail; and the Richmond Times-Demo- 
crat says: 

Since the possession of wealth is safeguarded 145 law and by the law 
only, is it sound sense for a man of great wealth to endeavor to im- 
press the public with the insignificance and impotency of the law? 

But why should not the great of the earth treat with flippancy 
the laws of the country when those charged with the execution 
of the law, charged in the same breath as they are charged with 
suing out injunction with the power of criminal prosecution, use 
their so-called “discretion” to determine as to whether they 
Shall or shall not execute them in the only way the criminal 
dreads, i. e., by imprisonment? When a late Attorney-General 
of the United States, after having unexpectedly to his own in- 
tent perhaps, succeeded in an injunction, passed the word down 
the line: “ We are not going to run amuck,” what did he mean 
by “running amuck?” Just simply. executing the laws of the 
United States as they were written; that is all. If the laws 
are wrong, repeal them. The best way, as Grant said, to get 
rid of a bad law is to execute it.. If the law is too drastic or 
wrong in any respect, it ought to be executed; then it will go. 
I picked up the Washington Post this morning, which shows 
how these things are treated differently abroad. The Wash- 
ington Post at the end of this quotes Uncle Toby, in Tristram 
Shandy, who said that “they managed things differently in 
France.” What a shame that centralized France can teach us 
the lesson of equal justice! 

Vanderbilt and Shepherd divided southern Europe between them, the 


former selecting 1 as his particular scene of carnage, and the latter 
8 to do his best with the opportunities afforded him by 
rance. 

We all know what happened to young Vanderbilt. He did something 
to a native with his motor car, and as a result he got most of his 
clothes kicked off of him by a hot-blooded, impetuous populace. 

The incident has now passed into history, and its moral is that the 
American aristocrat should not try to do business among ignorant 
people who have never heard how great he is. As regards young 

hepard, however, the case is eyen more distressing. It really ogma 
to look as though he might have to go to jail. The French court, with 
a callous insensibility which Cop grieves us, has decided that young 
Shepard can not settle for the killing of a little girl through the clear- 
ing house in Paris. It has been decreed, in fact, that he must be pun- 
ished like a plain, ordinary person who has yiolated the law of the 
land. The judicial authorities epparestly recognize no distinction as 
between a common individual and an oiled and scented foreign million- 
aire. Evidently, as Uncle Toby said on a very famous occasion, they 
manage things differently in France. 


Now, Mr. Speaker, let me see what ground there was to go on 
in the prosecution. What I shall read now is from the opinion 
delivered by Mr. Justice Harlan in the Northern Securities Com- 
pany against the United States, Supreme Court opinion, deliy- 
ered March 14, 1904: 


This charter having been obtained, Hill and his associate stock- 
holders of the Great Northern Railway Company, and Morgan and 
associate stockholders of the Northern Pacific Railway Company— 


Now, this is the statement of facts which could have been ob- 
tained by the Attorney-General from the public records of the 
country— 7 


assigned to the Securities Company a controlling amount of the capital 
stock of the respective constituent companies a an agreed basis of 
exchange of the capital stock of the Securities Company for each share 
of the capital stock of the other companies. 

In further 8 of the combination, the Securities Company 
acquired additional stock of the defendant railway companies, issuin 
in lieu thereof its own stock upon the above basis, and, at the time o 
the bringing of this suit, held, as owner and proprietor, substantially 
all the capital stock of the Northern Pacific Railway Company, and, it 
is alleged, a controlling interest in the stock of the Great Northern 
Railway Company, “and is voting the same and is collecting the divi- 
dends thereon, and in all respects is acting as the owner thereof, in the 
organization, management, and operation of said railway companies 
and in the receipt and control of their earnings.“ 

* * * * * „ 5 

The several defendants denied all the allegations of the bill imput- 

fng to them a purpose to evade the provisions of the act of Congress, 
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or to form a combination or conspiracy haying for its object either to 
restrain or to monopolize commerce or trade among the States or with 
foreign nations. ‘They denied that any combination or conspiracy was 
formed in violation of the act. 

In our 8 the evidence fully sustains the material allegations 
of the bill, and shows a violation of the act of Congress, in so far as 
it declares girs every combination or conspiracy in restraint of com- 
merce among the seyeral States and with foreign nations, and forbids 
attempts to monopolize such commerce or any part of it. 

Summarizing the principal facts, it is indisputable upon this record 
that under the leadership of the defendants Hill and Morgan the stock- 
holders of the Great Northern and Northern Pacific Railway corpora- 
tions, having competing and substantlally parallel lines from the Great 
Lakes and the M 8 River to the Pacific Ocean at Puget Sound 
combined and conceived the scheme of 3 a corporation under 
the laws of New Jersey, which should hold the shares of the stock of 
the constituent companies, such shareholders, in lieu of their shares 
in those companies, to receive, upon an agreed basis of value, shares 
in the holding corporation; that pursuant to such combination the 
Northern Securities Company was or ized as the holding corpora- 
tion through which the scheme should be executed; and under that 
scheme such holding corporation has become the holder—more prop- 
erly speaking, the custodian—of more than nine-tenths of the stock of 
the Northern Pacific, and more than three-fourths of the stock of the 
Great Northern, the stockholders of the companies who delivered their 
stock 8 upon the sree basis shares of stock in the holding 
corporation. he stockholders of these two competing companies dis- 
8 as such, for the moment, but immediately reappeared as 
stockholders of the holding company which was thereafter to guard the 
interests of both sets of stockholders as a unit, and to manage, or cause 
to be managed, both lines of railroad as if held in one ownership. Nec- 
essarily by this combination or arrangement the holding company in 
the fullest sense dominates the situation in the interest of those who 
were stockholders of the constituent companies; as much so, for ever 
peace purpose, as if it had been itself a railroad corporation whic 

ad built, owned, and operated both lines for the exclusive benefit of 

its stockholders. Necessarily, also, the constituent. companies ceased, 
under such a combination, to be in active competition for trade and 
commerce along their respective lines, and have become, practically, 
one powerful consolidated dS oar by the name of a holding cor- 
poration the principal, if not the sole, object for the formation of 
which was to carry out the purpose of the original combination under 
which competition between the constituent companies would cease. 


The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I will yield the gentleman ten 
minutes more. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire how 
the time is to be disposed of, whether it is to be all given to one 
side, There may be some wanted on this side. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I was about to ask, Mr. Speaker, that 
the gentleman from Mississippi be allowed to conclude his re- 
marks without interfering with the time belonging to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will not object to any time asked for by 
others, and I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, that I may 
have half an hour to finish, without interfering with the balance 
of the time under the control of the gentleman from Wisconsin. 
I am sure I shall not need all the half hour. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Capron). The gentleman 
from Mississippi asks that his time be extended thirty minutes 
without interfering with that of the gentleman from Wisconsin. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In this connection, mark you, all the evi- 
dence in this case upon which the court predicates its opinion 
is record evidence, deed and contract and charter evidence, 
every bit of it within the power of the Attorney-General of the 
United States to obtain and to produce, 

Now, the court continues: 


Those who were stockholders of the Great Northern and Northern 
Pacific and became stockholders in the holding company are now in- 
terested in preventing all competition between the two lines, and as 
owners of stock or of certificates of stock in the holding company, 
they will see to it that no competition is tolerated. They will take 
care that no persons are chosen directors of the — 105 company who 
will permit competition between the constituent companies. The result 
of the combination is that all the earnings of the constituent compa- 
nies make a common fund in the hands of the Northern Securities 
Company to be distributed, not upon the basis of the earnings of the 
respective constituent com es, each acting exclusively in its own 
interests, but upon the basis of the certificates of stock issued by the 
holding company. No scheme or device could more certainly come 
within the wor of the act—‘ combination in the form of a trust 
or otherwise * * in restraint of commerce among the several 
States or with foreign nations —or could more effectively and cer- 
tainly suppress free competition between the constituent companies. 
This combination is, within the meaning of the act, a trust; but 
if not, it is a combination in restraint of interstate and international 
5 and that is enough to bring it under the condemnation cf 

e act. 

The mere existence of such a combination and the power acquired by 
the holding 5 as its trustee constitute a menace to and a re- 
straint upon that freedom of commerce which Congress intended to rec- 
0 and protect, and which the public is entitled to have protected. 
If such combination be not destroyed, all the advantages that would 
naturally come to the public under the operation of the general laws of 
competition, as between the Great Northern and Northern Pacific Rail- 
way companies, will be lost, and the entire commerce of the immense 
territory in the northern part of the United States between the Great 
Lakes and the Pacific at Puget Sound will be at the mercy of a single 
pa 5 organized in a State distant from the people of 

erritory. 
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The court further says: : 
That Congress has the power to establish rules by which interstate 


and international commerce shall be 8 by the antitrust act, 
has prescribed the rule of free competition among those engaged in such 
commerce ; 

That every combination or conspiracy which would extinguish compe- 
tition between otherwise competing railroads engaged in interstate 
trade or commerce, and which would in that way restrain such trade or 
commerce, is made illegal by the act; 

That the natural effect of competition is to Increase commerce, and 
an agreement whose direct effect is to prevent this play of competition 
restrains instead of promoting trade and commerce; 

That to vitiate a combination, such as the act of Congress condemns, 
it need not be shown that the combination, in fact, results or will re- 
sult in a total suppression of trade or in a complete monopoly, but it is 
only essential to show that by its necessary operation it tends to re- 
strain interstate or international trade or commerce or tends to create 
a monopoly in such trade or commerce and to deprive the public of the 
advantages that flow from free competition. 

» * — . * 

Whether the free operation of the normal laws of competition is a 
wise and wholesome rule for trade and commerce is an economic ques- 
tion which this court need not consider or determine. Undoubtedly, 
there are those who think that the general business interests and pros- 

ty of the country will be best promoted if the rule of competition 

not applied. But there are others who believe that such a rule is 
more necessary in these da of enormous wealth than it ever was 
in any former period of our history. Be all this as it may, Congress aan 
in effect, ized the rule of free competition by declaring illeg 
every combination or conspiracy in res t of interstate and inter- 
national commerce. As in the judgment of Congress the public con- 
venience and the general welfare will be best subserved when the 
natural laws of competition are left undisturbed by those engaged in 
interstate commerce, and as Congress has embodied that rule in a stat- 
ute, that must be, for all, the end of the matter, if this is to remain a 
government of laws, and not of men. 

. < * . . . - * 

It is no answer to say that competition in the salt trade was not in 
fact destroyed, or that the price of the commodity was not unrea- 
sonably advanced. Courts will not stop to e as to the degree of 
injury inflicted upon the puoro; it is enough know that the inevita- 
ble tendency of such contracts is injurious to the public. 

The italics here are those of the Supreme Court, not mine, 

Such a combination is more than a contract. It is an offense. 

That is the language An offense,” a crime—and as such it 
invited prosecution, not the mere suing out of an injunction 
which can be evaded by any very smart lawyer. The court 
goes on to say: 

If the statute is beyond the constitutional power of a - the 
court would fail in the performance of a solemn duty if it did not so 
declare. But if nothing more can be said than Congress has erred—. 
and the court must not be understood as saying that it has or has not 
erred—the remedy for the error and the attendant mischief is the 
selection of new Senators and Representatives, who, by legislation, will 
make such changes in existing statutes, or adopt such new statutes, as 
may be demanded by their constituents and be consistent with law. 

I desire now to call especial attention to this language of the 
Supreme Court because, although it applies to the power of the 
judiciary, and although it says that the judiciary has no dis- 
cretion, being a separate and coordinate branch of the Gov- 
ernment, to pass upon the wisdom or the unwisdom of an act of 
Congress, it applies equally well to the Executive: 

But even if the court shared the gloomy forebodings in which the 
defendants indulge— 

Defendants’ hired lawyers had indulged in the foreboding 
that if the antitrust law were enforced “ all business would 
stop” and “chaos” would result. 

But to read on: 

But even if the court shared the gloomy forebodings in which the 
defendants indulge, it could not refuse to respect the action of the 
legislative branch of the Government if what it has done is within 
the limits of its constitutional pores. The su; tions of disaster to 
business have, we apprehend, their origin in the zeal of parties who 
are opposed to the policy underlying the act of Con or are inter- 
ested in the result of this particular case; at any rate, the suggestions 

that the court may and ought to refuse the enforcement of the 
ess was not wise in 
interstate and inter- 


department, 
2 pi N to declare, and the langu: of its 
pon § as interpreted in prior cases, has, in effect declared, tha the free- 
dom of interstate and international commerce shall not be obstructed 
or disturbed by any combination, conspiracy, or monopoly that will 
restrain such commerce, E the free operation of competi- 
tion ee eee carr engaged in the transportation of passen- 
gers and freight. 

I also desire the House to hear this language, which appears 
on page 29. This is a part of the very charter of this com- 
pany which it got from Republican and corporation-ridden New 
Jersey, and I call attention to it in order that there may be 
seen from the description that the Supreme Court gives of the 
power in that charter that the very charter itself, without 
another scintilla of evidence, was “a conspiracy” to “ attempt 
to monopolize” and was a conspiracy “in restraint of com- 
merce between the States.” Read further: 

All the stock it (the holding company) held or acquired in the con- 
stituent companies was acquired and held to be used in suppressing 


competition between those companies. It came into existence only for 

purpose. If anyone had full knowl of what was designed to 
be accomplished and as to what was actually accomplished by the com- 
bination question it was the defendant Morgan. 

The Supreme Court does not hesitate to name him; Morgan, 
even Pierpont, the Panama Canal disbursing agent. There is 
nothing partisan about this. I understand Mr. Morgan does 
not belong to either party, rather pretends to Clevelandism. 

Let me quote further: 

In this instance, as we have already said, the Securities Company 
made itself a party to a combination in restraint of interstate commerce 
that antedated its o ization, as soon as it came into existence, 
doing so, of course, under the direction of the very individuals who pro- 
moted it. 

. s > > . * > 


It is said that this statute contains criminal provisions and must 
therefore be strictly construed. The rule upon that subject is a very 
ancient and salutary one. It means only that we must not cases 
within the provisions of such a statute that are not clearly embraced 
by it, nor y narrow, technical, or forced construction of words ex- 
clude cases from it that are obviously within its provisions. What 
must be sought for always is tbe intention of the legislature, and the 
duty of the court is to give effect to that intention as disclosed by the 


words used. 

As early as the case of King v. Inhabitants of Hodnett (1 T. R., 96, 
101) Mr. Justice Fuller said: “It is not true that the courts in the 
exposition of penal statutes are to narraw the construction.” In United 
States v. Wiltberger (5 Wheat., 76, 95), Chief Justice Marshall, deliv- 
ering the judgment of this court and referring to the rule that penal 
statutes are to be construed es said: “It Is a modification of the 
ancient maxim, and amounts to this, that though penal laws are to be 
construed strictly, they are not to be construed so strictly as to defeat 
the obvious intention of the legislature. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I did not want to talk about this ques- 
tion until there had been an answer to this resolution. The 
other day, however, I rose and asked unanimous consent that I 
might be permitted to wait until a reply from the executive 
department of the Government came in to the inquiry for infor- 
mation, because, as I said then, it might be possible that the 
Department of Justice under this Dingley-tariff-blessed Admin- 
istration had done something; that it had taken some steps 
toward the prosecution of these rich and powerful and influen- 
tial criminals. The floor leader of the majority upon the floor 
of the House objected at that time. Of course I would have 
lost my place upon the floor, as speaking to a privileged ques- 
tion, if the resolution had then been put in and gone upon the 
Calendar. I am forced to a certain extent to speak upon what 
I think is the forthcoming statement of facts. So far as I 
know, so far as I have been able to learn from the public press, 
no steps to prosecute criminally whatsoever have been taken, 
although one year and ten months have expired. So far as I 
know, the men who are at the head of the Department of Jus- 
tice and the other Executive Departments of this Government 
know as well as I know and know as well as you know that any, 
mere suing out of injunctions and any mere fines are not going 
to stop men of this sort. Mr. Speaker, in that connection I 
desire to say this, that I think, so far as that is concerned, 
that the very basic line of our common law is unjust and un- 
equal and wrong in one respect. I do not believe that any, 
offense in the world ought to be punished by a fine or imprison- 
ment, because a fine of $10 for a man who is working for $5 a 
week is an enormous punishment, while a fine of $10 for a man 
who is working for $5,000 a year or month or week is no 
punishment at all. I believe that in all criminal statutes the 
punishment ought to be by fine and imprisonment or by im- 
prisonment alone. Amongst a democratic people this is ad- 
visable, so that there may be equality of punishment for all 
criminals, rich and poor alike. But in this particular case 
these people, although if they have been prosecuted they have 
gotten off with a fine and escaped imprisonment, were still 
not prosecuted. All that was done was to sue out to a success- 
ful termination this injunction. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I hope that when we get a reply it will not 
be the reply given last year to substantially this same resolution. 
Last year this resolution came out of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary and passed this House and was sent to the Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and the answer came back that it was “incompatible with 
public policy ” to send the information. I left it there. I did 
not address the House. I followed the matter no further, be- 
cause I thought that, being so soon after the decision of the 
court in the Northern Securities case, perhaps they did not want 
to tell what they had ready to produce as evidence against these 
people, but now a year and ten months have expired, and soon 
the period of limitation will. haye attached a bar to prosecution 
under the act itself, and it is time that the legislative power 
which enacts law should know from the executive power which 
executes the law whether the law as written, ita lex scripta, 
has been executed; whether any steps have been taken to exe- 
cute it, and, if so, what steps? It is impossible now to say. 
truthfully that it is incompatible with public policy to tell us 
the truth. I hope when the reply comes that it will show that 
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the public has not known what was going on and that the exec- 
utive authority has been taking steps, or that the executive 
authority contemplates taking steps to punish what the Supreme 
Court calls “ more than a contract, an offense,” a crime against 
the laws of the land. Now, Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin such time as he has given me. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I would not occupy one moment 
of the time of the House replying to the remarks of the learned 
gentleman from Mississippi were it not for the fact I do not 
think the gentleman from Mississippi clearly understands the 
question before the House, and from the further fact that I 
think the gentleman from Mississippi intended, or has by his 
remarks, cast some reflection upon the President and upon the 
Attorney-General. There is no question but what the Supreme 
Court of the United States held that the contract in the so-called 
“Northern Securities Company case” came within the condem- 
nation if the statute of 1890, but that is not the question here. 
This resolution simply asks the Attorney-General as to whether 
or not he has prosecuted criminally any parties interested in 
that contract. Now, a glance at the book here before me con- 
taining the case discloses that the statute of limitation ran a 
long time ago upon any criminal procedure, long before the present 
Attorney-General took upon himself the discharge of his duties. 
Never having conferred with the Attorney-General, and never 
haying conferred with the President of the United States, I am 
unable to disclose whether any criminal prosecutions were con- 
templated under the statute, but I can very readily see that it 
was very proper, and in the interest, I think, of the people, and 
of the saving of time and money that no criminal proceedings 
were had in that case, and I think the President and Attorney- 
General haye done their full duty. It is useless to spend time 
denying that the Supreme Court of the United States has said 
that that contract fell within the condemnation of that statute, 
but, Mr. Speaker, it must be borne in mind that the Supreme 
Court divided on that question. Four judges said the contract 
did not fall within the condemnation of that statute, and I 
want to say for the benefit of my friend from Mississippi that 
three of those judges were Democrats—Democrats when they 
were appointed on the bench, were Democrats when they made 
that decision, and I suppose are Democrats to-day. They were 
Mr. Justice White, Mr. Chief Justice Fuller, and Mr. Justice 
Peckham, able and distinguished jurists. 

r. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman permit an interruption 
for one moment? 

Mr. JENKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman will admit the very nonpar- 
tisan character of the decision reenforces the position which I 
took. 

Mr. JENKINS. No; I do not so appreciate it, and I want to 
call the attention of the House to the facts in this case. I want 
them to understand the case was decided by a bare majority of 
that court and that was in a civil proceeding. The Government 
accomplished, by the issuing of the injunction and by the deci- 
sion of the court, all that they wanted. That is, they wanted to 
destroy the contract that these companies had entered into. Un- 
questionably, when you read this case and examine the contract 
you will become satisfied that the contract was drawn by very 
able and distinguished counsel, and undoubtedly these gentle- 
men would come into court and say they operated under the 
advice of counsel, and I think this would be a proper case 
for them to say that they did not intend to violate the law, but 
sought most excellent advice before having that contract drawn. 
Now, the law simply provides that certain contracts should be a 
nullity and those entering into those contracts should be pun- 
ished. There is no question about that. There are gentlemen 
who say there was no intention on the part of those gentlemen 
who made this contract to violate any law, that undoubtedly 
they were advised they could safely have that contract drawn, 
and entered into it, and their judgment was sustained by four 
members upon the Supreme bench. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it was the intention of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee to submit this resolution to the Attorney-General for his 
answer and reply, and, as I say, we can not anticipate what 
answer the Attorney-General will give to this House; but it 
must be borne in mind that long before he came into his office 
the statute of limitations had run, and it would be useless for 
him to prosecute, and we can not anticipate what his prede- 
cessor would have said were his reasons for not bringing crim- 
inal prosecutions. But I am satisfied that by not bringing the 
criminal proceedings it had a tendency to saye a large amount 
of money and a large amount of valuable time, because the time 
of the legal department of this Government is fully taken up 
and there is no opportunity there to waste any time, and we cer- 
tainly do not want them to waste any money. But it will be 
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time enough for us to discuss this question when the report of 
the Attorney-General comes in and when he has told this House 
in his own language he did not institute criminal proceedings. 

How much time does the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Gros- 
VENOR] desire? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not wish as much time as I did be- 
fore the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. JENKINS] spoke, I 
think ten minutes will be quite sufficient. A 

Mr. JENKINS. I will yield ten minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR]. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, it is well to get right at 
what this resolution is, and when we have done so we can doubt- 
less be prepared to appreciate how little there is in the speech 
of the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WmrraĮms] that pertains 
in any way to the resolution pending before the House. Ordi- 
narily a Member of Congress who believes that he has an inter- 
rogatory to put to a Cabinet officer that will bring out some 
facts upon which he can base a criticism, waits until the infor- 
mation has been brought to the House, and then attacks the re- 
port or the purpose of the Administration. But I suppose the 
gentleman from Mississippi, knowing exactly what there was in 
this matter, wisely concluded that the only opportunity that 
we would have to make an assault upon the President and the 
Attorney-General would be to do it upon the question of agree- 
ing to this resolution—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. GROSVENOR. And assuming a lot of facts that do not 
exist, so far as we know. : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Grosvenor] yield to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is not the gentleman well aware of the fact 
that I several days ago asked unanimous consent to take pre- 
cisely the course that he is now talking about, and that objec- 
tion was made by the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE}? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not understand the gentleman’s 
statement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is not the gentleman aware of the fact that 
I asked of the House that the privilege to discuss the question, 
after reply from the Attorney-General, should be granted me by 
unanimous consent, instead of being forced to discuss it before 
the reply had come in, and that the request for unanimous con- 
sent was objected to by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAYNE]? 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Witrrams] did ask the opportunity to make a speech at 
some time upon some subject—not when any bill or resolution 
was before the House, but to make a speech—and I did object, 
and I shall always continue to do so. : 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the record will bear me out 
in that my request was to discuss this particular question—not 
some question ”—upon the return of the answer of the Attor- 
ney-General. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, it is a matter of no impor- 
tance to me. My point is well taken. The gentleman is under- 
taking to assume a condition that he can not state to the public 
exists, and then proceeds to make a speech about it. 

Now, what is it that this resolution seeks, and what will be 
a complete answer? I am going to show you the only answer 
that can with any propriety be given by the Attorney-General. 
The gentleman undertakes now to say that he was going to 
wait for some facts to come from the Attorney-General. Wlat 
facts? The facts that he asked for in the resolution or sore 
other facts that he did not ask for in the resolution? Let us 
see what exactly he asks for and what exactly will be a com- 
plete and exhaustive answer to his whole tirade here. This 
resolution states: 

That the Attorney-General is requested, if not incompatible with the 
pats interest, to inform the House whether any criminal prosecutions 

ve been instituted by the Department of Justice against the individ- 
uals or corporations which were adjudged recently by the Supreme Court 
of the United States, in tbe Northern Securities case, to be guilty 
of haying violated the laws of the United States by entering into. un- 
lawful combinations in restrain of interstate commerce. 

Then he asks, and that this part has been stricken out by the 
committee : 

And send to the House all papers and documents and other informa- 
tion bearing upon any prosecution Inaugurated or about to be inaugu- 
rated In that behalf. 

Now then, what will be the answer? It will be a complete 
answer. I will undertake to say any other answer than the one 
I am going to make would be an impertinence to this House 
and to the country and the violation of the proprieties of the 
office. Will the Attorney-General say to the Speaker of the 
House? 
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“T have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of resolution 
so and so, and in answer thereto, to say that no criminal prose- 
cution has been begun.” 

Now, there is the whole of it; and out of that a speech, bitter 
and far-reaching in the position assumed by the speaker, has 
been made here this afternoon; and that is the whole of it. 
He has not asked to give the Attorney-General an opportunity 


to shy anything. He has narrowed the Attorney-General down 
to the bare question, the bare answer, There has been no 
criminal prosecution begun.” That is all. And then we have 
it—and burnings and bad verdicts by juries, abuse of small 
children, horrors upon horrors accumulate; they tread upon 
each other’s heels so swift they come in the imagination of the 
gentleman, because somebody was not prosecuted in the North- 
ern Securities case after a complete bar of the statute had been 
created by lapse of time. 

Why, Mr. Speaker, is there any lawyer in this House or in the 
country that believes that, waiving the statute of limitation, 
there is any jury on earth, not even excepting the Omaha jury 
of infamous memory, not excepting that jury, do you believe 
there is any jury on earth would have convicted either one of 
these men under an indictment alleging violation of the Sher- 
man Act? It would have been puerile upon the part of the 
prosecuting officers. 

I do not know what the Attorney-General will offer, nor do I 
care; I know enough to know that in the case of a question of 
civil contract that stood and was being operated for years 
under the advice of some of the ablest lawyers in the United 
States of America, that contract when they got it into the Su- 
preme Court was held to be illegal by a vote of five to four, and 
three or four Democrats on the bench. If there had been two 
more Democrats then my friend would have been compelled 
to hold it to be upright and honest. [Laughter.] For the 
Democrats took the old Democratic doctrine and held that con- 
tract was a legal contract; and they are very able men. Would 
the gentleman from Mississippi hesitate to go into a contract 
in a matter of a mere business transaction if Justice White 
told him that it was absolutely legal and right; and if he did 
get into such a contract, is there any jury in Mississippi that 
would convict him and send him to the penitentiary? 

Now, then, Mr. Speaker, that is the whole of this transac- 
tion, and I trust that the Attorney-General will make such a 
response to this interrogatory as will teach the gentleman that 
he must put his resolution of inquiry in a little better shape 
than to simply narrow the question down so as to be able to 
say to the people of the country, “ Look at that! Here is the 
Attorney-General. I wanted him to tell me all about the 
Northern Securities case, and here he comes back at me and 
simply says so and so, and that is an evasion and that is going 
to produce fire, bloodshed, and anarchy and trouble all oyer the 
United States.” 

I believe if there ever was a conscientious man on the face 
of the earth it was Knox when he filed his petition or his 
declaration upon which this adjudication took place. I believe 
that one of the wisest statements ever made by an Attorney- 
General was when he gave notice to the people of the country 
that a foundation had been laid now, a construction had at 
last by a bare majority been given to the Sherman antitrust 
law; and from this time forward there must be no more vio- 
lations of that statute. When he said, “ We do not intend to 
run amuck,” he might have been more choice possibly in the 
selection of the language, but he intended to say to the people 
of the country, “ We have reached this conclusion: We know 
now what the law is, although we are not quite certain that it 
will always be upheld. But it is enough to have rendered a 
judgment in this particular case, and we are not going to hunt 
around over this country to see how many men we are going 
to send to the penitentiary.” 4 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield ten minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ohio will 
never reach that stage when he is not ready to defend anything 
that smacks of being connected, however remotely, with a Re- 
publican Administration, and he will never lose his adroitness 
in undertaking the task. The gentleman says that one who in- 
troduces a resolution here generally waits until he gets the in- 
formation demanded in order to discuss it. There is not a 
Member of the House who does not know that if a gentleman 
does wait he loses his privilege of discussing it at all, except 
that he may fulminate in the air when there is time, upon a gen- 
eral appropriation bill, but can not speak to the subject-matter 
itself when the subject-matter is before the House. In a word, 
everything he has to say loses its force. 


The gentleman says that there will be “ only one answer,” and 
he gives that answer, to be made to this resolution. I ask you 
to mark the answer. The answer that he has given is this: 
The Attorney-General is to say, according to him, “ Mr. Speaker, 
your inquiry of a certain number received; I reply, no criminal 
prosecution has been undertaken.” ° 

Perhaps the expectation of that sort of reply was my object 
in offering the resolution. Perhaps I wanted a Republican 
Attorney-General, under a Republican Administration, plainly 
to confess to the American people that no steps had been taken 
in order to prosecute these people. I remember the old Scrip- 
tural phrase, Out of their own mouths shall they be judged; ” 
and I always find it well to get a sufficiency of things out of a 
fellow’s own mouth to judge him, rather than to have to judge 
him by my own assertions as to what he has done or left 
undone. 

The gentleman says, ex cathedra, that no jury on earth would 
have found these men—Pierpont Morgan and Hill—guilty. My 
assertion ex cathedra is as good as his, and T will put it against 
his, and I will say that no honest jury in the United States 
would have failed to find a verdict on the facts in this case. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] Nobody but a set of law- 
yers on the bench, quibbling about technicalities and not about 
facts, would have failed to agree unanimously about the matter. 
They were disagreeing about law, not about facts. The whole 
dissenting opinion—being that of the minority of the bench— 
is based upon the idea that these facts which I have outlined, 
being confessed, did not come under the antitrust law, because 
there was not an “ unreasonable” restraint of commerce, and 
the majority decided that any restraint was violative of the 
law, and moreover decided that this was an unreasonable re- 
straint, except one judge who, passing upon the reasonableness 
or . of it, said that it was an unreasonable re- 
straint. 

The gentleman says that I offer this resolution because this 
prosecution is barred. I did not know until a moment ago that 
it was, if it is; but I do know this, that it was not barred within 
quite a long time after the decision of the Supreme Court in 
the Northern Securities case, and unless I am woefully mis- 
taken—and if I am the gentleman from Wisconsin will correct 
me—it was not barred at the time the former resolution was 
offered by me in the last Congress and passed by this House. 

Why, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor] tells us that 
what the Northern Securities case amounts to is this: A pa- 
ternal injunction upon the part of the court and of the Gov- 
ernment that “there must be no more violations of the anti- 
trust act.” Does the gentleman know with whom he is deal- 
ing? Does he suppose a mild injunction to that effect is going 
to have any effect upon these people? Does he presume that 
a fine, unless it is large enough to go to their millions of for- 
tune, will have any effect upon them? Does he believe it is 
right for the Executive so to execute the laws as to make a 
decision of the Supreme Court construing an act of Congress, 
and consequently the act of Congress of itself, amount to noth- 
ing more save only an injunction that you “ must not any more 
violate the antitrust laws?” 

My God, Mr. Speaker, if that is all it meant, it fell hurtless 
at the feet of these people and of their kind all over this 
country. Are they violating the antitrust law any less since 
the Northern Securities decision was pronounced than they 
were violating it before? Is there a man of common sense 
within the sound of my voice who does not know there is a 
steel trust, who does not know there is a glass trust, who does 
not know there is a tobacco trust, who does not know there is 
a beef trust? This poor, miserable criminal—this degenerate 
Pat Crowe—who, as I said a moment ago, acted in this flendish 
way toward a little child—and the greatest crime that can be 
perpetrated in this world is a crime against a woman or a 
child, against somebody who is helpless, against somebody who 
is tied around with our very heart strings—even this fellow 
plausibly defended himself the other day by saying that Cudahy, 
the beef-trust man, was contending that a confession he made 
to the attorney-general ought not to be used against him in 
evidence, and that therefore a confession that he, Crowe, had 
made in the case of abducting his (Cudahy’s) child ought not 
to be used against him in evidence. 

Has your mild injunction, “ You must not any more violate 
the antitrust laws; the promise, “We are not going to run 
amuck, but you must quit it;” “I do not want to burt you, 
but it must stop,“ has all that had any effect, and if*so, upon 
whom? 

The gentleman from Ohio, with all his experience, with all 
his ingenuity, can not answer “upon whom” it has had any, 
effect. He can not give the name of a single party in the 
United States engaged in conspiracy and combination in re- 
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straint of trade, engaged in attempting to monopolize commerce, 
upon whom that decision has had the slightest deterrent effect. 

When they contributed to the Republican campaign fund in 
the last Presidential campaign, they either knew they were safe, 
or else “ bought their peace.” 

From all I can learn that decision has had no effect whatever 
upon the parties except to make them change the form of their 
violation. The last I had heard of it they had not returned to 
the original parties—the Northern Pacific Railroad and the 
Great Northern Railroad stockholders—the stock that had been 
put into this holding company, and for all practical purposes the 
whole thing is now under one management and one operation. 
Smart lawyers amply paid can evade an injunction at any time. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Will the gentleman allow me an interrup- 
tion? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Iam sure the gentleman from Mississippi 
does not want to predicate an argument upon erroneous facts. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman from Ohio would be the 
last man to say that I did. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I think the gentleman will find, on inves- 
tigation, that all the stock, bonds, and everything else connected 
with the merger have been given back. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I said that the last I heard of it they had 
not been. I have not kept up with the thing down to this very 
date. If done, how long ago was it done? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I think it was but a short time ago when 
it was finally closed up. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is what I thought—a very short time, 
if at all. Now, Mr. Speaker, I would have much preferred to 
take the course indicated by the gentleman from Ohio. I would 
have preferred to hear from the Administration before speaking. 
I said so to the House the other day. I said I hated to take it 
for granted that there has been no prosecution until I heard 
from the Attorney-General himself that there had been none. 
The gentleman from Ohio tells me that all that anxiety growing 
out of the fear of doing injustice to the Administration—a fear 
which I always entertain with regard to anybody I am talking 
about—he telis me that all that fear is futile and useless. He 
tells me beforehand that the Attorney-General will make reply 
“that no prosecution has been undertaken.” Perhaps he will 
also make reply that he is now barred from beginning a prosecu- 
tion, but that will not account for the fact that action was not 
taken when the prosecution was not barred. That will not re- 
move the responsibility from the door of the Administration. 
[Applause]. 

Mr. JENKINS. I believe, Mr. Speaker, that the amendment 
reported by the committee has been adopted. If so, I will ask 
for a vote on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. : 

On motion of Mr. JENKINS, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to give notice that the 


Indian appropriation bill will be called up to-morrow morning 
immediately after the reading of the Journal. 
COMMITTEE ON THE ELECTION OF PRESIDENT, VICE-PRESIDENT, ETC. 
Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of the resolution 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Election of President, Vice-Presi- 
Seay Gesiguate, aball Baye love t0 ME doriag the DEINE of ths Hones 
may designate, s ve leave to sit du e ons ouse 
during the -ninth Congress and during the recess. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
MEMORIAL SERVICES FOR THE LATE SENATOR PLATT. 
Mr. SPERRY. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following order, and 
ask for its adoption. è 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, That Saturday, April 14, at 1 o'clock, be set apart for ad- 
Aresses on the life, character, and public services of Hon. Orville H, 
Platt, late a Senator from the State of Connecticut. 


The order was adopted. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS, 

Mr. MACON, by unanimous consent, was given leaye to with- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, papers 
in the case of Henry P. Grant, Fifty-eighth Congress, no adverse 
report haying been made thereon. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of the 
following title : 

S. 1234. An act to provide for the appropriate marking of the 


graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Confederate army and 
navy who died in northern prisons and were buried near the 
prison where they died, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had presented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 297. An act to authorize the construction of dams and 
power stations on the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals, Ala. ; 

H. R. 7139. An act legalizing the removal of the county seat 
of Washita County, Okla. ; 

H. R. 12614. An act to change the name of a portion of T 
street to California street; 

H. R. 13308. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Arkansas River at Pine Bluff; 

H. R. 13365. An act to amend an act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Kensington and Eastern Railroad Company to con- 
struct a bridge across the Calumet River,” approved February 
7, 1905; and 

H. R. 10067. An act authorizing the disposition of surplus and 
allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the State 
of Washington, which can be irrigated under the act of Congress 
approved June 17, 1902, known as the “reclamation act,” and 
for other purposes. 

REPRINT OF A BILL. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
5 reprint of the bill H. R. 15442 and the report thereon( No. 
1789). 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani- 
mous consent for the reprint of the bill and report which he indi- 
cates. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 85 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned until to-morrow, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive commu- 

oe were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as 
‘ollows: 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior sub- 
mitting an estimate of deficiency appropriation for public print- 
ing and binding—to the Committee on Appropriations, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans- 
mitting the final report of Special Agent Charles M. Pepper on 
trade conditions in Mexico—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

A letter from the Secretary of State, transmitting two ordi- 
nances enacted by the executive council of Porto Rico—to the 
Committee on Insular Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the chairman of the excise board, District of 
Columbia, transmitting a report of the operations of the board 
for the license year ended October 31, 1905—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a communication from the Secretary of the Navy sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for defense of Midway Is- 
lands—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 

rinted. 
. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans- 
mitting draft of a bill to simplify the issue of enrollments and 
licenses of vessels of the United States—ordered to be printed 
(not referred). 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of 
the Senate (S. 4128) permitting the building of a dam across 
the Red Lake River at or near the junction of Black River with 
said Red Lake River in Red Lake County, Minn., reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1898); 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ADAMSON, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House 
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(H. R. 14808) authorizing the Choctawhatchee Power Com- 
pany to erect a dam in Dale County, Ala., reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1899); 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15263) to authorize William Smith and 
associates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near 
Williamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line 
between the States of West Virginia and Kentucky, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1900) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of 
the House (H. R. 15649) extending the time for the construction 
of the dam across the Mississippi River authorized by the act 
of Congress approved March 12, 1904, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1901); which said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13823) granting 
an increase of pension to William Van Keuren, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1838) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13884) granting 
an increase of pension to Helen Augusta Mason Boynton, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1839); which said biil and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14078) grant- 
ing a pension to Nathaniel Sumners, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1840); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr, FULLER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14454) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William A. Blossom, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1841); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14878) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Charles Rattray, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1842); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14442) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Ester M. Lowe, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1843); which 
sald bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13341) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Robert C. Pate, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1844); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15622) 
granting an increase of pension to Argyle Z. Buck, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1845) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15392) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John W. Wise, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1846) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15414) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John L. Blinn, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1847); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14258) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John §. Miles, reported the same 


without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1848); 
87 said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
ar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14489) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Peter Krieger, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1849); which ` 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, fronr the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14235) granting 
an increase of pension to John Williams, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1850); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHBAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10404) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John Moules, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1851); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12880) granting 
an increase of pension to Lorenzo D. Mason, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1852) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13723) 
granting an increase of pension to John Underwood, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1853) ; 
Phe said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12122) granting 
an increase of pension to Robert G. Shuey, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1854); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11076) 
granting a pension to Marion W. Starks, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1855); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
13336) granting an increase of pension to Samuel Horn, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1856) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11702) granting 
an increase of pension to Lucy A. Pender, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1857); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private, Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 11143) granting an increase of pension 
to Levi B. Noulton, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1858) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12205) granting 
an increase of pension to George Holden, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1859); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11206) granting 
an increase of pension to John Wilhelm, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1860); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12992) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry G. Klink, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1861); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15199) granting 
an increase of pension to John T. Cook, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1862) ; which said bill 
and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15552) granting an increase of pension to George W. Hayter, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1863); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10879) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Thomas E. Myres, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1864) ; 
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which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12192) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William Cummings, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1865); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13217) grant- 
ing a pension to Joshua Barnes, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1866); which said bill 
and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11597) grant- 
ing a pension to George M. Apgar, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1867); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12241) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth E. Barber, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1868) ; 
dares said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 

ar. 

Mr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10252) grant- 
ing a pension to Joseph J. Vincent, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1869); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8578) granting 
an increase of pension to Franklin G. Mattern, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1870); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7807) granting 
an increase of pension to John D. Atwater, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1871); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
8565) granting an increase of pension to Andrew La Forge, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1872) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8942) granting 
an increase of pension to Marquis L. Johnson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1873); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9888) granting 
a pension to Abigail Townsend, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1874) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
9093) granting an increase of pension to Farrie M. Allis, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1875) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9813) 
granting a pension to Harriet P. Sanders, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1876) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
10019) granting an increase of pension to Jonathan Shook, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1877) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7609) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles Henderson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1878); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8042) granting 
an increase of pension to Bottol Larsen, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1879); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
Which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10300) granting 


an increase of pension to George C. Sackett, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1880); 
wah said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3978) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel Greenlee, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1881); which 
said bill and report referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4352) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Wolcott, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1882); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House {H. R. 5403) granting 
an increase of pension to John Lines, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1883); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
4717) granting a pension to Marshall U. Gage, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1884); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4766) granting 
an increase of pension to John Deardourff, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1885); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6465) granting 
an increase of pension to Augustus Joyeux, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1886); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4261) granting 
a pension to Louise S. McWhinnie, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1887); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6775) granting 
an increase of pension to William A. Lincoln, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1888); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3223) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas G. McLaughlin, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1889); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
2640) granting a pension to Decatur Harman, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1890); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2195) granting 
a pension to Hannah A. Sawyer, reported the sanie with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1891) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANDY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1241) granting 
an increase of pension to John G. Wallace, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1892) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 523) granting 
an increase of pension to Frank G. Hawkins, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1893); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 533) granting an increase of pension 
to Sumner F. Hunnewell, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1894) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1655) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry A. Wheeler, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1895); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 


endar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
13153) granting an increase of pension to George Budden, re- 
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ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1896); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8823) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles C. Briant, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1897); 
bhp said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar., 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 16126) to enlarge the author- 
ity of the Mississippi River Commission in making allotments 
and expenditures of funds appropriated by Congress for the 
improvement of the Mississippi River—-to the Committee on 
Levees and Improvements of the Mississippi River. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16127) to establish a 
light and fog signal in New York Bay, at the entrance to the 
dredged channel at Greenville, N. J.—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 16128) concerning the 
make-up of the Official Army Register—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16129) providing for the purchase by the 
Government of the United States of the painting of The His- 
torical Portrait Group, by A. G. Heaton, of Washington, D. C., 
containing eighteen portraits of the promoters of the new Li- 
brary building—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. BIRDSALL: A bill (H. R. 16130) providing for free 
trade with the Philippine Islands—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CUSHMAN: A bill (H. R. 16131) to aid in the con- 
struction of a railroad and telegraph and telephone line in the 
district of Alaska—to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 16132) granting certain pub- 
lic lands to the State of Nebraska for the support of common 
schools—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 16183) to simplify the 
issue of enrollments and licenses of vessels of the United 
States—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
erles. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 16134) to regulate and 
provide for the direction and preparation of medical prescrip- 
tions in all the Territories under the exclusive control and juris- 
diction of the United States and in its insular possessions—to 
the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McNARY: A bill (H. R. 16135) to establish postal 
savings banks for depositing savings at interest, with the se- 
curity of the Government for the repayment thereof, and for 
other purposes—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16136) fixing the pay of letter carriers—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 16187) to amend section 
8392, Revised Statutes, as amended by section 32, act of Octo- 
ber 1, 1890—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILEY of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 16138) to grant a 
right of way through the military reservation at Fort Morgan 
to the Navy Cove Harbor and Railroad Company, and for other 
purposes—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 16139) to improve Little 
Sandy River, in the State of Kentucky, by removing rocks, 
snags, and other obstructions to the floating commerce of 
same—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H. R. 16140) to authorize the 
maintaining and operating for toll an existing structure across 
the Tugaloo River, known as Knox’s bridge, at a point where 
said river is the boundary between the States of South Carolina 
and Georgia—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 16141) to amend section 
679 of an act entitled “An act to establish a code of law for 
the District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 1901, and an act 
entitled “An act to prevent the spread of contagious diseases 
in the District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 1897—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16142) to amend sections 675, 676, 683, 684, 
and 686 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia, and 
other laws and regulations relating to the registration of deaths, 
remoyal of dead bodies, and for other purposes—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 


By Mr. GRONNA: A bill (H. R. 16225) providing for the 
creating of a fund with the Comptroller of the Currency for the 
payment of deposits in national banks that may hereafter be- 
come insolvent—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FLACK: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 109) provid- 
ing for a suryey of the harbor at Ogdensburg, N. Y.—to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. HERMANN: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 110) pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitution providing for the 
election of Senators of the United States—to the Committee 
on Election of President, Vice-President, and Representatives 
in Congress. 

By Mr. LOVERING: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 111) au- 
thorizing the Secretary of War, in his discretion, to cause to 
be sold or leased the Alaskan telegraph system of the United 
States—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Illinois: A resolution (H. Res. 353) con- 
cerning allowances for clerk hire to certain committees of the 
House—to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. GILLESPIE: A resolution (H. Res. 354) requesting 
information from the Attorney-General concerning a combina- 
tion between certain druggists and manufacturers of patent 
medicines—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LACEY: A memorial from the Iowa general assem- 
bly, favoring the pure-food law—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DAWSON: A memorial from the legislature of the 
State of Iowa, favoring the enactment of a pure-food law— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII. private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ACHESON: A bill (H. R. 16143) to correct the mili- 
tary record of Henry Applegate—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16144) to 
correct the military record of William R. Walsh—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: A bill (H. R. 16145) granting a pen- 
sion to Edward Howard—to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 16146) granting a pension 
to Casandra Kane—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16147) granting a pension to Mary F. 
Clayton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16148) granting a pension to Frances M. 
Mintzer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16149) granting a pension to Matilda 
Daly—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16150) granting a pension to Ellen 
Downs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16151) granting a pension to George A. 
Cooper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16152) granting a pension to Catherine 
Hutchinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16153) granting a pension to W. V. Felt- 
well—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16154) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles E. Tipton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16155) granting an increase of pension to 
James Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16156) granting an increase of pension to 
Alfred Wood—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16157) granting an increase of pension to 
Aaron Archer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16158) granting an increase of pension to 
Harriett V. Gobrecht—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16159) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry D. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16160) to remove the charge of desertion 
from James Bothwell—to the Committee on Militar? Affairs 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16161) to remove the charge of desertion 
against James Dolin—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16162) to remove the charge of desertion 
from Charles H. Silby—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BIRDSALL: A bill (H. R. 16163) granting a pension 
to Walter G. Fox—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16164) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16165) granting an increase of pension to 
Morris Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. BURGESS: A bill (H. R. 16166) for the relief of 
A. J., C. C., and T. W. Hodges—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: A bill (H. R. 16167) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John L. Thompson—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16168) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles A. Chase—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 16169) granting a pension to 
Neal O'Donnel Parks—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 16170) for the 
relief of Eberhard Giebler—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 16171) granting 
an increase of pension to Orson N. Coon—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COUSINS: A bill (H. R. 16172) granting an increase 
of pension to Alexander M. Proctor—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. CURRIER: A bill (H. R. 16178) granting a pension 
to Sarah Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DOVENER: A bill (H. R. 16174) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John Williamson—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRAPER: A bill (H. R. 16175) granting an increase 
of pension to Samuel H. Bentley—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. DWIGHT: A bill (H. R. 16176) granting an increase 
of pension to William J. Moon—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 16177) granting an increase 
of pension to Nelson E. Evans—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FLACK: A bill (H. R. 16178) granting a pension 
to John W. Treadway—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. FLETCHER: A bill (H. R. 16179) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William N. J. Burns—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. z a 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 16180) for the relief 
of the legal representatives of Horace Walker, late of the city of 
Glasgow, Mo.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GRANGER: A bill (H. R. 16181) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Ann Rafferty—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. GUDGER: A bill (H. R. 16182) granting an increase 
of pension to S. F. Williams—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16183) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan A. Reynolds—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HALE: A bill (H. R. 16184) granting an increase of 
pension to Elijah W. Adkins—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 16185) granting a pension 
to Martin Markeson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16186) granting a pension to William 
T. A. H. Boles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. R. 16187) granting an increase 
55 pension to Ira A. Wood—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. . 
By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 16188) granting 
a pension to Edward C. Bowers—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HOAR: A bill (H. R. 16189) to pay John A. Taft for 
services rendered during the civil war—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 16190) granting an increase 
of pension to J. T. Caskey—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 16191) to remove the charge 
of desertion from the record of John W. Claxton—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HUFF: A bill (H. R. 16192) granting an increase of 
pension to Charles Reed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16193) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Shrader—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KALANIANAOLE: A bill (H. R. 16194) for payment 
to Liliuokalani, formerly Queen of the Kingdom of Hawaii—to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KLEPPER: A bill (H. R. 16195) granting an increase 
o pension to David Groves—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LAMB: A bill (H. R. 16196) for the relief of Frederic 
William Scott—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. LEE: A bill (H. R. 16197) for the relief of the heirs 
5 e Elizar A. Clay, deceased—to the Committee on War 

aims. 

By Mr. LITTAUER: A bill (H. R. 16198) for the relief of 
Robert H. Brown—to the Committee on War Claims. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 16199) for the relief of Robert H. Brown 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16200) for the relief of Francis J. Cleary, a 
midshipman in the United States Navy—to the Committee on 
Nayal Affairs. 

By Mr. MAHON: A bill (H. R. 16201) for the relief of the 
legal representatives of Samuel Schiffer—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16202) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Joseph Uhll—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16203) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Douglas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bul (H. R. 16204) granting an increase of pension to 
Isabella Brockway—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 16205) for the relief of the es- 
tate of Kelita Suit, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 16206) for the relief of the 
estate of Vincente Gomez, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 16207) for 
the relief of Alan Rigan, or Allen Riggan—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 16208) for the relief of the 
heirs of W. W. Fenton—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16209) for 
the relief of the estate of T. S. Grider, deceased—to the Commit- 
tee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16210) granting an increase of pension to 
Abraham G. Long—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16211) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Montgomery—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: A bill (H. R. 16212) granting an increase 
of pension to Henry C. Stuart—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 16213) to 
grant certificates of merit to Edward R. Coppock and others—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SOUTHWICK: A bill (H. R. 16214) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Theodore Metcalf—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 16215) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary Dagenfield—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16216) for the relief of Thomas Finley— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. TYNDALL: A bill (H. R. 16217) granting an increase 
of pension to Tennessee Miles—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBBER: A bill (H. R. 16218) for the relief of The 
Daily Globe—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16219) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles B. Hummelwright—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. WEISSE: A bill (H. R. 16220) granting an increase 
of pension to George C. Powell—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16221) granting an increase of pension to 
Job Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOODYARD: A bill (H. R. 16222) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Napoleon B. Ferrell—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H. R. 16223) to renew letters 
patent heretofore issued to Leonidas A. Roberts—to the Commit- 
tee on Patents. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16224) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis M. Crawford—to the Committee on Pensions. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
15894) granting an increase of pension to Alma L. Wells, and it 
was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 2 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa- 
pers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of railway organizations, ask- 
ing for legislation in relation to the liability of employers and 
the use of the injunction process by the courts—to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of Freedom Lodge, No. 802, of 
Rochester, Pa., and Division No. 326, Order of Railway Con- 
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pape for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Industry, Pa., against bill H. R. 
10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Henry Applegate 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Irwin M. Holt—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of the State Fed- 
eration of Pennsylvania Women, for preservation of Niagara 
Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Wo- 
men, for the Morris law and for a forest reservation in the 
White Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, for repeal of reve- 
zae tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

cans. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, relative to the Five 
Civilized Tribes of Indians—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Wisconsin: Petition of citizens of Albion, 
Wis., against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Petition of the International Ga- 
zette, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Methodist Episcopal ministers of Buffalo, 
N. Y., in favor of the Littlefield bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Musicians’ Protective Association of Buf- 
1 7 N. X., favoring bill H. R. 8748—to the Committee on Naval 

airs. 

Also, petitions of the Buffalo Credit Men’s Association, the 
Buffalo Hard Wood Exchange, the Buffalo Lumber Exchange, 
the Chamber of Commerce, the Manufacturers’ Club, and the 
East Buffalo Live Stock Association, opposing repeal of the 
bankruptcy law—to the committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALLEN of Maine: Petition of the Maine Coast Uot- 
tager, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of C. A. Hall et al., for bill H. R. 180—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. : 

Also, petition of C. A. Hall et al., for bill H. R. 16099—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of C. A. Hall et al., for a parcels post—to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of C. A. Hall et al., for repeal of reyenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of C. A. Hall et al., against repeal of the 10 
per cent tax on imitation butter—to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of J. B. Clinedinst, relative 
to the merchant marine—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Protective Tariff League, against amend- 
ment of the tariff laws—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., rela- 
tive to post-office legislation—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Columbia National Bank, for bill H. R. 
8073—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: Petition of the Waterways Journal, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
(Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BATES: Petition of the James Houston Company, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of M. F. Robinson, of Sanford, Fla., for pensions 
for. telegraphers of the civil war—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union 
of Conneautville, Pa., against sale of liquor in Government 
buildings—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of M. Bloss, of Titusville, Pa., for pensions to 
telegraphers of the civil war—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

Also, petition of B. C. Spooner, of North East, Pa., for bill 
H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency, 

Also, petition of the Pittsburg Clearing House Association, 
for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 5 

Also, petition of the Shakespeare Club, of Tidioute, Pa., in 
favor of preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Shakespeare Club of Tidioute, Pa., for 
a forest reservation in the White Mountains—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 


Also, petition of K. C. Russell et al., of Union City, Pa., 
against bill H. R. 3022—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Business Men's Exchange, against the 
metric system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
Measures. 

Also, petition of Grange No. 110, of Spartansburg, Pa., for in- 
crease of agricultural experiment stations—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma, against passage of the 
McGuire bill—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition of Sons of Veterans Camp of Union City, Pa., 
against bill H. R. 8181—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: Papers to accompany bill H. R. 
15928—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Frances M. Mitzner, Mary F. Clayton, Henry D. Miller, and 
Cassandra Kane—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Charles E. Tipton— 
to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James Wilson—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Matilda Daly—to 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Alfred Wood—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Harriett V. Go- 
brecht—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Charles H. Silby— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of W. V. Feltwell—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BOWIE: Petition of M. A. Smith, against the tariff 
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOWERSOCRK: Petition of citizens of Franklin 
County, Kans., against Sunday laws—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BUCKMAN: Petition of citizens of St. Cloud and 
Royalton, Minn., against religious legislation—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BURGESS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Hodge Brothers—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of Thompson & 
Co., relative to class legislation in the postal affairs of the 
United States—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, petition of the Edward F. Anderson Company (Limited), 
protesting against any anti-injunction bill—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of J. B. Clinedinst, for promotion of the Amer- 
ican Merchant Marine—to the Committee on the Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Protective Tariff League, against any 
change in the tariff laws—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, for the Bates-Pen- 
rose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., against the parcels-post 
bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. ? 

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: Petition of citizens of Dela- 
ware, against religious legislation—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Diamond State Grange, No. 2, Patrons of 
Husbandry, and other organizations of Delaware, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of estate of George B. Harlan—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: Petition of the Enterprise, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAPRON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Abby P. Bryant—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill for the relief of Neal O'Donnel 
Parks—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CHANEY: Petition of W. S. Douthitt et al., of Sulli- 
yan, Ind., against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Union prisoners of war, 1861-1865, for bill 
H. R. 9—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Philadel- 
phia Maritime Exchange, for bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee 
on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., 
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against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post- | By Mr. FOWLER: Petition of the Union Democrat, against 


Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Flatwood (Pa.) Council, No. 965, favoring 
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Two petitions for the preser- 
vation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Tribune and Enterprise, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DALE: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of Bridget 
Nolan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Peckville Journal and the Pennsylvania 
Lumberman, against the tariff on linotype machines—to’ the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
J. W. Cromwell—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of 
Richard Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James F. West—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DEEMER: Petition of citizens of Anslen, Pa., against 
religious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

By Mr. DOVENER: Petition of the Littleton Enterprise and 
S. S. Buzzerd, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of John Williamson— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 5604) for the relief of 
John Sutton and to accompany bill (H. R. 5373) for the relief 
of John L. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 5391) for the relief of 
Oakley Randall—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of the Ministerial Union of Troy, 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of New York, relative to modification 
of the Chinese-exclusion law—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DRESSER: Petition of citizens of Rayville, La., 
against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, 

Also, petition of the committee on forestry, State Federation 
of Pennsylvania Women, for forest reservations—to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of New York, against bill H. R. 
10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of the Dames of 1846, for in- 
crease of pensions for Mexican-war yeterans—to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Also, petition of Robert S. Waddell, relative to the Du Pont 
powder trust—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Buffalo Credit Men’s Association, against 
repeal of the bankrupt law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of citizens of Sparta, Wis., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Grange, for repeal of reyenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Sparta, Wis., against consolida- 
tion of third and fourth class mail matter or parcels post—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Resolution of the New York Credit 
Men's Association, favoring the amendment to the bankruptcy 
act—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, resolution of the Central Labor Union, favoring passage 
of the ship subsidy bill—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 2 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of Branch Council of Minne- 
sota, United Commercial Travelers, against the bankruptcy 
law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FLOYD: Petitions of the Times; the News, Gra- 
vette; the News, Springdale, and the Madison County Demo- 
crat, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Hannah Furniss—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, petition of Grand View Grange, No. 316, of Addison, 
Vt., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 
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the tariff on linotype machines to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of the Blackford Mail, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Rockford Brewing Com- 
pany and the Henning Brewing Company, against the Hepburn- 
Dolliver bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans, for 
increase of pensions—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of the National City Bank, of Ottawa, relative 
to loan of 10 per cent of surplus—to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

Also, petition of Fuller A. Lawsler, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Hoyt & Rodgers, of Syracuse, against a par- 
cels post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads, 

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: Paper to accompany bill 
for relief of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Webster, W. 
Va.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey: Petition of the Morris- 
town Republican, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Michigan: Petition against religious 
legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, resolutions adopted by Southern Jefferson Grange, No. 
182, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky: Petition of sundry citizens of 
Kentucky, opposing the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on 
the Post-Oflice and Post-Roads. f 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the Columbia National Bank, 
for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, rel- 
ative to inland navigation—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pittsburg, showing why anti- 
pilotage bill should not pass—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of J. B. Clinedinst, of Newport News, Va., rela- 
tive to the ship subsidy—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Pittsburg Clearing House Association, 
for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

Also, petition of the Merchant Marine League, relative to im- 
provement in the merchant marine—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. GREENE: Petition of John H. Clifford Camp, No. 
130, Sons of Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Charles Beers—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men’s Association, for 
amendment of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of D. H. Morris and two others, of New York 
City, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the American Institute of Architects of 
New York, for repeal of the duty on art works—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Homeopathie Medical Society of New 
York, for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Petition of Abdallo Tribe, No. 31, 
Improved Order Red Men, of Hemlock, Ohio, favoring restric- 
tion of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Local No. 418, American Federation of Labor, 
for bill H. R. 8748—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of William McKinley Camp, No. 21, Sons of 
Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. : 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Pleasant Valley Grange; 
Woodstock Grange, No. 83, and Dillingham Grange, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. y 

By Mr. HAY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Rebecca 
J. Fisher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of G. N. Wegener, against bill H. R. 
12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of the Courier, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of the Sailors’ Union of the 
Pacific, against bill S. 27—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Green Mountain Grange, No. 295, of Oregon, 
for removal of the tax on domestic alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Lincoln County, Oreg., against 
passage of bill H. R. 3022, to prevent Sunday banking in post- 
offices—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, resolution of Bellfountaine Grange, of Monroe, Oreg., 
for removal of the tax on domestic alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of Woman’s Union Label League, No. 164, of 
Portland, Oreg., opposing bill S. 27—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition for removal of the tariff on linotype and com- 
posing machines, by the Toledo Reporter, S. B. Clark, editor 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: Petition of the Woodbury Re- 
porter, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Edward C. Bow- 
ers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HITT: Petition of citizens of Iowa, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of the Daily Star, against the tariff on linotype 
machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOAR: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
A. Taft—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of the Woman’s 
Club of Orange, N. J., for a Children’s Bureau—to the Commit- 
tee on Labor. 

Also, petition of the Women’s Reading Club, of Rutherford, 
N. J., for forest reservations and preservation of Niagara Falls— 
to the Committee on Agriculture. . 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of citizens of Milford, Terril, 
and Salix, Iowa, against religious legislation—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petitions of the Hartley Herald and the Albany Demo- 
crat, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of 76 citizens of Slippery Rock, But- 
ler County, Pa., for bill H. R. 13655—to the Committee on 
Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Daniel Shrader— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Charles Reed—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Central Labor Union of Newport News, 
Va., for improvement of the American merchant marine—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Retail Merchants’ Association of La- 
trobe, Pa., for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the James H. Houston Company, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the First Baptist Church of Greensburg, Pa., 
relative to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. JENKINS: Petition of citizens of Pierce County, Wis., 
against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. CLAUDE KITCHIN: Petition of the Free Press, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN: Petition of the Hibernian 
Benevolent Society, for a statue to Commodore Barry—to the 
Committee on the Library. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mildred W. Mitch- 
ell—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KLEPPER: Petition of many citizens of Missouri, 
against the Grosvenor bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KNAPP: Petition of Henderson Grange, No. 145, for a 
ners post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 

ads. 

Also, petition of Pursis Grange, No. 629, for a parcels post— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LACEY: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of 
‘Augusta I. Manro—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of prominent residents of Gettys- 


burg, Pa., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the York County (Pa.) National Bank, for 
bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS: Petition of citizens of Leba- 
non, Ind., against a parcels post—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LEE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of George A. 
Anderson—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, papers to accompany bill H. R. 6439 — to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Robert M. Wil- 
liamson—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LILLEY: Petition of A. L. Cobb et al., against bill 
H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of J. W. Thorburn & Co., recom: 
mending action of the House Committee on Agriculture regard- 
ing free distribution of ordinary varieties of vegetable seeds—to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, resolution of the Buffalo Credit Men's Association, op- 
posing repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans, 
protesting against the inadequate pension of $12 per month—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Marine Trades Council of the Port of 
New York and Vicinity, asking that another battle ship be built 
at the Brooklyn Navy-Yard—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of Robert S. Waddell, protesting against the 
monopoly of the so-called powder trust—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Union ex-Prisoners of War Association, 
in favor of bill H. R. 9—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Peter Henderson & Co., approving the action 
of the Agricultural Committee in eliminating the appropriation 
for free seed distribution—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Smith-Worthington Company, remon- 
strating against the reduction of duty on harness—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LITTAUER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Robert H. Brown—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of citizens of Horicon and Ballston Springs, 
N. Y., against bills H. R. 10510 and 3022—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: Petition of the Enterprise, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LORD: Petitions of the Alpina Evening News and 
the Hillman Herald, against the tariff on linotype machines— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of citizens of Illinois, relative 
to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fatrs. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: Petition of Mantua, Bridgeport, 
and Mickleton Granges, for repeal of revenue tax on denatur- 
ized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, 
against the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: Petition of the Herald, . 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of Elder C. C. Garrigues et al., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: Petition of Local Union No. 315, of 
Grand Forks, N. Dak., Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators, and 
Paper Hangers, for repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of P. A. Cooney and others, favoring free 
alcohol in the arts—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MORRELL: Petition of the State Federation of Penn- 
sylvania Women, for the Morris law for a forest reservation 
in the White Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Wo- 
men, for preserving Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans, 
for increase of pension—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of the Nebraska State board of 
agriculture, for national aid in agricultural teaching—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 8 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of B. F. Jackson & Co., 
against the pure-food bill to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 
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By Mr. PALMER: Petition of Thomas A. Coleman et al., of 
Plymouth, Pa., relative to the Kongo Free State—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. PARSONS: Petition of I. Henry Smith, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of the Owasco Boat Club—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Grange, Patrons of Husbandry ; 
citizens and business firms of New York, and the Owasco Boat 
Club, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POLLARD: Petition of citizens of College View, 
Nebr., against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. DEEMER: Petition of citizens of Roulette, Pa., protest- 
ing against passage of bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. REEDER: Petition of the News, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVES: Petition of citizens of Woodburn, Ill., against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of the Lynn Board of Trade, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

. By Mr. RUPPERT: Resolution of the Buffalo Credit Men's 
Association, opposing repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, resolution of the American Protective League, opposing 
tariff protection to the Philippines—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, resolution of the Linnwan Society, indorsing bill S. 
2966, for the protection of wild animals and birds—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Marine Trades Council of New York, 
asking that a battle ship be built in Brooklyn Navy-Yard—to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: Letter of A. W. A. Perot, of Milford, 
Pa., advocating action on the Kongo Free State—to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, favor- 
ing bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH: Four petitions for the enact- 
ment of a law that will enable farmers to use denaturized alco- 
hol for farm purposes—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


By Mr. SMYSER: Petition of the Morning Journal and Jack-. 


sonian, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of the Review, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Epworth League of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church of Minneapolis, against the Army canteen—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Division No. 40, Order of Railway Conduc- 
tors, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of New York: Petition of Kalo Morven, 
for the metric system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, 
and Measures. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Marine League, relative to 
merchant marine legislation—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Smith-Worthington Company, against bills 
H. R. 9973, 9974, and 9975—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Peter Henderson, against seed distribution— 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Irving National Bank, for bill H. R. 
8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Workingmen’s Federation of New York, 
against the compulsory pilotage bill—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Whitall-Tatum Company, for bill H. R. 
4549—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of J. M. Thorburn & Co., against free distribu- 
tion of seeds—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the New York Board of Trade and Trans- 
portation, for a breakwater at Point Judith—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Barnhart Bros. & Spindler, against the metric 
system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of the New York Clearing House Association, 
for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 
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Also, petition of the Buffalo Credit Men's Association, 
against repeal of the bankruptcy bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union, for an improved 
merchant marine—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, 

Also, petition of the Central Federated Union of New York, 
against the antipilotage bill—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, 

Also, petition of J. B. Cleindinst, for a ship subsidy—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the New York State Grange, against repeal of 
the tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the New York Chapter of the American In- 
stitute of Architects, for repeal of the duty on art works—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Supply and Machinery Dealers’ 
Association, against the metric system—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men's Association, 
against repeal of the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. : 

Also, petition of the Linnean Society of New York, for bill 
S. 2966—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Linnean Society of New York, for bill 
S. 3602—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: Paper to accompany Dill for relief 
of Katie B. Meister—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of P. P. Edsley, of Williams, Minn., in favor of 
the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. VREELAND: -Petition of C. M. Hamilton, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ellington and Ellicottville, N. Y.. 
against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. $ 

By Mr. WANGER: Petition of the Perkiomen Ledger, against 
ze tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. WEBBER: Papers to accompany bill for the relief 
of Charles B. Himmelwright—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WEEMS: Papers relating to claim of B. M. Mc- 
Nary—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of E. A. Easterday-and others, in favor of de- 
naturized alcohol being placed on the free list for use of farm- 
ers—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Herrodsville Grange, for removal of internal- 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


SENATE. 


Tuerspay, March 6, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. Hate. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s 
proceedings; when, on request of Mr. Scorr, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 


ESTIMATES OF APPROPRIATIONS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter 
from the Secretary of War submitting additional estimates of 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, for reg- 
ular supplies, Quartermaster’s Department, $175,998.20; inci- 
dental expenses, Quartermaster’s Department, $50,933.72; bar- 
racks and quarters, $50,125; clothing and camp and garrison 
equipage, $20,000; transportation of Army and its supplies, 


| $702,964.72; total, $1,000,021.64; which, with the accompanying 


papers, was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 


FUEL IN ALASKA. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of War, transmitting certain informa- 
tion relative to the searcity of fuel at Nome, Alaska, together 
with the draft of a bill to authorize sales to be made of certain 
coal on hand at Fort Davis, Alaska; which, with the accom- 
panying papers, was referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, and ordered to be printed. 
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FINDINGS OF COURT OF CLAIMS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the court 
in the cause of Nicaise Lemelle, administrator of the estate of 
Bellot A. Donato, deceased, v. The United States; which, with 
the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


CLAIMS OF POSTMASTERS IN COLORADO. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Postmaster-General, stating, in response to a reso- 
lution of the 3d instant calling for information in reference to 
the amounts alleged to be found due certain former postmasters 
at post-offices in the State of Colorado for salary under the act 
of Congress approved March 3, 1883, that in calling for informa- 
tion of the nature mentioned in the resolution it should be ad- 


dressed to the Secretary of the Treasury, as the office of the | 


Auditor for the Post-Office Department is a branch of the Treas- 
ury Department; which was read. 

Mr. TELLER. I shall desire later to introduce a resolution 
and send it to the Treasury Department for the information 
which I supposed I could get at the Post-Office Department. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The communication will lie on the 
table, and be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
BROWNINd, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the bill (S. 4229) to authorize the sale and disposition 
of surplus or unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian 
Reservation, in the State of Washington, and for other purposes, 
with amendments; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
bill (S. 956). to provide for the election of a Delegate to the 
House of Representatives from the district of Alaska, with an 
amendment; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message further announced that the Hguse had passed 
the following bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 229. An act providing for the purchase of metal and the 
coinage of minor coins, and the distribution and redemption of 
said coins; 

H. R. 8103. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. ; 

H. R. 9165. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the Scandinavian Evangelical Lutheran Little 
Missouri River congregation to certain lands for cemetery pur- 


Ses; 
4. R. 10152. An act granting certain lands to the city of Biloxi, 
in Harrison County, Miss., for park and cemetery purposes ; 

H. R. 10480. An act for the relief of certain settlers upon land 
within the indemnity limits of the present St. Paul, Minneapolis 
and Manitoba Railway Company ; 

H. R. 12845. An act to consolidate the city of South McAlester 
and the town of McAlester, in the Indian Territory ; 

II. R. 15521. An act establishing regular terms of the United 
States circuit and district courts of the northern district of 
California at Eureka, Cal.; and 

H. R. 15583. An act to authorize the Madison Bridge Company 
to construct a bridge across the St. Francis River in St. Francis 
County, Ark., at or near the town of Madison, in said county 
and State. 

„ PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a memorial of the Indiana 
Division of the Travelers’ Protective Association of America, 
remonstrating against the passage of the so-called “ parcels-post 
bill;” which was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and 
Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the Northwestern Cement 
Products Association, of Minneapolis, Minn., praying for the 
enactment of legislation providing for the continuance of the 
investigation by the Geological Survey of cement and other 
structural materials; which was referred to the Committee on 
the Geological Survey. 

Mr. FRYE presented a petition of the delegates of the Osage 
Indians, praying for the retention of the provision in the so- 
called “statehood bill,” providing that the Osage Indian Reser- 
yation in Oklahoma Territory be made one county; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PROCTOR presented a memorial of the Vermont Merino 
Sheep Breeders’ Association, remonstrating against any reduc- 


tion of the present duty on wool and woolen goods; which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of Danville Grange, No, 325, Pa- 
trons of Husbandry, of Danville, Vt., praying for the removal 
of the tax on denaturized alcohol; which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry representatives of the 
railroad employees of Vermont, praying for the passage of the 
so-called “ employers’ liability bill,” and also the anti-injunction 
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. 

Mr. PLATT presented petitions of Alfred D. Hamilton, of New 
York City; Mrs. J. H. Baker, of Albion; Edward Puzey, of 
Buffalo, and R. G. Green, of New York City, all in the State of 
New York, praying for the removal of the internal- revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of Local Council No. 67, 
United Commercial Travelers, of Minneapolis, Minn., praying 
for the adoption of an amendment to.the present bankruptcy 
law; which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CLAPP presented a petition of the Ministers’ Alliance of 
Minneapolis, Minn., praying for an investigation of the exist- 
ing conditions in the Kongo Free State; which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Ile also presented a petition of the Commercial Club of Ait- 
kin, Minn., praying for the enactment of legislation providing 
for the construction of a drainage canal across a loop of the 
Mississippi River in that State; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of Duluth Camp, No. 5, Sons of 
Veterans, of Duluth, Minn., praying for the adoption of a cer- 
tain amendment to the bill (H. R. 8181) to prohibit the wearing 
of the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue 
Service; which was referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

He also presented the petition of E. M. Ferguson, president of 
the Western Fruit Jobbers’ Association, praying for the adop- 
tion of certain amendments to the so-called “ Hepburn railroad 
rate bill” relative to private car line features; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. PETTUS presented sundry papers in support of the bill 
(S. 2676) for the relief of the heirs of Charles L. King, de- 
ceased ; which were referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. WARNER presented a petition of the Association of Mex- 
ican War Veterans of the State of Missouri, praying for the en- 
actment of legislation granting increase of pensions to vet- 
erans of the Mexican war; which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 4568) 
granting an increase of pension to Mary E. Cash; which was 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a memorial of Stephen J. Went- 
worth Camp, No. 14, Sons of Veterans, of Somersworth, N. H., 
remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to prohibit 
the wearing of the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
or Revenue Service; which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of the North Capitol and Eck- 
ington Citizens’ Association, of Washington, D. C., praying for 
the enactment of legislation providing compulsory education in 
the District of Columbia; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the subcommittee on charities 
of the national capital, praying for the enactment of legislation 
to improve housing and health conditions, to prevent wife deser- 
tion, to require cémpulsory education, and to prohibit child 
labor in the District of Columbia; which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HEYBURN presented a paper to accompany the bill (8. 
97) granting an increase of pension to Thomas F. Carey; which 
was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented papers to accompany the bill (S. 4739) 
granting an increase of pension to Benjamin F. Burgess; which 
were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SIMMONS presented sundry papers to accompany the bill 
(S. 1281) for the relief of John S. Young; which were referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. KITTREDGE presented a memorial adopted by the joint 
protective board of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen on 
the Chicago and Northwestern Railway, representing 1,500 
employees of that system, of Huron, S. Dak., remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation giving arbitrary power to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to fix transportation rates, 
etc.; which was ordered to lie on the table. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3506) for the relief of Henry E. 
Rhoades, assistant engineer, United States Navy, retired, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. ALLER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 505) for the relief of Jacob Livingston & Co., 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SCOTT (for Mr. ALGER), from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 11748) granting an 
increase of pension to James Wilson, reported it with an amend- 
ment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 13010) granting an increase of pension 
to Alice B. Hartshorne, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: A 

A bill (H. R. 14358) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Morrow ; 

A bill (H. R. 7412) granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Collins; 

A bill (H. R. 6895) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Ward; 

A bill (H. R. 1775) granting a pension to Alexander Kinnison ; 

A bill (H. R. 8981) granting an increase of pension to John 
McKeever ; 

A bill (H. R. 3435) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
W. Ballade; 

A bill (H. R. 3553) granting an increase of pension to Leyi 
Pick; and- 

A bill (H. R. 3557) granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Wilkins. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally. with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 14123) granting an increase of pension to Gott- 
lieb Spitzer, alias Gottfried Bruner ; 

A bill (H. R. 2763) granting an increase of pension to An- 
thony Sherlock ; 

A bill (H. R. 2766) granting an increase of pension to Horace 
E. Brown; 

A bill (H. R. 2982) granting an increase of pension to Ansel 
K. Tisdale; 

A bill (II. R. 3284) granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Callahan ; 

A bill (H. R. 2060) granting an increase of pension to John 
Farrell; 

A-bill (H. R. 1331) granting an increase of pension to Ros- 
well J. Kelsey ; 

A bill (H. R. 3685) granting an increase of pension to James 
O. Tobey ; 

A bill (H. R. 3698) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
E. Miller ; 

A bill (H. R. 1911) granting an increase of pension to Har- 
riet E. Grogan, formerly Preston; 

A bill (H. R. 2100) granting an increase of pension to Hiram 
Wilde ; 

A bill (H. R. 1912) granting a pension to Julia A. Powell? 

A bill (H. R. 11353) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
M. Woodworth; and 

A bill (H. R. 11000) granting an increase of pension to Mar- 
tha J. Wilson. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 11536) granting an increase of 
pension to James D. Hudson, reported it with an amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon, 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 12494) granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Crane; 

A bill (H. R. 3384) granting a pension to Benjamin H. 


Decker ; 

A bill (H. R. 2006) granting a pension to Florence B. 
Knight; 

A bill (H. R. 1997) granting an increase of pension to San- 
ford C. H. Smith; 

A bill (H. R. 1205) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
P. Bigger; 

A bill (H. R. 1058) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
phonso H. Harvey; 


A bill (H. R. 3452) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
McGaughey ; 

A bill (H. R. 1243) granting an increase of pension to John 
W. Burton; ` 

A bill (H. R. 7622) granting an increase of pension to Her- 
mann Lieb; 

A bill (H. R. 2093) granting a pension to Sarah A. Pitt; 

A bill (H. R. 12720) granting a pension to Sarah Duffield; 

A bill (H. R. 7765) granting an increase of pension to George 
Gaylord; and 

A bill (H. R. 10770) granting a pension to Helen P. Martin. 

Mr. DICK, from the Committee on Mines and Mining, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 3253) to apply a portion of the 
proceeds of the sales of public lands to the endowment of 
schools or departments of mines and mining in connection with 
the colleges established in the several States under the pro- 
visions of an act approved July 2, 1862, entitled “An act donat- 
ing public lands to the several States and Territories which 
may provide colleges for the benefit of agriculture and the me- 
chanic arts,“ and for similar purposes, being a further supple- 
ment to said act, reported it with amendments, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

Mr. KEAN, from the Committee on Claims, to when was 
referred the bill (S. 682) for the relief of Andrew H. Russell 
and William R. Livermore, reported it with an amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. - 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 3581) providing for the payment to the New York 
Marine Repair Company, of Brooklyn, N. X., of the cost of the 
repairs to the steamship Lindesfarne, necessitated by injuries 
received from being fouled by the United States Army trans- 
port Crook in May, 1900, reported it without amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PERKINS, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 8405) authorizing the payment 
to the Superintendent of the Government E ital for the In- 
sane of pay due to persons in the Navy or Marine Corps under 
treatment at that institution, reported it without amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. MORGAN, from the Committee on Public Health and 
National Quarantine, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1746), 
for the relief of C. B. McClenny, asked to be discharged from 
its further consideration, and that it be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims; which was agreed to. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Mines and Min- 
ing, to whom was refer the bill (S. 2878) to establish an 
assay office at Salt Lake City, State of Utah, reported it with- 
out amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. KITTREDGE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 3436) to provide for the settle- 
ment of a claim of the United States against the State of Mich- 
igan for moneys held by said State as trustee for the United 
States in connection with the St. Marys Falls Ship Canal, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PROCTOR, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 345) to provide for 
an increased annual appropriation for agricultural experiment 
stations and regulating the expenditure thereof, reported it 
without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 


FRANCIS J. CLEARY. 


Mr. HALE. I report back favorably with an amendment 
from the Committee on Naval Affairs the bill (S. 4593) for the 
relief of Francis J. Cleary, a midshipman in the United States 
Navy. If there is no objection, I should like to have the bill 
passed. 

The Secretary read the bill; and by unanimous consent the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

The amendment of the Committee on Nayal Affairs was, in 
line 11, after the word “ advanced,” to strike out the additional 
proviso, in the following words: 

Provided further, That this officer may hereafter, in due course, if 
found mentally, morally, and professionally qualified to perform the 


shore duties of the several grades, be promoted to but not above the 
grade of lieutenant. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the President be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to nominate and, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
to appoint Francis J. Cleary, now a midshi in the United States 
Navy, to the grade and rank of ensign on the active list of the Navy, 
to take rank with the members of his class according to proficiency as 
shown by order of merit at the date of final uation : Provided, 
That the said Cleary shall be an additional number in the grade of 
ensign, and in any grade in which he may hereafter be advan 


The amendment was agreed to, 
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The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FRYE introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Commerce : 

A bill (S. 4885) relating to tonnage-tax exemptions; and 

A bill (S. 4886) to simplify the issue of enrollments and 
licenses of vessels of the United States. 

Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 4887) granting an increase of 
pension to Calvin C. Hussey ; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. PETTUS introduced a bill (S. 4888) to grant a right of 
way through the military reservation at Fort Morgan, Ala., 
to the Navy Cove Harbor and Railroad Company, and for 
other purposes; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. TELLER introduced the following bills; which were sey- 
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 4889) granting an increase of pension to John 
Hixon; and 

A bill (S. 4890) granting an increase of pension to Lorin N. 
Hawkins. * 

Mr. McENERY introduced a bill (S. 4891) for the relief of 
Nancy C. Thompson; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. SIMMONS introduced a bill (S. 4892) to correct the 
military record of Russell Franklin; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by they titles, and, with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4893) granting an increase of pension to John T. 


Ross; 

A bill (S. 4894) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
Ramsey ; and 

A bill (S. 4895) granting an increase of pension to William 
Norton. 

Mr. SIMMONS introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4896) for the relief of W. J. Craddock ; 

A bill (S. 4897) for the relief of the heirs of Dr. J. B. Owen; 
and 

A bill (S. 4898) for the relief of W. T. Dixon. 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4899) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Ann Thompson; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4900) granting a pension to Mary C. Hilt; and 

A bill (S. 4901) granting an increase of pension to Joshua M. 
Lounsberry. 

Mr. ALLEE introduced a bill (S. 4902) to provide for the 
purchase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon 
in the city of Smyrna, State of Delaware; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4903) for the prevention of tu- 
berculosis in the District of Columbia; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. CLAPP (by request) introduced a bill (S. 4904) to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
simple to the allottees of the Sac and Fox of Missouri and Iowa 
tribes in Kansas and Nebraska, to pay per capita the amounts 
due said tribes under existing law, and to allot the surplus 
tribal land of the Sac and Fox of Missouri; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4905) granting a pension to 
Peter B. Groat; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4906) granting a pension to Wil- 
mot Stevens; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. FLINT introduced a bill (S. 4907) granting the Edison 
Electric Company a permit to occupy certain lands for electric 


power plants in the San Bernardino, Sierra, and San Gabriel 
forest reserves, in the State of California; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Forest Reserva- 
tions and the Protection of Game. 

Mr. SMOOT introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4908) granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Kimball; and 
aia (S. 4909) granting an increase of pension to Louis 

el, 

Mr. SCOTT introduced a bill (S. 4910) granting an increase 
of pension to William Wright; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. DUBOIS introduced a bill (S. 4911) making an appro- 
priation for the training of teachers to instruct deaf children 
before they are of school age; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He Also introduced a bill (S. 4912) to enable the Department 
of Agriculture to conduct demonstration experiments for the 
purpose of eradicating pear blight in Idaho; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4913) for the completion of the 
surveys on the Fort Lemhi and Fort Hall Indian reservations, 
and for a reconnoissance survey for an irrigation system for the 
Fort Hall Indian Reservation; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. PERKINS introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4914) for the relief of the estate of Vicente Gomez, 
deceased; and 

A bill (S. 4915) for the relief of the estate of Joaquin Gomez, 
deceased. 

Mr. PERKINS introduced a bill (S. 4916) granting an hon- 
orable discharge to Henry Finnegass; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. DICK introduced the following bills; which were sever- 
ally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4917) granting an increase of pension to Alfred B. 
Chileote ; 

A bill (S. 4918) granting an increase of pension to Jacob S. 
Fisher; and 

A bill (S. 4919) granting a pension to George L. Dietz. 

Mr. CLAY introduced a bill (S. 4920) for the relief of the 
Christian Church of Atlanta, Ga.; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. BACON introduced a bill (S. 4921) for the relief of Joel 
Cross; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. CARTER introduced a bill (S. 4922) granting a pension to 
William J. Bailey; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. ALGER introduced a bill (S. 4923) granting an increase 
of pension to Allen S. Rose; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. WARREN introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 40) au- 
thorizing the Secretary of War to sell to citizens of Nome, 
Alaska, limited quantities of coal for domestic uses; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. CLAPP submitted the following amendments, intended to 
be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which 
were referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed: 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of a 
patent in fee to any Indian of the Oneida Reservation, in Wis- 
consin, for lands heretofore allotted to him; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of pat- 
ents in fee for lands heretofore allotted to them, to Sarah Jones 
and certain other Indian allottees ; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing August Trudell, San- 
tee allottee, and certain other Indian allottees, to sell and con- 
yey not exceeding one-half of their respective allotments, etc. ; 

An amendment (by request) proposing to appropriate $10,000 
for the support and civilization of the Kaibab Indians in Utah, 
ete. 5 
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An amendment (by request) authorizing the cancellation of 
the patents for lands allotted to certain Indians of the Devils 
Lake Indian Reservation, N. Dak. ; 

An amendment removing the restrictions upon the patent is- 
sued to Angelique Dupuis for land in the State of South Dakota ; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of fee 
simple patents to Maynard C. Armstrong and certain other In- 
dian allottees ; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of pat- 
ents in fee simple to James Garvie and certain other Indian al- 
lottees ; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the setting apart for 
the use in common of the Indians in the Walker River Indian 
Reservation, in the State of Nevada, of tracts of timber land, 
ete. ; 

An amendment (by request) removing the restrictions upon 
the allotments heretofore granted to Good Hawk and certain 
other Indian allottees ; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of pat- 
ents in fee to Doshia E. Phillips and certain other members of 
the Citizen band of Potawatomi Indians in Oklahoma ; 

An amendment (by request) proposing to repeal part of the 
act of March 3, 1905, authorizing the issuance of patents in fee 
to certain members of the Kickapoo tribe of Indians in the Ter- 
ritory of Oklahoma ; 

An amendment proposing to appropriate $901.23 to pay the 
heirs of Thomas LeBlanc, Sioux scout, the sum alleged to be due 
said heirs; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of pat- 
ents in fee simple to Elsie Grace Pilcher and certain other 
Omaha Indians ; 

An amendment (by request) proposing to amend the act of 
March 3, 1901, relative to the giving of credit to Indians by 
traders upon the Osage Indian Reservation, etc. ; 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of pat- 
ents in fee simple to Reuben H. Cabney and certain other In- 
dian allottees; and 

An amendment (by request) authorizing the issuance of pat- 
ents in fee simple to George W. Dupuis and certain other In- 
dian allottees. 

Mr. HEYBURN submitted an amendment proposing to fix the 
salary of the district attorney for the district of Idaho at $4,000 
per annum, intended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to fix the salary 
of the United States marshal for the district of Idaho at $4,000 
per annum, intended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PROCTOR submitted an amendment providing that so 
much of the act of April 23, 1904, concerning increase of one 
grade to officers of the Army who served with credit during the 
civil war be amended so as to authorize the President to in- 
clude in the provisions of the act officers who were retired for 
wounds or disability incident to the service since the passage 
of the act of October 20, 1890, etc., intended to be proposed by 
him to the Army appropriation bill; which, with the accom- 
panying paper, was referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ALGER submitted an amendment authorizing the Presi- 
dent to nominate and, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, appoint and place upon the retired list of the Army, 
with the rank of captain mounted, such persons as may be over 
62 years of age and have served over twenty-two years in the 
Regular Army, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the Army 
apprepriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


ACCOUNTS OF POSTMASTERS IN COLORADO. 


Mr. TELLER. I submit a resolution calling for information 
from the Treasury Department, and I ask for its present con- 
sideration. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


— Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, 
directed to have stated in the Sixth Auditor's Office the salary 8 
of former postmasters, named on annexed memorandum schedule, who 
served at st-offices in Colorado in terms between July 1, 1864, and 
July 1, 1874, and who applied to the Postmaster-General prior to Jan- 
8 1. 1887, for payment of increased salary under the act of March 
3, 1883, such salary accounts to be stated upon the registered returns 
of each postmaster for each term of service, and by the method and 
rule laid down by the Postmaster-General for the statement and pay- 
ment of salary accounts of former postmasters under the act of March 
8, 1883, in his public order of February 16, 1884, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury is hereby directed to report to the Senate such stated 
2 5 accounts of former postmasters as soon as they can be made 
ready. 
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Mr. PROCTOR. I should be glad to have the Senator from 


Colorado give some explanation of this matter. I have been 
receiving for a good many years letters in regard to salaries due 
postmasters upon former accounts in Vermont. The query I 
wish to make is, If there is any justice in the claim, why should 
it not apply to the whole country and not to one State alone? 
Mr. TELLER. I suppose, perhaps, it ought, in justice, to 
apply generally, but we have an unusually large number of these 
claims from the State of Colorado, owing to the fact that the 
population increased so rapidly that many postmasters were 
compelled to advance money. These are accounts which have 
already been audited in the Auditor’s office. I bave no objection 
if the Senator wants to cover other States, but I would a little 
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rather that he would allow the resolution to pass, and then sub- 
mit one for the claims in Vermont. 


Mr. PROCTOR. I make no objection to the resolution. I 
merely wanted an explanation. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and 
agreed to. 

HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY. 


Mr. PROCTOR submitted the following resolution ; which was 
referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry be, and Is 
hereby, authorized to employ a beg pre mg from time to time, as 
may be necessary, to report such testimony as may be taken by the 
committee or its subcommittees in connection with matters before * 
to have the same printed for its use, and such stenographer be pai 
out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 


PRINTING OF TOPICAL INDEX RELATIVE TO FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


Mr. CLAPP submitted the following resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee on Printing: 

Resolved, That there be printed 1,000 ae of the Topical Index to 
the Twelve ual Reports of the Co ion to the Five Civilized 
Tribes, to the Secretary of the Interior; 200 copies for the use of the 
Senate, 300 copies for the use of the House o: resentatives, and 
500 copies for the use of the Department of the Interior. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that to- 
morrow at the close of the routine business, subject to the 
pending notice of the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Scorr], 
I shall submit some remarks upon House bill 12987, being the 
bill proposing to amend the act regulating interstate commerce. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I dislike the practice of 
giving such a notice, but it seems to be generally in vogue, and 
consequently I will give one. 

I desire to say that on Monday the 12th, with the permission 
of the Senate, I will submit some remarks on the rate bill. If 
that bill should be the order of business on that day, I would 
be glad, with the courtesy of the Senate, to make what remarks 
I shall upon the bill in that order. If it shall not be the order 
of business on that day I would be glad to speak immediately 
after the expiration of the routine morning business. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I can only say, for the information of the 
Senator from Texas, that, of course, the Senate itself will de- 
termine what shall be the regular business, but that I shall 
endeavor to have the rate bill taken up as soon as the state- 
hood bill is voted on. So I hope the Senator will have a chance 
to speak on the bill itself. 

THE FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of 
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5976) to provide for the final dis- 
position of the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian 
Territory, and for other purposes, and requesting a conference 
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. 

Mr. CLAPP. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments and agree to the conference asked by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent the Vice-President was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. CLAPP, 
Mr. McCumser, and Mr. Dusois were appointed. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 

H. R. 229. An act providing for the purchase of metal and 
the coinage of minor coins, and the distribution and redemption 
of said coins; was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce: 

H. R. 8103. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. ; and 

H. R. 15583. An act to authorize the Madison Bridge Com- 
pany to construct a bridge across the St. Francis River in St. 
Francis County, Ark., at or near the town of Madison, in said 
county and State. 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, f 


and referred to the Committee on Public Lands: 

H. R. 9165. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the Scandinavian Evangelical Lutheran Little 
Missouri River congregation to certain lands for cemetery pur- 


poses ; 

H. R. 10152. An act granting certain lands to the city of 
Biloxi, in Harrison County, Miss., for park and cemetery pur- 
poses; and 


H. R. 10480. An act for the relief of certain settlers upon 
land within the indemnity limits of the present St. Paul, Min- 
neapolis and Manitoba Railway Company. 

H. R. 12845. An act to consolidate the city of South Me- 
Alester and the town of McAlester, in the Indian Territory, 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Indian Depredations. 

H. R. 15521. An act establishing regular terms of the United’ 
States circuit and district courts of the northern district of 
California at Eureka, Cal., was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

MEDICAL DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY. 


Mr. WARREN. I ask the Senate to proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1539) to increase the efficiency of the 
Medical Department of the United States Army. The bill was 
passed February 5 last, and the following day by unanimous con- 
sent was replaced upon the Calendar. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Wyoming? The Chair hears none, and the 
question is on agreeing to the motion to reconsider the yote by 
which the bill was passed. 

The motion to reconsider was agreed to. 

Mr. HALE. I understand the bill is now before the Senate 
and subject to amendment. 

Mr. LODGE. The bill was engrossed and read the third time, 
of course. 

Mr. HALE. And that vote has not been reconsidered? 

Mr. LODGE. No; only the vote on the passage of the Dill 
was reconsidered. There are always two votes, the vote on 
oe to a third reading, and the vote on the passage of the 

Mr. FRYE. And after a bill is ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading it is not open to amendment. So if the Senator 
desires to offer an amendment he must ask that the vote by 
which the bill was ordered fo a third reading and was read the 
third time be reconsidered. : 

Mr. HALE. There will be no objection to that, of course. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote by 
which the bill was ordered to a third reading and read the third 
time will be reconsidered. The bill is in the Senate and open to 
amendment. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I wish to call the attention of 
the Senate to this bill, to what it will lead to, and that it is 
a part of the general programme of the General Staff of the 
Army for an increase of the Army in every direction. There 
are bills, copies of which I have here, that have already been 
introduced, covering an increase in almost every one of the 
different corps or branches of the Army, recommended by the 
General Staff. This is one of them. There is one for the 
Ordnance Corps, which slipped through in my absence, or I 
should have then called the attention of the Senate to it. But 
it has gone to the House, and is there being considered. 

I want the Senate, before this bill passes, to understand fully 
that it is one of a series of measures perfected by the General 
Staff to increase the present Army of the United States. In- 
stead of putting it in a general bill, which I presume would 
have been rejected at once by the Senate, the attack is made 
in detail, and this is the first one that has come before the 
Senate for discussion. 

I am bound to say that I do not believe in the present 
condition of the country and its revenues, and, in view of the 
general considerations touching this question, there is any call 
for an increase of the Regular Army. It is a body of 60,000 
men. We fixed the limit only a few years ago. But there 
is one body of men, Mr. President, who will never rest con- 
tented until the Army is increased. It is not the Secretary 
of War, although he transmits the reports, but it Is the Gen- 
eral Staff, the board of military men who have taken charge 
of the War Department, so far as its administration in a mili- 
tary way goes, and have made their recommendations. 

I wish to have the Secretary read, because it will show 
better than I can in detail, a statement, including this bill and 
all the other bills, all to the same point, the increase of the 
Army, under the several bills that have been submitted. I ask 
the Secretary to read it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read it, in the 
absence of objection. 

Mr. WARREN. What is the statement? Who made it? 

Mr, HALE. As the Senator will see, it is a statement of the 
different bills which have been presented. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

IMPORTANT BILLS SENT TO CONGRESS BY SECRETARY TAFT. 
WASHINGTON, January 29, 1906. 

Secretary Taft to-day sent to Congress drafts of several important 

bills designed to increase the efficiency of the Army. ‘The bills were 
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introduced by Representative HULL, chairman of the House Committee 
on Military Affairs. 


One of these measures provides for a separation of the field from 
the coast artillery, retaining the corps organization for the latter. 
The coast artillery is increased by officers and men necessary for the 
torpedo defenses of the harbors, and an attempt is made by increase 
of pay to remedy the present impossibility of retaining highly trained 
men. The bill provides for eater flexibility in the companies of 
coast artillery. The field artillery is increased by six batteries, and 
regimental 3 is given to it. The total increase in both arms 

rovided for is 5,000 men, and the estimated cost for the first year is 

2,000,000. In addition there will be an estimated expense of $5,500,- 
000 for barracks, gun sheds, etc., to cover a period of five years. 

Another bill is designed to provide a partial reserve for coast de- 
fense in case of actual or impending war. The bill provides for a force 
of not to exceed 50, men, who will have served not less than one 
complete enlistment in the Regular Army. They are to be enlisted for 
five-year terms, and to be carried on the rolls of the Military Secre- 
tary's Office, to be allowed to live where they please in the United 
States, but to be subject to call by the President for ten days of each 
year for instruction, and on the outbreak of a foreign war to be called 

to active service. Secretary Taft explains that the bill provides 
means of enabling the President to comply with the act of February 2, 
1901, to increase the Army to 100,000 men in case of an emergency. 
The total cost is estimated at about $2,000,000 a year. The Secretary 
says: 
“The necessity for a reserve of trained men was shown at the out- 
break of the Spanish war, when it was found to be im ible to secure 
men for the Regular Army who had had previous training, whic 
sitated regiments going into battle at their peace strength. e pur- 
poan of the bill is simply to have available a trained force to bring the 

gular Army to the strength now authorized by law, which would 
practically double its efficiency, and the annual increased expenditure 
for that purpose would be only about 3 per cent of the present cost of 
the permanent military establishment.” 

Another bill provides for increasing the efficiency of Army bands, 
both in number of members and the scale of pay. The Secretary says 
the present scale of the playing members of the military band runs 
from $13 to $22 a month, which is utterly inadequate to secure and 
keep competent musicians. 

he Secretary strongly araos the passage of a bill increasing the pay 
of noncommissioned officers in accordance with the principles followed 
in the armies of all other great powers. 

One bill provides for a system of retirement by selection with a view 
to promote advancement. The bill provides that should the average 
number of vacancies in each grade from all causes from colonel down 
to frst lieutenant be less than a certain per cent of the total number of 
officers in the grade next below, additional vacancies to bring the total 
to the required number shall be 8 according to the Secretary, 
“by weeding out the least efficient officers.” The Secretary adds: 

“Tt seeks to provide a remedy for a condition of affairs in the cav- 
alry, infantry, and artillery bad now, but certain to become intolerable 
unless a cure is applied. hat condition is the result of stagnation in 
promotion, combined with the unavoidable failure in practice of retiring 
and examining boards to 3 the evil.“ 

Other bills the passage of which the Secretary advocates provide for 
the organization of a service corps of 7,000 men attached to the Sub- 
sistence Department of the Army for the performance of work hereto- 
fore performed by soldiers; for the reorganization of the veterinary 
corps of the Army; to extend the special leave privileges to certain 
instructors and student officers at service schools; to authorize com- 
missions to issue in the case of officers retired with increased rank; to 
provide the noncommissioned officers necessary for duty at various re- 
cruiting stations, and to provide for promotions to fill vacancies by 
detail of officers below the grade of Ly rate to the General 
Staff and by the detail of officers to the Military Academy, on recruit- 
ing service, ete. 


Mr. HALE. Mr. President, what has just been read by the 
Secretary discloses the purpose of the General Staff. I refer to 
that body, because all of these movements in the direction of 
increasing the military establishment have root in that body. I 
make this statement because, while it is well known to Senators 
who are on certain committees, I doubt if all Senators are 
aware of the existence in the War Department of a distinctive 
military body that assumes control of all military legislation 
connected with the Army. 

The General Staff consists of four general officers, four colo- 
nels, six lieutenant-colonels, twelve majors, and twenty cap- 
tains, taken from the different corps of the Army and assembled 
together in a series of rooms in the War Department consider- 
ing questions of war. It is a body of forty-six men. I find— 
and we get enlightenment as we investigate into the proposed 
legislation—that the General Staff, that has to deal with an 
Army of 60,000 men, is comporting itself after the fashion of 
the general staff of European powers, Germany, with an army 
of from seven hundred thousand to eight or nine hundred thou- 
sand men, has a general staff, and the general staff has subdi- 
vided itself into three grand divisions. Dealing, as it necessa- 
rily must, surrounded by neighbors, by rival states, with their 
hands at each others’ throats, there is necessity in Europe for 
a general staff, for it subdividing itself into grand divisions, 
and taking charge of that immense force, which at any time 
may be used either to hurl against a neighboring power or for 
defense in case of invasion. 

But the General Staff here, consisting of forty-six officers, 
who are discussing questions of war, has reported, as the papers 
in this case show, though I did not know it before, in the last 
report I saw—they report generally to the President, not to 
the Secretary of War—a plan for sending 18,000 men to invade 
China. I am not going into the question now, because luckily 
the Secretary of State is “sitting upon the lid,” and we are not 
likely to have war. 


Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. It occurred to me as haying a sort of hu- 
morous aspect if the Secretary of State is “sitting on the lid” 
and the Secretary of War is trying to pry it off, that the Sec- 
retary of War, being the larger man, that lid will go up. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. HALE. They are both very great men. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I was not speaking about the mentality of 
the men. Of course, I have the very highest admiration for the 
Secretary of State and a very fine feeling of friendship for the 
Secretary of War, but if one was “sitting on the lid” and the 
other was trying to get it off I was rather inclined to think 
that Mr. Taft would succeed. 

Mr. HALE. I should be entirely willing to trust this matter 
of contemplated war—but I am not going to discuss that, and 
only mention it incidentally—with the Secretary of War, al- 
though he transmits this report of the General Staff; but the 
fact is that the General Staff has taken upon itself the entire 
military authority in the War Department. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Is that staff responsible for these stories in 
the newspapers about troops being sent to the Philippines to 
be in readiness to invade China? 

Mr. HALE. I do not know how many troops have been sent 
there; but I am inclined to think that several thousand have 
been sent there, and that the purpose of the General Staff is 
that they may be used, if an emergency either arises or can be 
made, to invade China; which, of course, would be a declaration 
of war while Congress is in session. 

Mr. TILLMAN. That would be without Congress permitting 
or ordering it. 

Mr. HALE. Well, the Senator and I have views about that; 
but that point is not inyolyed in this bill. 

Mr. TILLMAN. But that is part of the subject. The Sen- 
ator spoke of the work of the General Staff, its preparations for 
war, and the active efforts that are being made to get us into 
war, I thought that was what the Senator was alluding to. I 
did not want to draw him from his line of argument, but it just 
occurred to me that this is a very important matter and that the 
country ought to have the fullest light on it. 

Mr. HALE. That is my only object. It is a thankless task, 
after a committee has reported a bill, to oppose it and to ask 
the intervention of the Senate; but it is so grave a situation 
that I have felt that this project, which is a part of the General 
Staff plan for increasing the Army, should be understood by the 
Senate before it passes the bill, 

I find, Mr. President, that by the act approved February 2, 
1901—five years ago—entitled “An act to increase the efficiency 
of the present military establishment of the United States,” the 
different corps of the Army,and particularly the Medical Corps, 
were taken into considoration; and five years ago Congress 
fixed the limit of the Medical Corps. It cut it down, but fixed 
the limit in the act to increase the efficiency of the Army. 

I wish the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER], 
who sits near me, when I read the provision fixing the size or 
proportion of the Medical Corps of the Army in the bill which we 
passed for the military service only five years ago, whilst I 
read the numbers that were then fixed for the Medical Depart- 
ment will read the corresponding provisions in the pending bill. 
That law provided— 

That the Medical Department shall consist of one Surgeon-General, 
with the rank of brigadier-general; eight assistant surgeons-general, 
with the rank of colonel— 

Now, will the Senator from New Hampshire state the number 
of colonels provided for in this bill? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Sixteen. 

Mr. HALE. Against eight in the law— 


twelve deputy surgeons-general, with the rank of Heutenant-colonel— 


Mr. GALLINGER. In the pending bill twenty-four lieutenant- 
colonels are provided for. 

Mr. HALE. That would be an increase of twelve— 
sixty surgeons, with the rank of major— 


Mr. GALLINGER. In the pending bill 110 of that rank are 
provided for. 

Mr. HALE. That is an increase of fifty. 

Two hundred and forty assistant surgeons with the rank of captain 
or first lieutenant. 8 

Mr. GALLINGER. In the pending bill the number of cap- 
tains and first lieutenants with that rank is fixed at 300. 

Mr. HALE. I thank the Senator for enabling me to bring in 
77 manner before the Senate the underlying provisions of this 
bill, 
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Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. HALE. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator from Maine wishes to com- 
plete his statement of what is provided in the present law, he 
should add that the present law provides for the employment of 
contract surgeons, and that there have been employed on an 
average nearly 200, and there are 170 employed to-day. 

Mr. GALLINGER. One hundred and ninety-five. 

Mr. WARREN. The present law was not satisfactory to the 
Medical Department at the time it passed nor to members of 
the Military Committee which had the matter under considera- 
tion; but was the result, as is the case with many other laws, 
of a compromise and getting only a part of what was necessary, 
as experience has proven. There are over 170 contract surgeons 
constantly employed in order to take care of the Army now, in 
time of peace. 

Mr. HALE. The Senator has anticipated what to me is one 
of the most objectionable features of this bill. We have pro- 
vided for the military establishment heretofore and for the Med- 
ical Department by a flexible, adjustable, and temporary force of 
contract surgeons. In any emergency under the present act, 
the head of the Department, the President primarily, or the 
head of the Medical Corps, can employ more or less contract 
surgeons. That, as I have said, was intended to be a temporary 
force, a flexible force, that could be lessened or increased at any 
time. It is a force that is not borne on the rolls of the Army as 
a permanent force, and this bill, under the claim of decreasing 
the number of contract surgeons, has included them all in the 
provision for additional captains and lieutenants. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, of course the Senator does not 
mean that. The bill does not so provide. 

Mr. HALE. I take it the purpose of the bill is to decrease 
the number of contract surgeons, but, instead of that, it in- 
creases the rank of the medical officers of the Army. 

Mr. WARREN. It decreases the expense by $200 a year in 
the case of each one of the younger surgeons who takes the place 
of a contract surgeon. 

Mr. President, just a moment, if the Senator from Maine will 


permit me. 
What I want is discussion of this 


Mr. HALE. Certainly. 
bill. 

Mr. WARREN. When the Dill passes, if it does, there will 
still be in time of war or in case of a sudden call an oppor- 
tunity and a necessity to employ contract surgeons or those 
from the reserve force, but the bill is based upon the theory 
that it is a bad practice in time of peace, when we have a mini- 
mum force, to rely so largely upon contract surgeons. The 
bill provides that nearly the number of surgeons that will be 
necessary shall be continuously employed, and the expense, as 
I said before, is lessened at one end of the line and increased 
at the other; but the total expense of the Medical Corps is 
not increased at the present time, and will not be oe in- 
creased when four years from now, if the bill passes, the maxi- 
mum number of surgeons may be reached. 

Mr. HALE. The serious fault with this is that it disposes 
of the contract surgeons, who can be reduced at any time we 
pass the bill providing for the Army. Instead of that it is 
proposed to add these officers to the regular establishment, who 
are a part of the Army and who receive retired pay. I do not 
find that the committee have taken any account of that. The 
contract surgeon is only a temporary appointment and employ- 
ment. He is not on the Army rolls with retired pay when he 
arrives at a certain age; but the substitution, which the Sena- 
tor says does not increase the expense, utterly ignores the 
fact that when the military establishment is increased, instead 
of the contract surgeon it is burdened—or not to use the 
word “ burdened ”—there is added a corps of officers who have 
the retired pay, and the increase in years to come, instead of, 
as the Senator says, being only a few thousand dollars, will be 
hundreds of thousands of dollars, and what was a good feature 
in the law which we passed only five years ago of an adjust- 
able force of contract surgeons, which may be a hundred at 
one time or 150 at another time, is removed, destroyed, and a 
permanent force is substituted which has every privilege of the 
rank of officers in the Navy and receive the retired pay. That 
in itself, Mr. President, ought to give the Senate pause before 
it passes such a bill. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

Mr. HALE. I do not agree with the Senator that the con- 
tract-surgeon provision, which Congress adopted after full con- 
sideration, is a bad feature. It is a very good feature. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming? 


Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator believe that this system 
of contract surgeons is better than that of regularly commis- 
sioned officers? 

Mr. HALE. With a large force in other branches, which has 
been increased, which we fixed five years ago, with a large force 
of the Medical Corps of the Army, with only a small number of 
troops, 60,000, the contract-surgeon provision is one of the best 
features of the military establishment. 

Mr. WARREN. Has that system been adopted in the Navy, 
I will ask the Senator? 

Mr. HALE. I am glad the Senator anticipates me about the 
contract surgeons. I was coming to that. As the Senator has 
called my attention to it, I will show, I think, that there is no 
analogy between the Army and the Navy. The Navy within 
ten years has been more than quadrupled in its force, while the 
Army has been cut down. There is no analogy between the two. 
Where we had three or four battle ships and one or two armored 
cruisers six years ago, at the time that law was passed, we have 
got now building and soon to be launched twenty-eight battle 
ships and twenty armored cruisers. When it is said, as it is 
by Army officers and by the general board, that that situation 
is analogous to that of the Navy it is precisely the contrary. 
There is no comparison to be instituted as to the medical force 
for a department that has been more than quadrupled in six 
. as contrasted with another department that has been re- 

u 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator in that 
connection what relation the increase of battle ships has to the 
retired list? The Senator makes the point that this Army propo- 
sition does not cost the same because of the retired officers, yet 
the officers of the Navy are retired and on retired pay, as well 
as those of the Army. 

Mr. HALE. Yes; but there is no proposition of increase in 
that regard. 

Mr. WARREN. There has been an increase heretofore, and 
that increase in the Navy is proportionately more than the pro- 
posed increase for the Army by this bill. 

Mr. HALE. ‘There is an increase of the men to man the ships. 

Mr. WARREN. But there has been an increase in the Med- 
ical Corps of the Navy, and of the higher officers as well as of 
the lower. 

Mr. HALE. It is nothing whatever as compared with this. 

Mr. WARREN. This bill—I beg to correct the Senator 
stands lower in percentage and proportion than the Navy al- 
lowance, as the total will show in comparison. 

Mr. HALE. That is a question as to the size of the two es- 
tablishments. The size of the Navy is enormous when we think 
that we have twenty-eight battle ships and twenty big armored 
cruisers, to say nothing of the protected cruisers, scouts, torpedo- 
boat destroyers, and all that. It is a very great and immense 
military machine. I say again that no comparison can be insti- 
tuted between the increase of the naval establishment as con- 
trasted with the Army establishment. 

Mr. WARREN. Of course we understand the battle ships 
are not subject to medical treatment. The surgeons and doc- 
tors are to care for men and not ships, the same on sea as on 
land. 

Mr. HALE. The battle ships absorb a large number of med- 
ical officers. Every battle ship that is launched and is sent 
upon the waters of the world takes up a great number of offi- 
cers. The increase is one of the things that follow the immense 
increase of the establishment. Congress is not increasing the 
Army ; there is no reason why it should be increasing the Army. 
There is no peril; there is no reason why now, in a time of 
profound peace, with nobody interfering with us, we should this 
year set afoot a scheme for the general increase of the Army 
of the United States. It has been put in one bill, but I do not 
think it will ever see daylight in this Senate. 

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a ques- 
tion? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. BACON. The Senator well knows that I haye not been 
one of those who favor a large Army. When the bill for the 
reorganization and increase of the Army was before the Senate, 
I voted against it, and did what else I could to prevent the in- 
crease which was then made. The increase, however, has been 
made, and we have an Army which requires a certain amount of 
attention from the medical officers. I make that statement pre- 
liminary to an inquiry which I desire to propound to the Sen- 
ator. Recognizing the fact that a certain number of medical 
officers are required, the disposition of my mind is that, so far 
as the absolute requirement for the existing force is concerned, 
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11 should consist of regularly commissioned officers, rather than 
contract surgeons. I recognize the truth of the statement made 
by the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] that the provision with 
| reference to contract surgeons was intended to be an elastic pro- 
vision, by which, in times of necessity or emergency, an in- 
| creased force of medical officers could be readily obtained under 
existing law without any further legislation. 

| Recognizing that, the inquiry I desire to make of the Senator 
from Maine is this: We baye had, as he has said, six years of 
| peace, and we are now in a condition of peace. Does the Sena- 
tor desire—I ask this for information, and not in the way of 
argument, for I desire to know what the proposition is—does 
the Senator desire that, so far as the regular force is concerned, 
haying no reference to emergency where there may be an in- 
creased force, but so far as the existing force is concerned, 
does the Senator intend to be understood as favoring contract 
surgeons for the service required by that existing force rather 
than by regularly commissioned surgeons? 

Mr. HALE. When I consider the question of expense, which 
we ought to consider, and when I realize that the contract 
surgeons’ force is an elastic force, to be increased or diminished, 
that it is only temporary and does not have retired pay, does 
not add to the immense weight of the retired pay of the mili- 
tary establishment, I am very clearly in favor of the present 
arrangement, which seems to work without any trouble that I 
know of—we have had for six years more or less use for the 
military in our possessions in the Philippine Islands, and I 
haye never heard that the contract-surgeon provision, which 
brings bright young men for the time who are willing to be 
employed as contract surgeons, and which gives them experi- 
ence in surgery—I have never heard that the Army has been 
crippled. Therefore, in answer to the Senator’s question, I will 
say that I think that the present arrangement is a better one 
than it would be to substitute for the contract surgeons an 
iron-clad list of so many officers of the Army who are perma- 
nent, and who can retire and get retired pay. Right here I 
should like to call the Senate’s attention—because I do not 
think that that is realized by the country or by the Senate—to 
the enormous burden of the retired list, both of the Army and of 
the Navy. 

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator pardon me a moment? 

Mr. HALE. I do not want to increase that list. Now, I yield 
to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. BACON. So far as the medical force has reference to serv- 
ice which would be required in case of an emergency—in other 
words, service which would be required for a force in addition 
to the regular force—I quite agree with the Senator that it is 
better to have a provision for contract surgeons rather than to 
haye a regular establishment, which, for the purpose of meeting 
emergencies, would be larger than would be required for a 
time of peace—the ordinary establishment. Now, if the Senator 
will pardon me just a second further 

Mr. WARREN. That is just what this bill does. 

Mr. BACON. That is the question on which, as my friend 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TELMAN] says, I wish 
to have light—whether or not this bill proposes to make a per- 
manent organization for the regular establishment, with a 
regular ascertained force and with the corresponding oppor- 
tunity for the ascertainment of the number of regular surgeons 
who may be required, or whether it provides a larger medical 
corps than the regular establishment requires and is intended to 
make provision for anticipated increase in time of emergency. 

Now, if it is true that the bill only provides such regular 
medical officers as will be required and as are now required for 
the regular establishment, I would prefer to have regular 
officers, even with the burden of retired pay, rather than to 
have contract surgeons, 
| Mr. HALE. Mr. President 
| Mr. BACON. But, if the Senator will pardon me for a mo- 
ment, if it is a corps of officers greater than is required for 
the regular establishment and is provided in anticipation of 
time of emergency, I should then prefer, of course, that that 
should be provided for by the contract-surgeon arrangement. I 
understand, though, from the statement of the Senator from 
Wyoming that this bill still leaves in force the law with ref- 
erence to contract surgeons with a view to the employment of 
| contract surgeons to meet emergencies when an increase over 
the regular establishment may be required. $ 
| Mr. WARREN. The bill does more than that. It provides 
| for a reserve corps, the members of which receive no pay ex- 
cept when called into service, but each candidate must pass a 
| regular examination and be certified up so as to be eligible 
for employment in case of emergency. 

Mr. BACON. Are they contract surgeons? 
Mr. WARREN. They would be under pay as regular officers 


for the time their services were rendered, but entitled to no 
retirement pay and no privileges beyond those of contract 
surgeons, except that they would have regular rank. 

Mr. HALE. Lackily, Mr. President, the documents in the 
case, furnished by the General Staff, give a complete answer to 
the question of the Senator from Georgia. And, first, if it is 
not intended to substitute for the present arrangement an in- 
creased force—not the present, but an increased force—of offi- 
cers, why are the 8 colonels increased to 16? We have got along 
with 8. Why are the 12 lieutenant-colonels increased to 24? 
Why are the 60 majors increasen to 110? Why are the 240 
captains and first lieutenants increased to 300? 

Now, referring to the very question the Senator from Georgia 
has asked, whether any of this increase is needed, I say the 
answer is in what I have just indicated, that we have got on 
very well since five years ago we passed the bill to increase the 
efficiency of the Army and the Medical Corps; and that is a 
demonstration that these additional officers are not needed. 
But we are not left to that. The Lieutenant-General, the Chief 
of Staff before the present one, General Chaffee—iron-grim old 
soldier—has made his comment on this bill: 

I have personally to remark that In my opinion the bill as drawn 
will greatly increase the efficiency of the Medical Corps. It is true 
it does not give so t a flow of promotion to the ranks 
and lieutenant-colonel as is desired by the Surgeon-General— 

There was a controversy between the Surgeon-General and the 
General Staff, and the Secretary, on this matter of colonels and 
lieutenant-colonels, adopted the plan of the General Staff— 
but it does give early rank for majors and lieutenants, who are, in fact, 
the men generally employed for duty with troo colonels and lieuten- 
ant-colonels being more generally administrative officers. For this 
purpose the number of colonels and leutenant-colonels provided for in 
the bill seems to me ample for peace administration and for reasonable 
requirements in war for an army of 250,000 men. 

That is the horizon of the General Staff. That is the outer 
circle of the needs of the Army. He does not stop there. 

We have now em in the service nearly 200 contract physi- 
cians, and if this bill should pass it is believed that in a few years— 
that is, when the — shall be entirely reorganized under the bill— 
contract surgeons can dispensed with and our medical system in the 
Army made very much more efficient than it is to-day. 

Mr. BACON, Will the Senator permit me at this point to ask 
him a question for information? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. BACON. The statement there is that there are 200 con- 
tract surgeons. The Senator has read the increased number of 
officers of different rank that there will be. What is the total 
increased number of officers provided for in this bill? 

Mr. HALE. It has been read here, and I have added it up, 
but 

Mr. BACON. The Senator has read how many generals there 
would be, and how many lieutenant-colonels there would be, 
and how many majors there would be, but I want to know the 
total number of officers, with a view to comparing it with the 
number of contract surgeons. 

Mr. HALE. There are 8 colonels, 12 lieutenant-colonels, 60 
majors, and 60 captains and first lieutenants. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Three hundred captains, 

Mr. HALE. Three hundred captains. 

Mr. WARREN. Two hundred and forty captains and first 
lieutenants. 

Mr. HALE. Yes; 240. 

. Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. BACON. What is the total increase in the number of 
officers contemplated by this bill over the number of commis- 
sioned officers now in the Army? 

Mr. WARREN. A hundred and thirty. 

Mr. BACON. And there are 230 contract surgeons? 

Mr. WARREN. At the present time a hundred and seventy- 


odd. 

Mr. BACON. In other words, there are some forty-odd 
1ess 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. BACON. Than are now employed, constituting the Med- 
ical Corps, both of regular officers and of contract surgeons? 

Mr. TELLER. No. 

Mr. HALE. You can not fix the number of contract surgeons 
except for the day or the month or for the time being. It is 
an adjustable force. It is 150 at one time, because they are 
needed; it is 165 at another, perhaps 200, or even more, and 
therefore you have nothing to come and go on as to the perma- 
nency of the contract force. That is the merit of the force. 

Mr. BACON. I will ask the Senator if he has the informa- 
tion whether there has been at any time within the past six 
years as small a number as 130 contract surgeons in employ- 
ment? 
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Mr. WARREN. May I answer the question? I think the 
number to-day is the minimum. 

I should like to ask the Senator from Maine, who believes so 
thoroughly in contract surgeons—I bélieye in them myself in 
time of war—if he believes the Navy ought to change its sys- 
tem, reduce the number of its officers and employ a corps of 
contract surgeons instead; and whether he, as chairman of the 
Naval Committee, has made any move toward bringing about 
that result? 

Mr. HALE. There is no analogy between the Navy, made 
up of war ships, and a military force stationed at a hundred 
different places on land. 

Mr. WARREN. I should like to know why. 

Mr. HALE. For this reason—I was about to state it. 

Mr. WARREN. I was going to say, I do not understand 
why a man can not be employed under contract as a surgeon 
on a ship as well as on land. 

Mr. HALE. The battle ship when fitted out has to have a 
permanent outfit for her cruise. It may be for three years. 
She has to have a complete outfit of officers. It is very large. 
You take a battle ship and begin with the captain and the dif- 
ferent lieutenants, the men performing engineer duty, the 
medical corps, the pay corps, the chaplain, perhaps, and you 
have to have that entire force for a cruise of three years. 

Mr. WARREN. Why is it not as easy to contract for a 
cruise of three years as for a term of one year? 

Mr. HALE. You will find it very much more difficult. 

Mr. WARREN. There is no more difficulty in contracting for 
three years than for one. Experience has shown that. 

Mr. HALE. Yes; there is a great deal more. There are a 
great many bright young medical men who will go into the Army 
for the benefit of the year’s experience they will get in an 
emergency, and the advance they are given in the line of 
surgery, who would never agree for a moment to go on a battle 
ship for three years before they return home. 

Mr. WARREN. Would the Senator hire contract surgeons 
for a year, sending them under large expense to the Philippine 
Islands and return, and think it was a matter of economy? 

Mr. HALE. We have gotten along very well in the Philippines, 
so far as this force goes. I have heard no complaint. We 
have largely employed contract surgeons. I think most of 
them wanted to come home, and a good many of them lost their 
health and will never again be well men. Yes; as the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER] suggests to me, not 
only the contract surgeons, but the regular surgeons. They all 
want to come home after a short time. 

But the Senator, I say again, should bear in mind that there 
is no comparison between the actual operation of the Navy and 
the Army. The Army is disposed of on land at a hundred 
different stations, and it is easily approachable. The term of 
service may be very short; while, as I said before, one of the 
very worst features of the pending bill is that which provides 
for an additional number of permanent officers and a retired 
list. That is one of the bad features of this bill. 

In looking up the matter I have had occasion to read the 
debates in another body, and they are very illuminating about 
the retired list. We have retired more brigadier-generals in 
the Army in the last three years than we ever before retired 
after the immense, colossal wars we haye been engaged in; 
and I do not want to see the retired list increased anywhere. 
I do not object to the officers of the Army and the Navy in 
reasonable numbers, the size of the establishment being fixed 
in a conservative fashion, having the benefit of retired pay. 
It is a very great inducement to military service in both the 
Army and the Navy that at the age of 62 or 64, as the case 
may be, instead of a man being thrown out to take his chances 
as he does in the vocations of peace, he is retired with three- 
quarters of the pay he has been drawing as an active officer. 
I do not object to that. That is a part of the military system, 
and a fitting part. But it is a curious development of the pres- 
ent situation that we are to-day retiring officers both of the 
Army and the Navy, at a more rapid rate than we did after 
the great wars we have been engaged in. The list of retired 
naval officers—retired admirals and rear-admirals—has got to 
be something enormous. If the debate continues another day, 
or is not ended now, I may present a list I have of the number 
of major-generals and brigadier-generals already on the retired 
list, which this bill proposes to increase; and it is something 
startling. The number of brigadier-generals and major-gen- 
erals—I have not the figures here now—— 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator does not mean to maintain that 
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this bill increases the retired list directly? The Senator knows 
better than anybody, because he was the able champion here 
of a bill to retire officers of the Navy at one grade higher than 
that to which they were entitled, because of civil war service, 
that the retired list was greatly increased. The Congress did 
the same for the Army, and for that reason there is at the pres- 
ent time a large list of brigadier-generals. There are not many 
retired major-generals. There is a very large list of admirals 
of the Navy retired. But, unfortunately, in the course of events, 
the number will grow less and less from day to day by the death 
75 Gere veterans who gave the best of their lives to preserve the 
nion. 

Mr. HALE. The increase does not come from the civil war— 
not by any means. That was forty years ago. The increase 
comes under the present practice of pushing men up—as the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER] suggests to me— 
for a day. 

Mr. WARREN. They are all civil war men. 

Mr. HALE. They may have been in the civil war, but the 
civil war did not develop any such system as has been de- 
veloped forty years after the civil war. Officers are pushed 
up, as the Senator from New Hampshire says, for a day, and 
then retired, and somebody else is pushed up and retired. 
Nothing of the kind was ever done until within the last few 
years and, perhaps, few months. The list of major-generals 
is large. There are more than the Senator from Wyoming 
thinks there are. It is a very large number. 

Mr. WARREN. There is a very small number of major- 
generals on the retired list—less than a score in number. 

Mr. HALE. Compared with brigadier-generals, undoubtedly. 
And now I say again that when, as is shown here, it is pro- 
posed to be rid of contract surgeons, and to have this regular 
ironclad list of officers, who are a part of the establishment, 
who get retired pay, which contract surgeons do not get, it is 
not directly an increase of the retired list—it is directly an 
increase of ae retired list; and when you put on 130 new offi- 
cers, you establish, just as certainly as the tides and the sun- 
rise come, that when those officers reach a certain age they 
are entitled to be retired on three-fourths pay, and the contract 
surgeon is not. As I said, the contract surgeons constitute a 
flexible force, and it is the best force, and we have got on so 
well with it that I do not want to see it changed. 

I find, in looking over this document, which has been fur- 
nished from the General Staff, that Gen. Leonard Wood, a 
good soldier, a good officer, an active fighting man, who has 
been out in the Philippines, says: 


The Medical Department should be 2 enough to enable the Army 
in case of expansion to have regular medical officers in reasonable num- 


bers throughout the entire force. 


That is the purpose—that the Medical Corps, that part of the 
general service, shall now be enlarged and expanded with a 
view of what will be its necessities in time of emergency; and 
we are asked not here, but in the other bills to which I have 
alluded, to adopt the same programme. 

The Senator from Wyoming is a frank man, and I do not 
quite understand why it is not admitted that this is to be an in- 
crease, and that it is better that there should be an increase, 
and that we should have an increase of the Army now because 
at some time or other we may have a war. That is what it 
means, 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has made that statement, or 
statements similar to it, several times. If I permitted it to 
pass, I would tacitly give assent to it. I dissent entirely from 
that view as to this bill. All we ask the Senate to do is to 
treat this bill.on its own merits without reference to the other 
staff bills. : 

The Senator has alluded to a number of bills that have been 
introduced in the House and in the Senate. They haye not been 
reported here. 

Mr. HALE. Some of them have been. 

Mr. WARREN. None that increase expenses. Of the number 
that the Senator alluded to this morning or read the list of, not 
a single one has come out of the committee which increases by 
one penny the expenses of the Government. The present one 
is not included. It is a bill which has passed here before. The 
present bill does not provide for an increase of the Army to 
200,000. It may give at the head officers enough to organize a 
force if called upon for 200,000 men, but it does no more than 
provide the working force of the present Army. It does not in- 
crease the number under pay at the present time or that have 
been under pay. 
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Mr. SPOONER. - I should like to ask the Senator a question. 
What is the record of the Medical Department of the Army as 
to the general efficiency of the contract surgeons? Has it been 
unsatisfactory? 

Mr. WARREN. It has been both satisfactory and unsatis- 
factory. There is no disposition to cast reflections upon con- 
tract surgeons. There is this, however: There is the expense 
of transporting those men in the beginning and closing of their 
term, which does not follow with the regular officers of the 
‘Army. There is, of course, a constant danger of losing the best 
of the contract surgeons wherever and whenever they find better 
places to practice their profession than in the Army. Where 
they receive $1,800 per year it does not take very much of a 
town or place to offer better inducements for a competent sur- 
geon and physician than under his contract with the Army. 

I do not wish to inveigh against contract surgeons as such, but 
the point I make is that in order to secure men with the proper 
talent and ambition to follow their profession and to take into 
consideration the future we should make them regular officers 
up to the minimum number that everyday peace-basis Army 
uses may require, and we should depend upon contract surgeons 
only for such extra temporary force as we may need from time 
to time. 

Mr. SPOONER. I have known some—not many—but I have 
known among contract surgeons some gifted young men, men 
who had graduated with croat —— 
` Mr. WARREN. May I say 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. "1 Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. WARREN. May I say there is no kind of trouble in 
time of war about getting competent surgeons for temporary 
work? There are then men patriotic enough, no matter what 
they may be earning at home, to volunteer and go out as con- 
tract surgeons; but in times of dry and unexciting peace they 
are not so anxious to get into the service of the United States, 

Mr. SPOONER. I yield to the Senator. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WARREN. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. SPOONER. Always. 

Mr. PETTUS. Has the Senator from Maine concluded his 
remarks? 

Mu HALE. I yield to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President, it is a prudent thing at least 
to learn wisdom from the conduct and acts of others. That wis- 
dom which we get by experience is terribly expensive. Now, 


ordinarily we have not given that attention to the medical. 


branch of the Army which it deserves. Mr. President, the his- 
tory of the wars of the last two or three hundred years shows 
that where one man is killed by a bullet four men die of disease, 
and they die of diseases which can be prevented if sufficient care 
be taken. It is altogether a mistaken idea to pass by the med- 
ical branch of the Army as an unimportant affair. 

I desire, in illustration of what I have been saying, to read a 
few extracts from a recent book written by Surgeon Seaman, 
who went through the Japanese war and through the hospitals 
and studied this subject on the ground. The Japanese prepared 
for sickness as well as for the fighting branch. They had stud- 
ied the history of the world. They knew how many died of 
sickness; and they produced a most marvelous result. Whereas 
in other wars, in the wars of the Uffited States as well as the 
wars of other countries, four men died of disease where there 
was one killed by a bullet or died of wounds, in the war between 
Japan and Russia only one died of disease where four died of 
bullets or died of wounds. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator allow me? Fourteen died 
of disease where one died by bullets in our Spanish war. 

Mr. PETTUS. I have the figures before me. I do not think 
I am mistaken. 

Mr. WARREN. Very well. 

Mr. PETTUS. While I am on this subject I will give the fig- 
ures: Killed and died of wounds, fifty-two thousand and odd; 
died of all diseases, 11,000. 

Mr. WARREN. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I thought he 
was reading from another article and about another war. He is 
correct. 

Mr. PETTUS. I am reading about the Japanese war, and 
these are the official figures, as the author states. 

Now, just think of the enormity of the thing! One died of 
wounds and four died of disease; and that is the history of the 
wars of the last two hundred years. It was not quite so bad in 
all onr wars, but is was approximately so. 

In this case 52,946 were killed and died of wounds, and 


11,992 died from diseases. As I said, though, I propose to read 
a few extracts from this book: 


The success of Japan in the recent conflict with Russia is due pre- 
eminently to three fundamental causes: First, thorough preparation 
and organization for war, such reparation as ma never made before; 
second, to the stopile; nonirrita „ and easily ted rations of the 
Japanese troops; and, third, to the brilliant 8 played by the members 
of the medic: profession in the a agony Be of 3 sanitation and 
the stamping out of preventable the army, thereby 2 
its units for the legitimate purposes of earths smashing 
enemy in the field. 

It must never be forgotten that in every great campaign an arm 

two enemies—the armed forces of the opposing foe, with h 
various machines for human destruction, who is met at intervals 5 
0 battle, and the hidden foe, anys found lur: in every 
er, ever present, that gathers its 

rs in hospital, in barrack, or bivouac—the far greater and 
bari foe, disease. 


f these enemies, me history of wasters for centuries has proven 
that in Ldap oy — 4 s the first, or open enemy, kills 20 per cent 
of the tatal mortal E the conflict, whilst the second, or silent enemy, 
kills pon n other words, out of every 100 men who fall 
war 20 die from bullets or 4 — = SB while 80 perish from 
of which is 5 This dreadful and unnecessary sacr of 
life, especially in conflicts between the Anglo-Saxon pa fs the most 
ghastly p: rd conque of modern war, earl the Japanese haye gone a long 
wa, 705 conquering or 9 

thout minimizing for a moment the splendor of her victories on 
land or sea—Mukden, Port Arthur, Liaoyang, and the Korean ts, 
of which two are among the bloodiest battles’ in history—I yet unhesi- 
jatingyy assert that the granet conquests of J have been in the 
ties of war, Pen stopping of the needless sacrifice of life 
through preventable d 

Longmore's tables, Which: are accepted as the most reliable statistics 
of war, one — are based on the records of battles for the past two 
hundred w that there oo been a 3 of any great 
duration $o ace Fer y zt least four men ve not perished from disease to 
every one from bullets. 

Mr. President, this author goes on to show how this was done: 

All of these statistics were studied with the minutest care and detail 
a the Japanese. 8 N recognized that in order to be 

ctorious over a foe like R s pas oat. silent enemy that slaughters 
eighty —- of Rage 1s hundred t “that f fall must be overcome. And the fol- 
lowing startl ing ip Pee ing losses from February, 1904, to May, 
1905, since which Pings have been no great battles, show to what 
a splendid degree they were successful. 

Here is the table which I read, in substance. I will read it 
again: $ 
Killed and died from wounds. 32, 946 
Died from all diseases : 

Now, I want to show you one of the great instrumentalities 
by which this was done. The Senator from Maine complained 
of rank, of too much rank, especially to these medical officers, 

She— 

Japan— 
organized her medical department on broad, generous lines, and gave its 
representatives— 

The Senator will please listen— 
gave its representatives the rank and power Pegg ur gront 
merit, recognizing that they had to deal wit Hs 80 per 
cent of the total mortality. She even had the e (strange as it 
may seem to an English or American army official) to grade her medical 
men as high as the officers of the line who combat the emeny that kills 
only 20 per cent, and to accord them equal authority, except, of course, 
in the emergency of 8 when all authority devolves, as it should, 
on the officers of the line. 


Mr. President, surely we can get a lesson from that history 
of what was done in Japan. We all know the horrors of dis- 
ease in war. I had a little experience once myself. I was 
an officer of a regiment that was ordered from Mobile to Knox- 
ville in February, 1862, and it made the trip. It was a regiment 
of about 900 or 1,000 men, and the trip cost 200 men, who died 
of disease within a few days after that trip was accomplished. 
Why? The precautions necessary, and the precautions medical 
men would take if they could have their way, would have saved 
those 200 men. They traveled in open cars from Mobile to 
Knoxville, with the snow falling on them most of the way; they 
had just recovered from long attacks of measles, and the 200 
men died of disease in about ten days. But that is just a 
personal matter. These figures that I have read about from 
the authorities show the immense importance of having the 
Medical Corps of the Army of the United States composed of a 
sufficient number, whatever that number may be. I have heard 
no complaint of the number. It is the rank that seems to offend. 

Mr. President, those wise men, taking precautions to fight 
the supposed greatest land force in the world, gave their med- 
ical officers the same rank they gave the officers of the line, and 
they ought to have it. If they can change the ratio of those 
who die of wounds and those who die of disease, as the Japa- 
nese can change it, how do they do it? They do it by the wisdom 
they get from their medical books, in the first place, and their 
experience in treating diseases, and they get it by reason of 
their icon their authority in the army; and they ought to 
have it. 

Almost all prudent men prepare for war in time of peace. If 
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we are ever to have another war I want to profit by the wisdom 
of these Japanese, and have the medical officers not only numer- 
ous enough, but of important rank in the field as well as in 
time of peace. They ought to have this rank. There is not a 
man who served a month in an army who does not know the 
vast importance of rank so far as it gives efficiency to a man in 
an army. 

Right here in the Government in time of peace rank is of the 
utmost importance to give effect. What is the doctor worth if 
he is a contract doctor and if he is paid $1,800 or $2,000 a year? 
What can he do to change the administration where he sees 
wrong going on? Inquiry is made at once, Who is this man?” 
“He is a surgeon employed by the Government; they give him 
almost as much as they do a lot of clerks; they pay him $1,800 
or $2,000.” Every man of us ought to know that rank is of the 
utmost importance to successful operation in the control of men. 

A contract surgeon has no right—no legal right, I am talking 
about, and no right according to the usages of society—to 
associate with the officers of the Army. When he does so it is 
by their courtesy. He is not recognized as the social equal of 
them, 

How can he, then, a man who has no right of social inter- 
course with the officers of the Army, influence them and pro- 
duce a change? He can have his ideas, which may be the 
wisest possible, but how is he to influence the conduct of the 
management of the Army, the preparation for the events that 
are to take place? They listen to him, and some wise officer 
may gather some idea from him that would be useful, but here 
the yery man who is to saye the 80 per cent of the Army of 
those who are to die is not even on a social equality with one of 
the cadets who will graduate next June at West Point. You 
put him down on his personal merits and the gentlemanly con- 
duct of the officers of the Army. There is where he stands. 
He has no official rights at all. Men who are intrusted with this 
high duty ought to have rank and they ought to have enough 
of commanding rank. The Senator from Maine says we have 
too much rank. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o’clock having ar- 
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be stated. y 

The Secretary. House bill 12707, the statehood bill. 

Mr. NELSON. The Senator from Kansas [Mr. Lone] will 
address the Senate on the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. I understand the Senator from Kansas is 
ready to go on with his speech, as he gave notice: The Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Hater] having the floor upon the pending meas- 
ure, I wish to give notice that I shall endeavor to call it up 
immediately upon the conclusion of the remarks of the Senator 
from Kansas. This course, I understand, to be agreeable to the 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. HALE. It is entirely agreeable to me. 


COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION LANDS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 4229) to 
authorize the sale and disposition of surplus or unallotted lands 
of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, in the State of 
Washington, and for other purposes, which were as follows: 


9 2, line 12, after the words “ disposed of,” strike out the words 
“as hereinafter provided“ and insert in lieu thereof under the gen- 
eral mining laws of the United States.” 

Also, page 2, line 14, after the word “entry,” insert“ under the pro- 
visions of the homestead law.” 

Also, page 2, line 15, after the word “ value,” insert “in addition to 
the fees and commissions now prescribed by law for the disposition of 
lands of the value of $1.25 per acre.” 

Also, page 3, line 19, after the word “acre,” insert “And provided 
also, That if the State of Washington has made any selections under 
existing law in lieu of sections 16 and 36 of the lands affected by this 
act the acreage of such selections shall be deducted from the acreage 
to be paid for under the preceding proviso.” 

Strike out all after the werd “ price,” in line 14. Strike out all the 
remainder of the section, 

n Page 4, strike out all of section 5 and renumber the succeeding sec- 
ons. 

Page 4, line 23, after the word “ proceeds,” insert “not including 
fees and commissions.” 

On page 5, line 11, after the words “thrashing machine,“ insert the 
word others.“ 

Page 6, line 20, before the word “ proceeds,” Insert the word “ net.” 

Insert a new section to stand as section 12, to read as follows: 

“Sec. 12. That if any of the lands of said diminished Colville Indian 
Reservation can be included in any feasible irrigation project under the 
reclamation act of June 17, 1902, the Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to withhold said lands from disposition under this act and to 
dispose of them under the said reclamation act, and the charges pro- 
vided for 5 said reclamation act shall be in addition to the appraised 
value of said lands fixed as hereinbefore provided and shall be paid in 
annual installments as required under the said reclamation act, and the 
amounts to be paid for the land, according to appraisement, shall be 
credited to the fund herein established for the benefit of the Colville 


Mr. PILES. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. DUBOIS. 
on Indian Affairs present. 


I do not see the chairman of the Committee 


Mr. PILES. This is agreeable to him. 

Mr. DUBOIS. These amendments seem to be quite impor- 
tant. I suggest to the Senator from Washington that he either 
ask for a conference or that the bill be withheld until the chair- 
man is present, 

Mr. PILES. If the Senator will permit me, I will say that the 
amendments are entirely satisfactory to the chairman of the 
committee. As a matter of fact 

Mr. DUBOIS. I should like to look over the amendments. 
They seem to be very important, and I do not think we should 
accept the House amendments without considering them. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendments 
will lie on the table for the persent. 

Mr. PILES subsequently said: Mr. President, I am informed 
by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Dunols] that after an examina- 
tion of the amendments made by the other House to the bill 
(S. 4229) to authorize the sale and disposition of surplus or 
unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, 
in the State of Washington, and for other purposes, he has no 
further objection, and I therefore move that the Senate concur 
in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


DELEGATE FROM ALASKA. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 956) pro- 
viding for the election of a Delegate to the House of Represent- 
atives from the district of Alaska. 

Mr. NELSON. The amendment is in the form of a substitute, 
which is quite lengthy, and it is unnecessary to read it. I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amendment and ask for a con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the Vice-President was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. NELSON, 
Mr. DNLINGHAM, and Mr. PATTERSON were appointed. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that on 
Tuesday next, after the morning business is finished, it is my 
purpose to submit some remarks upon House bill 12987, known 
as the “ rate bill.” 


POSTAGE ON CERTAIN PERIODICAL PUBLICATIONS. 


Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from Kansas 
to yield to me for a moment. 

I had intended this morning to call up Senate resolution No. 
82, instructing the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads 
to ascertain and determine if construction of Post-Office Depart- 
ment as to meaning of the law as to postage on certain publica- 
tions of alumni of colleges as second-class matter, etc., is Cor- 
rect, etc., and ask the Senate to dispose of it; but the measure 
in charge of the Senator from Wyoming was taken up, and it 
consumed the morning hour. I observe that all the morning 
hours are to be absorbed by speeches of which notice have been 
given up to Tuesday. I shall ask the Senate on Wednesday of 
next week, after the routine business, to permit me to call up 
the resolution and submit some remarks upon it, and I hope to 
have it then disposed of. 


JUDICIAL DISTRICTS OF NORTH DAKOTA. 


Mr. HANSBROUGH. Pask unanimous consent for the pres- 
ent consideration of a very short bill, which is considered quite 
important, if the Senator from Kansas will kindly yield to me. 

Mr. LONG. Very well. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I ask the Senate to proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 3483) to amend an act entitled “An act 
8 hoy the judicial district of North Dakota,“ approved April 

6, 1890. 

The Secretary read the bill; and, there being no objection, the 
8 us in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with amendments, in line 1, page 3, section 3, to strike out the 
word “April” and insert “ March;” in line 2, page 3, section 3, 
to strike out the word “first” and insert “second;” in line 3, 
page 3, section 3, to strike out the word“ December and insert 
November; “ in line 4, page 3, section 3, to strike out the word 
February“ and insert July; “ in line 5, page 3, section 3, to 
strike out the word “April” and insert “ October;” in line 7, 
page 4, section 5, to strike out the word “April” and insert 
„March; “ in line 8, page 4, section 3, to strike out the word 
“first” and insert "“ second ; ” in lines 8 and 9, on page 4, sec- 
tion 5, to strike out the word“ December” and insert“ Novem- 
ber; “ in line 10, page 4, section 5, to strike out the word“ Feb- 
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ruary ” and insert July; and in line 11, page 4, section 5, to 
strike out the word “April” and insert “ October;” so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled “An act to divide the ju- 
dicial district of North Dakota,” approved April 26, 1890, be amended 
so as to read as follows: 

Wee the State of North Dakota shall constitute one judicial dis- 

et. 

“Sec. 2. That for the por of holding terms of the district court 
said district shall be divid into five divisions, to be known as the 
southwestern, southeastern, northeastern, northwestern, and western 
divisions. That portion of the State comprising the present counties 
of Burleigh, Stutsman, Logan, McIntosh, Emmons, Kidder, Foster, 
Wells, McLean, and all the territory in sald State of North Dakota 
lying west of the Missouri River and south of the twelfth standard 
parallel shall constitute the southwestern division, the court for which 
shall be held at the city of Bismarck. That portion of the State com- 
prising: rhe present counties of Cass, Richland, Barnes, Dickey, Sar- 
gent, moure, Ransom, Griggs, and Steele shall constitute the south- 
eastern division, the court for which shall be held at the city of 
Fargo. That 1 5 of the State comprising the present counties of 
Grand Forks, Traill, Walsh, Pembina, Cavalier, and Nelson shall con- 
stitute the northeastern division, the court for which shall be held at 
the city of Grand Forks. That portion of the State comprising the 

resent counties of Eat, Eddy, Benson, Towner, Rolette, Bottineau, 
Pierce: and Mersey shall constitute the northwestern division, the 
court for which shali be held at the city of Devils Lake. That portion 
of the State cone the present counties of Ward and Williams 
and all that territory lying west of the Missouri River and north of 
the twelfth standard parallel in the State of North Dakota shall con- 
stitute the western division, the court for which shall be held at the 
city of Minot. 

“Sec. 3. That the terms of the district court for the district of 
North Dakota shall be held at Bismarck on the first Tuesday in March 
in each year; at Fargo on the third Tuesday in May in each year; at 
Grand Forks on the second Tuesday in November in each year; at 
Devils Lake on the first Tuesday in July in each year, and at Minot 
on the second Tuesday in October in each year. And the provisions of 
law now existing for the holding of said court on the first Monday in 
April and November of each year is hereby repealed, and all suits, 
prosecutions and processes, recognizances, bail bonds, and other pro- 
ceedings of whatever nature pending in or returnable to said court on 
the days last named are hereby transferred to and shall be made return- 
able to and have force in the said respective terms provided in this act 
in the same manner and with the same effect as they would have had 
had this act not been passed. 

“Spe, 4. That all civil suits not of a local character now pendin 
or which shall be brought in the district or circuit courts of the Unit 
States for the district of North Dakota in either of the said divisions 
against a single defendant, or where all the defendants reside in the 
same divisions of said district, shall be brought in the division in which 
the defendant or defendants reside, or, if there are two or more 
defendants residing in different divisions, such suit may be brought in 
either division, and all mesne and final process subject to the provisions 
of this act, issued in either of said divisions, may be served and exe. 
cuted in either or all of said divisions. All issues of fact in civil 
causes triable in any of the said courts shall be tried in the division 
where the defendant or one of the defendants reside, unless by consent 
of both parties the case shall be removed to some other division. 

“Sec. 5. That the circuit court of the United States for said district 
shall be held at Bismarck on the first Tuesday in March in each year, at 
Fargo on the third Tuesday in May in each year, at Grand Forks on the 
second Tuesday in November in each year, at Devils Lake on the first 
Tuesday in July in each year, and at Minot on the second Tuesday 
in October in each year, and cases taken on appeal or writ of error 
from the district court shall be returnable to the circuit court held in 
that judicial subdivision from which the appeal was taken. When the 
circuit court or district court is held, as provided in this act, at the 
same time and place, one grand and one petit jury only shall be sum- 
moned and serve in both said courts. 

“Sec. 6. That the clerk of the circuit and district courts for said 
district shall each appoint a cpa clerk at the place where their 
respective courts are required to held in the division of the district 
in which such clerk shall not himself reside, each of whom shall, in 
the absence of the clerk, exercise all the powers and peros all the 
duties of clerk within the division for which he shall be appointed: 
Provided, That the appointment of such deputies shall be approved by 
the court for which they shall have been respectively appointed, and 
may be annulled by such court at its pleasure, and the clerks shall be 
responsible for the official acts and negligence of all such deputies.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 

nd State government and be admitted into the Union on an 

ual footing with the original States; and to enable the people 
of New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, my interest in this bill is mainly in 
that part relating to statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Terri- 
tory. I am acquainted with the people who live in the proposed 
State of Oklahoma and know the injustice that has been done 
them by the denial of their repeated petitions for statehood. 
Three Congresses have had this subject under consideration. It 
has consumed more time in those Congresses than any other one 
subject, Three years ago, in the Fifty-seventh Congress, a bill 
passed the House of Representatives providing for statehood 


for Oklahoma, with a provision that later on Indian Territory 


should be attached to the proposed State. That bill failed to 
become a law. In the next Congress a bill passed the House of 
Representatives providing for statehood for Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory. That bill also passed the Senate, but failed 
in conference. 

The bill under consideration has passed the House of Repre- 
sentatives. It is pending here. The people of Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory are entitled to statehood. They were entitled 
to it three years ago; they were entitled to it one year ago, and 
a crime has been committed against them. It is a crime to 
deny the number of people living within the boundaries of the 
proposed State the privilege of being admitted into the sister- 
hood of States. ; 

In the admission of new States three elements are properly 
taken into consideration—first, the area ; second, the population, 
and third, the resources, developed and undeveloped. So far as 
area is concerned, the boundaries of the proposed State are 
ample. The area will be somewhat smaller than either Kansas 
or Nebraska, but larger than Arkansas or Iowa, being about the 
size of Missouri. 

So far as population is concerned, there are more people living 
there than have been denied admission in any other Territory 
or than have been admitted in any State since the organization 
of the Government. The governor of Oklahoma, in his last an- 
nual report, estimates that on the 30th of last June there were 
not less than 800,000 people in Oklahoma. 

The Indian inspector for the Five Civilized Tribes estimated 
that on the same date there were not less than 700,000 people 
in Indian Territory. The Bureau of the Census, in its estimate 
of population of all the States and Territories for the year 
1905, placed the number of people in Oklahoma and Indian Ter- 
ritory at 1,056,261. Comparing the population of Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory with the population of States, taking not 
the estimates of the governor of Oklahoma and the Indian in- 
spector, but the estimate of the Bureau of the Census on the 
population of these Territories, and the same estimate as to the 
States, we find that the combined population of Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory last year was within 100,000 of the combined 
population of the following States: Delaware, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, Utah, and Vermont. These six States are entitled to 
send twelve Senators to this body, and yet the petition of 
Oklahoma and Indian Territory to send two Senators has been 
repeatedly denied by Congress. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to ask whether the Senator 
bases his statement upon the population of those six States 
under the last census, or whether he gives them the benefit of 
the growth for which he has given credit to the Territories 
mentioned? 


Mr. LONG. I endeavored to make it plain, but evidently did 
not. I take the estimate of the Bureau of the Census for last 


year on Oklahoma and Indian Territory and compare it with 
the estimate for the same year on the six States to which I have 
referred. e 

Mr. HEYBURN. The estimate for the present population? 

Mr. LONG. The estimate for the population of last year, 
1905. Taking these estimates, we find that the population of 
this proposed State is equal to the population of Montana, New 
Hampshire, and Oregon combined. It is greater than the popu- 
lation of North Dakota and South Dakota combined. It is 
nearly twice the population of the State of Washington. It is 
half again as large as Maine. 

Mr. PILES. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. PILES. I should like to correct the Senator. I under- 
stood the Senator to say that the population of Indian Terri- 
tory and Oklahoma was twice that of the State of Washington. 
The State of Washington to-day has more than a million people. 
I think that is generally admitted by those who are familiar 
with the conditions prevailing in that State. 

Mr. LONG. I do not know to what estimate the Senator 
refers regarding the population of Washington. I am taking 
the estimate of the Bureau of the Census. These comparisons 
are not made for the purpose of showing that the States that 
are in the Union are not entitled to statehood, nor are they in- 
tended as a reflection on those States, but the purpose is to 
show that in Oklahoma and Indian Territory there are over a 
million people, according to the estimate of the Bureau of the 
Census, and over a million and a half according to the estimates 
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of the governor of Oklahoma and the Indian inspector for the 
Five Civilized Tribes, who are entitled, on population, to be ad- 
mitted as a State. It is nearly four times the population of 
Montana; it is larger than the population of any New England 
State, except Massachusetts. This much as to population. 

Oklahoma alone in the election of Delegate to Congress in 
1904 cast 109,145 votes. This was greater than the total vote 
cast in any one of the following eighteen States: 


Ala Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, 
Montana, Nevada, New 5 North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, South ota, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming. 


I have given the vote of Oklahoma alone. It is impossible 
to determine the number of yotes in Indian Territory, but the 
committee that reported this bill gives the same number of 
delegates in the constitutional convention to Indian Territory 
that is given to Oklahoma, and it is fair to assume, and I be- 
lieve, that the population of Indian Territory is practically 
equm} to that of Oklahoma. So if 109,145 votes were cast in 
Oklahoma in 1904, it is reasonable to conclude that there is 
that number in Indian Territory. The census of 1900 gave 
109,191 males of voting age in Oklahoma and 97,361 in Indian 
Territory. 

The vote of Oklahoma Territory was 30,000 in excess of the 
total vote combined of the States of Nevada, Vermont, and 
Wyoming. It was 7,000 votes more than the State of Utah 
cast at the same election. 

When we consider the resources of this proposed State, the 
comparisons are equally impressive. Taking the showing of the 
Crop Reporters of the Department of Agriculture for December, 
1905, and February, 1906, we find that the total live-stock values 
for Oklahoma are $63,163,787 ; for Indian Territory, $28,456,936, 
or a total for the proposed State of $91,620,723. The total live- 
stock yaluation for the proposed State of Oklahoma is greater 
than that of the States of Idaho, Nevada, Utah, and Vermont 
combined; it is almost exactly that of North and South Carolina 
combined ; it is $12,000,000 greater than the live-stock valuation 
for South Dakota, and almost twice that of North Dakota. It 
is equal to that of Wyoming and Montana combined, with four 
millions to spare. It is about 55 per cent of Kansas. 

The total value of farm products for Oklahoma is $29,379,428 ; 
for Indian Territory, $28,666,684, or a total of $58,046,112. 


The farm products of the proposed State of Oklahoma are 


$17,000,000 greater than those of North Carolina; within $5,000,- 
000 of those of North Carolina and South Carolina combined; 
almost equal to those of South Dakota, and about $7,000,000 
greater than those of Montana, South Carolina, Vermont, and 
Wyoming combined. They are about 40 per cent of Kansas, 
and nearly twice those of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah combined. 

The proposed State of Oklahoma is not a manufacturing 
State; but, in this respect, we find the statistics are equally as 
astounding. The increase in manufactures is very great. 

From the report on manufactures of the Bureau of the Census 
for 1905 we find that the manufactures in Indian Territory 
amounted to 466 establishments, with a capital of $5,016,654. 

Manufactures in Oklahoma amounted to 341 establishments, 
with a capital of $8,645,325. 

This is a total of 807 establishments and a capital of $13,- 
661,979. 

The capital of the combined establishments for the proposed 
State of Oklahoma is nine times that of South Dakota; six 
times that of North Dakota; over twice the combined States of 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Nevada: very near the total 
for Montana; $1,000,000 more than Utah; one-half of Kansas, 
and one-fourth of Colorado. 

It should be borne in mind that the proposed State of Okla- 
homa is not a manufacturing State by any means, yet its capi- 
tal for manufactures is about one-third that of Rhode Island; 
about one-sixth that of Connecticnt. 

From 1900 to 1905 the percentage of increase in capital for 
manufactures in Oklahoma was 351, and in Indian Territory 
215. The percentage of increase in establishments in Oklahoma 
was 108, and in Indian Territory 160. The percentage of in- 
crease in value of products in Oklahoma was 200, and in Indian 
Territory 201. This was not equaled by any State in the Union, 
although the entire West made great gains over the showing 
made by the Twelfth Census. 

The same abundant resources are shown by the national 
banks in Oklahoma and Indian Territory. From the report of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for the year ending October, 
1905, it appears that Oklahoma has 114 national banks, and 
Indian Territory 142, or a total of 256. The capital stock of 
Oklahoma banks—national—is $3,955,000, and of Indian Terri- 
tory $5,730,680, or a total for the proposed State of Oklahoma of 

„685,680. 

1 capital stock of national banks for the proposed State of 


Oklahoma is nearly as great as that of Kansas; nearly three 
times that of North Dakota; four times that of South Dakota; 
twenty-four times that of Nevada; over seven times that of 
Idaho; over nine times that of Wyoming; within a million and 
a half dollars of the combined capital stock of the States of 
Vermont and New Hampshire; 50 per cent greater than that of 
the two Carolinas; nearly $2,000,000 greater than that of the 
combined capital stock of Nevada, Idaho, Wyoming, and Utah; 
just about the same as North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
North Dakota combined; and three times that of South Dakota, 
with a million dollars to spare. 

The number of national banks in the proposed State of Okla- 
homa is within five of the total number of the States of Nevada, 
Idaho, Wyoming, Vermont, New Hampshire, and South Caro- 
lina. It is more than the number in North Dakota and South 
Dakota, and within forty-three of the number in Kansas. 

From the annual report of the Postmaster-General for the 
year ended June 30, 1905, it appears that Oklahoma has 57 
Presidential post-offices; Indian Territory has 52, or a total of 
109 for the proposed State of Oklahoma. 

Receipts from Oklahoma offices, Presidential, were $425,320; 
from Indian Territory, $283,127 ; or a total of $708,447. 

Receipts from the offices in the proposed State of Oklahoma 
were within about $100,000 of those from the combined offices 
of North Dakota and South Dakota; exceeded the States of 
Utah, Idaho, and Nevada combined; were nearly double those of 
Montana ; double those of Utah; over $100,000 greater than those 
of Mississippi; practically the same as Oregon, and more than 
$200,000 in excess of South Carolina. 

I have referred to the area, population, and developed re- 
sources of the proposed State. It is unnecessary to refer to 
the undeveloped resources of Oklahoma and Indian Territory. 
The abundant deposits of coal in Indian Territory, with gas, 
oil, timber, and stone, coupled with the great agricultural pos- 
sibilities of Oklahoma will make it a great Commonwealth from 
the very day that it is admitted into the Union, if such good 
fortune shall ever come to its people. 

The question is naturally asked, Why, with all these resources, 
are a million and a half of people denied statehood? Why is 
it that a million and a half of people, who are entitled under 
the ratio of apportionment to eight Members of Congress—this 
bill giving them five—why is it that so many people are denied 
admission as a State? It is due to the fact that, unfortunately, 
the case of Oklahoma and Indian Territory has never been con- 
sidered alone by Congress; it is due to the fact that there have 
been controversies between the Senate and the House of Rep- 
resentatives on the part of the bill not relating to Oklahoma 
and Indian Territory. 

This bill has passed the House of Representatives and is 
pending here. These controversies are again renewed, and 
amendments are pending which, if adopted, will have the effect 
of renewing the contest between the House and the Senate, and 
will again imperil, if they do not defeat, this legislation. 

There are three amendments offered by the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Foraxer], either of which will, in my opinion, if 
adopted imperil the enactment of this bill into a law. 

The first amendment is to strike out all that part of the bill 
relating to New Mexico and Arizona. I am opposed to this 
amendment for the reason that I am in favor of statehood for 
Arizona and New Mexico. I believe that the people of those 
Territories, if they so desire, should have the privilege of 
being admitted as a State; and I believe that an opportunity 
should be given them to vote upon the proposition. 

The second amendment provides that the ratification of the 
constitution when submitted shall only be made if a majority 
in each of the two Territories—that is, a majority in New 
Mexico and a majority in Arizona—shall vote for the proposition. 

The third amendment is one providing for a special clection, 
to be called within thirty days after the passage of this act, and 
the election is to be held on the twelfth Tuesday after the ap- 
proval of the act, at which the question is to be submitted to 
the people of Arizona and New Mexico separately whether the 
people of these two Territories desire statehood under the pro- 
visions of this bill. It requires that a majority in New Mexico 
and a majority in Arizona must be cast for the proposition 
before that part of the bill relating to Arizona and New Mexico 
shall become effective; and if a majority of the vote in New 
Mexico or a majority of the vote in Arizona shall be cast against 
the proposition for statehood for Arizona and New Mexico, then 
that part of the bill is to be null and void. 

I am opposed to either of these amendments for the reason 
that I believe it will surely imperil the passage of the bill, and 
also because I do not believe that it is just or right to submit the 
proposition, so that a majority in a section or a portion of the 
proposed State of Arizona shall have the power of nullifying the 
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proposition of statehood for these Territories. Of course, if I 
were in favor of statehood for Arizona alone, if I believed that 
Arizona Territory was now or would be in future fit for state- 
hood alone, I would support either of these amendments, hoping 
that if the proposition carried here it might be defeated in Ari- 
zona when it was submitted to the people of that Territory for 
their consideration. That is the purpose of this last amend- 
ment, and all who are in favor of or believe that statehood for 
Arizona is proper or that the people of that Territory are en- 
titled as a matter of right to statehood will support these 
amendments. 

I shall not detail the history of this proposed legislation, 
showing why, in my opinion, either of these amendments pro- 
viding for a separate vote in Arizona will imperil the passage 
of this entire bill; but I will call attention to some of the rea- 
sons why this proposition is not fair and just to the people of 
Arizona and New Mexico. 

There were, according to the election of 1904, 66,423 votes 
east in the two Territories of Arizona and New Mexico. There 
were 23,431 yotes cast in Arizona. Submitting this proposition 
in the ordinary way to all the people of Arizona and New Mex- 
ico, it would require a majority, if the same number of votes 
should be cast next time as were cast in 1904, of 66,423 votes 
in ‘order to determine whether they desired statehood. That is 
the ordinary, usual way of submitting a proposition for state- 
hood to the people of a proposed new State; but according to 
the method under which this is sought to be submitted 12,000 
voters in Arizona can determine that there shall not be state- 
hood, although there may be 54,000 votes cast in favor of the 
proposition. I do not believe that is fair. I do not believe it 
is just, and it is certainly unusual. Propositions of this kind 
have never before been submitted in this manner, and I do not 
believe that this should be submitted in this way. 

It is an unfair proposition in other respects, and I wish to 
read a statement handed me by a gentleman who lives in the 
proposed State of Arizona and who fully understands the situa- 
tion there: 

The present amendment— 

That is, the third one, providing for a special election— 

The present amendment is unfair because it provides that before 
even the constitutional convention is called, and before sy proceedings 
are taken under the statehood bill—in fact, before the bill is to have 
any affect at all—a special election is to be called in each of the Terri- 
tories at which the sole question to be voted upon is to be whether or 
not the respective Territories care to enter statehood jointly. 

Either of the amendments is very unfair, because Territorial lines 
are never permitted to hamper Congress in the creation of a new State. 
The argument that all of Arizona south of the Gila River should have a 
right to say whether it would come into statehood with the rest of 
Arizona or with the rest of Arizona and New Mexico combined would 
be considered untenable, yet the cases are exactly parallel. As well 
might it be argued that a single county ought to have the right to say 
whether or not it would come into statehood with the remaining coun- 
ties of any Territory. 

The fairest way to Invoke a referendum as to a constitution under 
this propono enabling act for New Mexico and Arizona is to submit the 
constitution and the State ticket to the people of both Territories as a 
whole, a ma, — 5 of the total vote to govern. It is one State or no 
State, and therefore very inequitable to permit a portion of the ple 
to decide the matter. Arizona has but one-third of the combined vote 
of the two Territories, and to permit Arizona alone to defeat the meas- 
ure by a majority of its own votes is to say that one-sixth of the poopie 
5 5 ö State may keep the other five-sixths in Territorlalism 


In the creation of new States, following the precedents of 
over a hundred years of our existence as a nation, the interests 
of two classes of people are involved. First, there are those who 
live in existing States and are represented in Congress by Sen- 
ators and Representatives. They have a right to be heard. The 
people of those States have a right to say whether the people 
of a proposed State shall come in and bear the burdens and re- 
sponsibilities of statehood and participate in the settlement of 
questions that concern that State, and also of questions that con- 
cern the nation. 

The second class of people who have an interest are those who 
live within the boundaries of the proposed new State. They 
should be heard in determining the question whether they wish 
to come in and participate in the burdens and responsibilities of 
statehood. 

There have been two methods followed in making new States. 
One method is for the people within certain boundaries volun- 
tarily, without any legislative authority, to come together, elect 
delegates to a constitutional convention, make a constitution, 
submit that constitution to the people within the boundaries of 
the proposed State, and, if the ple approve or ratify the con- 
stitution, then submit that constitution to Congress for ratifica- 
tion; and if ratified by Congress the State is admitted and its 
Representatives and Senators are admitted to Congress. That 
method has been followed in the admission of the following 
fourteen States: Vermont, Kentucky, Tennessee, Maine, Ar- 


kansas, Michigan, Florida, Texas, Iowa, California, Kansas, 
Oregon, Idaho, and Wyoming. 

There is another method, in which Congress takes the initia- 

tive and passes an enabling act, authorizing the people within 
the boundaries—Congress fixing the boundaries—of the p: 
State to elect delegates to a constitutional convention, the dele- 
gates to make a constitution, Congress saying in advance, as 
we do in this bill, what shall and what shall not be put into 
the constitution. After the constitution is made it is to be 
submitted to the people for ratification. If ratified by a ma- 
jority of all the votes cast within the proposed boundaries, the 
President issues a proclamation declaring the State admitted 
into the Union. That method has been followed in the admis- 
sion of the following eighteen States: Ohio, Louisiana, Indiana, 
Mississippi, Illinois, Alabama, Missouri, Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
West Virginia, Nevada, Nebraska, Colorado, South Dakota, 
North Dakota, Montana, Washington, and Utah. 

In both of these methods the consent of the people in the ex- 
isting States is necessary, and also the consent of the people 
in the proposed State. When we speak of the consent of the 
people of the existing States, we do not mean the consent of all 
of them. Their consent is given, not by an election in all of 
the States, but by the votes of their representatives in the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives. And when we speak of the 
consent of the people in the proposed State we mean the con- 
sent of the majority of the people in the proposed State, the 
same as when we speak of the consent of the people of the ex- 
isting States we mean a majority in the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

It has never been considered necessary that all the people in 
all the States should consent, but if a majority in the Senate 
and House of Representatives consent it is considered the con- 
sent of all, for in this country we have the rule of the majority. 
So when we submit it to the people of the Territory we do not 
mean that all the people must consent, but a majority of the 
people within the boundaries of the proposed new State. 

It is very interesting to refer to the contests between Congress 
and the people of proposed States in regard to the formation of 
new States. From what we have heard in the progress of this 
debate, from letters we have received, from what has been said 
in the newspapers, one would think it is necessary to have the 
consent of all the people of a proposed new State before state- 
hood should be granted to it. This has never been the policy 
of Congress. Congress has always followed the wishes of the 
majority, not the wishes of the majority of a part of the Ter- 
ritory proposed to be included within a new State, but the 
wishes of a majority of all the people within the boundaries of 
the proposed new State. , 

It is interesting to refer to the contest that was waged for 
years over the admission of Iowa. The first constitution in 
Iowa was made in 1840, and was defeated. A constitution was 
made in 1844, and rejected by less than a thousand votes. It 
was submitted a second time and again defeated, although the 
majority was cut down one-half. 

These constitutions were made by the people voluntarily, with- 
out any consent or authority from Congress, no enabling act 
having been passed. But Congress in 1845 passed an enabling 
act, proposed certain boundaries for the new State, authorized 
the making of a constitution and its submission to the people. 
The boundaries were entirely different from the present State of 
Iowa, but those boundaries were rejected by the people at the 
polls—that is, a majority of the people of Iowa at that time 
voted against accepting those boundaries, and the proposition of 
Congress was rendered null and void. 

The people voluntarily elected delegates to another constitu- 
tional convention, made another constitution, with the bounda- 
ries exactly similar to the present State of Iowa. It was sub- 
mitted to the people of Iowa again in 1846, and there were 
9,442 votes for it and 9,036 votes against it, or a majority of 
only 406 votes. And yet Congress, following the wishes and the 
will of the majority of the people of Iowa admitted the State, 
although there was a majority of only 406 in favor of the ad- 
mission of the State. 

Kansas, after repeated contests over the kind of constitution 
it should have, finally voluntarily made the Wyandotte consti- 
tution. It was submitted to the people. Of the 15,000 votes 
cast at that time, over a third were against the adoption of the 
constitution, but Congress followed the wishes of a majority of 
the people of Kansas, approved the constitution and admitted 
the State under the constitution which we have to-day. 

Nebraska was admitted under a constitution for which there 
were cast 3,998 votes, with 3,898 against it, a majority of only 
a eis and yet the State was admitted under that consti- 
tution. 
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Oregon was admitted under a constitution against which over 
a third of the people had voted. 

The first constitution of Wisconsin was rejected by the peo- 
ple; the second was ratified, although there were 6,149 yotes 
against it. There were 16,442 votes cast for it. 

Constitutions have always been submitted to all the people 
within the boundaries of the proposed State, and if a majority 
of the people within those boundaries, although a very small 
majority, favored the constitution, Congress has admitted the 
State under that constitution if it was satisfactory in other 
particulars. 

Under the provisions of this bill, if it is enacted into law, 
we will proceed in the regular, usual method to submit the 
constitution to all of the people who live within the boundaries 
of the proposed State. : 

The claim was made a year ago in the debate—it is made 
now—that something unusual happened at the time Arizona 
was made a Territory; that there is a peculiar provision in 
the organic act of Arizona which ties the hands of Congress in 
making the boundaries of the proposed new State of Arizona; 
that this Congress has not a free hand in determining the 
boundaries of the proposed new State, but that those bound- 
aries were made forty years ago when the Territory was 
organized. The Territorial act of Arizona contained the usual 
provision: 

Bisco ype ong ogi orton of the Untied States from dividing 
0 
said Territory, or 8 1 — narm 


such manner and at 
times as it may deem proper. 

That is, Congress could divide Arizona into two Territories, 
or it could take part of it and attach it to New Mexico, and 
attach some of it to Nevada, or Utah, and no objection could 
be made because of this provision. But there was another pro- 
vision in the organic act of Arizona which it is claimed to-day 
restricts Congress and makes it necessary, although parts of 
‘Arizona might be attached to other States or Territories to ad- 
mit the State with the same boundaries that the Territory had 
when it was organized. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. CARTER. I 8 to ask the Senator a question for 
information. I perceive that he has with great care collected 
the precedents with reference to the admission of new States. 
The impression exists upon my mind that the new States ad- 
mitted from time to time were carved out of larger Territories, 
as arule. That impression may be erroneous. I should like to 
have the Senator cite a case where Congress has utterly de- 
stroyed one Territorial boundary and incorporated two Terri- 
tories in one State. 

Mr. LONG. I think the impression of the Senator from Mon- 
tana is correct—that usually the States have been carved out of 
other territory. I think that is correct. 

Mr. DUBOIS. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. LONG. I have not yet answered the question of the 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. CARTER. I did not know but that the Senator had en- 
countered a case where there was a union of two Territories. 
a not recall such a case, and I thought possibly the Senator 

d. 

Mr. LONG. I think the Senator will admit that we are deal- 
ing with a very unusual condition in Arizona and New Mexico. 
Its unusual character and nature are shown by the fact, as I 
shall show later on, that, notwithstanding a certain pledge made 
in a treaty with Mexico in 1848 and kept so far as all other 

rtions of the territory are concerned, yet we have failed to 

eep it as to Arizona and New Mexico; and the failure to keep 
that pledge, notwithstanding the repeated efforts that have been 
made by both of these Territories to obtain admission as States, 
shows or must show to the Senator that we are dealing with 
unusual conditions; that there must be some inherent objec- 
tions to the admission of these Territories as separate States, or 
Congress in all these years certainly would have carried out 
the pledge made in the treaty with Mexico; and if this is an 
unusual proceeding, it is because we are considering statehood 
for a people who are in a peculiar condition. 

I will say to the Senator from Montana that this bill simply 
returns practically to the original Territory of New Mexico 
and admits that Territory as a State the same as that part of 
the bill which refers to Oklahoma and Indian Territory returns 
to the area comprised originally in Indian Territory. It is a 
reuniting of Territories which were separated, in the case of 
Indian Territory and Oklahoma, because of peculiar conditions, 
and a reuniting of two Territories, Arizona and New Mexico, 
which, in my opinion, were separated when they should not 


have been separated. It is my opinion that if the separation 
of these Territories had not taken place statehood would have 
been granted long ago to the people there, and the pledge made 
in the treaty with Mexico would have been carried out. 

Mr. CARTER. I did not wish to deflect the Senator from the 
current of his remarks by the question I asked him. His propo- 
sition that this Congress is not bound by what Congress did in 
1863 or at any other time of course is well taken and is not 
controverted. The act of Congress did not constitute a treaty 
with the people then living or who might thereafter live in 
either of the Territories. So I imagine we are not in any sense 
bound by what was done then. I mean bound in a legal sense— 
in a constitutional sense. 

Me LON G. Does the Senator believe we are bound in a moral 
sense 

Mr. CARTER. That presents an entirely diferent question; 
possibly a debatable question. 

Mr. LONG. I merely want to say to the Senator from Mon- 
tana that I have some letters and petitions asking me to op- 
pose the union of Arizona and New Mexico on account of a cer- 
tain provision contained in the act organizing the Territory of 
Arizona ; and the memorial presented by the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. PATTERSON] also contains similar statements, to 
which I will refer later on. 

Now I will yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. DUBOIS. ‘The Senator from Kansas has cited instances 
where States have been admitted into the Union when almost 
an equal number of the people of the Territory were opposed, 
on a vote, to its admission. Does the Senator recall any in- 
stance where a Territory has been made a State against the 
protest of the people of the ‘Territory? 

Mr. LONG. What does the Senator mean by “the protest of 
the people of the Territory?” 

3 DUBOIS. I can illustrate it by a little personal expe- 
ence. 

When I was urging the admission of Idaho into the Union of 
States, and Congress was very loath to grant us statehood on 
account of a provision in our constitution, a great many of my 
friends in Congress begged me to have it taken out. I an- 
nounced that in my opinion Congress had no right to take us 
into the Union of States against our protest, and it would be 
against our pretest if our constitution was amended. 

Mr. LONG. What does the Senator mean—the protest of 
a majority or the protest of a minority? 

Mr. DUBOIS. The protest of a majority. 

Mr. LONG. There has been no instance, so far as I know, 
when the protest of a majority of the people at the polls was 
against admission that the State has been admitted. 

Mr. DUBOIS. I will say to the Senator it is stated with 
great circumstantiality, and it is believed that a great majority 
of the people of Arizona object to statehood. Therefore why 
should we take them into the Union of States if that is so? 

Mr. LONG. The question as to whether or not a majority liv- 
ing within the boundaries of the proposed State of Arizona are 
opposed to this measure will be determined at the polls. They 
ma have the opportunity to express themselyes on that propo- 

on. 

Mr. DUBOIS. How? 

Mr. LONG. First in the election of delegates to the constitu- 
tional convention, and then in the ratification of the constitution 
when it is submitted to them. The proposition is to submit it 
in the usual way to all the people living within the boundaries 
of the proposed State of Arizona. If a majority of the people 
at the polis reject the constitution, of course the State of Ari- 
zona will not be admitted. 

Mr. DUBOIS. But you add the whole population of New 
Mexico to the population of Arizona and allow them to vote 
as to whether Arizona shall be made a joint State with New 
Mexico. As a matter of fact in nearly all our Western States— 
I imagine it is so in Kansas, although I do not know—you can 
not add a portion of a county of a State to another county 
without the consent of the voters of the portion which is to be 
added to the county. I do not recall any instance where Con- 
gress has admitted a State and taken it into the Union against 
the protest of the people of the Territory out of which the 
State is to be formed. I hardly think you meet the question 
when you spread the people of New Mexico over the people of 
Arizona and let them decide for the people of the Territory of 
Arizona. 

Mr. LONG. It is very difficult to obtain the consent of all 
the people of a State to a proposition that may be submitted 
to them. A portion of them may object and may show their 
objection at the polls. But the way in which the matter has 
been determined in the past has been for all the people within 
the proposed boundaries to haye the opportunity of voting upon 
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the proposition, and then a majority of those people to deter- 
mine whether the constitution shall be ratified. 

Take the instance of Oklahoma and Indian Territory. There 
is a proposition now pending in Congress for a separate State 
for Indian Territory. They made a constitution and voted on 
it at the polls, carried it, and submitted it here and asked for 
its ratification, and the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Mc- 
Cuunxn] introduced a bill to ratify that constitution. Yet, un- 
der the provisions of this bill, the people of Indian Territory 
and the people of Oklahoma are authorized to make a constitu- 
tion, vote on it, and it is to be ratified and the State admitted 
if a majority of the people are in favor of the proposition, even 
though a majority of the people living in Indian Territory may 
vote against it. 

I will ask the Senator if he believes that it is necessary and 
would he fayor the insertion of an amendment requiring that 
the constitution for the proposed State of Oklahoma should 
have a majority in Indian Territory before it is ratified? 

Mr. DUBOIS. I certainly would. But the evidence before 
us has convinced me that the people of the Indian Territory 
are satisfied to be joined with Oklahoma. If there were any 
doubt about that whatever I would be in favor of submitting 
the proposition to the people of Indian Territory, the same as 
I would to the people of Arizona; but I have been led to sup- 
pose that there was no opposition on the part of the people of 
Indian Territory. On the other hand, in New Mexico and 
Arizona, their accredited Delegate who has been sent here and 
who represents the voice and the sentiment of the people of 
Arizona is opposed to joint statehood, and his opinion ought to 
have great weight, as the voice of the Delegate always has had 
great weight in the action of Congress. ` 

Mr. LONG. I believe the constitution for the proposed State 
of Oklahoma should be submitted to the people within the pro- 
posed boundaries, and the question as to whether it should be 
ratified or not should be determined by a majority vote at that 
election, and not by a majority in a part of the proposed new 
State. 

But referring to Arizona, the claim is made in this memorial 
that there is something in the organic act creating Arizona 
which, while, as the Senator from Montana says, it does not 
amount to a legal or constitutional right, yet it amounts to a 
moral obligation on the part of Congress to make the bounda- 
ries of the proposed State of Arizona the same as the Territory 
of Arizona at the time this pledge was made. I read from the 
memorial presented by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. PAT- 
TERSON ]: 

That said government shall be maintained— 

Quoting from the organic act— 


That said government shall be maintained and continued until such 
time as the people residing in said 3 shall apply for and obtain 
admission as a State on an equal footing with the other States. 


Then the memorial continues: 


It is admitted that the Congress would have undoubted right to 
change the boundaries of Arizona as a Territory, but we insist t in 
all justice and fairness the provision of the organic act just quoted was 
a promise to our people when they applied for statehood to be per- 
mitted to come in as a separate and independent State on an equal 
footing with the other States. 

In another part of the memorial, which is directed to the Sen- 
ate, in giving the reasons why they should not be reunited with 
New Mexico, is this: 

Second. The promise by Congress in the enabling act that the auton- 
omy of Arizona should be preserved. 

A year ago in the debate, notably by the then Senator from 
California, Mr. Bard, the argument was made that this was a 
pledge to the people of Arizona in 1863 that when admitted as a 
State they should have the same boundaries which the Territory 
of Arizona had. 

To show how industriously this claim has been made, I wish 
to call attention to a letter I received this morning from a con- 
stituent of mine, a gentleman who, while he is well informed on 
subjects generally, probably had not given very much considera- 
tion to the details of this proposed legislation. Yet in this 
letter to me he sets out and quotes in full this provision of the 
organic act of Arizona, and says: 

The United States is really under moral obligation to the people of 
Arizona not to force joint statehood upon them with New Mexico, be- 
cause the organic act passed in 1863 provides— 

Then follows this provision of the organic act, that they 
3 maintain their own government until they were admitted 
as a State. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 


question? 
Mr. LONG. Certainly. 


‘no new States shall be formed, or erected, within the 


Mr. SPOONER. What, in the opinion of the Senator, did 
that mean, if anything? 

Mr. LONG. I do not wish to take the time this afternoon to 
give my construction of that language, but I refer the Senator 
to the speech the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE] made a 
year ago, in which he in detail explained the purpose of those 
who had it inserted in the organic act. 

Mr. SPOONER. I wiil reread that part of the speech of the 
Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator will find much in that speech of 
the Senator from Indiana to interest him, and I commend it to 
his consideration. 

Whatever it may mean, the important thing was that the 
Territorial form of government should continue. As was shown 
very clearly by the historical references made by the Senator 
from Indiana a year ago, they were fearful that the Territo- 
rial government for Arizona might not continue very long. 
There were reasons why, when Congress came to consider the 
matter carefully, it might abolish the Territory of Arizona. 
There were few good reasons for its creation. So this provision 
was placed in the act, as was shown by the Senator from In- 
diana, to prevent Congress, if possible, from abolishing the Ter- 
ritory of Arizona. 

Whatever it may mean, certainly it can not be held to fix the 
boundaries of the proposed State of Arizona and make them the 
same as the Territory of Arizona at the time the pledge was 
made, because it is an impossibility to do so. When that pledge 
was made Arizona had a different area from what it has to-day. 
It was made to the Arizona of 1863, and the Arizona of 1863 was 
an entirely different area from the Arizona of to-day. The Ari- 
zona of 1863 not only embraced the territory within these red 
lines [indicating on a map], the present Territory of Arizona, 
but also included that tract of 11,664 square miles [indicating]. 
If the pledge of boundaries for a future State was made in the 
act organizing the Territory of Arizona, the pledge was made to 
the people within that tract the same as to the people who may 
live within this part of the Territory [indicating], which is now. 
the Territory of Arizona. 

To show how impossible it is to carry out such a pledge, I 
call your attention to the fact that in 1866, three years after Ari- 
zona was o this part of Arizona was detached and 
annexed to the State of Nevada, and it is there to-day. Under 
the provision of the Constitution which prohibits any new 
State from being formed or erected within the jurisdiction of 
any other State without the consent of the legislature of the 
State, if we are to return to the area of 1863, as it existed at 
the time this pledge was made, we must take in that part of the 
Territory of Arizona which is now a part of Nevada; and that 
can only be done with the consent of the legislature of Nevada, 
for it is a part of that State today. This strip, or tract, is 
almost as large as the States of Massachusetts and Connecticat 
combined. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator from Kansas permit me? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will ask the Senator, in completing his 
statement, if it is not true that the very large area which was 
afterwards detached from Arizona and added to the State of 
Nevada was not so done without referring it at all to either 
the people in the detached portion or to the people.in the re- 
mainder of the Territory? 

Mr. LONG. Certainly. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It was done by an act of Congress. 

Mr. LONG. It was done under the authority of Congress 

So whatever this provision may mean it certainly can not be 
contended to mean statehood for Arizona with the same bound- 
aries as the Territory of Arizona at the time the Territory was 
organized. 

If Arizona and New Mexico were States, of course they could 
not be combined into one State without the consent of the legis- 
latures of the respective States. The constitutional provision 
is as follows: 

New States may be admitted by the Congress into this Union, but 
risdiction of 
any other State, nor any State be formed the junction of two or 
more States, without the consent of the legislatures of the States con- 
cerned, as well as the Congress. 

Under this constitutional limitation Congress can not, without 
the consent of the legislature of Nevada, include that portion 
of the Territory of Arizona that was attached to Nevada in 
1866 in the proposed new State of Arizona; and as the State 
of Arizona can only be admitted, under the construction given 
this provision, with the same area as the original Territory of 
Arizona the State of Arizona can not be admitted at all, unless 
the legislature of the State of Nevada consents that the strip 
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that was taken from the Territory of Arizona in 1866 shall be 
included in the new State of Arizona. 

This contention is certainly unsound and indefensible, and 
demonstrates that whatever may have been the intention of 
those who inserted this provision in the organic act of Arizona 
it can not be held to bind Congress to make the State of Arizona 
with the same boundaries as the original Territory of Arizona. 

So it is for Congress to determine, untrammeled and unre- 
stricted, whether the objection urged against the reuniting of 
Arizona and New Mexico, that were originally one Territory, 
and admitting them as one State is just and right under all the 
to make all needful rules and regulations respecting the ter- 
ritory belonging to the United States. 
circumstances, and Congress, in the determination of this ques- 
tion, is unhampered and unrestricted by legislation relating to 
the Territory of Arizona or New Mexico. 

If I thought Arizona was entitled now, or would be fit in the 
future, for separate statehood, I would support one or all of 
the amendments proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. For- 
AKER]. But considering the conditions there I do not believe 
that Arizona is fit for statehood now or that it will be fit for 
statehood in the future, and believing this I can not support 
either of these amendments, 

There are some “laims made in the memorial presented by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Parrerson] that I do not under- 
stand. The ninth reason given why the people of Arizona 
should not be joined with the people of New Mexico is as 
follows: 

Ninth. The objection by the Ree of Arizona, 95 per cent of whom 
are Americans, to the probability of the control of public affairs by 
people of a different race, many of whom do not speak the English lan- 
guage, and who outnumber the people of Arizona two to one, while the 
ee valuation of Arizona exceeds that of New Mexico by over 333 
per cent. 

The estimate of the Bureau of the Census gives the popula- 
tion of Arizona in 1905 as 140,276. According to the report of 
the Secretary of the Interior, 39,517 of these were Indians. 
According to the census for 1900, 14,223 people in Arizona were 
born in Mexico or Spain, and 24,233 were of foreign birth. The 
same census gives only 70,508 native-born citizens in Arizona. 

In my opinion it is an injustice to the State I in part repre- 
sent, with its million and a half of people; it is an injustice to 
the people of Oklahoma, if that State should be admitted under 
the provisions of this bill, to have admitted with Oklahoma or 
to be admitted hereafter a State with a population as meager 
as that which is in Arizona to-day. 

Not only that, but there were in Arizona in 1900 only 44,081 
males 21 years of age and over who could vote under the pro- 
visions of this bill, and of those 11,215, or over 25 per cent, 
were illiterate. There were only 30,306 native-born males 21 
years of age and over. Of the 122,931 persons in Arizona in 
1900, 28,911, or 23 per cent, were over 10 years of age, and 
could not speak English. This is the condition after forty 
years of existence as a Territory, and after more than half a 
century since the Territory came to us under the treaty with 
Mexico. What is the ‘reason for this? The Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. ForaKxer], in a speech that he made two years ago, speak- 
ing about the admission of New Mexico and Arizona as sepa- 
rate States, said: 

I believe that New Mexico is entitled, according to a fair interpreta- 
tion of our treaty obligations, to admission without regard to any 
question, excepting only that of population, she having more than the 
equal of the unit of representation. I believe that in the exercise of 
our authority and sound discretion the Congress is justified in admit- 
ting Arizona, although at this present moment she does not have a 
population, perhaps, equal to the unit of representation. 

I am in favor of carrying out the pledge made in the treaty 
with Mexico. But fortunately that pledge does not bind Con- 
gress to the admission of the people living within certain bor- 
ders to a State with particular boundaries. The admission of 
the State of Arizona with the boundaries proposed in this bill 
carries out the pledge made in the treaty with Mexico. We 
carried out that pledge as to the Mexicans who lived in the 
State of California. We carried out the pledge as to the 
Mexicans who lived in Utah and other portions of the country 
that we acquired from Mexico. But we have never carried it 
out as to the people of Arizona and New Mexico. Why? These 
are the conditions as to population in Arizona. What reasons 
are there for such conditions? Senators who wish information 
upon that subject in detail should carefully read, if they did not 
hear, the very excellent speech of the junior Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Dick], who shows why there are but 140,276 people in 
Arizona to-day, less than 100,000 of whom are native-born 
American citizens. The area is sufficient for a State. The 
` population is deficient. The resources are not sufficient. Why? 
Agriculture is, has been, and will be the chief industry of the 
citizens of that State, Agriculture is dependent upon the rain- 


fall, the rainfall is deficient, and so agriculture is dependent 
upon irrigation. Anyone who will look into the estimates, the 
figures, the statements contained in the speech of the junior 
Senator from Ohio, taken as they are from official documents, 
can understand why there is such a sparse population in Arizona 


y. 
Arizona is not a newly discovered country. It has not been 
settled recently. The first explorations in Arizona were made in 
1540. There was another exploration made in 1580. The first 
settlement in Arizona was made shortly before the year 1600, 
before the settlement of the English at Jamestown, before the 
landing of the Pilgrims at Plymouth Rock. So this is not a 
new civilization. It is old. People have been living there for 
centuries, and the reasons why they have such a sparse popu- 
lation, why their resources are so deficient, inheres in the 
nature of their physical conditions, inheres in the fact that 
there is not sufficient rainfall in order to carry on agriculture. 

So it is that if in all this time their conditions have not been 
such that they will justify statehood, I do not believe that it is 
possible for a change to come in the future. And believing as 
I do that no change can come that will enable the people of 
Arizona to become fit for separate statehood, I am in favor 
of carrying out the pledge made in the treaty with Mexico, 
by admitting Arizona and New Mexico as one State. I am in 
favor of submitting the proposition to the people living within 
the boundaries of the proposed State and allowing a majority 
of those people to determine whether or not they want statehood. 

As I have said before, I believe that the separation made in 
1863 in the organization of a separate Territory for Arizona 
was most unfortunate in its effect on statehood for the people 
of that part of the United States. The pledge was made in 
1848 that they should be incorporated into the Union, and yet 
we find that there has been no Congress since that time that 
has been willing to carry out the pledge. Fifteen States have 
been admitted since that time from territory, a part of which 
came to us from Mexico, but the pledge, so far as Arizona and 
New Mexico are concerned, remains to-day unfulfilled. I believe 
in making that pledge good. I believe in doing it in this bill. 

Congress for over forty years has omitted to admit them sepa- 
rately, not because they each did not have sufficient territory, 
but on account of the sparseness of their population and their 
undeveloped resources. I do not believe now that they are enti- 
tled to separate statehood, or that either would make a State 
able to bear the burdens of statehood and do its full part in 
determining the future policy of this nation, but combined they 
will make a great State, in area larger than California—but you 
could add to it the States of Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
and Vermont, and yet it would not equal Texas. 

I am ready and willing to vote to authorize the people of both 
these Territories to unite and make a State, if they so desire. 
There may be objection on the part of a number of the people liv- 
ing in Arizona to this arrangement, and they may register their 
objections at the polls, but that should not deter Congress from 
doing its duty in the premises. 

States have been admitted before over the protests of a strong 
minority, but the will of the majority was controlling, and the 
minority was obliged to yield a reluctant acquiescence. If this 
bill passes the Senate without substantial amendment, state- 
hood is assured to the people of Oklahoma and Indian Terri- 
tory. Long-delayed justice will be accorded them, and a million 
and a half of people, occupying a rich and fertile country, will 
not longer be denied admission as a State because of the objec- 
tion of a few thousand people on the plains of Arizona to the 
boundaries of that proposed State. 

The prolonged struggle for the admission of Kansas is vividly 
remembered my many who now live in Oklahoma. They re- 
member that four constitutions were made in Kansas, only to 
be rejected by Congress or the people. They remember that the 
Wyandotte constitution was only ratified by Congress after the 
election of Abraham Lincoln and a month before his inaugura- 
tion. That prolonged struggle was over forty-five years ago, 
when they were young, active, and vigorous. Now, in their de- 
clining years, when age has cooled the ardor of youth, they have 
hopefully looked forward—three years ago, one year ago, and 
now—to the contest in this body on the question of statehood 
for Oklahoma. No one questions their right to be admitted. 
The yote here on statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory 
would be almost unanimous if it could be separated from the 
other part of the bill; but separation seems impossible. Let 
us end this struggle, and do it now, and admit the States of 
Oklahoma and Arizona, While our action may disappoint sey- 


eral thousand people in Arizona, it will be gratifying to the 
people of New Mexico, and will be hailed with delight and great 
joy by the million and a half people in Oklahoma and Indian 
Territory. 
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APPENDIX. 


Statement phar Fs by the Bureau of the Census of 3 of States 
under the Twelfth Census, 1900, and estimate for 1905. 


Federal 
census, State cen- 


State or Territory. te, 
1800. sus, 1905. 1905. 
1,828,697 |.. 1, 986, 347 
122,931 |.. 140, 276 
1,311, 564 1, 408, 2 
1,485, 053 |... 1,620, 883 
539, 700 602, 925 
908, 420 |.. 989, 500 
184, 735 192, 855 
278, 718 802,883 
2,216; 331 4057821 
161, 772 198, 382 
4,821, 550 319,150 
2,516, 462 678, 492 
392, 060 493, 000 
2, 231,968 2,210, 7 
1,470, 495 1, 548, 818 
2.147, 174 201, 444 
1,381, 625 613, 145 
694, 466 TIL, 156 
1, 188, 044 260, 869 
2, 805, 346 
2, 420, 982 
1,751, 304 
1,551,270 
3, 106, 665 
243, 399 
1,066, 300 |- 
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Returns from State census not yet received. 
d Census of 1900. 

Mr. WARREN. Pursuant to the notice given, I shall be glad 
to take up again the Medical Corps bill, if the Senator in charge 
of this bill will agree to lay it aside temporarily. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think it was the understanding that 
that should be done; and therefore I ask that the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside. I understand it was the 
arrangement that on the conclusion of the remarks of the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Lone] the Senator from Wyoming 
was to go on with the bill he has in charge. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the unfinished 
business will be temporarily laid aside. 


REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 


Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Wyoming yield to me 
to call up a bill for consideration by unanimous consent? I do 
not think it will lead to any debate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. WARREN. I do, of onae assuming that the bill will 
not lead to any debate. 

Mr. NELSON. It will not. 

Mr. WARREN. Very well. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4129) to regulate enlistments and pun- 
ishments in the United States Revenue-Cutter Service. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


INTERNATIONAL EXPOSITION AT MILAN, ITALY. 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Missouri? . 
1 p WARREN. For what purpose does the Senator wish the 

oor 

Mr. WARNER. I desire to call up a bill in relation to the 
international exposition to be held at Milan, Italy, during the 
present year. I am frank to say that I understand there will 
be objection made to it; but, notwithstanding that, I feel it 
my duty to call it up. There will be no discussion whatever of 
the bill on my part. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, having the floor by the cour- 


tesy of the Senator in charge of the statehood bill, I do not feel 
that I can yield for anything which will cause a long delay; 
but I understand that this subject will soon be disposed of, 
and I therefore yield. 

Mr. WARNER. There will be no discussion whatever on 
my part. I ask unanimous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 4412) to enable the Government to take 
official part in the international exposition to be held at Milan, 
Italy, during the year 1906. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business, being the statehood bill, be laid aside for the re- 
mainder of the day. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That bill has already been laid 
aside by unanimous consent. 

Mr. NELSON. For the rest of the day? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. For the rest of the day. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the letter of the Secretary of 
State shows the whole situation. In speaking of this exposi- 
tion he says, “ which, while a private enterprise, promises to 
be a large and important one.” If this were an international 
exposition, undertaken by a foreign country, it would present 
an entirely different condition, but being, as the Secretary says, 
“a private enterprise,“ I do not think that the projectors and 
promoters, who are seeking to have this bill passed in order 
to get a place and pay out of the Government appropriation, 
ought to be gratified, and I must object to its consideration. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

Mr. WARNER. By unanimous consent I should like to have 
a letter of the Secretary of State and also a letter of the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and Labor, together with certain other 
papers which I hold in my hand, printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. HALE. I, of course, have no objection to that. 

The papers referred to are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February, 12, 


Hon. WILLIAM WARNER 
Chairman Select Committee on Industrial a sitions, 
ted States Senate. 


Sin: I have the honor to inclose herewith BA 2 of House Document 
No. 128. Fifty-ninth Congress, first session, containing my request that 
an appropriation of $40, 00, of which $12,000 is for an exhibit by the 
Bureau of Fish and Fisheries, be made to enable this Government to 
participate in the tnteroational exposition at Milan, Italy. 

I also inclose a copy of Senate rt No. 402, showing the favorable 
recommendation by your committee hat an amendment proposed to 
the urgent deficiency bill pores for this object. 

Inasmuch as the urgent deficiency bill as reported to the Senate does not 
contain an item for this purpose, I beg to express the hope, in view of 
the favorable action taken by your committee, that you will introduce 
an independent bill, a draft of which I inclose, and will urge its adop- 
Hon 8 Senate. 

e exposition is to open in April, ier looking to our partici- 
pation therein should be taken at once if a so that commissioners 
be appointed and exhibits prepared. e more than 200 appli- 

cat ons have been made by Americans for ce at i ya ition. 


Hon. WILLIAM WARNER, 
Ohairman Select Committee on Industrial Expositions, 
United States Senate. 
Sin; I have the honor to invite your attention to the question of the 
participation of this and other Departments ae the Government in the 
international ex, tion at Milan, and to express the hope 
t, in view of the tavorabie 


action already taken by your committee, 
you will find it expedient to the the matter to the notice of the 
and secure early action th 


This Department is — ot of taking 


my 
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part in the exposition, because of the special uest of the Italian 
ambassador and because of the economic benefits this country that 
will accrue therefrom. I have no hesitation in stating that the com- 

ratively small amount involved would eventuall repaid many 
a i increased trade resulting from an increaned knowledge of our 
products. 

In the event of favorable consideration of this matter by Congress, 
appropria action should be taken at once, owing to the early opening 
0 


the exposition. 
Very respectfully, V. H. METCALF, Secretary. 


[House Document No. 128, Fifty-ninth Congress, first session. ] 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICH OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, December 9, 1905. 


Sır: I have the honor to transmit herewith, for the consideration of 
Congress, copy of a communication from the 9 of State of the 
Sth instant, and its inclosures, in regard to the cipation by this 
Government in an exposition to be held at Milan, I nA in 1906, to cele- 
brate the opening of the Simplon tunnel, and submitting an estimate of 
appropriation in the sum of $40,000 as an amount required to enable 
the Barma Suta to make a creditable display thereat. 

espec y 
3 H. A. TAYLOR, Acting Secretary. 
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, December 8, 1905. 

Sin: I have the honor to inclose herewith the translation of a note, 
dated October 22, 1903, from the Italian ambassador, together with 
copies of subsequent correspondence, Ce at E poer aae by the 
United States in an exposition to be held at „ under the high 
patronage of His Majesty the King of Italy, to celebrate the opening 
of the Simplon tunnel. e exposition was at first fixed for 1905, but 
was subsequently postponed until 1906. 

By the Italian embassy’s note of October 22, 1903, the hope is ex- 
sarin by the Government of Italy that that of the United States will 
‘avorably consider the invitation and will encourage American citizens 
to exhibit at the exposition, which, * while a private enterprise, prom- 
ises to be a large and important one.” 

The subsequent correspondence shows that France, Germany, Austria, 
Switzerland, Great Britain, Belgium, Japan, Turkey, and several South 
American States had, up to October 21, 1905, given notice of their in- 


tention to Fae vt 

One of the most important sections of the exposition will be that of 
“Fisheries in salt and fresh water—international.” A special invita- 
tion was extended by the Italian ambassador's note of October 21, 1905, 
for the participation of the Bureau of Fisheries in this section. 
November 8, 1905, the Secretary of Commerce and Labor informed me 
that his “ Department will be pleased to accept the invitation of the 
Italian Government and make the desired exhibit if Congress granis 
the necessary authority and appropriation,” and he added: 

“As practically all the objects are already assembled, the expense of 
the project will not be great. It is thought that $12,000 will fully 
cover the cost of transportation, installation, maintenance, and return 
of the exhibit.” 

I have the honor to request that you will submit the papers to Con- 
gress to the end that that body may determine whether the invitation 
shall be accepted, in which case an appropriation of $40,000 (the 
amount granted by Great Britain for the porn) will be required to 
enable the United States to make a creditable display at the exposition. 
This amount would include the $12,000 asked for in behalf of the 
Bureau of Fisheries. 

It will be recalled that the Italian Government was liberally repre- 
sented at both the Chicago and St. Louis expositions, its grant for the 
latter being $120,000. 

I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant. 
ELIHU ROOT. 

The SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, November 8, 1905. 


Sır: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your communi- 
cation of the 6th instant regarding the participation of the Bureau of 
Fisheries in the exposition to be held at Milan in 1906. In reply I 
have the honor to say that the Department will be pleased to accept the 
invitation of the Italian Government and make the desired exhibit if 
Con grants the necessary authority and appropriation. As prac- 
tically all the objects are already assembled, the expense connected with 
the project will not be great. It is thought that $12,000 will fully 
cover ant — 55 of transportation, installation, maintenance, and return 
of the e t. 

Very respectfully, V. H. METCALF. 

The SECRETARY OF STATE. 


ROYAL ITALIAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, D. C., October 22, 1903. 


Mr. SECRETARY or STATE: In order to celebrate the opening of the 
Simplon tunnel there will be held at Milan in 1905, under the high 
atronage of His Majesty the King, an international exposition, which 
i to include methods of transportation, insurance, and artistic works. 
In accordance with the instructions which I have received from my 
Government, I have the honor to bring this to the notice of your 
excellency. The Government of the King hopes that that of the United 
States of America will give this communication favorable considera- 
tion and encourage American citizens to exhibit at the exposition, 
which, while a private enterprise, promises to a large and im- 
portant one, not only on account of the moral and financial backin 
which the people of the locality have given it, but also on account o 
the ability ana standing of the persons composing the executive com- 
mittee. 
The nations are invited to exhibit in the following sections: Trans- 
rtation on earth and the air; marine transportation; insurance; 
rative art; workshop of industrial art. It gives me pleasure to 
inclose your excellency a preeria of the exposition, and to hold 
myself in readiness to send as many copies thereof as your excellency 


may desire, together with any other information or explanation which 
you think it advisable to ask. 

Awaiting meanwhile the reply which your excellency may be pleased 
to make to this communcation, I avail myself, etc. 


V. MACCHI pr CELLERB. 
His excellency Mr. Jonn Hay, 
Secretary of State. 


ROYAL ITALIAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, D. C., March 7, 1903. 

Mr. SECRETARY OF Srarn: In pursuance to instructions just received 
from my Government, I hasten to inform your excellency that the 
exposition intended to be held at Milan in 1905 for the pu of 
celebrat the opening of the Simplon Pass, and to which called 
your excellency’s attention in my note of October 22 last, has been 
postponed until the spring of 1906. The executive committee of the 
above-mentioned exposition was obliged to 5 its opening owing 
to the fact that it is hardly likely that the new Ba over the Alps 
will be opened up to the public before the summer of 1905. 

My Government trusts that this postponement will in no way in- 
terfere with the participation of American industry and commerce in 
the various international exhibits promised for this occasion, and it 
even hopes that the delay will enable the American pee to accept 
in still greater numbers the invitation extended to them by the ci 
of Milan to cooperate, by their presence, in the success of an expo- 
sition which commemorates a new achievement of human ingenuity. 

Please accept, Mr. Secretary of State, the assurance of my highest 
regards. ¢ 

Ve e rr A 
; r aires. 
His excellency Mr. JohN Hay, a 
Secretary of State. 


ROYAL ITALIAN EMBASSY, 
Washington, D. O., September 9, 1905. 

Mr. Secretary or STATE: There has been sent to me, for submission 
to your excellency, the inclosed petition from the American committee 
for the Milan Exposition of 1 „to request, through the medium of 
8 excellency, that the Federal Government will participate officially 

the said exposition. 

The fact that the Federal Government has taken p in the exposi- 
2 3 Liege, Belgium, gives rise to the hope that ft will do as much 
a an. 

As far as I am concerned, I can only recommend the petition which 
I transmit to your excelleney's kind attention. 

Accept, ete., 

His excellency Mr. ELIHU Roor, 

Secretary of State. 


Mayor. 


MILAN EXPOSITION, 1906, AMERICAN COMMITTEE, 
New York, September 7, 1905. 

Sin: This American committee on the Milan Exposition, 1906, has 
been honored in having assigned to it by the central committee at 
Milan, Italy, the very agreeable duty of soliciting, through the medium 
of your honored administrative department, the active rticipation 
of the United States Government in the forthcoming exposition, which, 
in commemoration of the completion of the Simplon tunnel, will take 
place in Milan in 1906. - 

It affords this American committee much pleasure to be thus called 
upon to invite the American nation to be represented officially at Milan 
apon the auspicious occasion referred to, and, as an item of informa- 

on rtinent to the subject of the committee's communication, it 
wo respectfully apprise you of the fact that the sum of £10,000 has 
but recently been appropriated by the British Government for the es- 
tablishment and equipment of the British section at the exposition, 
thus following the example put by other foreign nations. 

In conclusion, honorable sir, this American committee begs to tender 
to you the assurances of its highest esteem, and to pray that it may 
be favored with your response at your convenience. 

Respectfully, 


Hon. ELIHU Roor, Secretary of State. 


ROYAL EMBASSY or ITALY, 
Washington, D. C., October 21, 1905. 


ANTONIO Zucca, President. 


Mr. SECRETARY OF STATE: 


The president of the executive committee of the exposition to be 
held at Milan in 1906, under the high patronage of the King of Italy, 
calls my special attention to the fact that one of the sections of that 
exhibition which bids fair to prove most important is the ninth: Fish- 
eries in salt and fresh water—international. France, Germany, Aus- 
tria, Switzerland, England, Belgium, Japan, Turkey, “and several South 
Sa republics have already notified their intention to participate 
officially. 

As it is well known that the United States is one of the most ad- 
yanced countries in the fishing industry, the presidency of the Milan 
exposition holds that its accession to this section would give it special 
importance and be highly appreciated. While communicating the de- 
sire so expressed by your excellency, I venture to beg that you will use 
your good offices to the end that the Federal Government be pleased to 
authorize the Bureau of Fisheries, belonging to the Department of Com- 
merce and Labor, to participate in the said special exhibition. 

Thanking you in advance for whatever you may be pleased to do in 
the matter, Mr. Secretary of State, I offer to you the assurances of my 
highest consideration. Se 

YOR. 


[Senate Report No. 402, Fifty-ninth Congress, first session.] 

The Select Committee on Industrial Expositions, to whom was re- 
ferred the amendment intended to be proposen to the urgent deficiency 
bill “ To enable the Government to take official yet in the International 
exposition to be held at Milan, Italy, during the year 1906,“ have ex- 
amined the same and report it back with a favorable recommendation. 

Mr. HALE. Let the bill go to the Calendar under Rule IX, 
Mr. President. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3393 


PETER FAIRLEY, 


Mr. McLAURIN. I ask unanimous consent to be permitted 
to make a report at this time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the report will be received. 

Mr. McLAURIN. I am instructed by the Committee on 
Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S. 4860) for the relief 
of Peter Fairley, to report it with amendments. I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. I understand the bill for which the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. McLaurin] desires present considera- 
tion to be one that will provoke no discussion, and so I shall not 
object to it; but I must say that I shall have to take the floor 
at the conclusion of the consideration of that bill, and I shall 
object to it if it gives rise to debate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill just reported by the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. McLaurin]? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (S. 4860) for the relief of 
Peter Fairley. 

Mr. McLAURIN. The committee recommends the striking 
out of “ five hundred,” wherever it occurs in the bill, and insert- 
ing “four hundred and fifty.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The amendment will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. In line 5, before the word “dollars,” it is 
proposed to strike out“ five hundred“ and insert“ four hundred 
and fifty; “ and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ five hundred“ and insert“ four hundred and fifty ;” so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay and return to Peter Fairley the 
sum of $450 paid by said Peter Fairley to the United States on a judg- 
ment against him on the bail bond of John C. Lott, who was after- 
wards captured and returned to the United States officers by said Peter 


Fairley. The said sum of $450 is hereby appropriated for said payment 
and return of said sum to said Peter Fairley. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
MEDICAL DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1539) to increase the efficiency of the 
Medical Department of the United States Army. 

Mr. WARREN. I understand the Senator from Maine is 
ready to proceed. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. KEAN. The pending bill is rather an important one, and 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum being sug- 
gested, the Secretary will-call the roll. 

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an- 
swered to their names: 


Alger Crane Hansbrough Rayner 
Allee Dick Kea Scott 
Beveridge Dillingham Latimer Simmons 
Blackburn Elkins Long Spooner 
Bulkeley Flint McLaurin Sutherland 
Burkett Foraker Nelson Teller 
Burnham Frazier Overman Warner 
Burrows e Perkins Warren 
Carter Fulton Pettus 

Clap Gallinger Piles 

Clark, Wyo. Hale Proctor 


Mr. McLAURIN. I wish to state that my colleague [Mr. 
Money] is absent because of sickness. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Cray] has 
gone home on account of being ill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Forty-one Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is not present. 

Mr. WARREN. I move that the Sergeant-at-Arms be di- 
rected to summon the absent Senators. 

Mr. HALE. I think a quorum will be here shortly. 

Mr. FRYE. Let the list of absentees be called, and by that 
time there will probably be a quorum here. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the list of 
absentees. 

The Secretary called the list of absentees. 

Mr. ALLISON, Mr. Bacon, Mr. Bartey, and Mr. PENROSE en- 
tered the Chamber, and answered to their names. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Forty-five Senators haye answered 
to their names. A quorum is present, 


xL—213 


Mr. HALE obtained the floor. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. HALE. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. CARTER. I do not desire to take the floor from the 
Senator from Maine, but merely rise to make a suggestion. 
The Senator from Maine has made a statement to the effect 
that this bill was the first of a series of bills having for their 
purpose a substantial increase in the various branches of the 
Army service. That was my understanding of the Senator’s 
statement. 

It occurs to me that thjs is an ill-advised method of proceed- 
ing to increase the Army. First comes the primary proposition, 
Does the Senate or the country stand for a present increase of 
the Army at all? If it should be determined in the affirmative, 
then the method of proceeding with the increase will become of 
very grave importance. : 

I think it is obvious that a question of this kind relating to 
unity in the service, a cohesive, inseparable branch of the pub- 
lic service, can not be intelligently disposed of in piecemeal. I 
recall the effort to reorganize the Army. That proposition led 
to a spirited and long-continued debate in this Chamber. The 
bill providing for the reorganization of the Army finally re- 
ceived a majority vote. That bill was not presented in seg- 
ments. There was no pretense that we would legislate with 
reference to the artillery in one bill, the line in another bill, 
and the Medical Corps in still another; but, on the contrary, the 
entire subject was taken up. 

It is a subject not readily divisible. It is true we might con- 
sider special cases involving the fortification of certain ports. 
It might be wise, perchance, to take up coast defense as a sepa- 
rate subject; but, as I understand from the proposition of the 
Senator from Maine, this is but the entering wedge, the begin- 
ning of a policy of disposing of one branch of the subject which 
belongs to and has intimate relations with other branches of the 
service. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. CARTER. With pleasure. - 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator addresses his remarks to an 
observation made by the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] 
very much in the way he would do if the Senator from Maine 
were in charge of the bill and were laying out the premises. 
The Senator from Maine in his statement—which was merely 
his belief—that this bill is part of a plan to increase the Army, 
does not state what I believe to be the plan, and does not state 
what I believe to be the object of this bill. The object of this 
bill has nothing whatever to do with a general increase of the 
Army. It is merely to perfect the organization of the Medical 
Department of the Army as it now stands. The same course 
has been pursued with two or three or more of the other de- 
partments of the Army since the passage of the bill to which 
the Senator from Montana alluded, notably in the case of the 
Engineer Corps. It was found upon trial that that department 
had not sufficient officers to take charge of the great works in 
connection with rivers and harbors, ete. It has been found 

Mr. FULTON. May I interrupt the Senator from Wyoming? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. I wish to ask a question in the line of the 
Senator’s suggestion. Is this bill really not a movement to cor- 
rect a mistake, an error that was made in the former reorganiza- 
tion of the Army? ‘That is, does it not seek to correct a mistake 
which was made in providing for the Medical Department 
rather than being an attempt to reorganize the Army? 

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator from Oregon, yes. 
It was a mistake in one sense, because the belief existed then, 
with some, at least, of the members of the Senate, that we 
needed a less force than experience has shown to be necessary. 

Now, I want to say to the Senator from Montana that this 
bill has no effect upon other branches of the Army. It is simply 
that we may have not an increase of numbers and not a very 
perceptible increase in expense—in fact, the expense will be at 
first decreased but the object of the bill is to provide that the 
Army shall have its necessary percentage of surgeons, the same 
as it had before the Spanish war, before the general increase of 
the Army, and the same as the Navy has now and has always 
had, and not have the Army depend so largely upon contract 


surgeons. 
Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 
Mr. SPOONER. How many colonels are there now in the 
Medical Department? 
Mr. WARREN. Eight. 
Mr. SPOONER. This bill provides for sixteen? 
. WARREN. Yes. 
. SPOONER. How many lieutenant-colonels are there 


. WARREN. There are twelve. 

. SPOONER. How many majors? 

. WARREN, I do not recollect, but I haye the number 
here; yes, sixty. t 

Mr. SPOONER. Well, this bill provides for 110 majors and 
800 captains, or first lieutenants. Are all these colonels, lieu- 
tenant-colonels, majors, captains, and first lieutenants to take 
the place of contract surgeons? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly; numerically speaking. 

Mr. SPOONER. That is what it means? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes; the lieutenants at less pay, the majors, 
of course, at larger pay. But, as I remarked before—possibly 
the Senator from Montana did not catch it—we have had from 
170 to 200 contract surgeons employed all during the last year. 
In fact it is necessary now and will be hereafter to employ that 
number, unless we enlarge the force. The proposed increase in 
the number of officers decreases an equal or larger number of 
contract surgeons, and thus the Army is not increased prac- 
tically. 

Mr. SPOONER. How much is saved by this bill? 

Mr. WARREN. It saves the difference between the pay of 
the first lieutenants and the contract surgeons, with so many 
as serve as lieutenants—— 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. SPOONER. It does operate, then, to increase the Army? 

Mr. HALE. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. It does not increase the men employed. It 
simply changes from contract surgeons to captains, lieutenants, 
and so forth. 

Mr. SPOONER. Contract surgeons are not a part of the 
Army. 

Mr. WARREN. They cost money. 

Mr. SPOONER. I am not talking about money. 

Mr. WARREN. <A good deal more—— 

Mr. SPOONER. I am talking about rank. 

Mr. HALE. I will say to the Senator that page 15 of the 
report shows, even on the most favorable showing, that there is 
an increase, not at once, but as the years go by. 

‘Mr. CARTER. It is suggested by the Senator from Oregon 
IMr. Futron] that we are merely correcting a mistake made by 
Congress in the Army re-srganization bill. Under the general 
title of correcting mistakes, we might very well consider whether 
Congress, according to the present judgment, did not make a 
mistake in fixing the maximum limit of the Army. If mistakes 
were made in the Army reorganization bill necessitating cor- 
rections which will result in an increase of the Army, I suggest 
that it is wise to have the whole of such increase—eyvery part 
and parcel of the remedial legislation, if such remedial legisla- 
tion be necessary—brought forward for the consideration of the 
Senate as an entirety. 

I merely rose to call attention to my view of the observations 
of the Senator from Maine, for the purpose of suggesting the 
advisability of the recommittal of this bill, with a view to hay- 
ing the Committee on Military Affairs bring forward the entire 

proposition emanating from all the bureaus and subdivisions of 
the War Department, to the end that we may ascertain just 

` what this increase will be, the branches of the service in which 
the increase will occur, and thus determine the necessity for 
the increase and determine whether the country, according to 
the consensus of opinion here represented, desires any increase 
at all. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, there is great force in what the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. CARTER] has said. I think the 
Senate is entitled upon this fundamental question of the increase 
of the Army to the best judgment of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs as to what the bill should be. I do not like this 
way of nibbling at legislation, getting in a partial bill about one 
part of an establishment and then another bill about another part 
of an establishment, I have never, in connection with the Navy 
Department, thought it was the wise thing to do. Six or eight 
years ago we had, as it was called, “a general personnel bill” 
for all branches of the Navy. We presented that bill. Older 
Senators will remember it—the Senator from New Hampshire, 
ihe Senator from Kentucky, who is a member of the committee. 
We presented a general bill for the government of the different 


branches of the Navy Department and rules and regulations and 
laws about all of them, and that bill passed. From time to 
time there have been complaints—little work in certain cases; 
certain branches have had the advantage of others. 

Now, instead of bringing in separate bills, I introduced a 
bill here covering all of the departments and branches of the 
Navy. The same has been done in the House. Later the com- 
mittees will report, not a single bill for the Pay Departnient, 
for the Medical Department, or the Engineer Department, but a 
general bill; and I think there is great force in that course. 

I was interested in the comments that were made and the 
arguments for this bill grounded upon the necessity of doing 
something for the Medical Corps by reference to the experience 
we have had in late wars. Mr. President, there never were 
any faults or defects of administration that were laid to the 
Medical Corps as it then existed or now exists. The trouble 
in the Cuban war was not with the doctors. It was not con- 
tended that they were inefficient or of insufficient force. That 
issue never was before the country, and is not now before the 
country. 

Whatever complaint was made or whatever defects there were 
in the administration did not belong to the Medical Corps. We 
conducted that war, so far as this corps goes, in a way that at- 
tracted no criticism. 

I listened with great interest to the remarks of my venerable, 
philosophic, and reflective friend the Senator from Alabama 
{Mr. Prrrus] about the uses of a medical corps and about the 
figures and proportions of losses in time of war, and how, in 
Japan, preparation was made for the war and the medical corps 
was enlarged, in view of a great war, for that purpose. If the 
Military Committee came before the Senate to-day with the 
arguments of the Senator from Alabama, that the object of this 
bill is to prepare for a great war, I would see frankness and 
openness in it. I agree fully with what the Senator says, that 
it would haye been folly inconceivable on the part of Japan, 
with what was imminent before that country, if she had not 
done what she did in organizing her medical corps. There are 
not many spectacles in history, Mr. President, more instructive 
than the condition, situation, and sentiment of the Japanese peo- 
ple in the years after the fruits of their war with China had 
been taken away and wrested from their hands and the silent 
and determined way in which Japan prepared for the mighty 
contest that was surely impending. 

All that the Senator from Alabama has said about the wisdom 
of the Japanese in preparing for that war and in enlarging her 
medical corps and getting ready for the tremendous issues of 
war and battle are true, and if this bill were put on that ground, 
which, I think, is the only excuse for it, that we are legislating 
now to get ready for an incoming and impending war, it would 
be a different question. The Japanese would have been crazy, 
would have been lacking in patriotism, knowing that the nation 
was silently girding itself for the titanic conflict that came after- 
wards, if every department of her war establishment had not 
been put in training for immediate conflict—as it was. - 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. I was deeply interested in the remarks of the 
Senator from Maine with respect to the Japanese. We, too, 
have had a war. We prepared for it; according to the Senator 
we prepared sufficiently. But we lost fourteen by disease to 
every one killed in battle, while the Japanese lost four. 

Mr. HALE. We haye not had much of a war. 

Mr. WARREN. The comparison is four to one with the 
Japanese and fourteen to one with us. 

Mr. HALE. I have said that nobody complains that the 
Medical Corps is deficient. In all the agitation that was made 
about the condition of our Army and about the insalubrity of the 
locations established for it and about its food, and everything of 
that kind, I never heard a complaint that the Medical Corps 
was inadequate or was responsible for the loss, 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator must surely have overlooked 
the current writings of the day. 

Mr. HALE. I did not overlook them. 

Mr. WARREN. There were no allegations against the men 
employed, but because of the shortage of men. I suppose the 
Senator will remember the achievements of officers of the Med- 
ical Corps, in the great discovery as regards yellow fever, 
typhoid fever, and so forth, and how they were stamped out of 
Cuba, also various diseases in Porto Rico, and thousands—yes, 
tens of thousands—of lives accordingly saved in Cuba and else- 
where. The Medical Corps has accomplished great achieve- 
ments. It seems to me their past services are a guaranty that 
thé force will be correctly and properly employed. 
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Mr. HALE. Nobody proposes to cut them down. The Medi- 
cal Corps as it exists to-day is not subject to criticism. It has 
never failed. It has been adequate to every emergency that has 
come before it. 

Mr. PETTUS. Will the Senator allow me a word? 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 

Mr. PETTUS. The Senator will remember that my argu- 
ment was interrupted, at least I was cut off by the regular or- 
der before I concluded. 

Mr. HALE. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. PETTUS. I hope the Senator will not put me in the at- 
titude of blaming the surgeons for what occurred in our Army. 
What I intended to impress on the Senate and what the Senator 
does not seem to have noticed was not that the Medical Corps 
had neglected its duty, but that it did not have the power to 
prepare. There were not that class of officers in our Army at 
that time. They had no power. The theory was that the offi- 
cer of the line, the commander, was to do all this. They had 
separate men to do the commissary work and for the quarter- 
master’s arrangements. 

Now, the idea I wanted to convey was that there not only 
ought to be a sufficient number of these officers, and perhaps we 
have a sufficient number, but that the officers of the Medical 
Corps ought to have command of that corps and ought to have 
command of the medical preparations; that they ought to com- 
mand in the field; I do not mean in fighting, but in the field 
they ought to have command of the hospitals and ought to have 
power to prepare them and power to prepare all the medical 
supplies and all the sanitary arrangements and regulations; and 
that they could not have unless they had sufficient rank. That 
was the idea I had; but I never dreamed of blaming the Medical 
Corps for improper rations or anything of that sort. It was 
not their business under our system. I want to have the sys- 
tem changed. 

Mr. HALE. Those matters as to the control the Medical 
Department shall have are not in this bill at all. This is a 
simon-pure bill. We increase certain grades and ranks in the 
medical branch of the Army of the United States. It is not a 
question of rank. Of course the rank has been increased be- 
cause all these officers desire that. The contract surgeons are 
to be gradually gotten rid of and their places taken by officers 
who are to belong to the regular permanent establishment who 
will have their retired pay. 

But we have gone over all that. I agree fully that there is 
great force in the suggestion which has been made. This is a 
matter of increasing the Army, now an army of 60,000 men. 
That is the purpose. Nobody need have any doubt about that. 
The purpose is to increase the Army; and when we do that we 
ought to have what we have always had heretofore. We ought 
to haye a proposition that deals with the increase of the Army 
in its different branches so that we may see what it is. The 
senior Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] will remember a 
controversy upon this floor years ago in which the increase of 
the Army was advocated yery strongly in a time of profound 
peace by the then distinguished Senator from Illinois, General 
Logan. The contest was made on this floor, and it was the 
judgment of the Senate at that time that there was no neces- 
sity for the increase of the Army, and it was voted down. 

Afterwards the question came up repeatedly, and, as in the 
bill 1 quoted from, the bill of 1901, it was a bill to increase 
the efficiency of the Army in all its branches. It was not a 
single bill; it was not what I have characterized as novel leg- 
islation, but covered the whole matter. Anyone who will look 
at the bill of 1901 will see that it covers the branches of the 
Army, as it ought to have done, so that we could look at it as 
a whole. That is what we ought to do now, and nobody ought 
to be against it or be doubtful about meeting that question as 
one question. Shall we now, in view of any possible emer- 
gency, increase the Army of the United States of 60,000 men 
that we have? If so, let us have a well considered and ma- 
tured bill that covers all branches of the Army. 

Mr. PROCTOR. Mr. President, I think General Chaffee, in 
his indorsement of this measure, did not intend that it should 
have any such construction as the Senator from Maine has 
given it. General Chaffee says: 


But it does give early rank for majors and lieutenants, who are, in 
fact, the men generally employed for duty with troops, colonels and 
lieutenant-colonels being more 3 administrative officers. For 
this purpose the number of colonels and lieutenant-colonels provided 
for in the bill seems to me ample for peace administration and for 
reasonable requirements in war for an army of 250,000 men. 

What he plainly means by that is that for administrative pur- 
poses—for the medical staff, if you please—this increase would 
be sufficient for a large army. But to-day, of course, if the 
Army was increased, the troops would be provided otherwise. 
The increase of the Army to any extent would be by volunteer 


regiments that 
officers. 

Mr. HALE. If the Senator will allow me, what is the force, 
in view of this contemplated increase, of the suggestion of Gen- 
eral Chaffee about an army of 250,000 men? What is the force 
of that suggestion when he says this is sufficient? 

Mr. PROCTOR. That there ought to be in the permanent 
Medical Corps men trained and of rank who, in an emergency, 
would provide the administrative force of an increase, but not 
for the care of troops. 2 

Mr. HALE. That is all I have contended for, that the whole 
basis of this proposed legislation is on the theory of a greatly 
enlarged and expanding army. 8 

Mr. PROCTOR. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I do not so 
understand it at all. It merely provides for the presept Army 
sufficient administrative force and sufficient force for duty with 
the troops, but it does not provide any force for duty with the 
troops in case the Army should be enlarged. If it was so en- 
larged, the regular force would be skeletonized, so to speak; 
it would be scattered through the increased volunteer force as 
brigade and division surgeons, and the surgeons with the troops 
would be regimental surgeons. 

Now, in regard to contract surgeons, I consider them not so de- 
sirable by any means as the regular force. They have much less 
responsibility. They are not in the service for any considera- 
ble time. It is with them, to a large extent, but a makeshift, 
in order to get started in the profession, and they are con- 
stantly being weeded out on the best end. Anyone can see 
that these men are looking for some permanent settlement in 
the profession for life, and naturally the best ones would be 
those first to find such a place. They are constantly being 
diminished from the better end. The poor are left. I know 
one Secretary a few years ago was very glad to get rid. 
of seyenty or seventy-five contract surgeons. There is no ques- 
tion in my mind but that the Army is very much better off 
when they are permanent. 

Mr. HALE. Suppose he had found them consolidated as a 
part of the regular establishment of the Army, and did not need 
them, he could not have gotten rid of them. There is the very 
point. 

Mr. PROCTOR. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. HALE. That is the merit of the contract-surgeon sys- 
tem. If, in the case the Senator has cited, the Secretary had 
found that conditions were such that he did not need these 
officers, he could no more remove one of them than he could 
remove a mountain; they would become concentrated as a part 
of the establishment. That is the beauty of the contract 
system. 

Mr. PROCTOR. The Senator is supposing a condition that 
did not exist. It so happened at that time that the regular 
authorized force was not in the field. Examinations had not 
been held extensively enough through the country, and, more- 
over, a large number of small posts on the frontier, twenty-five 
at least, that had been necessary during the Indian service, 
were abolished, and that saved in each case two medical 
officers. a 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Vermont 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. PROCTOR. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. In connection with the observation made by 
the Senator from Maine I will state that the bill provides for 
examinations at each step and promotion, and if any surgeon is 
found to be incompetent at any point he is separated from the 
Army. 

Mr. PROCTOR. In regard to a general measure to increase 
and reorganize all branches of the Army, I am not myself in 
favor of a general increase of the Army by any means, but I 
have recognized for a long time that this corps ought to be in- 
creased. The Senate a year ago passed a measure, substan- 
tially this one, I believe, giving the increase we did at that ses- 
sion, and we have at this session passed a bill inereasing the 
Ordnance Corps somewhat. That was wise and proper, although 
I think the increase of this corps is more important. We should 
have in the Army the very best medical service that we can 
have. Much of our Army, unfortunately, must be in an un- 
healthy clime, and we ought to have the very best possible per- 
manent corps and a permanent force nearly sufficient—I will 
not say ample; I would not go beyond the absolute requirements 
for present service; I do not believe this bill does that, but I 
would have one nedrly sufficient to take care of the present 
needs, and to have any small lack filled up by contract sur- 
geons, but not any large lack by any means. 

Mr. HALE. The Senator says that a large part of the Army 
must be in insalubrious regions and conditions. What is the 


would come with their two or three medical 
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basis of the statement of the Senator that a majority or a large 
portion of the Army has got to be in doubtful and unhealthy 
climates? 

Mr. PROCTOR. I beg pardon; I did not say a majority. 

Mr. HALE. A large part. 

Mr. PROCTOR. I said a large portion. 

Mr. HALE. How large a portion? 

Mr. PROCTOR. I think there are now about one-fifth— 


12,000. 

Mr. HALE. At present only about one-fifth of the entire 
Army? 

Mr. PROCTOR. But that force has to be renewed once in 
two or three years; it has to be changed. 

Mr. HALE. There is just where the contract surgeon comes 
into advantage. 

Mr. PROCTOR. That is the Senator's opinion about it. I 
am very decidedly of opinion that the moderate increase this 
bill asks for, not to overprovide, but nearly to provide for the 
permanent wants of the Army, ought to be made by an addition 
to the regular force. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I simply wish to call at- 
tention in a few words to what I think was on the part of the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Perrus], reading from a book as 
he did, a somewhat exaggerated statement, I mean on the part 
of the author, as to the mortality of troops from disease as com- 
pared with the number who die from wounds in battle. 

It is said that General Scott during the Mexican war lost 
one third of his force by disease. That was a very large pro- 
portion. General O'Reilly, the Surgeon-General of the Army, 
states in a letter which will be found in this report that during 
the civil war the mortality from disease was more than double 
that from casualities in battle. The Senator, reading from the 
book, stated that it was four to one, if I remember correctly. 

Mr. PETTUS. I stated that in our wars the disproportion 
was less, but the figures the author gives here purport to be the 
official figures from the Government of Japan. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I understand. In the civil war, then, the 
casualties from disease were a little more than two to one as 
compared with the casualties from wounds. 

Mr. PETTUS. In the neighborhood of three to one. 

Mr. GALLINGER. General O'Reilly, the Surgeon-General 
of the Army, puts it at two to one, as the Senator will find in 
this report. That is all I know about it. 

Now, Mr. President, in the Spanish war there was one month 
when the death rate was very high, but during the other 
months of that war the death rate was not very excessive 
notwithstanding our troops were in an insalubrious climate. 
In reference to the civil war, I want to read a paragraph 
from General O’Reilly’s letter or memorandum touching that 
point. After speaking of the mortality in the Spanish war, he 
says: 

Nor would such occurrences be possible now in civilized warfare as 
for 600 wounded to lie for more than ten days on the battlefield, as 
happened after the second battle of Bull Run, on Au 30, 1862, 
when many of the wounded died of starvation. That this was not one 
of the unavoidable horrors of war, but was, as stated by the Surgeon- 
General in reporting these facts, due to defective medical organization 
is evidenced by the fact that after the organization of the ambulance 
service of Letterman such occurrences ceased in the Army of the 
Potomac. After the great battles of Fredericksburg, December 13, 
1862, and Chancellorsville, May 2, 1863, for instance, although the 
ai Bi defeated, the field was cleared of wounded without confusion 
or de ° 

I read this, Mr. President, simply to show that while our 
medical service was doubtless very defective at the beginning of 
the civil war (and the fact the Surgeon-General cites, that 600 of 
our wounded lay on the field of the second battle of Bull Run 
for ten days is an illustration), Letterman organized the ambu- 
lance service, and after that there was very little complaint 

- along that line. 

But since the civil war, almost forty-five years, very great ad- 
vances have been made in this country, as well as in other coun- 
tries, in the matter of sanitation and in the care of the sick. I 
have an impression that the results achieved by the Japanese, 
which were very satisfactory, would perhaps not be greatly in 
excess of what would be achieved by American surgeons of the 
present day. The advance in everything that relates to health 
and the treatment of wounds has been marvelous; and we are 
not behind the other nations in this matter of progress in med- 
ical science and surgical knowledge. 

So I think we ought to infer, even in view of the results ob- 
tained by Japan, which organized the medical corps with the 
expectation that a great and prolonged war was to ensue, that if 
conditions were the same in this country very likely our medical 
organization might be equal to that of that progressive nation. 

I do not question the Senator's figures so far as he cited them 


from the publication, but still I think the Surgeon-General of 
the Army perhaps is correct in giving the proportion as a little 
over two to one in the civil war. 

Mr. President, I want to see an effective medical organization, 
and I am really at a loss to know whether this is a desirable bill 
or not. I have been very much startled of late in reading a 
debate in another body to see to what an extent we are in- 
creasing the retired force of the Army. I have sat here day 
after day without casting an adverse vote when officers, distin- 
guished, deserving well of their country, have been promoted 
one after the other, after serving a single day, to give way for 
another distinguished officer to take his place. I have thought 
it was not a good policy, and yet, being a civilian, I have not 
felt like objecting to it. I think we ought to be careful in all 
our legislation not to increase the retired force of the Army or 
Navy to any greater extent than is absolutely necessary. ; 

It may be that this bill is framed along safe and conseryative 
lines, and yet I am impressed with the view expressed by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Carrer] and concurred in by the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare]. It seems to me we.ought to 
legislate for the Army when trying to legislate for the Army 
by a general bill that will cover all the various corps of the 
Army, and understand exactly what we are doing when we give 
it consideration and vote upon it. 

I want to see the Medical Corps as large as is needed. I want 
to see it as efficient as it can be made. I want to haye our sol- 
diers cared for in the best possible manner when they are sick 
or when they are wounded. It may be, as I said, that this bill 
is framed along safe lines; and yet I wish that it might have 
been a general bill covering the various corps, all of whom are 
clamoring for recognition. 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. Perrus] has reported a bill 
for the Dental Corps. I have thought it was a good bill. It is 
held up on a motion to reconsider, as I remember. If that bill 
and this bill could be consolidated, and all the other corps, what- 
eyer their demands are, could be included in a general bill, I 
confess I would see my way much clearer than I do to-day to 
cast an intelligent vote on the question submitted. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. It is not my purpose, Mr. President, to 
enter into any discussion as to what is the real true proportion 
of death between disease and wounds, nor have I any purpose 
to discuss a question that seems to me to be too plain to need 
debate, namely, the perfecting, as far as it may be possible to 
perfect it, of this corps—one of the essentially important 
branches of the military establishment of the country. 

As a member of the Committee on Military Affairs, I only 
want to enter a warning here to the Senate not to be misled or 
sidetracked from the questions presented by the bill. First, it 
presents for your determination the question as to whether you 
want to continue or to abolish the system of contract surgeons 
in the Army. 

There are very few—in all sincerity I say I doubt if there is 
one Senator on this floor for whose mature opinions I have 
greater respect or in whose judgment I repose more confidence 
than I do in those of the experienced and efficient and able Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. Hare]. During a service of almost 
twenty years in the Senate I have been brought into exception- 
ally close contact with him by reason of protracted service upon 
the Committee on Naval Affairs, of which he is still the very 
exceptionally efficient head. 

I differ with hesitation from a deliberately reached conclu- 
sion of the Senator from Maine, but I am forced to differ, and 
differ widely, from his conclusion when he tells us that he 
favors the contract-surgeon system in the Army because of its 
elasticity; that when the Secretary of War finds there is a 
superabundanee of surgeons under the contract system it is 
easy to get rid of them by reduction, but under the system pro- 
posed by this bill it would not only be difficult, but impossible to 
reduce the number, because the Secretary of War himself is 
clothed with no authority to dismiss officers from this or any 
other branch of the service. 

Now, I take issue with the Senator from Maine upon the very 
primal question as to whether the contract-surgeon system is 
best. I go further. I will meet him upon the more advanced 
proposition as to whether the contract-surgeon system is even 
a satisfactory system in the Army, and I take the negative side 
of that broader proposition. I say it is not, and my position is 
sustained by the unbroken chain of testimony from all the 
officials of the War Department. I apprehend that the Sena- 
tor from Maine will find himself unable to fortify his position 
by any official or other utterance of any Secretary of War, 
Surgeon-General, or General in Chief of the American Army. 
In the very nature of the thing, the contract surgeon can not be 
the best. 
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Mr. HALE. Mr. President—— 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield to the Senator from Maine? 


Mr. BLACKBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. HALE. Let me ask the Senator a plain, direct question. 
I can understand that the officials of the War Department want 
more permanent officers. That is for Congress to settle. But in 
the last six or eight years that we have had this contract-service 
system in operation—and it was not put in unadvisedly, but 
after full discussion as an elastic corps being the best possible 
thing—where has come to the attention of the Senator any com- 
plaint about inadequate and faulty features in the contract 
service? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. If the Senator will give me a chance, 
I intend to answer that question. 

Mr. HALE. I have failed to find such complaints. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I will try to aid the Senator, and I will 
do it from the records of the War Department. 

Now, this is what I was trying to say: The Senator is mis- 
taken, if he will permit me to correct him, when he says that at 
the time of the adoption of the contract-surgeon system it was 
adopted as the best system because, perhaps, of its elasticity. 
I beg the Senator’s pardon, that is not my reading of the 
record of the military establishment of this country. The 
contract-surgeon system was adopted for another and a very 
different reason, because it was the only way to get an ade- 
quate amount of medical service in the Army. The effort 
was made to enlarge the number of surgeons, to expand the 
Medical Department of the Army, and it was only after a re- 
fusal by Congress that the War Department was driven, against 
its own best judgment, to the adoption of the contract-surgeon 
system, because otherwise it could not get the doctors at all. 

Mr. HALE. That is precisely what I say. The arguments 
for an increase of the regular establishment were the same 
they are now, and Congress refused to accept them and adopted 
the contract-surgeon system after full consideration, rejecting 
what is asked for now in this bill, rejecting a permanent in- 
crease, and putting on the contract system. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. That is precisely what it is my purpose 
to tell the Senator. 


Mr. HALE. It was done precisely in that way. 
Mr. BLACKBURN. I am trying my best to tell the Sena- 
tor so. 


Mr. HALE. So it was after full discussion that Congress 
had rejected the idea of a permanent increase of the regular 
officers of the Army. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Now, I want to add—because the Sena- 
tor falls short in his statement again—not only that, but since 
that time Congress has enlarged the Army. But these are mat- 
ters I do not care to discuss. I did not rise for that purpose. 
I had but two purposes in my mind, and they are material, it 
seems to me. - 

I do not want the Senate to be led off by the suggestion that 
this is an insidious movement originating with the Senate Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, or perhaps further back, with the 
War Office, an entering wedge, as it were, for a permanent ma- 
terial increase in the size of the Army. I am perfectly fair, I 
think, when I say that technically speaking this is an increase, 
but literally and truthfully speaking it is not an increase of the 
Army at all. If it be an increase of the Army it is to this ex- 
tent and no further: By issuing commissions it to that extent 
increases the Army in place of the civilian, the nondescript, the 
contract surgeon who is partly in the Army and partly out of 
the Army. It charges the Army to that extent with an increase 
of force. That is all the increase of the Army that is to be 
found in this bill. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Procror] has made it alto- 
gether unnecessary for me to repeat the advantages of the com- 
missioned officer in the Medical Corps as compared with the 
contract surgeon. You go out in the highways and byways and 
with a dragnet gather in a lot of young, recently graduated doc- 
tors. You fix the value of his service, because you have al- 
ready arbitrarily fixed it. He gets $1,800 a year, which is more 
than the lieutenant who bears his commission in the Medical 
Corps of the Army gets. I venture to say here, and I challenge 
contradiction upon the proposition, that there is not under our 
system of Government known an examination as severe, as 
difficult to pass as the examination to which the young surgeons 
are subjected before a commission is issued to them and they 
enter the Army as officers in its Medical Corps. I venture to 
say, and the record bears me out, that the percentage of those 
who pass that savage examination for admission into the Med- 
ical Corps of the Army is lighter than that of those who puss 
any other examination that is ever held in any branch of the 
seryice of this Government. So I stand unchanged in my con- 


viction that for every reason, and especially for the reason so 
cogently stated by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROCTOR], 
the commissioned surgeon is infinitely superior to and more de- 
sirable than the contract surgeon. As he told you, in the very 
nature of things the very best of the 270 contract surgeons 
which you have are the very first ones that you are going to lose, 
because the minute that any one of those 270 contract surgeons 
discovers a place where he can, in the private practice of his pro- 
fession, make $2,000 a year instead of $1,800, which the Govern- 
ment pays him, he quits the service as a contract surgeon. As 
the Senator from Vermont told.us, the best ones are the first 
ones to go and the residuum are the poorest. 

But it is not that simply, Mr. President, that I wish to call 
the attention of the Senate to. The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
CARTER] has suggested that this bill ought to be recommitted 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. I hope the Senate will 
not adopt that suggestion. I think I can satisfy my friend from 
Montana that it would be useless to do it. In a somewhat ex- 
tended experience as a member of the Federal Congress, reach- 
ing nearly to a third of a century, I venture to declare here and 
now that never since I entered the halls of national legislation 
have I had to do with a bill that had been as carefully pre- 
pared, as deliberately considered, as carefully and as often dis- 
sected and put together and subjected to the crucial examination 
of as many different critical experts as has the measure that 
now lies before this Senate. 

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator from Kentucky allow me? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield to the Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator will also remember that we had 
numerous hearings of the experts of the Medical Department, 
all of whom heartily approved of this bill and gave to the com- 
mittee their reasons for their approval of it. 

Mr. BLACKBURN, Yes, sir. Now, Mr. President, what I 
wanted to impress upon the Senate—and that was the main pur- 
pose in my mind when I arose—was that it would be a waste of 
time to adopt the suggestion of the Senator from Montana to 
recommit this bill, and I am proceeding now to tell him why. 
In the first place, this bill comes to the Senate with the unani- 
mous indorsement of its Committee on Military Affairs. In 
the very nature of this legislation this bill must of necessity be 
largely technical. I think I am not guilty of any impropriety 
of speech when I say that the Senate might very naturally con- 
cede something to the Committee on Military Affairs superior 
to the general average of information upon the part of the Sen- 
ate upon this purely technical question. 

Now, I will trace this bill, if you please. It originated with 
the Surgeon-General of the Army. The Chief of Staff under- 
took to pass in judgment upon it. By the way; in passing I 
might say—what it is not necessary for me to state to this 
Senate—that my record shows that I have never been in sym- 
pathy with any pieee of legislation that looked toward an en- 
largment of the Army. Upon the contrary, that record shows 
that I have consistently and persistently opposed everything 
in the shape of legislation enlarging the regular standing 
Army of this country. I may say, further, that I never did 
gain my own consent to approve of the plan for the establish- 
ment of a General Staff. I opposed it from its inception, and I 
am opposed to its continuance now. I thought it was an ill- 
advised movement at the time, concededly copied from, or if 
not copied from at least molded and modeled on, the German 
military plan. I have never yet been converted to the General 
Staff which was established so recently in our Army. As I have 
stated, it was modeled after the German system, and in the 
very nature of things, to my judgment, it was utterly unfortu- 
nate. It was taken from the military establishment of a 
monarchical government whose normal condition is one of pre- 
paredness for war. 

Mr. HALE. And a military government. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. And a military government. In the 
very nature of things it was not to be assumed that it would be 
adapted to a government like ours. It was top-heavy in its 
very construction. So I am not to be classed with those more 
liberal Senators who have ever at any time advocated or fa- 
vored the enlargement of the military establishment of this 
Government. Technically, as I have stated, this is an enlarge- 
ment of the Army; substantially and truthfully it is no enlarge- 
ment of the Army. 

But I was tracing the history of this bill. Prepared and 
submitted by the Surgeon-General of the Army—to whose effi- 
ciency and professional accomplishments I am sure it would 
be the pleasure of every Senator to testify who has an acquaint- 
ance with that officer—prepared by him, it was criticised and 
objected to by the General Staff. It was carried to the Secre- 


3398 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


MAROH 6, 


tary of War, and the Secretary of War and the Chief of Staff 


did not agree upon its provisions. It was boiled down at last, 
concessions being made from all three of these original sources, 
and the Surgeon-General, the Secretary of War, and the Chief 
of Staff all finally came to the adoption of the present pending 
measure. It was brought to the Senate Committee on Military 
Affairs. By that committee hearing after hearing was given 
to the medical representatives, from the Surgeon-General of the 
Army down. So in this bill, whether it be a perfect piece of 
legislation or not 

Mr. HALE. Let me ask the Senator a question. I have been 
told that there have substantially been no hearings on this bill 
in this Congress by the Military Committee. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Ob, Mr. President, of course not. 

Mr. HALE. But that the hearings were in another Congress. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Yes; and the Senate passed this bill in 
another Congress. 

Mr. HALE. Yes; because then the objections had not been 
appreciated or realized, but I have been told 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. President, I am sure it is the mod- 
esty of the Senator from Maine that has induced him to make 
that statement. The Senate in another Congress passed this bill 
after the hearings, not because the objections had not been dis- 
covered, but simply because the Senator from Maine at that time 
was not disposed to object, as he is doing now. 

Mr. HALE. I do not suppose that I knew then half as much 
as I do now with reference to the General Staff. The Senator 
from Kentucky could have defeated the General Staff if he had 
made the fight, and I fancy I could bave helped him in that re- 
gard, but he did not and I did not. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I beg the Senator's pardon. If I had 
had the remotest idea that any poor, feeble efforts of mine could 
have defeated the establishment of that feature of your Army, 
I certainly would not have been derelict or negligent. 

Mr. HALE. If the Senator has convictions he does not com- 
monly refrain from making them known because other people 
do not agree with him. He makes an independent fight. But 
I do not think the Senator realized, and I did not realize, the 
vast grasp and usurpation of power that was claimed by the 
General Staff. If I had realized it I should have made a con- 
test on the floor of the Senate, as I ought to have done and as I 
am trying to do now in this matter. But we live and learn. We 
all know how measures get through, because they are reported 
by committees. 

We can not consider everything; we must rely largely on com- 
mittees; but now and then we find that the committees have 
made mistakes. I think the committee made a great mistake 
in ingrafting upon our system this German general staff. We 
did not need it. They perform great service to an army in the 
field, which conducts great wars and small wars; but I haye 
never known any necessity for having this great military or- 
ganization or military camp in the War Department. If I had 
known that and realized it, and if the Senator had, I think both 
of us would have joined in an effort to defeat it. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. No, Mr. President; I can not agree with 
the Senator from Maine. I held those views then as firmly 
riveted as I hold them now. I did know it, and I remember very 
distinctly that in my discussion with the then Secretary of War 
it approached closer to an unpleasant discussion than any other 
matter that ever was debated between us. 

Mr. HALE. None of us knew that in the Senate. The bill 
passed almost sub silentio. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. But that I do not think is relevant to 
this situation. 

Mr. HALE. I only suggested that to show that there had 
been no hearings of account. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. The hearings were repeated and exten- 
sive; and based upon those hearings this bill passed the Senate. 

Mr. HALE. In the last Congress? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Yes; in the last Congress. 

Mr, WARREN. It passed unanimously. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. It passed without a single objection, and 
that, too, after this long delay, owing to the disagreement of 
the Seeretary of War and the Chief of Staff and the Surgeon- 
General, protracted still further by these extended and repeated 
hearings before the technical committee of the Senate, which 
is the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Les. 

Mr. WARREN. I want to say, with reference to the subject- 
matter and what the Senator was remarking upon and what 
has been said heretofore by the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Carter] and the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hate], that the 


then Secretary of War, Mr. Root, when this general bill was 
under discussion, insisted that we should keep the Medical 
Corps down to where we did keep it, so that there might be a 
fair trial, but after a fair trial he became convinced that he 
had been wrong, and, as the report now shows, his indorsement 
is as strong as even Mr. Root, who is always most excellent 
in diction and in argument, can make it. 

Mr. HALE. The difference is that the Secretary changed his 
mind on information in a certain direction. Some of us are op- 
posing this bill because we have got information about it that 
we did not have before. The Senator’s citation simply shows 
that you can not hold the Senate to a proposition because a 
bill passes unanimously. Bills frequently pass unanimously. 
In regard to the isthmian canal we committed ourselves de- 
cidedly in favor of a certain project and then adopted anothér 
project. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. If the Senator will allow me, I will say 
that inasmuch as he has more to say upon this subject, with his 
consent I will get through with what I have to add. 

Mr. HALE. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

. BLACKBURN. What I wanted to add, Mr. President 
. HALE. I will not try to stop the Senator. 

. BLACKBURN. I have not the slightest objection. 

. HALE. I could not stop him if I desired to do so. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. On the contrary, I am always glad to 
yield to the Senator from Maine. I want to say to the Senate 
in all candor and frankness that it is useless to adopt the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Montana and send this bill back to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. The Committee on Military 
Affairs exhausted every possible resource for information. The 
Surgeon-General of the Army stands behind this measure. The 
late Secretary of War and the present Secretary of War, whom 
I see before me, both stand behind this bill after the fullest 
measure of consideration. The General Staff itself stands 
sponsor for this bill. The President of the United States sent 
a special message to Congress showing his interest in and in- 
dorsement of this measure. The Military Affairs Committee 
of the Senate tells you here, through its chairman and the rest 
of us who constitute its membership, that we have given ex- 
haustive, repeated, continuous hearings for more than a period 
of a year, and we have extracted every atom of information, we 
have gleaned every statement that is calculated to throw light 
upon any phase or feature of this proposed legislation. If you 
answer and say it is an imperfect bill, the only reply that the 
Committee on Military Affairs can make is that it is the best 
bill the combined effort of the General Staff, the Secretary of 
War, the Surgeon-General of the Army, and the Military Affairs 
Committee of the Senate is able to produce. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Kentucky be kind 
enough to give me some information on a few points? First, as 
I understand the law, in the Medical Corps as at present organ- 
ized we have surgeons and assistant surgeons. This bill changes 
the grades into brigadier-generals, colonels, lieutenant-colonels, 
and majors. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. We have now a brigadier-general of the 
Medical Corps. 

Mr. NELSON. At the head of it. N 

Mr. BLACKBURN. At the head of it. Then we have colo- 
nels, lieutenant-colonels, majors, and first lieutenants. 

Mr. NELSON. What I want to know is by making this 
change in the title of the officers to what extent does it increase 
the salaries and to what extent does it increase the force? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. The chairman of the committee has the 
tables on his desk. I have not them here. 

Mr. WARREN. It does not change the expense one penny. 
The object of that part of the bill is merely to get shorter and 
better titles. Instead of having deputy surgeons-general it is 
proposed to haye surgeons with the rank of colonel, surgeons 
with the rank of lieutenant-colonel, surgeons with the rank of 
major, and so forth; that is all. It does not change the ex- 
pense or the rank. 

Mr. President, the hour is late, and I assume that Senators 
are hardly prepared to vote on the bill. I therefore suggest 
that the bill go over, and I will ask to have it taken up early 
after the morning business to-morrow morning. 

Mr. SCOTT. Some Senators have already given notice of 
speeches to be delivered after the conclusion of the routine 
business to-morrow morning. 

Mr. WARREN. Of course I will not interfere with prior 
notices and orders, but will ask that the bill may be taken up 
on the first opportunity, 
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Mr. HALE. I think that is fair. 
amendments they wish to offer. 

Mr. WARREN. Then I give notice that I shall seek to have 
the bill taken up at the first opportunity and complete its con- 
sideration. 

Mr. HALE. I will join the Senator in asking to have the bill 
taken up at the first opportunity, because I do not want to 
delay it. I want it out of the way. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. KEAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Wednesday, March 7, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


Certain Senators have 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 6, 1906. 
CHIEF JUSTICE OF ARIZONA. 


Edward Kent, of Colorado, to be chief justice of the supreme 
court of the Territory of Arizona. 


ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF ARIZONA. 


Richard E. Sloan, of Arizona, to be associate justice of the 
supreme court of the Territory of Arizona. 


DISTRICT ATTORNEY. 


Carl Rasch, of Montana, to be United States attorney for the 
district of Montana. 


MARSHAL, 


John Frank Mayes, of Arkansas, to be United States marshal 
for the western district of Arkansas. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


Capt. James H. Dayton to be a rear-admiral in the Navy from 
the 28th day of February, 1906. 

Commander Hugo Osterhaus to be a captain in the Navy 
from the 19th day of February, 1906. 

Lieut. Commander Robert S. Griffin to be a commander in 
the Navy from the 10th day of February, 1906. 

Carpenter Clayton P. Hand to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy from the 10th day of January, 1906, upon the completion 
of six years’ service in his present grade. 


APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY. 


John Flint, a citizen of Massachusetts, and Isadore F. Cohn, 
a citizen of Pennsylvania, to be assistant surgeons in the Navy 
from the 28th day of February, 1906. 

POSTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 

John B. Daughtry to be postmaster at Hartford, in the county 
of Geneya and State of Alabama. 

Archibald C. Walter to be postmaster at Union Springs, in the 
county of Bullock and State of Alabama. 


INDIAN TERRITORY. 


James A. Rose to be postmaster at Chickasha, in district 19, 
Indian Territory. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Turspay, March 6, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
ANTHONY MICHALEK. 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged report from 
the Committee on Elections No. 1, to whom was referred the 
protest against the right of ANTHONY MICHALEK to a seat in 
the House, which I send to the desk, and I ask that the reso- 
lution be read.. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That ANTHONY MICHALEK at the time of his election as a 
Member of Congress from the Fifth Congressional district of Illinois 
had attained the age of 25 years, and had then been for more than 
seven years a citizen of the United States, and was then an ge 
of the State of 2 in which he was elected, and that he 

elected a Member of t -ninth from the Fifth Congres: 
moni district of the State Illinois and is entitled to retain his seat 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state that this is a 


unanimous report from the Committee on Elections No. 1. 


The SPEAKER. ‘The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. Mann, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 


RELIEF OF TOBACCO GROWERS. 


Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 14972) 
for the relief of tobacco growers, which I send to the desk and 
ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That subdivision 9 of section 3244 of the United 
States Revised Statutes, as amended by section G9 of the act entitled 
“An act to reduce taxation, to provide revenue for the Government, and 
for other purposes,“ approv August 28, 1894, is hereby further 
amended so as to read as follows: 

Every person whose business it is to manufacture tobacco or snuff 
for hi or who employs others to manufacture tobacco or snuff, 
whether such manufacture be b cutting, pressing, grinding, crushing, 
or rubbing of any raw or leaf tobacco, or otherw se reparing raw or 
leaf tobacco, or manufactured or partially manufac’ tobacco or 
snuff, or the putting up for use or consumption of scraps, waste, clip- 
pings, stems, or deposits of tobacco resulting from any 22 of 

andling tobacco, or by the working or age Por gen — isting tobacco, 
tobacco stems, scraps, Set oe T waste, b; sitting, tw isting, 8 
ing, or any other Page ed manufacturer of 
tobacco: Provided, That unstemmed tobacco in “the natural leaf see 
not manufactured or altered in yi manner shall not be subject to 
any internal-revenue tax or areae of any kind whatsoever, and it shall 
be lawful for any person to buy and sell such unstemmed tobacco in the 
leaf without His nat of tax of any kind: Provided further, That an 
person who sells natural leaf tobacco to manufacturers of tobacco, mee 
or cigars shall be deemed and considered a dealer in leaf tobacco and 
become subject to all the provisions, rules, and regulations of subsec- 
tion 6 of section 3244, United States Revised Statutes, be amended by 
section 14, act of March 1, 1879, and also as amended by the act of 
March 3, 1883, and further, shall be subject to all 2 — ions of sec- 
tion 3360, United States Revised Statutes, as amended by section 14, 
act of March 1, 1879, and of sections 3359 and 3301. United States 
Revised Statutes: And provided rther, That farmers and growers of 
tobacco may sell leaf tobacco of their own growth and raising to manu- 
facturers of tobacco, snuff, or cigars without being consid eat 
dealers or manufacturers of tobacco and shall not be subject to the see- 
tions of the law and amendment thereof above named.” 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may be considered in the House as in the Committee of 
the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that the bill may be considered in the House 
as in the Committee of the Whole. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that was passed 
in the last Congress and has been reported unanimously by the 
Committee on Ways and Means. The purpose of the bill is to 
remove certain restrictions now existing upon the growers of 
tobacco in relation to its sale. The bill was drawn by the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue and is approved of by the Treas- 
ury Department. Unless some gentleman on the other side of 
the House wishes to be heard, I will ask for a yote. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, this morning the 
House, following the example of the last House, unanimously 
passed a bill repealing a nonrevenue-producing 6-cent tax im- 
posed on leaf tobacco when sold to consumers or for consump- 
tion by any person, unless that person be the farmer and grower 
of the particular leaf actually sold. The farmer and grower, in 
other words, is not taxed, because he is the producer. The non- 
producer is taxed who buys the leaf and sells it to consumers or 
for consumption. The law (Wilson tariff) REGARDS the leaf 
(when sold to consumers or for consumption by the nonpro- 
ducer) as “manufactured” tobacco, and therefore taxable at 
6 cents, although the tobacco is still in the leaf (simply cured), 
just as it was when the farmer sold it to this nonproducer. 

While it is true the farmer and producer can sell his own 
growth and raising (or that of his tenants which he receives 
as rent) to consumers or for consumption or to dealers, manu- 
facturers, and exporters—that is, to anyone, free of this tax 
yet this farmer and grower’s “ hands and feet are tied,” so to 
speak, by certain oppressive, unreasonable, and unnecessary 
rules and regulations of the Department, which force him to 
sell and deliver in person when selling to consumers or for con- 
sumption, which practically prevents him selling them. 

In the main, these regulations and rules the manufacturers 
in 1894 requested to make the actual law, but Congress refused 
to do so, yet, notwithstanding this condemnation of these pro- 
posed rules, the Department, in 1894, promulgated some of these 
rules and regulations, and they have been and are now being 
enforced as and as having the effect of law. The repeal of this 
tax law will, in a large measure, if not entirely, free the 
tobacco growers of these oppressive rules, as shown by the 
report of the committee on this bill. 

In addition to thus liberating the farmer, giving him the right 
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to sell his tobacco as he does his corn, wheat, and rye, it will 
restore to commercial life the “ retail dealer in leaf,“ and let. 
him buy and sell leaf the same way. These “retailers” existed 
by the thousand under the McKinley Act, but they have been, 
by reason of this tax and these rules, commercially extermi- 
nated. 

These retail dealers, under the McKinley Act, competed 
amongst themselves and with the tobacco trust and the manu- 
facturers in the purchase of leaf tobacco from the farmer, and 
in this way the farmer's leaf was sold by him at a better price. 

When these retailers were thus exterminated, straightway the 
tobacco combine proceeded to hold up the tobacco grower at his 
tobacco barn and fixed, and now fix, the price of his leaf tobacco, 
without practically any competition. Hence the tobacco grow- 
ers throughout the country appeal to Congress to repeal this 
tax, that competition may be restored; that the retailers may 
be revived; that the old freedom of sale, without tax or restric- 
tion, may be restored to the grower and the middlemen, and 
that the tobacco trust may be unsheltered that lurks behind this 
tax wall. 

The Dingley tariff act continued this tax. It was raised to 
12 cents because of and during the Spanish war. Congress 
repealed the war portion of this tax—to wit, 6 cents—leaving 
unrepealed a tax, at the old figure—6 cents—which was imposed 
by the Wilson tariff act of 1894. 

The McKinley tariff act repealed all tax on leaf tobacco in 
the hands of or sold by any person. It could be, and was, sold 
under the McKinley law, without the burdens and restrictions 
I have recited. 

The sellers of leaf tobacco were simply required, under the 
McKinley law, to keep books, showing the sales, purchasers, 
their places of business, etc., and required to make reports to 
the revenue department when called on. This could be easily 
done, of course. 

The bill, which passed last Congress and again this morning, 
was carefully drawn and guards against any and all frauds 
upon the Government. It was drawn at the request of the 
House committee by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Mr. 
Yerkes, and is based upon bills introduced in this and previous 
Congresses to repeal this tax and “otherwise” relieve the 
tobacco growers and sellers of leaf tobacco; but this bill simply 
repeals this 6 cents tav., carefully protecting the Government 
against all possible frauds. Much more so, I think, than under 
any previous law. 

Last fall a constituent wrote me, asking about his right to 
sell tobacco under the present law. I ask unanimous consent 
to place in the Recorp my reply and another letter. I not 
only explain this objectionable tax law, but cite and discuss 
these oppressive rules. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The letter is as follows: 


ZEAF-TOBACCO LAW EXPLAINED—FARMER TIED HAND AND FOOT. 


NASHVILLE, TENN., October 18, 1905. 

Dear Sin: Replying to your recent inguiry, to wit: 

“Do the revenue laws prohibit a farmer from selling his tobacco in 
the hand out in the counties where they do not raise any and have to 
pai all they use?” 

have the honor to answer as follows: 

Without Lan as a manufacturer, and without paying any tar, 
the farmer can sell his own growth and raising of tobacco, or that re- 
ceived from his tenant as rent, in the stalk, severed or unsevered, from 
the soil or in the leaf or hand, raw or simply cured, anywhere, in any 
amount, to anybody. This answers your question. 
then differently stated, and in the words of the Department construing 

e law: 

“Every person who sells raw leaf or leaf tobacco not of his own 
growth or raising to any person other than a qualified dealer in leaf, 
manufacturer of tobacco or cigars, or exporter, will be held liable as a 
manufacturer of tobacco, and leaf tobacco so sold by such person will 
be regarded as manufactured tobacco and subject to a tax.” 

In other words, every person?“ who sells to consumers or by retail 
leaf tobacco not of his own growth and raising, or if he does not sell it 
to consumers or retailers, but sells it to some one else, not a dealer, 
manufacturer, or exporter, such person or such seller must, under the 
law, qualify as a manufacturer and pay 6 cents tax on his leaf so sold, 
it being regarded“ by the law as “ manufactured tobacco,” because 
not owned and sold by the farmer who owned and grew it, nor sold 
to dealers, manufacturers, or exporters. 

The existing law as to the sale of leaf tobacco is found in section 69, 
Wilson tariff act, August 28, 1894. The McKinley tariff act, October 
1, 1890, reduced the tax on “ manufactured tobacco” from 8 to 6 cents. 

Section 69, above cited, made leaf tobacco Hable to be taxed at 6 cents. 

The Department, December 10 4, rul that allowing the farmer 
to seil his own growth and raising of tobacco, without 8 asa 
manufacturer, “is a personal right” (and at a later day ruled t it 


is a personal privilege”) which he can not delegate to ot. è 

The right to not be a manufacturer is the right of every American 
citizen, because he is an American citizen. 

Nevertheless, as a result of this harsh construction of the law, the 
Department has further ruled: 


1) The farmer can dle his leaf, but he must do so “ himself.” 
(Internal Revenue Decision, Noy. 16, 1897.) 


(2) “A farmer can not employ an agent to travel from place to place, 
and sell and deliver his tobacco, but that he may himself sell and de- 
liver the tobacco in any quantity ; that if the tobacco is sold on sample 
by an agent, it must be delivered by the farmer or grower himself di- 
rectly to the consumer.” (Internal Revenue Decision, Jan. 3, 1899.) 

(3) “In this connection it is well to state that the privilege granted 
the farmer or grower of selling his tobacco to any person and in any 
quantity is a personal privilege, which can not be delegated by him to 
another person, and he would not have the right to ship his tobacco 
to another person to be sold by such person directly to consumer, but 
he may place it in the hands of a qualified dealer in leaf tobacco to be 
sold to other qualificd dealers or to manufacturers, or to persons who 
8 — in packages for export.” (Internal Revenue Decision, 

an. 3, x 

(4) “If the tobacco is placed in the hands of an authorized person 
who would sell or attempt to sell and deliver the same to consumers, 
it would be liable to seizure and forfeiture, and the person so selling 
the same would be subject to prosecution for engaging in and carrying 
on business without qualifying as a manufacturer and properly packing 

is tobacco and labeling, marking, branding, and stamping the pack- 
ages.” (Internal Revenue Decision, Jan. 3, 1899.) 

Thus you see that, while the farmer can sell his own growth and 
raising of leaf tobacco, or that of his tenant's, to any and every one, he 
can not a an agent to sell to anyone and everyone. The farmer 
is thus denied the full benefit of the law of agency in selling his leaf 
— — but as to all other agricultural products he is fully protected 

y the law. 

It is no answer to this condition of the tobacco farmer to say that he 
can employ a dealer in leaf to sell for him,” because that dealer can only 
sell to three classes—dealers, manufacturers, and exporters—while the 
farmer can sell to any and everybody. 

Paragraph 2, section 69, Wilson tariff act, amponed 
the farmer and this tax on leaf tobacco when sol ty, purchasers to con- 
sumers or by retail. This act repealed the McKinley tariff, which 
untaxed leaf and persons selling it and only required those who sold it 
to k books showing their sales, names of purchasers, and their places 


these burdens on 


of business to trace the leaf sold if necessary. 
The McKinley tariff allowed the farmers to sell their own wth and 
raising of tobacco in the leaf by keeping thosa books. Retail 


simpl 
dealers in leaf bought and sold leaf and simply t these books. Dealers 
in leaf and manufacturers could and did qualify as retail dealers in leaf 
and bought and sold it the game way, and at the same time continued 
their respective businesses as dealers leaf and manufacturers. 

But under the present law the retailer (farmer excepted, as stated), 
the dealer, and the manufacturer who sell leaf tobacco by retail or to 
consumers must qualify as manufacturers and pay the tax of 6 cents 
on the leaf thus sold, which is re ed when so sold as manufactured 
tobacco, although it is the identical leaf they bought of the farmer 
and in the same condition—raw, in the leaf, or in the hand—as 
when the farmer sold it to them untaxed and unmanufactured and 
without the farmer qualifying as a manufacturer. 

Any change to the natural leaf, whether by hand, machine, or other- 
wise, except to cure it in the ordinary way, makes the leaf manufac- 
tured tobacco, and taxable (par. 1, sec. „ Wilson tariff act), and 
the person changing it, for sale or gift, becomes a manufacturer. 

The present law, imposing this tax on leaf tobacco, and burdenii 
nonproducers who sell it to consumers or retailers, has crushed out o 
commercial existence the retail dealers who operated under the Mc- 
Kinley Act, and prevents others from now embarking in that business. 
The retailer was one of the farmers’ best customers. 

If this law is repealed the farmer's hands and feet will be untied. 
The abominable rules above named, if ever necessary, would be unneces- 
sary and ab ted. The retailers will revive, compete amongst them- 
selves, with e tobacco trust and all others, for the farmer's leaf, 
thus giving him a better price for his tobacco and an open chance to 
all parties to buy and sell it in the leaf. 8 

I introduced a bill in the Fifty-seventh and Fifty-eighth Congresses 
to repeal this tax and to give the farmer, with his own product, the 
right to sell it through any duly authorized person, or to hand stem 
or hand twist and hand press, etc., the same and sell it free of tax. 

Unanimously the House of the last Congress passed the bill untaxing 
leaf in any person’s hands, which would have also abrogated the rules 
of the Department which deny the farmer the full benefit of the law of 
agency. 


The Congress adjourned before the Senate had concluded its investiga- 
tion of that bill. 
We will repeal, at least, this tax law. Its 


none this Congress 
repeal will operate, in a t measure, as an entering wedge for more 
relief in the near future, I trust. The farmer should have more relief, 
but as this tax produces no revenue, we may succeed, if we all unite 
in 5 the repeal of the law imposing it. 

This m l allow any person to sell leaf tobacco as we now sell wheat, 
corn, and rye. 

This subject is so very important that I thought it proper to thus 
write you fully. 

I thank you very much for your kindly expression of approval in the 
matter of my assistance, gladly rendered, for the relief by Congress of 
the old Confederate soldiers. I rejoice to know that feeling toward 
Confederate soldiers is far more kindly, not only in Congress, but 
throughout our glorious Republie than heretofore. 

Yours, very respectfully, 


Mr. JoHN B. EDELIN, 
Shiloh, Tenn. 


JOHN W. GAINES. 


M’KINLEY TARIFF ACT AS TO TOBACCO OFFICIALLY EXPLAINED—INTERNAL- 
REVENUE PROVISIONS OF THE ACT OF OCTOBER 1, 1890. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE, 
Washington, D. C., October 28, 1890. 
S. D. WARMCASTLE, Es 


„ ESQ., 
Collector Twenty-third District, Pittsburg, Pa. 

Sır: I have received your letter of the 2ist instant relative to the 
internal-revenue provisions of the act of October 1, 1890, entitled “An 
act to reduce the revenue and equalize duties on imports, and for other 
purposes.” - 

As to section 27, removing restrictions upon farmers and growers of 
tobacco, an are informed that the special taxes imposed by the laws 
nów in force upon dealers in leaf tobacco, etc., are not repealed until 
the ist day of May next, but the provisions of the statutes imposing 
restrictions upon farmers and pores of tobacco, in regard to the sales 
of their leaf tobacco and the keeping of books, or imposing a tax on 
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account of such sales, were repealed at once on the passage of the act. 
Farmers can therefore sell their crop of leaf tobacco to are ety and 


dle it about the wountry without restriction any further than keep- 


g a correct.account, so as to enable them to make a true and correct 
statement, under oath, on demand of the revenue officer, of all the 
sales of leaf tobacco, the number of hogsheads, cases, or pounds, with 
the name and residence of the person to whom it is sold and the place 
to which it is shipped. 

Every farmer or planter who willfully refuses to furnish such infor- 
mation or who knowingly makes false statements as to any of the facts 
aforesaid is liable to a penalty not exceeding $500. 

Persons who buy leaf tobacco from farmers and sell again are liable 
to the same special taxes, either as dealers in leaf tobacco or retail 
dealers in leaf tobacco, as now prevail until the Ist of 1 next. 
They will then be relieved from the paroent of the special tax, but not 
from the requirement in regard to keeping books showing from whom 
the leaf tobacco was purchased and received, to whom sold, ete., as the 
law and regulations now prescribe. They will also be required to 
register. (Sec. 26.) 

he provisions of sections 28 and 29 relative to peddlers of tobacco 
take effect immediately. Most of the provisions relative to peddlers 
heretofore in force are still retained, with such modifications as are 
rendered necessary by the repeal of the special taxes. As those taxes 
are not repealed until May 1, it would have been more consistent to 
have had these provisions take effect at that time, but as the law does 
not so state, it went into effect at once on the passage of the act. 

The provisions of sections 32, 33, 34, and 35 also take effect at once. 
The bond of a cigar manufacturer, under section 3387 as amended, 
will be in such penal sum as the collector may require, not less than 
$100. Tue provision heretofore in force relative to an -additional 
hundred dollars for each person employed in making cigars was stricken 
out. 

No special stamp has yet been provided for sample boxes containing 
not less than twelve or more than thirteen cigars. Until one has been 

rovided, such boxes should be stamped the same as a box which con- 
ins twenty-five cigars. 

In all probability the new stamp for twelve or thirteen cigars will not 


be ready before January 1, 1891. 
Respectfully, yours, Joun W. Masox, Commissioner. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Datzett, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 


INDIAN APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15331) 
making appropriations for the current and contingent expenses 
of the Indian Department, for fulfilling treaty stipulations with 
various Indian tribes, and for other purposes, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1907. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from New York that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the Indian appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill H. R. 15331—the Indian appropriation bill— 
with Mr. CURRIER in the chair. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with the first reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to dispense with the first reading of the bill. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the bill presented carrying 
appropriations for the support of the Indian Department for 
the next fiscal year presents no new question of policy in refer- 
ence to the treatment of our wards. The bill is new in form, 
but in form only. The Indian appropriation bill has been the 
growth of years, as various arms of the service have developed, 
and it has been presented in a rather conglomerate form. The 
committee thought, therefore, it was wise to redraft the bill 
and they now present it in a form which we believe, as soon 
as the Members of the House who are interested in the subject 
become familiar with it, will meet their approval. They will 
find it easier to follow the appropriations and to determine 
just precisely what Congress is doing for the various Indians, 
For instance, the old bill, in its first section, appropriated first 
for Indian agents, then had a miscellaneous division; then for 
treaties, then a miscellaneous division; then for incidentals, 
then a miscellaneous division; then for schools, and then 
another miscellaneous division; so that if a gentleman desired 
to ascertain, for instance, what we were doing for the Crows, 
or the Sioux or the Apaches or some other Indian tribe it would 
be necessary for him to look first, say, on page 13, and then 
on page 44, and then on page 67, and, unless he were somewhat 
familiar with Indian legislation, it would be difficult for him 
to see just what we were doing. The bill now as presented 
provides first for all matters that come distinctly under the 
supervision of the administration of the President, then for 


those under the Secretary, then for those under the Commis- 
sioner, then for the few matters which are general, as, for in- 
stance, the board of citizens serving without compensation, 
which is under no particular authority saye the appointment 
of the President. Then it takes up the balance of the subject 
by States, agencies, schools, gratuities, and treaties, so that 
when we come to Arizona or South Dakota we can find grouped 
together what is appropriated by way of gratuity or by way 
of fulfilling obligations to each particular tribe of Indians, and 
any Member of the House can at once, by referring to the sec- 
tion of the bill, ascertain what we are doing in any particular 
locality or for any special tribe or tribes of Indians. 

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that this subject is dry, that it does 
not present to the average Member of the House the interest 
that the naval bill, for instance, does, or the Army bill, or even 
the post-office bill; certainly not the interest that has been 
shown here time and again in a river and harbor bill, which 
puts a salye upon the majority of the Members of this House, 
nor the legislative bill, which cares for, we believe in gen- 
erous manner, the tens of thousands of employees of the Gov- 
ernment here in the city. Yet, Mr. Chairman, dry though the 
subject be, and hesitating, as I do, to detain a committee in a 
discussion of this dry subject, I shall occupy sufficient time so 
that I may be able to show, if possible, that a large amount of 
gratuities that we have donated for the support of these people 
through all these years and the large amount of their own 
funds which we have dispersed as their natural guardians or 
trustees—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, certainly, at any time. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Under your new form of bill is it possible to 
make any comparison with the appropriations heretofore made 
for the several objects you haye appropriated for in this bill? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, yes. Comparison can be made; com- 
parison equally accurate, but less easily. It would take—has 
taken—me very considerable to make the comparison, and I do 
not wonder that the gentleman from Minnesota, with the bur- 
dens resting upon his shoulders, with the vast amount of work 
imposed upon him as chairman of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee, has not been able to make it. I have compared the pres- 
ent bill, as presented, with the bills heretofore presented to 
the House and can at any time refer any gentleman desiring 
the information to the page and the line of prior laws which are 
identical, wherever they are identical. I suppose that is the 
information the gentleman desires. 

I want to take sufficient time, Mr. Chairman, to say to the 
House that all this money that has been expended for the red 
men, whether as a gratuity or as disbursed from their own 
funds by us as trustees, has accomplished much in leading 
toward the goal we all desire to reach for the red men, to wit, 
to make them self-supporting citizens of this country of ours. 
As I said before, we present no new policy and we do not en- 
large particularly in this bill upon any old policy. We do provide, 
and provide liberally, for the continuance of education, not merely 
in the schoolroom, not merely in the reservation day schools, and 
in the larger nonreseryation boarding and industrial schools, 
but we provide for the broader education, the education which 
takes place at home, in the kitchen, on the farm; the education 
of the individual by the matron and by the practical farmer. 
We provide for all of that, Mr. Chairman, by this bill, and we 
provide for the continuance of the policy of enforced labor, 
which, in my judgment, has done even more perhaps in the 
past decade than the education in the schools which we pro- 
vide for the Indians to lift them to a higher plane of citizen- 
ship. Now, Mr. Chairman, we have every year reports from 
various agencies, superintendents, matrons, farmers all over 
the United States, speaking specifically of the conditions at 
the agency or school or locality where the officer making the 
report is in charge, and I intend to read briefly from this latest 
report covering various sections of the country. I will take, if 
you please, first the report of the Indian agent at Fort Apache, 
Ariz., and he says: 


There is not an Indian girl or woman on the reservation who has 
attended a nonreservation school and there never will be if the 
parents’ consent must be had. They have the notion that girls need 
no education or training. 


That is a condition which we do not find generally. That is 
a special condition in that regard down there. The only condi- 
tion that we find mentioned in all the reports from all sections 
of the country, the one wail that goes up from all the agents and 
from all those who are in charge of the Indians, the one outcry 
is that liquor does more to damage the Indians than any other 
single element, and where it is possible to exclude liquor from 
coming into the reservation or prevent the Indians from having 
it, there is a greater degree of development and a less amount of 
crime, 


3402 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


MARCE 6, 


Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. While the gentleman is on that 
point will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask the gentleman if 
there is not an appropriation in this bill of $10,000 for the pur- 
pose of preventing the sale of intoxicating drinks upon Indian 
reservations? 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is true. There is the usual provision 
for the duties of Indian police, but a very much enlarged provi- 
sion, providing Indian police whose duties are very largely to 
prevent the introduction of liquor onto reservations; and then 
there is, besides, a special provision appropriating $10,000 for 
special service, permitting the Secretary or Commissioner, in 
such manner as he thinks best, to provide for special detective 
work, if you please, in apprehending white men who insist on 
infringing the law, and giving liquor to the red men. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. What I desired to ask the gentle- 
man was, in what way is it proposed to use this $10,000? Is it 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior or the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The appropriation was made in response 
to the recommendation of the Commissioner, contained on page 
27 of the annual report for this year, in which he reviews 
a recent decision of the Supreme Court in reference to a Kan- 
sas case, where liquor was given to Indians, and where the con- 
tention was that the Indian having become a citizen under the 
ordinary citizenship law, therefore the liquor law did not ap- 
ply. And the Commissioner asked for this special appropria- 
tion so that he might, away from the reservation, away from 
the point where the Indian police are patrolling and guarding, 
make such provision as he could to prevent the giving or the 
selling of liquor to the Indians. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I notice also that in the bill of 
last year we appropriated $100,000 for Indian police purposes. 
This year we have doubled that. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The bill carries $200,000? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is that increase found necessary 
in order to prevent the sale of whisky on various Indian reserva- 
tions and in the Indian Territory? 

Mr. SHERMAN. That increase was made for this reason—I 
am not sure that the gentleman was present at the hearing 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I do not think I was. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Let me answer the gentleman’s other ques- 
tion first. The $10,000 is to be distributed by the Commis- 
sioner, subject to the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. 
At the hearings the Commissioner stated in substance that he 
was unable at the present prices to get the best Indians to act as 
police officers. They have heretofore been paid $15 per month 
for captains and $10 per month for privates, and he said that 
the best Indians could not be retained in the service at that 
price; and it is his desire to increase the compensation to $25 
per month for the captains and to $20 per month for the pri- 
yates; and that is the reason the increase is asked for that 
service. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. It is an increase of pay, then? 

Mr. SHERMAN. It is an increase of pay, and in order to 
better the service, as he believes, 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will ask the gentleman this 
question—if it is not a fact that in the Indian Territory a great 
deal of intoxicating drink is brought in there by the express 
companies, and that the law of the United States now prevents 
the sale or introduction of whisky in that country, yet it is 
still brought in there by express companies? Should there not 
be some amendment to the law—I presume it might be subject 
to a point of order on this bill—that would prevent the intro- 
duction of whisky into the Indian Territory or into any Indian 
reservation by means of the express companies? They do that 
on the ground that it is State freight, on the same ground that 
they ship into all local-option communities in the United States. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The gentleman understands the conditions 
in the Indian Territory quite as well as I do. He lives near 
there, and this provision here does not relate especially to the 
Indian Territory. It relates to every reservation and to every 
Indian anywhere in the United States. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. But the gentleman is aware of 
the fact that the express companies do carry intoxicating drinks 
into the Indian Territory? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Never having been in the Indian Terri- 
tory, I can not say that I have seen the express companies do 
so, but E have no doubt that the express companies and the rail- 
road companies and the stages carry it and a great many indi- 
viduals dispense it to the Indians in violation of the law. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does not the gentleman think, it 


being interstate trade, we can regulate it, and that we should 
regulate it? 

Mr. SHERMAN. If that is so—if it is interstate commerce 
we would refer it to another committee than the Committee on 
Indian Affairs to dispose of it. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is it not the duty of the Commit- 
tee on Indian Affairs to protect the Indians, and would not that 
be the most effective way to protect them? 

Mr. SHERMAN. It is the duty of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs to protect the Indians. The gentleman is a member of 
that committee and is responsible, in a measure, for what we 
do, and for what we leave undone if anything is left out. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The gentleman is aware of the 
fact that the rules of the House would not permit an amend- 
ment to be offered, as a point of order could be made and it could 
not be put upon this bill. It could be offered, and let some man 
raise the point of order against it if he desires to do so. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If the gentleman would answer a question 
that I will ask him, it may be an entire answer on the subject. 
Has the gentleman introduced a bill and sent it to the committee 
of which he is a member on that subject? 

2 STEPHENS of Texas. I have an amendment I desire to 
offer. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, but the gentleman knows the rules. If 
the gentleman wishes to accomplish a reform, why not proceed 
in the regular way with it? * 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Like all other reforms, you can 
not reach it, being hampered by the rules of the House. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If the gentleman will permit me, I will 
proceed along the line I was discussing when interrupted. 

The superintendent at Fort Mohave school, Arizona, said: 

Adults as well as minors have made rapid intellectual advancement. 
The former have taken thelr places in e industrial ranks on the 
railroads, in the car shops, and in the mines, with credit and profit to 
themselves and the Department. 

The agent at Moqui training school, in Arizona, says: 


Better and cleaner homes are in evidence, better and more civilized 
clothing is worn, larger houses with good doors and glass windows are 
being builded by the Indians with thelr own money and labor. 


The agent at Fort Defiance, Ariz., says: 


Wherever labor is wanted the Navaho is employed. They secure em- 
ployment in the beet fields, at various mines, and on the railroads, and 
12 are given the preference over other Indians and Mexicans. 

t the present time a number of Navaho are working on the improve- 
ments now being installed at the Zuni Reservation. have encouraged 
the Indians to leave the reservation to find gests apert, and they are 
willing to go almost any place to secure work. ‘The railroad company 
has paid Indians 10 cents per day more than they pay Mexicans. 


The farmer in charge of the Navaho extension reports: 


There has been marked p ess, both moral and otherwise, the past 
year among the Indians on this reservation. Active interest is 8 
taken by many of them for the improvement of thelr farms an 
stock, and especially the blanket industry, which they depend on largely 
for their support. 


The superintendent at Pima Agency says: 


There is a noticeable ee in their dress, manner of living, 
and desire for articles of furniture. Packing boxes are collected and 
utilized, homemade chairs, tables, beds, etc., are seen eve here. 
parents recognize the value of an education, and all h 
of school age are in school. These people nearly all belong à 
When the bell rings on Sunday afternoon, no matter how warm the 
weather, lar; numbers of clean, orderly men, women, and children 
troop by, and can be heard singing hymns during the afternoon hours. 


The farmer in charge of Papago, Tucson, Ariz., says: 


They are self-supporting, and without a 1 exception they dress 
in the manner of civilized persons. ‘The male Indian wears short hair, 
he buys and wears ready-made clothing, and the women purchase the 
necessary material and make dresses for themselves and for thelr 
children. 


The agent at San Carlos, Ariz., says: 


The Apaches, thrown upon their own resources, are respon 
eagerly to demands for laborers. Funds at the disposal of the agen 
have been totally Inadequate, but near the end of the last quarter the 
demand for labor at the Government dam site on Salt River and on 
railroads nearing the reservation has been such that every Indian 
desiring it has been poppies with work at good wages. Indians who 
were obliged to attend to their crops were impatient for the time when 
they could be released to take advantage of wa; offered, so 
now the reservation is pre well depleted of able-bodied men and 
boys. Being nomadic by choice and tradition, or circumstances, the 
take their families wi them. From this time on any large wor 
undertaken by the Government may count upon Indian labor as a factor 
to supply the demand. 

The superintendent in charge of Hoopa Valley Agency, Cal., 


says: 


in civilization, indus 


, s 1 
Hag es, 6 wal make goed 


ere good, wages. 
8 the old folks depend largely on acorns, salmon, nuts, fruit, and 
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berries for subsistenec but the majority earn a comfortable living by 
freighting, wood cutting, lumbering, sheep shearing, packing, farming, 
and gardening. 


The school superintendent of Round Valley Agency, Cal., 
reports: 

Some of them do considerable freighting for the Government, as well 
as for the white people in the vicinity. till others work on ranches in 


the surrounding country, and a few go to the coast and work in the 
sawmills for a portion of the year. 


The superintendent of the Lemhi Agency, Idaho, reports: 


There has been a very great improvement in the habits of these 
Indians in the last year. Drink has been indulged in to a less degree 
than formerly, and their moral condition has a er Satisfactory 
progress has n made in the way of improving their farms and in an 
agricuitural way. A larger area of land has been cultivated and 
brought under irrigation; 708 rods of fence have been erected and 2,039 
reds repaired. The number of Indians occupying houses has been in- 
creased from 75 to 89, and six Indians who never farmed before have been 
added to the list of farmers. More work has been performed by Indians, 
in return for rations, in building and repairing roads and ditches, than 
in any previous year. 

The school superintendent in charge of Potawatomi Agency, 
Hoyt, Kans., reports: 

The most noticeable change in the Indians is their attitude toward 
the school, and all the change is in its favor. I have not experienced 
any trouble in keeping up the attendance, which has avera; perhaps 
er argoat of any year in its history, and all accomplisàed without 

ction, 

The civilization of the Potawatomi tribe has made marked advance 
in the past few years. Nearly all dress in citizen clothes; a few still 
wear the costume in part, but the marks of the savage are rapidly dis- 
a pearing. A large majority of the tribe speak and understand the 

nglish language and are competent to transact their own business 
without the aid of an interpreter. 


The agent at the Blackfeet Agency reports: 


Previous to 1901 there were on the ration roll of this reservation 
the entire population, about 2,100. We start the fiscal year of 1905 
with something less than 100. I do not believe that any actual suffer- 
ing has resulted from the inauguration of this policy, and these people 
are fast 3 the lesson that you “can't get somethi for noth- 
Ing.“ The result bas been that each year has seen an increasing number 
of families cultivating little patches of root crops to take the place of 
the rations formerly issued. 


The superintendent in charge of the Nevada Agency reports: 


During the year just passed there have been no material changes in 
the affairs of the Indians of this reservation. They still continue to 
show a steady advancement toward civilization, and are industrious, 
and, I believe, appreciate what is being done to educate their children. 

The Indians on this reservation are wholly of one tribe. Besides 
working their own ranches, they are employed all over the surrounding 
country, and during the past summer they have invariably received the 
same wages as the whites. 

The school superintendent in charge of western Shoshone 
Agency reports: 

These Indians have made an effort to improve their homes and are 
building substantial log houses, inclosing more hay lands, and building 
dams and ditches to water their meadows better. As a result their 
hay crop is increasing from year to year, and as there is a regular 
demand for all surplus at from $8 to $10 per ton in the stack, they 
rmanent self-supporting basis. About 


nre beginning to get on a 
worth of horses have been sold this 


$4,000 worth of hay and $3, 
year. 

The school superintendent in charge of Navaho Training 
School, in his report, says: 

The Indians in the locality mentioned above are, by their own efforts, 
making rapid strides toward poer Those living along the river 
are taking out ditches and utilizing the land available for farming pur- 

es. They have, by their own efforts, taken out some twelve Irrigat- 
ng ditches, and the results of this year’s crops have greatly encouraged 
them, being more than double the amount raised in any one year here- 
tofore. 

A number of substantial stone houses have been erected on different 

rts of the reservation by the Indians, and a great many more would 
fe built if the Indians could secure lumber for doors, window frames, 
and flooring. 

Stock raising, blanket weaving, and silversmithing are the principal 
industries of the Navaho Indians. It is a poor family that does not 
possess from 100 to 1,000 head of sheep and goats. 

The superintendent in charge of the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
(Okla.) Training School repcets : 

Industry.—There has been a marked improvement in this line in the 
past year. A large increase is shown over former years in the number 
of able-bodied Indians who realize that it is best for their own interest 


to stay at home and work their farms. 
And of general conditions, he further reports: 


The general condition of affairs at this agency shows an improvement 
over the former year. The Indians seem to take more interest in look- 
ing after their own business and are developing a desire for better 
homes ard better ways of living. 

Of customs, etec., he says: 

The old tribal customs are fast disappearing and are now almost of 
the past. All of the men wear citizens’ clothes, and nearly all of 
them speak English. The women all wear calico dresses made accord- 
ing to the Indian style, a very neat, modest dress, and suitable in every 
way to their wants; moccasins and shawls are also worn by them. 
The morals of these people are good, and they have easily adapted them- 
selves to the legal marriage, and almost ceased marrying according to 
Indian custom, and where they are married that way first later a legal 
marriag? is performed. 3 
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The school superintendent in charge of Siletz Agency, Oreg., 
reports: 


During the current fiscal year I organized a farmers’ institute in this 
agency ‘or the purpose of creating an interest among the Indians in 
their homes, stock raising, and agriculture. The mee are well at- 
tended. Many Indians take part in the discussions. have noticed 
many improvements around their homes; fences rebuilt, gardens planted, 
and many more fields of oats sown this year than last. A spirit of 
emulation has been awakened, and I hope for many more results. 
2 altogether the situation is improving and the outlook encour- 

ng. 

The school superintendent in charge of the Umatilla Agency, 
Oreg., reports: 


The i re condition of the Indians and the reservation is good. 
Gradual advancement toward civilization continues, and many new 
houses are being built by the allottees. 


The school superintendent in charge of the Flandreau Sioux, 
of South Dakota, reports: 


The general conduct of these people compares favorably with their 
white neighbors, almost the only offense being that of intemperance. 


The agent for Sisseton Agency, S. Dak., reports: 


The eneral condition of the Indians on this reservation has not 
materially changed since my last annual report was submitted. I be- 
lieve, however, that there is some improvement from year to year, and 
that there is a general tendency to greater industry and the adoption 
of the methods and habits of civilization. 


The school superintendent in charge of Shivwits Indian 
School, Utah, reports: 


The Shivwits Indians have made very 
care and with the assistance of the ex 
farms as missionary and field matron. Increased interest in the con- 
struction, furnishing, and care of their houses, and also in the moral 
and religious welfare of the entire community and their neighbors; im- 
proved moral sense whereby they are quick to discern and eager to 
correct any lapses or misdemeanors; awakened life and hope under 
intelligent direction and teaching, which enables them to work to better 
advantage and therefore produce more from their little farms and 
gardens, are some of the advantages already theirs, with more to 
follow in the future certainly. 


The agent for Uintah and Ouray Agency, Utah, reports: 


The Indians of both these reservations will work and do perform a 
large amount of work, but it is imperative in order to accomplish any 
great results in this direction that Indians must not be left to their 
own initiative, for, while they may earn some money of their own voli- 
tion, the will invariably spend or gamble away what they make with- 
out providing for the future in any manner. It seems to have been the 

olicy during the pe year to have procured as much work as possible 
‘or individual Indians in performing work for the agency and for white 
men in the vicinity. If a definite 
they will, on the whole, accomplish it in a creditable manner, but seem 
to have no capacity to secure work of their own accord. These Indians 
— to be capable of doing creditable work if employed as daily 
aborers. 

The school superintendent in charge of Puyallup Agency, 
Wash., reports: 

The Skokomish Indians have been reasonably prosperous and are im- 
proving their allotments quite extensively. They also secure much em- 
. in the loggi: camps and sawmills near their reservation, 
and, as they are quite industrious and fair managers, they are doing 
very nicely, They are very friendly to schools and send their children 
to the day school on the reservation as ory, and regularly as 
weather conditions will permit. They also send quite a number to the 
Puyallup boarding school. The school on that reservation has been 
quite successful. 

The Chehalis Indians are quite prosperous, and, while they are not 
improving their allotments as much as they might, still they are doing 
3 in that line and are providing for their families by outside 
abor. 

The report of a farmer, Swinomish Reservation, Wash., is as 
follows: r 

Our Indians are making fair progress in civilization. They all dress 
in citizens’ clothes. Most of them wear clothing that looks fairly neat 
and respectable. A osei of them appear to take pride in sending 
their children to school looking neat and clean. Some of our most pro- 
gressive farmers have erected ver table residences on their farms 


tifying progress under the 
ent people who live on the 


iece of work is set out for them, 


during the past year, which evidences a spirit of progress. The day 
sechcol here has a civilizing influence over the old people as well as the 
young. 


The superintendent in charge of the Green Bay Agency, Wis., 
reports: 


The Indians are progressing slowly toward civilization and eventual 
Volare They have mee! pose themselves to the white man’s style of 
dress, and the majority read and speak English. They all occupy com- 
fortable frame or log dwellings furnished with Spear aa J conveniences 
for gee aan As a rule, their homes are neatly kept and their 
table well provided. With the epr of the old and decrepit, who 
receive rations, they are 8 ng. They have demonstrated some 
ability in the management of their business affairs, and many of them 
have n quite successful in their logging operations. ‘ 


The agent at La Pointe, Wis., reports: 


It is a great gratification to me and will also be to your Office to note 
the rapid progress made during the past year by the Indians in agri- 
cultural pursuits. Especially is this evident on the Bad River and Red 
Clif reservations. While the majority of the Indians on the other 
reservations have good gardens, hay meadows, and pastures under culti- 
vation, the Bad River and the Red Cliff Indians have commenced farm- 
ing operations on a larger scale. Once it was fully understood that the 
money received from the sale of their timber could not be used except 
for permanent improvements and cases of necessity, these Indians 
ceased their importunities and commenced clearing their allotments; 
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and now a ride over the reservations shows acre after acre cleared of 

stumps and brush and seeded to grass or 8 with growing crops. 

—— of them display much thrift and ability in managing these opera- 
ions. 


The agent for Shoshone Agency, Wyo., reports: 


The progress in school work of a par ago has more than been main- 
tained during the year just closed. y long and on effort every 
of 


Indian child of school age, of whatever d was reported 
in school except those excused upon a certificate of 1 disability 
from the agency physician. I am informed that this e first time in 


the history of this reservation that such a condition has obtained. 
More interest is being shown by both tribes in agriculture than was 
a year ago. Large quantities of seed wheat, oats, and alfalfa were pur- 
chased by them from proceeds of grazing leases, and nearly all of same 
Was sown in good season. 
More attention is also being given to the raising of horses and cattle. 


Of the Potawatomi in Kansas the agent says: 


The most notable change in the Indians is their attitude toward the 
school, and all the change is in its favor. I have not experienced any 
trouble in keeping up the attendance, which has avera; perhaps the 
largest of any year in its history, and all accomplished without friction. 


At Wadsworth, Nev., the agent says: 


During the past year there has been no material change in the 
affairs of the Indians, They still continue to show a steady advance- 
ment toward civilization, and are industrious, and I believe appre- 
ciate what is being done to educate their people. 


So it goes on, Mr. Chairman. And I will not weary the com- 
mittee, but I think I will print the record more fully than I 
have read, extracts from the reports of the agents in substan- 
tially all of the States of the Union, showing that the progress 
of the Indians has been and is steadily forward; that more of 
them labor, more of them live in their own homes, more of them 
speak our language, and more of them wear our clothing year 
after year. 

If I may be permitted to quote some remarks I made myself 
last fall at the Mohonk conference, I will take the figures from 
the book, which very forcibly demonstrates the truth of what 
I have been saying, and prove in the broad sense that the specific 
reports which have been made are justified by the general facts: 


In 1882, for Instance, when the policy of systematic education was 
begun, the 9 for this branch of the service was $135,000, a 
mere bagatelle; in 1895, only thirteen years afterwards, the appro- 

riation had reached $2,000,000, and in 1903, when the time had simpl 

n that of a man reaching his majority, it had reached $1,000,000. 
In 1882 there were but 4, 3 gathered in inadequate, unsani- 
tary school buildings, with indi igers, as a rule, teachers, not over well 
qualified ; in 1895 the number of pupils had increased to 23,000, school 
buildings to over 200, modern me s had been employed, teachers had 
been selected with special reference to their fitness to discharge the 
duties for which they were employed; in 1908 the total school at- 
tendance had reached the great sum ot 30,000 pupils. These figures, 
it seems to me, of themselves demonstrate what has been done along 
educational lines by this Government of ours as touching on the educa- 
tion, training school for the boys and girls. In many cases rations 
have been cut off in order to Instill the principles of industry into the 
Indian men and Indian women. In 1882 there were ‘ig pete no 
Indians in this country at any work; in 1895 8,300 Indian families 
were cultivating 400,000 acres of land, while in 1903 11,280 families 
were cultivating 418,000 acres of land. The earnings of these Indians 
in 1895 was $1,056,000; in 1903 it was $2,100,000. We all know that 
the agencies are gradong being eliminated, and we all know that that 
is something that we very much desire to be fully accomplished. We 
want all the agencies wiped out. In 1895 the 1 ex- 
clusive of the Indian 8 und Alaska, was 182 ; in 1903 it 
was 187,000. Meanwhile the leayen of education had been gradually 
working, and in 1895 81,000 Indians had adopted wholly citizens’ dress; 
81,000 had adopted it in part; while in 1903—mark you the enormous 
increase—112,000 Indians had adopted the citizens’ dress in whole and 
44,000 had adopted it In part, or a very large majority of all the In- 
dians in the coun had adopted citizens’ dress almost wholly. In 
1894 there were 33,000 Indians who could read. In 1903 this number 
had increased to 50,000—almost one-third of the Indian population of the 
country. In 1895 there were 41,000 Indians who spoke our language ; in 
1903 65,000. Twenty-three thousand four hundred and sixty Indians 
occupied homes in 1898, while in 1903 27,000 Indians found domiciles 
in the white man’s dwelling. In 1895 20,000 Indians were members 
of churches, and were gathered in church buildings of their own to the 
number of 270. In 1903 the church i was 31,000, and the 
church buildings had to be increased to 371. he full significance of 
that fact may better realized when we understand that those build- 
ings were very largely erected by contributions from the Indians“ own 


pocket. 

Figures are wearisome, Mr. Chairman, and exceedingly dry, 
but I think the few I have read should demonstrate to the sat- 
isfaction of any Member of the House that the money we have 
expended for our natural wards during this quarter of a cen- 
tury, and the manner in which we have, as their guardians, 
disbursed their own funds for their good, has resulted in their 
being well expended, and that these expenditures have produced 
ample fruit to justify a contiuance of the policy which is now 
and has been for the last half dozen years in operation. I 
believe that present conditions, viewed in the light of those of 
ten years ago and of twenty years ago, justify anyone in being 
optimistic upon the Indian question. They justify us all in 
the belief that at some time—I do not think in the near future, 
but at some time beyond the ken of any man in this House 
now living—that the time will come when the great body of 
the Indian people of this continent will be self-supporting along 
the lines to which they are best adapted. 
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Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit another inter- 
ruption? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman kindly state to the House 
what new legislation there is in this bill? 

Mr. SHERMAN. ‘There is a very considerable amount of 
new legislation in the bill which is subject to a point of order 
if it be raised when the sections are reached. There will be 
no contention if any gentleman desires to invoke the rule, 
and the provisions, I assume, will go out—I know they will, 
because the present Chairman knows the rules as few men in 
the Huse know them, and he applies them regardless of where 
they will hit. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman please explain if there 
is not express authority in this bill for the diversion of appro- 
priations for supplies 

Mr. SHERMAN. In a way; yes. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Does the gentleman think that is good pol- 
icy to authorize by legislation the diversion of appropriations? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The diversion to which the gentleman re- 
fers is a gratuity for a special purpose, and the bill authorizes 
that where that is exhausted and another fund looking to the 
same general end is not exhausted, some portion of that fund 
may be used. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will not that in effect operate to relieve the 
Secretary of the Interior from the operation of the antidefi- 
ciency law which Congress has enacted at this session, by not re- 
quiring apportionment so as to prevent deficiencies? This al- 
lows him to use the surplus in one fund for the purpose of 
making up a deficiency in another fund? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I do not think it would, in the first place, 
and, in the second place, the funds have never been diverted to 
any considerable extent. Let me say in that connection that, 
so far as the Indian appropriations are concerned, within 
the period of time I have been chairman of this committee, of 
the amounts appropriated by Congress for this service, more 
than half a million dollars has been turned back into the Treas- 
ury. Within ten years more than $500,000 has been turned 
back into the Treasury. 

I am glad the gentleman from Minnesota made the inguiry, 
because it brings to my mind that I have said nothing about the 
amount appropriated by this bill. This bill carries $7,785,000, 
in round numbers, or $400,000 less than the estimates of the De- 
partment. 

The largest amounts of decrease are the estimates for an 
irrigation project down on the Gila River in Arizona, and 
$100,000 in the amount appropriated for the Sioux under the 
treaty, the Sioux treaty being an elastic one, which provides for 
the furnishing to the Indians certain specified rations so long as 
the President deems that they require it, and vesting in the 
President the authority to use that money where he deems it for 
the best interests of the Indians. And the President has, 
through his Secretary of the Interior Department, for some 
years instead of giving rations to able-bodied Indians, which 
he has absolutely and wholly refused to do, given the rations 
only to those who have been unable ‘to work; but the 
money that has been appropriated has been used to pay to 
Indians who would work, and then let them use that money for 
their support, and the result has been that, whereas ten years 
ago the appropriations to carry out the provisions of this treaty 
were $1,325,000, up to last year that amount had been reduced 
$700,000. This year, although the estimate was made for 
$700,000, the investigation made by the committee in the hear- 
ings and by the word of the Representative from South Dakota, 
who is familiar with conditions there, it was conceded by all 
that it would be quite possible with the further application of 
this rule, of compulsory labor to meet our obligations with an 
expenditure of $600,000. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman allow an 
interruption? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I would like to have the 
chairman of the committee state to the House how much of the 
money appropriated by this bill is expended for education, and 
whether or not it is practically all of it a gratuity? 

Mr. SHERMAN. About $4,000,000 in round numbers is spent 
for education, and a very large part of it, I should say seven- 
eighths of it, is a gratuity. There were certain treaty provi- 
sions under which certain schools are provided for, and a large 
majority of it—I should say seven-eighths—is a gratuity. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I would like to ask the chair- 
man if the laws providing for Indian allotment did not contem- 
plate and provide that the unused lands when disposed of, the 
money should be paid into the Treasury and expended for the 
civilization, education, etc., of the Indians rather than to pay 
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them the money in cash, as we have been doing under certain 
bills that have become laws recently? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes; and as a result of that policy and the 
treaties by which we have acquired title to their land and 
which we have disposed of for cash, and a large part of which 
we have disposed of without any consideration by the free- 
homestead bill—under that policy there is in the Treasury up- 
ward of $30,000,000, the income of which at interest of 3, 4, and 
5 per cent is expended annually for the benefit of the Indians, 
and of course is not appropriated for in this bill. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
if the Secretary of the Interior did not also recommend an irri- 
gation project for the Uintah Indians in Utah? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, there was no estimate made 
for the Uintah proposition. There was a supplementary report 
sent in, in which the Secretary recommended the expenditure of 
$600,000 to provide for the irrigation of the Uintah Reservation, 
but seemingly that irrigation proposition pointed more to the 
benefit of the white men, citizens of Utah, than it did to the 
Indians. The Indians, as their lands are now allotted, occupy 
the bottom lands along the rivers, lands which are productive, 
and it seemed to the committee that the irrigation scheme rec- 
ommended by the Secretary had in view more the betterment of 
the white citizens than it did the betterment of the red men. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah. Did not the Secretary recommend, 
as necessary for the irrigation of the allotted Indian lands 
that had been selected and allotted in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the act of May 27, 1902, allotting to each head of a 
family 80 acres of land and each member of a tribe 40 acres of 
land that could be irrigated? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, so that there will be no 
possible misunderstanding as to what the Secretary did recom- 
mend, I will insert here and print in the Recorp the recommen- 
dation of the Secretary. It is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, January 5, 1906. 


The CHAIRMAN COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives. 

Sin: I have the honor to transmit herewith, for the consideration 
of your committee, a copy of a communication from the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs, dated the 2d instant, with the draft of an item pre- 
pared in his office for insertion in the Indian 8 bill, pro- 
viding for the construction and completion of irrigation systems to 
cover allotted lands of the Uncompahgre and the Uintah and White 
River Utes in Utah, the cost thereof to be reimbursed to the United 
States from the pr of sale of lands in the former Uintah and 
Ouray reservations. 

The statements in the Commissioner's letter show the urgent need 
for the legislation proposed, and I have the honor to recommend that 
the matter receive the favorable action of your committee and the Con- 
gress. 

Very respectfully, E. A. HITCHCOCK, 
S Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 


Washington, January 2, 1906. 
The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


Sin: In my annual report for the fiscal year 2 June 30, 1905 
stress is laid on the affairs and needs of the Indians of the Uintah and 
Ouray Agency. In accordance with the law these Indians have been 
allotted lands in severalty that can be irrigated, provided the necessary 
works are constructed. 

The problem as to these Indians and their future, if not the most 
serious that has been before the Indian Office, is certainly very impor- 
tant. They number less than 1,500, and prior to September 1, 1905, 
occupied a reservation of 2,039,040 acres, or 3,186 square miles, more 
than 2 square miles per capita. By allotment most of them received 
80 acres each, but many only 40 acres. Among them are Indians who 

rticipated in the Meeker massacre, and it is plain that they are little 

tted for the change that has been made in their lives. Indeed, no 
considerable number of them can hope to hold their own in the struggle 
for existence unless they are carefully and wisely helped. 

Their land is not first-class farming land. Conclusive proof of this 
is to be found in the fact that the number of entries made on the lands 
restored is less than 1,300, and many of these have been abandoned. 

Under all the circumstances so great a change in the condition of an 
equal number of intelligent and competent white citizens would cause 

| such a shock as materially to delay their progress, and hence it is a 
factor to be reckoned with in the development of these Indians for 
years to come. 

Notwithstanding the very unfavorable existing situation and the 
troubles ahead, I believe that we need not be apprehensive of the ulti- 
mate fate of these people if the Government does its full duty by them 
and their affairs are administered wisely. 

Being confined to farms, they must till these fairly well or fail 
enm Local conditions are such that irrigation alone will succeed. 
Give them water and their lands will produce according to the quality 
of the soil; without water they have just so many acres of desert. 
With water they can become self-supporting; without they are bound 
to become presently a charge upon the community of which their newl 
acquired citizenship has made them a part. th nothing to do an 
no means of support, the only path open to them will be that which 
leads straight to pauperism, or crime, or both. 

, Aside from the cost of constructing works, several things had to be 


considered in planning for irrigating these lands. The streams from 


which the water must be taken afford a greater supply than is neces- 
sary during a part of the year, but nothing like enough for the unal- 
lotted lands. herefore it was necessary to take advantage of the Pea 
visions of the act of March 3, 1905 (33 Stats., 1048), and reserve d 
on either side of some of the streams to protect the rights of the In- 
dians. This course was the more wag peat oas the laws of Utah 
declare that “ Beneficial use shall be the is, the measure, and the 
limit of all rights to the use of water; and in addition to the usual 
requirements as to filing, it further provides that the State engineer, in 
his indorsement of 8 shall require that work must n within 
six months of the date of approval, and that the construction of the 


proposed works shall be completed within a period of five years from 
the date of such approval. 


Great care was taken, and it is believed that the Indians haye been 
placed on the very best land, having in mind the soil and the cost of 
carrying water on it, and applications have been filed for water for 
thirty canals and ditches. ey have been surveyed and the work be- 
gun on all of them, and about $50,000 has been expended from the 
general appropriation for Indian irrigation, to the great detriment of 
other reservations. To complete them will require not less than 
$600,000, and this must be had within the next four years, or expendi- 
5 2 so far made, or which may be made, will be lost wholly or in 


part. 

Tne Indians have no money, and there is little likelihood that any 
will be available in the next year, as the ds entered on the former 
reservation are to be paid for in five — Sue yearly payments, the first 
being due some time in September next, too iate for use during the 
present year. Moreover, the expense of surveying the reservation is to 

returned to the United States from the proceeds of sale before any- 
thing is available for Indian purposes. 

It should be kept in mind also that the settlement and development 
of the lands restored to the public domain is delayed by the reserya- 
tions made to protect the Indians’ water supply, as necessarily the 
surplus in the streams can not be by the settlers. If their canals 
were permitted to reach the streams protected, the water necessary 
for irrigating allotted lands would be lost, for there is more land than 


water. 

Probably the sale of the surplus lands will in time afford means to 
construct irrigation works, but until the works are constructed it does 
not seem probable that the lands can be sold, for settlers can not live 
five years without a crop. 

The wisest course, and by all means the agers tes would be for Con- 
gress to appropriate the amount needed, to be reimbursed from the pro- 
ceeds derived from the sale of the former reservation lands. Indeed, 
it seems necessary to do so in order to save the Government from be- 
coming almsgiver in perpetuity to these Indians. 

I have therefore caused a draft of an item to be prepared, —— 

riating the full amount 5 to complete the irrigation ms, 
n order that work “ry not be delayed at any stage for lack of funds, 
Time is of the utmost importance, and money should be available at an 
early date. The item is inclosed, and I respectfully suggest its trans- 
mittal to the proper committees of Congress with a recommendation 
that it be Inserted in the Indian appropriation bill. 


Very respectfully, 
z F. E. Leupp, Commissioner. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a 
question or two in relation to the Indians in Alaska. I lis- 
tened with a great deal of interest to the statement made by the 
gentleman respecting the gratifying progress that Indians gener- 
ally have made toward accommodating themselves to the white 
man’s civilization, but what is the situation of the Indians in 
Alaska and how is their welfare being looked after? 

Mr. SHERMAN. We have no Indian agent in Alaska. We 
never have provided any gratuity for the Alaska Indians. We 
formerly provided that of the general school fund, $5,000 might 
be used for the education of the Indians there, but the Indians 
of Alaska are practically self-supporting. Now, just how well 
they are supported is quite a question. I am not sure whether 
or not the gentleman visited Alaska with other members of the 
House last summer. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I did not. 

Mr. SHERMAN. But there seemed to be a difference of 
opinion among those gentlemen who viewed the situation them- 
selyes. However, I saw no gentleman who made any assertion 
other than this, That at least all of the Alaskan Indians whom 
they saw were industrious, that they were employed in some 
capacity there, either in the canning factories or in fishing or 
hunting and selling furs and skins or in selling their little 
trinkets when the excursion boats came along. They were all 
busy and occupied in some way. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. ‘Then the policy of the Federal Gov- 
ernment toward the Indians in the States and the Territories is 
not applied to the Indians in Alaska at all, I understand. 

Mr. SHERMAN. No; they have never come under the head 
of ration Indians. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. They live in tribal relations to some 
extent, do they not? 

Mr. SHERMAN. To some extent. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And have a tribal government. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, most of those Indians have drifted 
over from British Columbia. They are not natural United 
States Indians, anyway. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I suppose in the main those who are 
independent, who are not under tribal government, are citizens 
of the United States, then? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Well, unless they become citizens under the 
general citizen provision they would not be. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Of course that is a question of law. 
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Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentleman 
that in Alaska an Indian can not take up any Government land 
or mining claim, because he is not regarded as a citizen, and 
there are no tribal relations in southeastern Alaska among any 
of the Indians in that part of Alaska. 

Mr. SHERMAN. There are no distinctly tribal relations in 
Alaska anywhere. If the gentleman cares to hear it, I will 
read the citizenship law which applies to Indians. It is found 
on page 35 of volume 1 of the Laws and Treaties, as prepared 
by Keppler, published by the Government: 

Every Indian born within the territorial limits of the United States 
to whom allotments shall have been made under the provisions of this 
act or under any law or treaty, and every Indian born within the ter- 
ritorial limits of the United States who has voluntarily taken up within 
said limits his residence separate and apart from any tribe of Indians 
therein and has adopted the habits of civilized life hereby declared 
to be a citizen of the United States and is entitled to all the rights, 
privileges, and immunities of such citizens. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It seems to me, then, from the state- 
ment of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], that the 
Alaska Indians are segregated and live practically independent 
lives, that a great injustice is done to them in withholding from 
them the right to homestead lands and to take up mining claims. 
It seems to me that some policy—some, perhaps, adaptive In- 
dian policy—ought to be applied to Alaska. The Indians that 
are natives there who are engaged in the various industries of 
the Territories certainly ought to have the privilege of citizen- 
ship in so far as it pertains to the right of homestead and to 
take up mining claims. I did not know a condition of that sort 
existed in that Territory. It is manifestly unjust and it ought 
to be remedied, but the Committee on Indian Affairs may not 
have jurisdiction to report the necessary remedial legislation. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If I may say to the gentleman from In- 
diana, the policy of the committee, and I believe it is the policy 
of the House, is wherever it is possible to refrain from giving 
any gratuity to Indians, because it has been discovered wher- 
ever rations were withdrawn, wherever gratuities were with- 
held, wherever education and labor were enforced, there the 
Indians progressed, and, Indians differing not so much from 
other citizens, where food was placed before them without 
effort from themselves, little effort was exerted and progress 
was retarded. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, it seems in Alaska the Indians 
have practically abandoned the tribal relations. 

Mr. SHERMAN. They practically never had any, because 
they came over there from British Columbia in bunches. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. They are self-supporting and inde- 
pendent. Their support levies no charge upon the Federal Goy- 
ernment. Now, to give them the ordinary rights to take home- 
steads, to cultivate farms, to take up mining claims, so they 
may prosper industrially, can not certainly be called a gratuity. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Of course, if the gentleman had been to 
Alaska, he would know the number of farming claims there 
would be about as few as hens’ teeth; but there are mining 
properties that can be filed upon. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The Indians there now are absolutely 
subject to the domination of the Americans. They can not take 
mining claims, they can not acquire homesteads, however poor 
they may be, and therefore they must under this system eter- 
nally and perpetually be subject industrially and every other 
way to the citizens of the country who live there. 

Mr. SHERMAN. They are aliens, most of these people. They 
can not become citizens under the law. A great majority of 
them were not born within the limits of our territory. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, it seems to me that the policy of 
this Government ought to be to provide for ultimate citizenship 
for every alien even that it admits within its borders. It is 
not good policy to have a large alien population in the country, 
to encourage or permit it to come, and withhold from it the 
rights and privileges and responsibilities of American citizenship. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I do not disagree with the gentleman in 
that statement. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman from New York allow me 
to make a suggestion? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will state for the information of the gentle- 
man from Indiana while I was in Alaska two years ago my x? 
tention was called to the fact that under the law passed by 
Congress known as the “ homestead law ” a citizen of the United 
States came into southeastern Alaska and saw a very attractive 
place occupied by a native. The native’s father had occupied 
it before him; his grandfather had occupied it before him. Un- 
der the provisions of our beneficent homestead law for Alaska 
he filed on that homestead, that ancestral home of that native, 
and took it away from him because the native was not a citizen 
and could not become a citizen under our laws. 
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Mr. CRUMPACKER. I have no doubt an Alaskan Indian 
who has established and maintained a home in that Territory 
under existing law is subject to be driven from his own home at 
the will of any citizen who goes there and covets his place. I 
think under the law there is absolutely no encouragement 
offered to them. 

1 Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
me. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. There are two provisions in the bill, one 
for establishing an Indian reformatory and the other for ascer- 
taining the advisability of creating a sanitarium for the treat- 
ment of tuberculous patients? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Les. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to ask the gentleman from New 
York first if he thinks it advisable to create any additional dis- 
tinctively Indian institutions? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I think it advisable not to erect a new 
institution, but I think it advisable to take some institution 
which now exists and apply it for the purposes suggested in the 
provision to which the gentleman refers. Of course, when you 
have 30,000 children of school age, it matters not what their 
color is, what their nationality is, or what their environment 
has been, there is more or less of evil, of crime, in that great 
body, and unless that is curbed, unless there be some restraining 
influence, there is fear that it will spread. It originated with 
the Commissioner; it did not originate with the committee; and 
it is to provide a training school, compulsory, confined within 
prescribed limits, where children who have become habitually 
refractory in other institutions can be confined, if possible, until 
discharged by continuous good conduct, under such terms and 
regulations as the Department and Secretary should provide. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is this a fact, that it appears after the 
establishment and maintenance for a number of years of educa- 
tional institutions for Indian children it becomes necessary to 
create a reform school and to put the pupils from these educa- 
tional institutions into it? 

Mr. SHERMAN. It does not appear by reason of the fact 
that we have educated them; no. The condition existed, in my 
judgment, to a greater and more aggravated extent before we 
had schools, but it has become visible by reason of our schools, 
and has become the more apparent because you have put the 
evil doer beside the well doer, and make the evil conspicuous 
by close comparison with the good. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am led to make this inquiry largely 
as a result of the experience of the Indian Committee with an- 
other distinctively Indian institution—namely, an insane asy- 
lum. That insane asylum was erected and $25,000 a year, as 
I recollect, appropriated annually to maintain it, and it had 
about sixteen inmates there a year; and finally it was neces- 
sary, in order to give an excuse for the continuance of this 
institution, to extend the territory and the peoples from which 
the asylum might recruit its inmates. Now, if we establish 
distinctively Indian reform schools will not the result be that 
it will be necessary to seek out Indian children who might 
perhaps be better off if never put into a reform school in order 
to maintain the school? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The gentleman's long and valuable service 
on the Indian Committee has made him familiar with all Indian 
questions and also with the history of legislation for several 
years back, and the gentleman knows that the creation and 
continuance of this insane asylum was always aggravating not 
only to the other members of the committee but to the chair- 
man, and the gentleman knows how the institution was origi- 
nally created. It was created by an amendment, made some- 
where else in the world, to the bill, and the suggestion was 
made by the representative of another body somewhere in the 
world that unless that provision remained in the bill there 
would be no Indian appropriation bill in a certain year. It is 
a fact that it costs us more per capita to care for the insane in 
that asylum than we could have certainly equally well cared 
for them in any one of the State institutions in the land. And 
let me say to the gentleman, if he noticed the phraseology of 
this provision, it does not provide for setting aside an Indian 
school or a training school, but setting aside an institution, and 
I will say to the gentleman that at the time that provision was 
s crawn I had in mind setting aside this insane asylum for a 

training school and thereby saving the Government some money 
| and doing some good for this race. 
| Mr. FITZGERALD. Under the language of the bill it would 
be possible to set aside the insane asylum for the purpose, pro- 
vided that there were no inmates there. The gentleman would 
hardly desire the insane asylum as an incident or as a part of 
the reform school? 
Mr. SHERMAN. Not as any part of the institution, but doing 
away with the institution as an insane asylum and caring for 
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the few Indian insane—and there are not very many—in some 
State institution; of course, the Government paying therefor. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Would it not be better, instead of 
authorizing what may eventually result in a great Indian re- 
form school, to authorize the department to have refractory 
Indian pupils in the schools placed in State institutions for re- 
form of the young? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I am rather inclined to disagree with that 
suggestion. I rather think it-would be better to do as we sug- 
gest here, to have a school where these Indians would not be 
thrown in with incorrigibles of the white race. It is bad enough 
to have the incorrigibles of their own race as their associates, 
but where they will be cared for with these of their own race 
and will not learn anything bad that they otherwise would not 
possibly know. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I doubt if there are many bad white 
young men and girls that can teach a bad Indian any evil. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I am glad that the gentleman finished the 
sentence. I thought he started out to say that he thought there 
were no bad white girls and boys, and knowing he came from 
Brooklyn, I thought he would not well make any such state- 
ment as that. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I can safely say that of my section. 
The other provision is looking to the establishment of a tuber- 
culosis hospital. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The indisputable fact is that tuberculosis 
is very prevalent among the red people. Some people who 
inveigh against the larger contract schools, like Haskell and 
Carlisle, say that tuberculosis prevails because the Indians are 
taken from one climate to another. But I think an analysis of 
the facts will disclose that tuberculosis comes more from this 
condition of affairs: Up in the northern country, where the win- 
ters are severe, the Indians live in very contracted quarters—a 
whole family perhaps in one hut, with one or two rooms, and 
they will plaster it up inside and out with mud, and very often 
it will be partially under ground; and they will stay in there, 
with a stove or a fire in there, so that the thermometer will 
be too high for the health of any human being; and when the 
early spring comes they go out and they fail to take care of 
themselves. They have not the proper, comfortable clothing, 
and the parents have not been educated to properly care for their 
children, and they naturally drift from cold into tuberculosis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Unless some one wants to ask me a ques- 
tion, I will not consume any more time. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask the gentleman a 
question. 

Mr. SHERMAN. My time is exhausted and you take your 
hour now. 

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Chairman, the consideration of the Phil- 
ippine tariff bill in the early days of this session provoked gen- 
eral discussion of the merits or demerits, benefits or injuries, 
blessing or burdens, of high protective tariff, for which the 
majority of this House stands and upon which many gentlemen 
“stand pat.” 

I am by no means persuaded, nor do I even indulge a hope, 
that anything can be said or done here which will induce our 
friends on the other side of the aisle to respond to the appeals 
of the great mass of American citizens, so often and so urgently 
presented, pleading for relief from some, at least, of the oner- 
ous, oppressive, unjust, and unjustifiable impositions of the pres- 
ent high-tariff law. 

We hear gentlemen proclaim that they are “ not wedded to the 
schedules” in the Dingley Act, and even concede and admit 
that some rates are too high. But with a defiance which would 
merit admiration if it were not so intolerant and arrogant they 
stubbornly ignore these petitions, and, wrapped in their own con- 
ception of the infallibility of their wisdom, they assume that 
the people do not know what is best for them. They repeat the 
old, old story of the wondrous and marvelous achievements of 
high tariff, boasting that it has brought us unprecedented, wide- 
spread, universal prosperity, and therefore the rates in the 
Dingley bill must not and shall not be molested. 

Many interesting and yaluable contributions haye been made 
to the reasons urged and relied upon in support of the doctrine 
of protection; none more interesting or valuable, however, 
than the contributions of the able and distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor], who always faithfully, intelligently, 
and courageously presents the most cogent reasons and the 
strongest arguments of his party, and of the stand-patters 
of which he is chief—in particular, for its attitude and their 
attitude on this important and vital subject. 

In his great speech delivered January 11 he used a table com- 
piled by Francis Curtis, a part of which I shall read as a basis 
for some observations: 


Important tariff revisions. 


Time con- 
sumed. 


Law 


Reason for revision. Nature of change.] Result. 


31 months. Free trade and | Ruinous 
eee du- 


To satisfy the southern 
free traders. 


To decrease the revenue 6 months... 
and still further satisfy 
the South. 

First Republican tariff 
for revenue and pro- 
tection. 


To meet requirements 
of war. 


of— 
1845 
1857 
1861 1i months.. 


Passed 
y. 


7 months... 
4 months... 


To help wool and woolen 
industries. 


To establish new indus- 
y iron 


3 86232 


3 months... 
1 month 
2 months 


5 months 
8 months 
5 months 


TINIE 


Toore revenue and 
our failing 
industries. 


Apparently, almost persuaded by the conclusions of Mr. Cur- 
tis, and thoroughly and unalterably convinced by the irresisti- 
ble logic of his own argument, the gallant leader from Ohio [Mr. 
Grosvenor], after hurling a “ deliberate challenge to gentlemen 
on the other side of this question,” continued: 


It is the imperishable record of more than one hundred and twenty- 
five years that the American people prosper under high tariffs and 
fer under low tariffs. 


I accept his challenge and deny the propositions so boldly as- 
serted and so ingeniously and eloquently defended. Statistics 
do not and will not justify and support the gentleman’s conten- 
tions, but, on the contrary, they conclusively, emphatically, and 
overwhelmingly contradict them, as I shall attempt to show. 

The Walker, or Democratic, tariff, enacted in 1846, was in 
force until 1857, when an act was passed reducing tariff rates, 
and this act was in effect until 1861. The gentleman quotes, 
with approval, the conclusions of Mr. Curtis that the Walker 
tariff was “ ruinous” and the act of 1857 was “ bankruptcy.” 

In 1861 the Morrill bill, the first protective-tariff law, was 
enacted, followed by various other measures, each in turn in- 
creasing the rates of duty and giving higher protection, which 
continued until 1870. The gentleman says these were all “ bene- 
ficial.” 

In 1870 still higher rates of duty were imposed. In 1872 the 
tariff law was amended and duties lowered to please “reformers,” 
as alleged, by making an “injurious” reduction of 10 per cent. 

The act of 1872 was repealed in 1875, thus restoring the high 
tariff law of 1870, which continued in operation until 1883. 

The Commission appointed by President Arthur in 1883 re- 
ported a measure making slight reductions in the law of 1870, 
and this bill was passed and remained in force until 1890, when 
the McKinley bill, imposing the highest rates up to that date, 
was enacted. 

In 1897 the Wilson-Gorman law was repealed and the Dingley 
bill enacted, which is the highest tariff measure ever passed by 
Congress. This law is now in force, and the gentleman says it 
is “ beneficial.” 

To sum the whole matter up in few words, I feel justified in 
saying we had revenue tariffs from 1846 to 1861 and have had 
protective tariffs since that date. 

In this connection, Mr. Chairman, I will read a table prepared 
from official statistics. 


ee of the estimated valuation of the national wealth of the 
nited States and the valuation of farm property. 


Estimated national Value of all farm prop- 
wealth. erty. 
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These figures show that from 1850 to 1860, under alleged 
“ruinous ” and “bankruptcy ” tariff laws, our national wealth 
increased over 126 per cent; from 1860 to 1870, under moderate 
protection, it increased over 86 per cent; from 1870 to 1880, 
under higher tariff, a little over 45 per cent; from 1880 to 1890, 
under still higher tariff, only 49 per cent, while from 1890 to 
1900, under the “ beneficial” infiuence of the highest tariff we 
ever had, the increase was only 45 per cent—the lowest per cent 
of increase in any census period in fifty years of national life. 

From 1850 to 1860, under Democratic tariff, the value of farm 
property increased over 100 per cent, but from that time to this 
hour the per cent of increase in the value of farm property has 
steadily decreased, with each ten years, until it was only 27 
per cent from 1890 to 1900—the lowest of any period in the last 
fifty years, except that covering our great civil war. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

These figures also show that in 1850 the value of farm prop- 
erty in the United States was $400,000,000, more than one-half 
of the total wealth of this Republic. In 1860 farm property 
represented nearly one-half of our total wealth and in 1870 
nearly one-third. With each succeeding period since 1860 
the tariff has leaped higher and higher, and the relative value 
of farm property has sunken lower and lower, until in 1900 the 
value of all farm property was only a little more than one-fifth 
of our national wealth. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

In 1880 over 74 per cent of all the farms in the United 
States were occupied and operated by owners. In 1900, after 
twenty years of the kind of “unprecedented prosperity” that 
comes from high protection, the small farm owner disappeared 
and made way for the tenant, and the result is that the number 
of farms operated by owners was reduced to 64 per cent. 

. I have prepared another table showing the increase in acreage 
of improved farm lands and the increase in value of live stock 
from 1850 to 1900. 


Statement showing increase in acreage of improved farm lands and 
value of live stoek, 1850—1900. 


Year. 


113, 082, 614 
163, 110, 720 
188, 921, 099 


234,771, 
857, 616, 755 


* s 


This table shows that from 1850 to 1860, when Democratic 
tariff for reyenue was in operation, the increase in the number 
of improved acres added to our farms was over 44 per cent, 
while from 1890 to 1900, under high-protective tariff, it was only 
15 per cent. 

From 1850 to 1860 the value of live stock on the farms in- 

- creased over 100 per cent—more than double in value—while 
in the last census period the increase was only 33 per cent. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to read a table compiled from 
the Abstract of the Twelfth Census, under the title of “ Manu- 
factures,” : 


Date of census, 


Number of estab- 


lishments .......-. 855, 405 44.1 | 40.0 
Sona TERESE 80. 525, 050,759 50.7 | 183.8 
age-earners (av- 
number) r 25.0 55.6 
Total wages — 81, 801, 209, 696 28.1 | 90.5 
Men atleast 16 years 
N SS A RP 
WATON ooo oes 954. $1, 689, 215,888 N 
Women at least 16 
Se ese 2281.60 4215,80 976 90.8 
SAS ee veal 679, $ -| 30.8 |- 
Children under 16 
ears old.......... 168, ISD GOS bo cncenneopenasc= 39.5 |...... 
BOOS PE A , 661, 692 16, 625, 802 54.38 
Value of products. 818, 010, 086,514 | $9,372,378, 843 74.5 


These are interesting statistics. To my mind, they conclu- 
sively refute the argument that a protective tariff is essential 
and necessary to maintain confidence and keep alive the fires 
in furnaces and make the wheels of industry revolve. They 
show that from 1880 to 1890, most of the time under the opera- 
tion of a tariff enacted, as alleged, to “ conciliate revisionists,” 
and condemned by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GresveNnor] 


as “injurious,” capital seeking investment in manufacturing 
industries increased over 133 per cent, while in the ten years 
following, under the salutary and “ beneficial” influences of 
the Dingley tariff, the increase in capital thus invested was only 
50 per cent. They show more than this. The value of the out- 
put or products of our manufacturing concerns increased over 74 
per cent between 1880 and 1890 and only 38 per cent between 
1890 and 1900. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

True, we had a protective tariff from 1880 to 1890 as well as 
from 1890 to 1900, but it is also true that the average rate of 
duty was much higher during the latter period. What, then, 
becomes of the argument that high tariff is necessary to stimu- 
late and encourage manufacture? These statistics prove that 
protected industries were more attractive to capital and thrived 
better under a lower tariff than they do under the higher sched- 
ules of the Dingley law. 

But the ingenuity of the advocates of protection must not be 
overlooked. They profess an ardent interest in the welfare of 
the wage-earner, and plead almost pathetically that Republican 
high protection is a great boon to that large and respectable 
class of American citizens. I deny it. It is a burden and a 
curse to every laboring man in the United States. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

I shall again refer to the table read by me a few minutes ago, 
and by the authentic figures there given I show that instead of 
receiving higher remuneration for his toil the wage-earner 
actually receives a lower wage under the Dingley Act than 
he die when we were not burdened with so much so-called “ pro- 
tection.” 

The average wage of men, women, and children employed in 
manufacturing establishments in 1890, before the enactment of 
the Dingley law, was $444.82 per annum. With all the boasted 
protection afforded the man of toil by the benign and “ benefi- 
cial” provisions of the Dingley tariff and the hypocritical cant 
of the Republican party about maintaining a high standard of 
American labor, the fact is, that in 1900 the average wage paid 
by these highly protected industries was $6.91 per capita less 
per annum than was paid in 1890. 

This amount is not very large when considered with ref- 
erence to the pay of one man, but when taken from the earn- 
ings of each of over five million wage-earners aggregates the 
enormous sum of $36,723,464. This represents the exact amount 
taken from the pockets of labor in a single year by a lot of 
bounty-fed, tariff-eating cormorants with the aid, consent, 
and connivance of the Republican party. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Not only are manufacturers enabled to reduce wages at their 
own sweet will and pleasure and thus prey upon men who are 
compelled to toil for daily bread, but Republican policies are 
directly responsible for the existence and rapidly increasing 
number of trusts and monopolies, which have absolute control 
over prices of most articles and commodities of necessary daily 
use and consumption. The cost of these articles is higher 
under the Dingley tariff than before its enactment, 

In Bulletin No, 59, issued by the Bureau of Labor in July, 
1905, I find this statement : 

“The price of all the more important articles was higher in 
1904 than the average for the ten-year period, 1890 to 1899. 
Bacon was 37.9 per cent higher, eggs 30.9 per cent higher, dry 
or pickled pork 25.8 per cent higher, fresh pork 24 per cent 
higher, corn meal 21.5 per cent higher, potatoes 21.3 per cent 
higher, chickens 20.7 per cent higher, flour 19.9 per cent higher, 
salt ham 18.4 per cent higher.” 

These conclusions, reached after a most careful and thorough 
investigation, are fully justified by this table contained in 
Dun’s Review of recent date. 


Wholesale cost— 


Classes of commodities. 


moser De 
July 1, | July 1, | crease. 
sd,” 1905. 


Per ct. 
77.87 
14.41 

14.55 


This table, the result of careful and skillful investigation and 
computation, is supposed to represent the average annual con- 
sumption of one average person. If these figures are accurate, 
as I believe they are, the increase in the cost of living from 
July 1, 1897, to July 1, 1905, is $25.85 for each person, or 
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$129.25 for each family of five persons per annum. But the 
producers did not get this increase, nor any part of it, as I will 
show before I conclude, The trusts, the creatures of the Re- 
publican party, and bearing a commission from that party to 
pilfer and rob, took it all—simply stole it. 

Our Republican friends are wont to glorify themselves and ex- 
tol their assumed political virtues, because in this great country, 
with its vast undeveloped domain, its countless millions of 
treasure yet hidden away in the bowels of the earth, its fertile 
and prolific soil, its superb climate, and its matchless citizen- 
ship, because here in free America a poor man can find work. 
They did not create these conditions. Men found abundance of 
profitable employment before the advent of the Republican 
party. 

Every man should perform work of some kind, and every 
able-bodied, industrious, sober, and economical man ought to be 
able, and under fair and honest conditions is able, to earn a 
support for those dependent upon him. This, however, is next 
to impossible under a ruinous policy which, year by year, in- 
creases the cost of living and decreases the rate of wages—a 
policy which forces women and little children into the great 
workshops of the country. 

Statistics I have read show that between 1890 and 1900 
the number of men employed in manufacturing industries in- 
creased only 23 per cent, while the number of women thus em- 
ployed increased over 28 per cent, and the number of children 
under 16 years of age increased nearly 40 per cent. 

From 1850 to 1860, under Democratic tariff for revenue, the 
increase in the number of adult male wage-earners employed in 
protected industries was over 42 per cent, but under your Ding- 
ley rates it is only 23 per cent. To-day one-fourth of all the 
labor in the great industrial workshops is performed by women, 
and a large part of the other three-fourths is done by children. 

If there is satisfaction or glory in this condition, you are 
responsible for it, are welcome to it. We have had no guilty 
participation with you in producing it, and we absolve our- 
selves from all responsibility, 

You have promised the workingman much. Your promises 
were recorded in shifting sand. You pledged him loyal friend- 
ship, but you have shamelessly violated your obligations. His 
children have appealed to you for the bread of hope, and you 
have scornfully thrown them the stone of despair. You have 
robbed his home and his children of wife and mother, and driven 
her to delve and toil in a treadmill for bread. You have denied 
his infant children the guardianship of a mother’s watchful care. 

Think of it! An increase during the last census period of 40 
per cent in the number of children under 16 years of age forced 
into sweat shops to earn their bread. This means that 40 per 
cent more of, poor men’s children are taken from school and de- 
nied education; 40 per cent more to whom the avenues of hope 
are closed; 40 per cent more doomed by your accursed policy to 
be forever just what you make them—mere “ hewers of wood 
and drawers of water” for a lot of insatiate, heartless op- 
pressors, “ who reap where they have not sown” and grow rich 
upon the unrewarded labor of men, women, and children. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

I now read a table prepared from information obtained at the 
Census Bureau and from the Abstract of the Twelfth Census: 


1890. 1900. Increase. 

Mort indebtedness in the United Per cent. 

a R ET A T SETS, $6,019, 679,985 | $8,304, 728, 733 39.48 
Number of 8 homes in the 

E e P EE 1,696, 890 2,361, 608 39.11 
Per cent of families in United States 

owning free homes 31.4 S 


These statistics show that mortgage indebtedness in the 
United States increased nearly 40 per cent between 1890 and 
1900; that the number of mortgaged homes increased over 39 
per cent, while the percentage of families owning free homes 
decreased nearly 3 per cent. 

If mortgage indebtedness is indicative of “ unprecedented ” 
prosperity, and mortgaged homes a condition to be desired and 
for which men strive, then, indeed, should we place a wreath 
upon the brow of the Republican party as an expression of a 
nation’s gratitude. The statistics I have read show that for 
each and every manufacturing industry established between 
1890 and 1900 the Republican party has forced a mortgage for 
$15,141.10 upon the homes of American citizens. 

Not only this, but by its unjust tariff law the Republican 
party has virtually pledged and mortgaged our energies and 
productive capacity—even manhood itself—to the tariff barons 
and trusts, to have and to hold to their sole separate use and 
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benefit so long as that party is permitted by a confiding people 
to plunder and rob them. 

Mr. Chairman, the assertion that a nation enjoys the greatest 
measure of prosperity when its people are burdened most is 
false in theory and untrue in fact. The life of a nation is its 
commerce. Commerce is trade—an exchange of commodities. 
Trade unfettered, except to the extent of contributing its rea- 
sonable proportion to the support of government, is necessarily 
more widespread and beneficial in its results than trade ham- 
pered and shackled. The safe and true test that should appeal 
to every patriotic lawmaker and govern and control his official 
course is, Will this law afford the “ greatest good to the greatest 
number?” If any enactment has been written in the statute 
which does not measure up to this just standard, it should be 
amended or repealed. 

This leads me to say the Dingley law ought to be amended, 
and amended now. It imposes burdens upon the masses that 
they should not bear. True, it has added millions and perhaps 
billions to the wealth of the few who are its beneficiaries; but 
it is equally true that every dollar of those millions was first 
produced by the toil and sweat of men who, under the sanction 
of law, were deprived of the fruits of their labor. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

A tariff above the revenue point must depend for its exist- 
ence upon one of two theories, both of which are radically 
wrong. It must be upon the theory that it is the part of wis- 
dom and good statesmanship to exercise the taxing power of 
government to extort tribute from all the people for the sole 
benefit of the few who are engaged in unprofitable business, in 
order that they may continue a failing business and at the same 
time grow rich upon the earnings of others, or it must be on 
the theory that it is right and just and patriotic to thus use the 
power of government for the selfish and mercenary interests of 
those who are conducting a profitable business. I deny both 
propositions. If any man, or set of men, combination, syndi- 
cate, or trust is running an unprofitable business—one which 
can not stand alone—let him or them or it abandon that busi- 
ness. It is neither right nor just, neither patriotic nor honest 
to levy upon the industry of the masses for the benefit of those 
whose coffers are already overflowing with wealth cruelly and 
heartlessly wrung from toiling millions. 

If protection was ever right it is not right now. It is a fact 
of common knowledge, susceptible of demonstration, that Ameri- 
can industries not only have a monopoly of our great and rap- 
idly increasing domestic trade, but they can eyen dominate and 
control the markets of the world, without tariff protection. 

The value of domestic manufactures exported in 1904 amounted 
to more than $450,000,000. All of this was sold at a profit in 
open competition with like articles of foreign production, and 
much of it, perhaps all of it, sold at prices varying from 20 to 40 
per cent less than domestic consumers were required to pay for 
the same goods. If our manufacturers can successfully com- 
pete with foreign producers in foreign lands, what single logical 
reason can be assigned for continuing the existing high and 
exorbitant rates of the Dingley tariff? Against whom and 
against what do our industries need protection? Is it against 
the importation of iron and steel and their products? Why, in 
1905 we exported these to the value of $142,928,513. Would 
they be protected against foreign producers of steel rails? We 
exported over 400,000 tons of rails in 1901,.and a large quantity 
every year, though I have not the figures. And in this con- 
nection let me say it is an open secret that American-made rails 
are being sold at a profit beyond the borders of the United 
States and across the waters at $8 per ton less than they are 
sold at home. Permit me to say further that the President of 
the United States, always strenuous and generally courageous, 
was forced and compelled to abandon and retreat from the 
position of lofty patriotism occupied by him recently—was cap- 
tured, subdued, and gagged by the steel trust—and now, in 
silence and deep humiliation, he witnesses this gigantic national 
robber take from the Treasury $27 per ton for all the steel rails 
needed in Panama, when foreign producers would gladly deliver 
them at $20 per ton. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

And this Congress, or the majority party in this Congress, is 
so obedient and subservient to the arbitrary demands and dic- 
tation of this mighty trust that you dare not and will not raise 
your voice in behalf of your constituents, whom you know are 
being robbed of at least $7, in this instance alone, on every ton 
of rails used in Panama. Is the steel trust so sacred as to com- 
mand your veneration? Or is the filthy lucre it has wrung by 
oppression from millions of your constituents so potential and 
powerful in political campaigns in your districts that you are 
compelled to listen in awe and tremble with cowardly fear when 
it issues its mandate for you to follow? Be sure, my friends, 
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that you do not dispose of your political birthright for a mess 
of steel- trust tariff pottage. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Do our manufacturers require protection on nails and spikes? 
In 1905 we exported these to the amount of nearly two and a 
half million dollars and imported none. 

Do they need protection on lumber and the products of lum- 
ber? In 1904 we exported these to the value of over $65,000,000. 

Do manufacturers of linotype or composing machines need the 
45 per cent of protection afforded by the Dingley Act? These 
manufacturers are amply protected by patent laws of the United 
States, and without tariff protection can sell their machines at 
a great profit. The tariff of 45 per cent is prohibitory. It 
prohibits the importation of similar machines, thus giving to one 
concern—the Mergenthaler Company—absolute monopoly. 

Power lodged in the hands of any one person or one company, 
without restraint or limitation, is invariably used to oppress. 
We have approximately 20,000 publications, each and every one 
of which must continue to apply old methods to their business 
or become helpless victims to the greed and avarice of the Mer- 
genthaler Linotype Company. It has been shown by competent 
expert testimony that these machines are manufactured at a 
cost of about $500 each, and yet purchasers are obliged to pay 
the exorbitant and ruinous price of $3,000. This amounts to 
legalized robbery of every progressive newspaper and publishing 
company in the United States and is an unwarranted and un- 
justifiable tax, in its last analysis, upon the millions of Ameri- 
can citizens who read. 

This Congress has received thousands of petitions from edi- 
tors and publishers throughout the country, representing mil- 
lions of readers, urging the removal of this prohibitory and 
monopolistic tariff. Will you heed these petitions? If you do 
not, and I know you will not, every Republican editor in the 
United States with as much spinal column as an angle worm 
ought to unite in making it so exceedingly and uncomfortably 
warm for you next November that you will cry out in anguish 
E bl ; hich I is hell, 

$ $ whic * 
Warne 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. Chairman, this Republic, the beacon light of nations, ex- 
cellent beyond compare in its boundless and limitless re- 
sources, grand and glorious in its splendid progress and all its 
mighty achievements, finds its crowning triumph and its glory 
in the production of those prime necessities of life, its farm 
products, 

For forty-five years we have been burdened, fettered, and 
manacled with protective-tariff laws, enacted to foster, encour- 
age, and promote the interests of American manufacture. Dur- 
ing this long period protected industries have contributed only 
19.54 per cent of the vast total volume of our domestic export 
trade, while the unprotected farms have contributed the magni- 
ficent proportion of 72.92 per cent—nearly three-fourths of it 
all 


In his report for 1903 Secretary Wilson uses this language: 


During the last fourteen years there was a balance of trade in favor 
of farm products, without 5 any year, that amounted to $4,806,- 
j 3 inst was an adverse balance of trade in products 
other than those of the farm of $865,000,000, and the farmers not only 
canceled this immense obligation, but had enough left to place $3,940,- 


000,000 to the credit of the nation when the books of international 
exchange were balan 


These figures tersely express the immense national reserve-sustaining 

wers of the farmers of the country under present quantities of pro- 
Raction: It is the farmers who have paid the foreign bondholders. 

Notwithstanding the inestimable value of farm products and 
the incalculable millions they have added to our national wealth, 
that great army of wealth producers—the 11,000,000 men of 
brawn and muscle engaged in agricultural pursuits—are the 
especial victims of your tariff discriminations. You go into 
hysterics over the welfare of protected industries, lest some one 
licensed by your pernicious policy to rob should be required 
to withdraw his polluted hand from other people’s pockets, but 
you are unmoyed at conditions you yourselyes have produced 
which hourly menace the future welfare of this Republic. 

Let foreign countries retaliate on account of your prohibitory 
tariff as Germany now threatens to do and you may ultimately 
witness the saddest and darkest day in the life of this nation. 
Destroy the farms, as your policy is doing, and you will have 
accomplished the monumental folly of destroying the source 
from whence comes the golden egg of national prosperity. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Gentlemen occasionally argue that farmers are benefited by 
high tariff. We heard the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Guerr] say he would abandon his bill to put hides on the free 
list if convinced that farmers are benefited by the tariff, which 
he seriously doubted. Then the distinguished gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. GARDNER] sprang to the rescue of the cause 


of protection and, confessing that he “ happens to be a farmer,” 
assured us that in the last three or four years he has invariably 
received about $1 more per hide than he did before the Dingley 
bill was enacted. The Dingley law has been in operation nine 
years, and, resting the case on the voluntary confession of the 
“farmer” from New Jersey, it took five or six years for a 
benefit equal to $1 per beef hide to reach the farmer, and in the 
meantime the beef trust has succeeded in almost stealing the 
beef. [Applause on the Democratic side.] > 

I am very grateful to the gentleman for assurances that the 
trust did not take the hide also. But, Mr. Chairman, beef hides 
are not the chief product of the American farm. I would be 
glad if some gentleman on this floor or elsewhere would explain 
the cause, in this era of great prosperity and high tariff, of the 
depreciation in the value of cattle and the great cereal crops. 
Why is it that, with more people to feed than ever before in the 
history of the world, these products, so indispensable and 
necessary to life, are declining in value? Statistics justify the 
statement that for several years the price of beef cattle has 
been gradually falling. To-day the seller must accept from 
75 cents to $1 less per hundred pounds than the average price 
for the last ten years. At this rate the loss to cattle raisers 
is from $9 to $12 on every 1,200-pound steer. 

We slaughter 7,000,000 cattle annually. A loss of $9 per 
head entails a total loss to cattle raisers in one year on fat 
cattle alone of $63,000,000. But, as the same conditions affect 
the value of stock cattle, too, it is a fair and conservative esti- 
mate to say that by reason of falling prices the farmers are 
being victimized in the sale of cattle at the rate of at least 
$100,000,000 every year. This is high-tariff prosperity, the 
kind of prosperity the farmer gets. 

Let us examine a little further. I have prepared a table of 
average prices of the great cereal crops in ten-year periods, to 
which I respectfully invite the attention of “stand-patters” 
particularly. These figures are obtained from Government sta- 
tistics, and they show a disastrous decline in the prices of farm 
products. 


Statement showing, in cents, the average price per bushel of farm d- 
ucts for ten-year 8 1875—1904}. re 15 5 


Here we find conclusive proof that the value of farm products 
has steadily declined for thirty years—ever since the devil in- 
spired the unhallowed doctrine of protection and found gentle- 
men representing special interests to proclaim and support it. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] As tariff rates have risen 
from time to time, prices of our great staples have fallen. The 
aggregate loss sustained by producers in the last thirty years 
is so appalling in amount that its recital would stifle imagina- 
tion and defy comprehension. 

I shall not go into this matter fully, but I will read a table 
which I have carefully compiled, showing the aggregate pro- 
duction of the cereal crops in the United States from 1895 to 
1904, inclusive, and the loss suffered by farmers on these crops, 
due to falling prices. In this table I have taken for the multi- 
plier the difference between the average prices of the last ten 
years and of the ten years next preceding. 

Aggregate production and the loss 5 last ten years by reason of falling 
prices. 
Corn, 21,203,238,849 bushels, at 3.38 cents, equals_____ 


$716, 669, 473 
Wheat. 5,779.303,095 bushels, at 3.92 cents, equals 509. 


, 480 


Oats, 7,980,109,282 bushels, at 3.48 cents, equals 277, 707, 803 
Rye, 253,137,984 bushels, at 5.53 cents, equals 11, 798, 530 
Barley, 928,050,043 bushels, at 10.55 cents, equals_.__._ 97, 909, 279 
Buckwheat, 135,719,338 bushels, at 3.91 cents, equals_— 5, 306, 628 


Lost to farmers in ten years on six erops 1, 335, 901, 193 

These figures show that in the short period of ten years—ten 
years under “beneficial” influences of the prosperity-breeding 
Dingley tariff rates—our farmers have actually been robbed, in 
the depreciated value of six products alone, of $1,335,901,193— 
enough money to pay one-half of the national debt, principal and 
interest, and leave $200,000,000 remaining. 

Then, Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding the gentleman's asser- 
tion to the contrary, “the imperishable record,” to quote him, 
proves that the dawn of the Republican party was the twilight 
of the farmer’s hope and of those good old times when wealth 
was fairly distributed. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Pestilences may come, panics may occur, and we may even 
pass through the yalley of the shadow of national death and 
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our beloved country be drenched with blood shed amid the un- 
speakable horrors of civil war, and yet the hardy sons of toil— 
the farmers—who produce the wealth, under fair conditions, 
can retain a reasonable proportion of the wealth they produce. 
But through the unfair means of a protective tariff they are 
ruthlessly pillaged and robbed by those who plead the statute 
as their warrant of authority. 

I hurl the gauntlet back at the gentleman from Ohio and 
challenge him to show by statistics, if he can—not by mere 
assumption or assertion—a time in the last one hundred years 
when growth in wealth and material development was as rapid, 
or when wealth was as universally and equitably distributed as 
in those good old days under Democratic administration, when 
lawmakers were responsive to the will of the people and enacted 
laws for public good and for the upbuilding of this great 
Republic and not for the unholy and unrighteous purpose of 
robbing the masses, under the forms of law, in order that a 
favored few may amass colossal fortunes and be enabled to 
make generous contributions to some campaign fund. 

Mr. Chairman, “the imperishable record that the American 
people prosper under high tariffs and suffer under low tariffs ” 
has been impeached, set aside, and for naught held by the cold 
logic of facts which can not be warped or changed. That great 
tribunal of last resort—the American people—will ere long 
enter final decree that protective tariff was conceived in sin and 
brought forth in iniquity [applause on the Democratic side] ; 
that it is a base, false pretense and confidence game, by means 
cf which producers are wrongfully, fraudulently, and larce- 
nously deprived of their earnings; that the man or men who 
shall hereafter resort to deceptive and delusive argument to 
induce American citizens to repose confidence in the Republican 
policy of protection shall be held and adjudged to be particeps 
criminis with the trusts, and shall be pilloried in public opinion 
and forever deprived of a seat in Congress. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

To expect the American farmer to longer confide in the Re- 
publican party is to assume that intelligent men have become 
insane and that “judgment has fled to brutish beasts, and men 
have lost their reason.” That party was, tacitly at least, com- 
mitted to revision, but it has again broken faith with the coun- 
try. You have smothered the “Iowa idea” and deadened its 
echo in Massachusetts. You have become intoxicated upon the 
wine of recent political success, and in your maudlin condition 
you defy the people who trusted you. 

Graye fear that the next House will be Democratic has found 
numerous expressions. The people are becoming aroused. 
They are chafing under tariff burdens and tariff discrimina- 
tions. They begin to realize the enormity of the crime of 
oppressing eighty-odd million people for the special use and 
benefit of less than half of one million. They are turning their 
faces and their hearts to the grand, historic old Democratic 
party [applause on the Democratic side]; a party often de- 
feated it is true, but never yet and never to be conquered or 
subdued [applause on the Democratic side]; a party that would 
gladly welcome defeat again and again rather than violate its 
time-honored traditions or relinquish its faith in those eternal 
principles of justice and equality upon which it is builded and 
to which its hopes are firmly anchored. We will go to the 
country with a platform demanding tariff revision in plain, 
positive, and emphatic words, confident of the result. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

I sincerely hope my party will place on that platform as the 
Democratic nominee in the next national election that man with 
the dew of morn yet upon his brow, who stands alone, towering 
above his fellows, the one true ideal of American statesmanship, 
the workingman’s best and most faithful friend, the bold and 
fearless champion of the right and the defiant and uncompro- 
mising foe to the wrong, that pure and incorruptible American 
whose name is a terror and a menace to wrongdoers, but a 
solace and inspiration to good citizens everywhere. 

With such a platform and such a candidate victory is ours. 
A political cyclone will sweep the country. When the storm 
shall have spent its fury, instead of ruin and desolation in its 
track we will witness joy unconfined, contentment, happiness, 
and real prosperity. Then we will have absolute assurance of a 
“square deal” for all, the wage-earner as well as the capital- 
ist, the farmer as well as the manufacturer, because the ship of 
state will be guided from the White House by the unerring 
judgment and unrivaled statesmanship of the yet peerless 
Nebraskan, William J. Bryan. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, my friend from Missouri [Mr. 
Rucker] has very cleverly divided his periods into ten years 
each, so as to include the Wilson bill and the Dingley bill in 
the same decade, attempting to show us, to the discredit of the 


Dingley law, what was detracted from that decade by the Wil- 
son law. 

Now, I would like to call his attention, just for a few minutes, 
to the conditions that prevailed during a part of those ten 


years—that was the Coxey army period. I remember they 
told us in those days of a Missourian who was a member of the 
Coxey army and who arrived back home after the long and 
fruitless journey on his return from Washington City. He was 
not presentable at home. He went up to the old Missouri farm 
and stood in the brush out near the barn, and when his little 
brother came to him he said to him: “I wish you would go in 
and tell mother to send me out a blanket, so I can walk into the 
house. Tell mother I have a hat.” [Laughter.] That was 
about all he had left. Those were the deplorable conditious, 
which I hope the gentleman has not forgotten. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman yield for an interrup- 
tion? 

Mr. LACEY. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman be kind enough to tell 
me the year in which that occurred? 

Mr. LACEY. Well, it being Missouri history, I refer the gen- 
tleman to his able second [Mr. CLARK of Missouri]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Was it contemporaneous with the march of 
the Coxey army to Washington? 

Mr. LACEY. It was subsequent to that, because it was on 
his return. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So far subsequent that the McKinley bill 
was no longer in operation? 

Mr. LACEY. Oh, I know what the gentleman is coming at 
now. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The McKinley bill was in operation when 
Coxey’s army marched to Washington. 

Mr. LACEY. That is one of the old standard arguments of 
my Democratic friend. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is true, isn’t it? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Isn't it true? : 

Mr. LACEY. The McKinley law had not been repealed when 
the panic of 1903 came. 

Mr. WEISSE rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, I will first answer the gentle- 
man from Mississippi [Mr. WIIIIAusJ. The gentleman will re- 
member very well that the Democratic party won their victory in 
1892 upon the platform declaration that a protective tariff was 
unconstitutional. They won that victory, carrying the Presidency 
and the House by a great majority. They did not yet have the 
Senate. It was not until about February 20, 1893, when Mr. 
Roach, of Dakota, was elected to the Senate, that the gentle- 
man’s party secured a majority in both branches of Congress; 
both branches and the Presidency pledged to the repeal of pro- 
tection and upon the declaration that all protection was uncon- 
stitutional. Then came on the panic and it was not until then, 
and it did not wait for the passage of the Wilson law. The 
repeal of the protective tariff was assured, and production sus- 
pended, waiting to know the worst. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to talk this afternoon on the 
subject of the home market. It was a pleasure to me a mo- 
ment ago to see the Speaker go by clad in clothing made in 
North Carolina, the State that gave him birth. It recalled the 
days of Henry Clay, the great exponent of the American pro- 
tective system, who came from Kentucky with Kentucky gar- 
ments upon him and prided himself on wearing them upon the 
floors of the Congress. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 
the gentleman a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LACEY. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. In the days of Henry Clay nearly 
all Congressmen wore homespun, didn’t they? 

Mr. LACEY. They did not pride themselves upon it. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why didn’t they? 

Mr, LACEY. Because they did not have the American spirit 
Henry Clay had. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Was Henry Clay the only man in 
the United States at that time that had the American spirit? 

Mr. LACEY. No; Andrew Jackson declared in favor of pro- 
tection to American industries. He was almost as good a pro- 
tectionist in his day as Henry Clay. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I know, but the gentleman under- 
takes to make the remark on the floor of the House that Henry 
Clay was a great natural curiosity because he wore homespun 
clothing, when everybody wore it. 

Mr. LACEY. Why, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who ad- 
dresses me now has American clothing on. He also stands in 
American shoes. 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 


Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly I have, and any man 
who has any sense will buy an American suit if he can get the 
same quality cheaper than he can a foreign suit. 

Mr. LACEY. I see that my friend has learned something. 
It is not so long ago that he was trying to tear down the custom- 
houses. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, that is the seven 
hundred and twenty-fifth time that that ridiculous statement 
has been repeated on the floor of this House. [Laughter.] And 
I had concluded at last that there was one Republican who had 
self-respect enough not to repeat a statement that every idiotic 
Republican in the House has repeated. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has been con- 
gratulated, as I understand him now, 725 times on his conver- 
sion. I regret to have added the seven hundred and twenty- 
sixth time, but at the same time I rejoice to see him clothed 
and in his right mind—and clothed in American garments, too. 

Mr. WEISSE rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LACEY. Not at present. I will yield after a while. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the tendency of the human mind to look 
back with longing regret to the past which is gone and forward 
with hope to a golden future. 

It is the present that is always complained of. Its good is 
minimized and its evil is magnified. There is nothing so disap- 
pointing as attainment. We think the least of that which we 
possess. The bird in the hand is never so attractive as the one 
in the bush, though it is a homely maxim that it is worth more. 
It is the experience of all sportsmen that the imagination dwells 
longingly upon the big fish that got away. The one brought 
home is likely to be looked upon with more or less scorn by the 
fisherman’s wife. This mental peculiarity should be resisted. 


THE HOME MARKET. 


The “ markets of the world” are always held up as the most 
attractive of all to the imagination. The importance of a great 
and increasing home market is likely to be underestimated. The 
philosopher in Æsop’s Fables walked along, looking up at the 
stars, and fell in an open well at his feet. 

Eighty-seven per cent of the products of our farms under ex- 
isting conditions find a market, and à good one, the best in the 
world, in the United States. 

In the last year we exported farm products to the amount of 
$859,160,264. The average export of farm products from 1890 
to 1893, inclusive, was $677,896,870. 


THE GERMAN TARIFF, 


Germany takes pride in sending the products of her factories 
to all parts of the world, bearing the familiar legend “ Made in 
Germany.” 

We admire her for her enterprise, but we are not willing to 
have our American tariff laws also labeled “ Made in Germany.” 

The farmers of Iowa will view with considerable distrust any 
proposition to discriminate against our best customer, Great 
Britain. For the year 1904 our exports to the United Kingdom 
exceeded our entire exports to all the following countries put 
together: Germany, France, Holland, Italy, Belgium, Canada, 
Spain, Cuba, European Russia, Denmark, and Japan. 

We all desire to maintain relations of the most friendly char- 
acter with Germany. Vast numbers of her best citizens have 
crossed the ocean and cast their lot with us, a most welcome and 
useful addition to our population. Our friendship with Ger- 
many has been traditional. 

Inder the peculiar form of Government of the German 
Empire the landowners have power in Parliament largely in 
excess of their numbers, as the representation is not distributed 
in proportion to the population. 

A tariff law was framed in Germany hostile to the interests of 
American farmers, and it was proposed that this law should take 
effect on the Ist of March, 1906. 

Our exports to Germany in 1904 were $214,780,992. Our Ger- 

man imports were $118,138,089: Our imports were largely of 
manufactured goods upon which the Germans added the value of 
their labor. On the other hand, our exports to Germany were 
mainly of raw material which she desired to use in her manu- 
factures, and included $87,392,063 of raw cotton. The raw 
materials exceeded $120,000,000 in value. 

When we compare this with our enormous exports to Great 
Britain, which in 1904 amounted to $537,340,599, it is quite obvi- 
ous that we could not afford to make any treaty with Germany 
giving her products a preference over those of Great Britain. 

Some enthusiastic supporters of the proposition to give spe- 
cial concessions to Germany over those allowed to the balance 
of our European customers have asserted that we might in- 
crease our market for meats in Germany by such concessions 
to an amount equal to from $50,000,000 to $100,000,000 per 
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annum. These figures are evidently the product of enthusiasm 
rather than of investigation. 

Our Bureau of Statisties reports from official sources that 
after excepting lard the entire meat products imported by Ger- 
many in the last five years has averaged about #12,000,000 
yearly from all the outside world. 

Imports of meat and meat products into Germany during the calendar 
years 1900 to 1995. 
[From official German report.] 


Weight 


Year. (pounds). Value. 
114,817,600 $13, 581,200 
120, 204, 500 15, 008, 800 
125, 858, 400 15, 195, 300 
76, 450, 500 9, 261, 100 
65,795, 000 8, 304,500 
122, 400, 100 (a) 


Values not yet computed for 1905. 

Even if we should have made a treaty giving us all of this 
trade, it would have fallen a long way short of the proposed 
$50,000,000 to $100,000,000 per annum. 

Last year we exported meats to the total amount of $182,552,- 
149. The German trade is desirable, but we could not afford 
to foster it at the expense of injustice to our other European 
customers. 

“PROVE ALL THINGS; HOLD FAST TO THAT WHICH IS GOOD.” 

We always have with us the idealist who spurns present good 
and wants to try something else. He always wants to keep 
ae on. He would not stand pat in a cloyer field. [Laugh- 
ter. 

I wish to call the attention of the farmer, the miner, and the 
manufacturer to the value of our own market and the impro- 
priety of trading it off or destroying it in the hope of other mar- 
kets abroad. A country’s prosperity depends on its ability to 
consume its products rather than upon its ability to export them. 

I am from a great agricultural State and we feel the greatest 
interest in Iowa in the market for our farm products. Secre- 
tary Wilson in his recent report gives a series of figures upon 
the increase and value in production of the American farms that 
are so stupendous as to startle the imagination. His estimates 
show that in the year just closed the output of the farms of this 
country were worth $6,500,000,000, and, although we may com- 
plain of winds and rain, of heat and cold, Iowa is the most 
favored of all the States. Look to the north, and the best part 
of Minnesota lies next to her. The best of Wisconsin is its 
southwesterly portion. Illinois is a greatly favored State, but 
her richest land joins Iowa. North Missouri, which my friend 
(Mr. CLARK] represents, is the best part of her neighbor on the 
south. Northeastern Kansas reaches up toward Iowa and is 
the best part of the Sunflower State. Eastern Nebraska is the 
best of that State, and the southeastern part of Dakota is the 
fairest and most fertile of all the lands of that growing and 
prosperous State. : 

HOW PRICES ARE GOVERNED. 

Towa is bounded on all sides by a zone of fertility. The mar- 
ket to consume this vast product must be a great one. It is a 
common statement that the prices of all of our farm products 
are fixed in the markets of Europe; that the farmer is therefore 
concerned in the foreign rather than the domestic market. This 
statement is a fascinating one and has done great service in 
behalf of the free traders in many a campaign in the past. 

It was especially effective in the South, where the soil had 
been scourged by slaves and no manufacturing enterprises had 
supplied a home market for any of their products. Now that in 
all parts of the South much of their cotton is manufactured in 
their own mills, the people there have come to realize that the 
price of their products sold abroad depends upon the amount of 
their surplus, and the more that is consumed at home the 
smaller the surplus, and the smaller the surplus the better is the 
foreign price. 

This simple factor in the problem of prices and markets is 
now becoming well understood among the planters and farmers 
North and South. The foreign market is of value to our farm 
producers in taking that part of their output which can not be 
disposed of at home. 

In old Virginia in the early colonial days they had a cur- 
rency of tobacco. They had “money to burn.” [Laughter.] 

Under a Republican tariff law they are enjoying through all 
the South a prosperity unequaled in the country’s history and 
have more money than ever before. [Applause.] 

MOST VALUABLE CONSUMERS. 

We are daily furnished with evidence of the superior value 
not only of a home market, but of the greater value of that 
market when the consumer is brought nearer to the producer. 
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The manufacturing consumer in the West is of more value 
to the farmer of his vicinity than a like number of consumers 
on the seacoast. 

The home market is the best, and the nearer home the better. 
The free traders time and again in many years haye taken 
the American workingman up into a high mountain and have 
offered him the “ markets of the world” if he would only give 
up his own—the great home market. The offer has at times 
misled the voters of the Republic and always with the same 
disastrous results. 

Napoleon said that “the political economists are mere vision- 
aries, who judge men from books and the world from the map.” 
Their theories look beautiful, but we have had too many and 
too recent experiences in this line to be misled again. Old 
Gorgon Graham tells us of the bull pup which was anxious to 
know what were the contents of the third rail on an inter- 
urban line. Haying put his nose to the rail he was full of 
information on the subject in a moment. [Laughter.] In 1892 
the people of this country were induced to experiment with a 
Democratic tariff bill and for several years they had more infor- 
mation on the tariff than they wanted. They had some to 
spare for the next generation. 

Coxey’s army wore out many shoes, but they replenished 
their wardrobe secondhand from the wayside, and did not 
furnish a very attractive market for the Massachusetts shoe 
manufacturers. Industry lay dead at home and the markets 
were overstocked abroad. 


A “WALK IN LIFE.” 

The workingman’s business in 1894 could not be classed as a 
trade. It was a “walk in life”—in search of work. [Laugh- 
ter.] I allude to those dark days of tariff reform“ only lest 
we forget. 

There is an old notion prevalent in New England that what- 
ever is disagreeable is probably right. This is a feeling that 
should be combated. Hard times are disagreeable, but we 
should not import them. 

I want to-day to recite for your consideration a few cold 
facts as to the business of the tarp the factory, and the mine. 
Let us, for example, take up a Single industry in the great 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. We haye had some speeches 
from her delegation favoring the surrender of some of the 
farmer’s protection for the benefit of the manufacturer. One 
of the principal industries is that of making shoes. Under the 
census of 1890 and 1900 the following figures appear: 


FACTS AS TO BOOTS AND SHOES IN MASSACHUSETTS. 


$37, 577, 630 

63, 928, 182 

116, 387, 900 

Pee a) tr ae race a es pre aed ey oar — 44,567, 702 
Come Of tan L BERITE TEENA ee 75, 751, 964 
Valve neee... 117, 115, 243 


Under the calumniated Dingley law let us look at the showing: 


— 
T ͤ A ee Se SE 852, 504, 892 
COE OE MAU oo icine oe —.— , 865, 898 
VANO ae: procucte TTT 154, 598, 570 

And this great increase of products is accompanied by a grati- 
fying increase in exports of boots and shoes: 
eg MD I See AEE BSNS SE AEE SS RS Lt SEES a ay — $1, 708, 224 
Exports in 1905. 8, 057, 697 

Large as the increase of exports is, the magnitude of the home 
market to the boot and shoe producers is evidenced by the vast 
amount that is disposed of each year in the United States. 

THE FACTORY’S BEST CUSTOMER. 

Massachusetts should not be jealous of the prosperity of the 
great Northwest. The West rejoices in the advancement of the 
New England States, and a prosperous farmer is the best cus- 
tomer of the New England factory. 

The contrast between the conditions of this great industry 
under the Democratic tariff law and under the Dingley law 
shows that the prosperity of the country must be regarded as a 
whole. A tariff prepared to build up a few special industries 
can not produce the proposed result. It must be drawn so as 
to give prosperity also to the other industries of the country. 

The repeal of the tariff law may enable the farmers to buy 
some manufactured goods abroad cheaper than the present 
prices. But if this change puts out of employment the consum- 
ers of the farmers’ own products the cheapness is too dearly 
bought. 

Massachusetts’ best market is the great West. Of her boot 
and shoe products she sold last year $8,000,000 abroad and 
$146,000,000 at home. I refer to this industry because some of 


her great operators complain of the small duty on hides which 
are the product of the Iowa farm. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3413 


In the West complaint is made that the protection to the 
manufacturer works a hardship upon the farmer whose produets 
must look to Liverpool for their standard. 


PROTECTION AND EXPORTS. 

I wish to give some figures showing how protection to the 
home market has not prevented the farmer from selling heavily 
abroad. From 1890 to 1893, inclusive, the exports of our farm 
products averaged $677,896,870 per annum. From 1894 to 1898 
they averaged $663,638,402. From 1899 to 1904 the average was 
$64,930,137. When we were seeking the world’s markets under 
the Wilson tariff we sold $200,000,000 less of farm products 
abroad than we have under our expanded home market under 
the Dingley law. / 

And how is it with our general foreign trade? In 1894 we 
imported $654,994,622 of foreign products. Last year we im- 
ported $1,117,512,629, an increase of nearly 100 per cent. Our 
total exports in 1894 were $892,140,572. For the year 1904 they 
were nearly doubled, $1,518,561,720. Under the existing tariff 
ee exports were the largest in our history, and so, too, were our 
mports. 

Let us turn a moment to the South. The Manufacturers’ 
Record of Baltimore has compiled some excellent statistics as 
to progress there. 


PROGRESS IN THE SOUTH. 


A Republican tariff protects Massachusetts and Iowa both. 
They are mutually interdependent. But the South, which 
fought our policies, has shared in their benefits. The South 
demanded free silver to increase the circulating medium and 
finds that the Republican gold standard has made good its prom- 
ise. The circulation in 1896 was $1,539,169,634, and it is now 
$2,604,902,301, an increase from $21.48 per capita in 1896 to 
8 per capita in 1905, and a few days ago had increased to 

-73. 

By removing the doubt as to our standard of value confidence 
was assured and the circulation of the best money in the world 
has steadily increased. 

But to return to the results in the South. The wealth of the 
14 Southern States exceeds that of the whole counry in 1860. 
The assessed valuation of those 14 States in 1905 was 
$6,648,000,000, which is about one-third of the actual value. The 
actual value is nearly 820,000,000, 000. 

Farm lands in these 14 States have increased $245,000,000 a 
year, while from 1890 to 1900 the increase was $75,000,000 a 
year. The agricultural product of those Southern States for 
1905 was $1,800,000,000. This takes no account of the great 
manufactures and mines in the South. 

The mining industries of the nation are also in a prosperous 
condition. Mineral production for 1894, total value, $527,097,279, 
including coal; coal, tons, 186,903,315; value, $197,799,043. In 
1904, total value, $1,289,047,146, including coal; coal, tons, 
352,000,000; value, $444,816,288. For 1905 the total production 
will reach $1,500,000,000. 


BETTER CONDITIONS THAN EVER BEFORE. 


The manufacturer is prosperous. The miner is well em- 
ployed. The farmer of the North and the planter of the South 
are enjoying better conditions than at any time in their history. 
Conditions certainly conduce to a cheerful optimism. In Iowa 
farm land has increased in value under the Dingley law 100 
per cent. And the output of the Iowa factories for 1905 was 
$160,572,313, as shown by the recent census bulletin. Iowa's 
mineral production last year was $15,008,596. 

A pessimist has been well defined as a “man who, when it 
comes to a choice between two evils, takes both of them.” 
{Laughter.] The tariff reformers tried to prove an alibi in 
1894, but the people found them guilty and returned the party 
of protection once more to power. 

In 1892 enough of the workmen in the protected industries 
voted to abandon protection to elect Mr. Cleveland, while the 
farmers of the great Northwest remained true to the policy 
which has built up and preserved the great home market. 

An arrangement by which Massachusetts can buy the bulk of 
her food products from Canada in consideration of freer mar- 
kets there for American manufactured goods is an attractive 
p e from a purely sectional standpoint. But if the New 
England manufacturers’ market in the agricultural regions of 
the Northwest is to be protected, the farmer should not be de- 
nied like benefits. 


AS TO FREE HIDES. 


A crusade in favor of the removal of the duty on hides has 
been organized in New England. In making a campaign along 
this line the mistake has been made of claiming that the hide 
of the beef is a mere “ by-product,” that the raiser of a steer 
sells his animal and “ throws in” the skin. It is an old adage 
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among the farmers that “there are five quarters to a steer— 
two forequarters, two hindquarters, and the hide and tallow 
make the fifth.” 

The hide as surely enters into the value of the whole animal 
as does the porterhouse steak. It is said that the hides are 
generally sold by the packer and that the farmer has no interest 
in their value; but the hide is the finished product of the farm 
and every time a farmer sells a steer he sells a hide. 

It takes three years to produce and market a steer. It is a 
process that can not be forced. The producer must be patient. 
How many minutes does it take to make a pair of shoes by mod- 
ern methods? The industry is protected and the shoes are the 
finished product. The farmer’s summer toil and winter expos- 
ure is rewarded at the end of three years by a price for his stock 
that he often deems inadequate. That price includes all the 
elements of value in the animal. You can not fairly class such 
products as mere raw material. Capital, intelligence, skill, and 
labor are combined in the production of the finished animal 
products. 

The Iowa farmer has stood and still stands by the protective 
system, and he has the right to share in its benefits. Any 
changes in schedules must recognize the interests of every part 
of the United States. 

THE PARTY OF PROTECTION. 

Parties do not make issues. Issues create parties. 

Originally founded to restrict the spread of human slavery 
and afterwards to abolish it, the Republican party’s work was 
not ended when, with a saved Union, the land was all free. It 
has continued in power as a vital force in the nation’s growth. 

The upholding of the national faith and credit, the mainte- 
nance of a sound currency, and the protection and upbuilding of 
American industries continue as its cardinal principles of faith; 
and to it and to its policies the farmer, the miner, the manu- 
facturer, and the business man continue to look with confi- 
dence for good government and continued prosperity. [Applause 
on Republican side.] 

Mr. WEISSE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] one question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LACEY. Certainly. 

Mr. WEISSE. The gentleman spoke about the 15 per cent 
duty on hides adding to the value of the cattle, that it adds to 
one part of the cattle—the hide. Now, I wonder what quarter 
the packers get when they are buying canner cows for $10 
apiece and selling the hides for $10 apiece, and what part do 
the farmers get? 

Mr. LACEY. I should say on the figures he gives the hide is 
about a half instead of a quarter. But I will ask my friend 
what State he hails from? 

Mr. WEISSE. Wisconsin, and a tanner by trade. 

Mr. LACEY. Then he wants free hides? 

Mr. WEISSE. He wants to put the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey] right. 

Mr. LACEY. Does the duty add to the price of hides? 

Mr. WEISSE. It does. 

Mr. LACEY. I am obliged to the gentleman. Our friends 
from New England tell us it does not, so far as the farmer is 
concerned. 

Mr. WEISSE. I want to ask the gentleman from Iowa Mr. 
Lacey], if he will answer me fairly, does he not believe that 
the 600,000 native steers exported, with their hides, and which 
are sold in this country for less money because of the 15 per 
cent duty on those hides—that they will get 15 per cent less on 
those steers’ hides than they do here? < 

Mr. LACEY. My friend, who is a tanner—and Shakespeare 
says that a tanner will last nine years after be is dead—my 
friend as a tanner says the duty adds to the price of the hide, 
and yet that the cattle sell for less money with the hide on 
them. 

Mr. WEISSE. The cattle exported to foreign countries. 

Mr. LACEY. You may make a tanner believe that. . You 
may make some of the gentlemen engaged in the manufactur- 
ing of boots and shoes in New England believe that, but you 
can not make the farmers of Wisconsin and Iowa believe it. 

Mr. WEISSE. That may be, but the farmers of Wisconsin 
and Iowa consider the hide the product of that animal—an 
animal that is sold to foreign countries, and the foreign 
countries have to reimport that hide and sell it to this country. 
And I want to know if that hide does not sell for less in 
foreign countries. It makes a difference in the sale of hides, 
if they are taken off here or if taken off in England, of $1,000,- 
000 to the farmers of this country. That is what it makes. 
And if the duty on hides is put there for the benefit of the 
farmer, then why do you not include calfskin and horsehide 
and the light hides which the farmers take off, of 85 per cent? 


Mr. POWERS. I listened with great pleasure to the gentle- 
man’s speech, and I noticed that he stated repeatedly “ Our 
friends from New England” claim that the duties should be 
taken off of hides. I notice he used “ Massachusetts” occa- 
sionally and “ New England” as convertible terms. 

Mr. LACEY. I would like to ask my friend from Maine if 
Massachusetts is not all New England? 

Mr. POWERS. Not at all. I wish to say to my friend here 
that there is some little portion of New England outside of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. LACEY. I will ask my friend from Maine if it is not true 
that Maine used to be a part of Massachusetts? 

Mr. POWERS. It was, only eighty-five years ago. 
am coming at is this—— 

Mr. LACEY. Then you have got over it there. 

Mr. POWERS. I wish to enter this protest: There is, as I 
was about to say, a small portion of New England—one-half of 
its territory—called the State of Maine. Now in Maine we are 
not sitting up at nights with the desire of haying the duty 
taken off of hides. We raise them. We are utterly opposed to 
taking the duty off of any products of the farmer, and we are 
utterly opposed to the Massachusetts idea of reciprocity with 
Canada so that the products will come in. [Applause.] And 
we do not want to be included as that part of New England that 
is desirous of breaking down the tariff law and introducing 
foreign products. 

Mr. LACEY. I am very fond of Massachusetts. I am only 
a little more fond of Maine than of Massachusetts. I never did 
like to see Massachusetts go astray, and when I find a State 
represented as ably as she is on the floor of this House saying 
that they want to take off the protection on Iowa products, or 2 
portion of them, in the interest of their factories—factories 
which are prosperous and successful beyond almost any time in 
their history—I simply want to sound a note of warning to 
them; and when I use the terms “ New England” and “ Massa- 
chusetts ” as convertible terms, it is a matter of force of habit, 
because out West we have always given Massachusetts great 
prominence. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Ar. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri? 

Mr. LACEY. I do. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is not Albert B. Cummins now 
serving a second term as governor of Iowa, and running for a 
third term? 

Mr. LACEY. 
in favor of him. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am asking you the question. 

Mr. LACEY. He is running for the third term. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. He is a Republican? 

Mr. LACEY, He was elected as a Republican, and believes 
in a great many Republican things. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Did you ever read of a sentence 
out of one of his speeches delivered this winter, in which he 
declared that “all the robberies and thefts committed by all 
the insurance officers since life insurance was first originated 
do not amount to as much extortion as the Dingley bill for 
one year?” 

Mr. LACEY. I haye read it with the same pain that I did 
my friend’s speech about the custom-houses, It is the same 
kind of a speech, and he also will deny it 725 times before he is 
through with it. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. But I have never denied it, 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. LACEY. But you have regretted it. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I never regretted it. [Renewed 
laughter.] If I do regret anything it is that a man on the 
floor of the House, making a set speech that is already printed, 
when asked a fair question, would not answer the question 
instead of making a fling about a speech made here seven 
years ago. . 

Mr. LACEY. What is the statute of limitations in Missouri? 

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Three years. 

Mr. LACEY. Well, then the gentleman pleads the statute 
of limitations? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No; I do not plead the statute of 
limitations. [Laughter and applause.] I want you to answer 
my question. 

Mr. LACEY. The doctors tell us that a man entirely changes 
that there is not even a part of a bone left —in seven years. The 
gentleman who made that speech [Mr. CLARK of Missouri] does 
not stand before me. He is in no wise the same man. The man 
whom we all love and respect is entirely changed, not only phys- 
ically, but mentally in the seven years. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Answer me categorically, yes or 


What I 


And I understand the gentleman is very much 


[ Laughter. ] 
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no: Is Albert B. Cummins, the governor of Iowa, a Republican? 
Now answer it. You know it. 

Mr. LACEY. Will you answer it? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If you will not answer it, I will; 
but I want you to answer it. 

Mr. LACEY. Iam not his keeper. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, he is a candidate for gov- 
ernor for the third term, is he not; and the leading candidate, 
is he not? 

Mr. LACEY. He is seeking the nomination. There are 
others. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 

Mr. LACEY. Certainly. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 
will vote for him? 

Mr. LACEY. I suppose I will vote for him if he is nominated 
on our ticket. [Laughter.] If he is on your ticket I will not. 
[Renewed laughter. ] 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. He is not on our ticket yet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin? 

Mr. WEISSE. No doubt I took an undue advantage of the 
gentleman in asking him a question about hides, but he, being 
a farmer, I will ask him in regard to the price of potatoes. 
Probably he knows that last year potatoes sold for a pretty 
fair price and this year also. If under the Dingley tariff bill 
the 25 cents a bushel added to the price of the potatoes 25 cents, 
can he tell me how it was that the farmers of Wisconsin had to 
take them and haul them for miles and sell them for 4 cents 
a bushel? 

Mr. LACEY. Well, now, the gentleman asks a very unwise 
question. I would ask the gentleman if his idea would be, in 
order to protect the farmers of Wisconsin growing potatoes— 
would he take away the duty between Wisconsin and Canada? 
Would he do that? 

Mr. WEISSE. I did not mean the price of foreign products. 

Mr. LACEY. The gentleman certainly has not paid very 
close attention to my speech. I called attention to the fact 
that you must consider the yarious different conditions to get 
the complete results. You can not take a single isolated in- 
stance or an excessive growth of potatoes and early frost to 
condemn the tariff, but you should take the products of every 
kind that are protected by the tariff and adjust it to the general 
conditions over this vast area of country. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Results and concomitants. 

Mr. LACEY. Including Mississippi, which is prosperous, I 
am glad to say. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Prosperity existing by reason of the Ding- 
ley bill? 

Mur. LACEY. Existing by the fact that it is a partner in a 
country that is enjoying the benefits of protection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Under an extensive free-trade mantle. 

Mr. LACEY. What kind of a free-trade mantle? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Free trade between the States. 

Mr. LACEY. Oh, between the States. [Cries of “ Oh!” on the 
Republican side.] Now, I will ask my friend from Mississippi, 
would he adopt the same rule between Mississippi and Liverpool 
as he does between Mississippi and Kentucky? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Absolutely, except for the necessity of a 
revenue. 

Mr. LACEY. Very well, then; my friend, too, would burn 
down the custom-houses, if he could. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I could not, because I would have to col- 
lect revenues, and the gentleman from Iowa has brains enough 
to know that. 

Mr. LACEY. The gentleman would limit it to a revenue 
tariff? ` 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Absolutely. 

Mr. LACEY. Then I am glad to see that here is one man 
who after seven years, although the body has changed, has the 
same mind. He was a free trader seven years ago and he is a 
free trader yet. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. He was not a free trader seven years ago 
and is not a free trader now. He is a tariff-for-reyenue man. 

Mr. LACEY. That is the same thing. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And anybody with ordinary sense knows 
the difference between the two. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. May I ask the gentle- 
man from Mississippi a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, indeed. I have not the floor, however. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi believes in free hides? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. “The gentleman from Mississippi” be- 
lieves in a tariff for revenue, and he believes in collecting that 
revenue as nearly as possible upon all imports into the United 
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States, distributing the tax in accordance with two things—the 
necessities of the Government for revenue, upon the one hand, 
and the nature of the product, whether it is a necessity or a 
luxury, upon the other. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, am I cor- 
rect in supposing that the gentleman from Mississippi has in- 
troduced a somewhat extensive bill which relates to the repeal 
and alteration of certain sections in the Dingley tariff, and that 
in that bill which he has introduced there is a provision for a 
quty on hides and a duty on sole leather as well? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, and in accordance absolutely 
with the theory of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WEISSE. Now, I should like to ask the gentleman from 
Iowa one more question. 

Mr. LACEY. Very well. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I will say further in reply to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts that it is a duty of 5 per cent in- 
stead of a duty of 15 per cent. 

Mr. WEISSE. The gentleman from Iowa contends that the 
Dingley bill increases the price of the article to an extent. 
Now, I want to ask him a fair question. In 1890 hides sold for 
about 4} cents. In Chicago last fall they sold at 133, and also 
sold at that price all over the world—a little less here than in 
foreign countries. It was at a point where we exported when 
we reached the highest point. Now, I want to ask the gentle- 
man if the 15 per cent duty on 4-cent hides raised the price to 
152 cents? That is easy to answer. 

Mr. LACEY. Yes; that is dead easy. It is a mere matter of 
computation. But I should like to ask my friend how much the 
tanners’ trust had to do with raising the price last year? 

Mr. WEISSE. The tanners’ trust of the United States repre- 
sents less than 20 per cent of the tanning industry of this 
country. 

Mr. LACEY. I am glad to get that information from the 
gentleman. Coming from the Democratic side of the House, I 
hope nobody will controvert it hereafter in the progress of this 
debate. 

Mr. WEISSE. All right. I will state further that in 1880 
there were 5,700 tanneries in this country, and to-day, under this 
high protective system, there are 1,300, and if you will continue 
it there will be a lot more of them go over into Canada in order 
to get the benefit of the free hides. [Applause on the Demo- 
cratie side.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Iowa yield to me? 

Mr. LACEY.. I do. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I should like to ask the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Wertsse] who has just taken 
his seat, when he makes that statement that only 20 per cent 
of the tanners of the United States are in the so-called “ trust,” 
does he not know and should he not explain to this House that 
far more than 20 per cent of the tanners of sole leather are in- 
eluded in the trust? 

Mr. WEISSE. Does the gentleman maintain that the Ameri- 
can Hide and Leather Company, the Shaws in Wisconsin, the 
Pennsylvania Leather Company do not tan hides? I will state 
to him that the United States Leather Company tan probably 
about 40 per cent of the sole leather that is tanned in this coun- 
try, 60 per cent being tanned by independent companies which I 
can not mention at the present time, but if he will give me time 
I will bring the information in a few days. I want to say fur- 
ther that the American Hide and Leather Company tan hides 
that you pay duty on, and all harness leather, all upper leather, 
all strap leather, and in fact every piece of leather that the 
farmer wears is cut out of a hide that pays duty, and only when 
he wears the soles of his Sunday shoes and his kid gloves does 
he get anything that comes in free of duty. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr. LACEY. I want to ask the gentleman from Wisconsin 
a question in my time. Does the gentleman say that a consid- 
erable part of the tanneries haye left the United States and 
gone to Canada on account of free hides? 

Mr. WEISSE. So it has been reported. 

Mr. LACEY. I want the gentleman to state whether it is a 
fact or not; not whether it is so reported. 

Mr. WEISSE. I believe there is no doubt about it. The 
tanning industry has been on the decline on account of the duty 
on hides. > 

Mr. LACEY. What do they do with the hides in Canada 
after they tan them? 

Mr. WEISSE. They have to buy the hides first. 

ats LACEY. But what do they do with them after they tan 
them : 
Mr. WEISSE. They sell them there in Canada, I suppose. 
Mr. LACEY. Do they ship them back to the United States? 


Mr. WEISSE. Does the gentleman mean ship the leather 
back here? 

Mr. LACEY. Les. 

Mr. WEISSE. No; I do not think they do. 

Mr. LACEY. I thought it was remarkable if they left the 
United States in order to dodge a 15 per cent duty on hides and 
would go over there and tan the hides and then ship the leather 
back and pay the duty under the Dingley law on the manufac- 
tured article. 


investment in a tannery to such an extent that if the tanner 
hed the interest money on that investment it would be a greater 
profit than the American Hide and Leather Company and the 
United States Leather Company have made since they have 
been in existence. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Now, if the gentleman 
from Iowa will yield to me—— 

Mr. LACEY. I will yield such time as the gentleman desires 
in order to further carry on this civil-service examination. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Wisconsin whether the Central Leather Com- 
pany, which has bought up the United States Leather Company 
and other independent concerns, does not tan the greater part 
of the sole leather that goes into high-class shoes? 

Mr. WEISSE. The Central Leather Company does not in- 
crease the tanning capacity of the United States Company in 
sole leather. It does reach out and combine a few harness 
leather tanneries, but it does not, except in one of them, pro- 
duce an increase in the production of sole leather. Neither 
does it control the American Hide and Leather Company. It 
is independent of either one. It grew out of a deal whereby 
the Pennsylvania Leather Company was organized. They tooka 
certain amount of money out of the United States Leather Com- 
pany and compelled the dealers to reorganize. Armour took 
some stock in it, but has not a controlling interest in it at the 
present time. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Am I to understand from 
the gentleman that in his opinion the Central Leather Company 
is not controlled by Armour and his brother-in-law Valentine? 

Mr. WEISSE. Not controlled; they are stockholders. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Have they got a control- 
ling interest? 

-~ Mr. WEISSE. Not at the present time. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. One other question. I 
will confess, Mr. Chairman, that I am surprised at the informa- 
tion given by the gentleman from Wisconsin. Will the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin either include in the RECORD, if he has not 
the information available, or tell the House now what factories 
have been driven out of this country into Canada by operation 
of the present law, specifying them by name and giving the 
number of sides of sole leather they produce in the course of a 

ear? 

z Mr. WEISSE. That is rather a broad question. No doubt 
some one in the trade would be able to give that information. 
Let me ask the gentleman from Massachusetts how many more 
shoes would there be made in this country and exported pro- 
viding we did not give the foreign manufacturers 15 per cent 
rebate on the leather they bought here? In other words, it puts 
the foreigner in shape so that he can buy his leather in the 
American market 15 per cent less than the American manufac- 
turer. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr, GARDNER of Massachusetts. And the gentleman, of 
course, understands that the reason of that rebate is because it 
is to our advantage and not to our disadvantage to have hides 
sent in here to be tanned and then reexported. It gives employ- 
ment to our own people in our own factories. 

Mr. WEISSE. That is right, and the people in the shoe fac- 
tories in the State of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GARDNER] are unemployed because the foreigner can buy his 
leather 15 per cent cheaper in the American market than the 
shoe manufacturer can, I would suggest to the gentleman, if he 
is looking for employment for his laborer. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Then I should like to re- 
peat my request, that the gentleman incorporate in his remarks 
in the Recorp the list of those firms that. haye been driven out 
of the United States. 

Mr. WEISSE. And I would like to have the gentleman in- 
corporate in his remarks the number of shoe factories that could 
be operated in Massachusetts if the foreigner could not buy 
his leather 15 per cent cheaper than the American. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I will endeavor in my 
own way to predict how many different shoe factories would be 
established, if that is what the gentleman desires. 
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman from Iowa a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LACEY. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I listened to the gentleman's 
speech, but during one portion of it I was engaged in conversa- 
tion with another gentleman. Did the gentleman from Iowa 
state in his speech that the surplus of American products that 


Sold abroad had nothing to do with the domestie article at 
Mr. WEISSE. ‘he 15 per cent duty on hides increases the 


home? 

Mr. LACEY. I stated exactly the contrary, that when you 
reduce the surplus by consumption in the home markets 
then you have a Jess amount to send abroad to break the for- 
eign market down with. Consequently the foreign market is 
affected by the surplus and the home market is also affected by 
the surplus. It is what we consume at home that adds mainly 
to the price. The price of our surplus abroad of course is fixed 
by the size of the surplus, 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes. 

Mr. LACEY. And if you had to export three-fourths or four- 
fifths of your Missouri farm products to Liverpool, the price 
would go down, because you would “ bear” that market by the 
volume of your products. .On the other hand, if you have the St. 
Louis market and the big factories at home and home consump- 
tion the amount sent abroad is less, the scarcity abroad raises 
the price there so that the price abroad is fixed by the size of 
the surplus, and you want to reduce that surplus as much as 
possible, so far as you can do it by getting a good home market 
for the product. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We shipped last year, in round 
numbers, fifty-three millions of farm products to Germany— 
about that. What, in the judgment of the gentleman, would be 
the effect on the price of the American farm products to the 
farmers if that entire fifty-three millions were thrown back on 
the American market? 

Mr. LACEY. The gentleman has not got it near enough. 
There were eighty-seven millions of cotton products. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, I am talking about farm prod- 
ucts as we understand that term up where you and I live—in 


Missouri and Iowa. 


Mr. LACEY. But the gentleman’s southern colleagues on that 
side would hardly agree with him. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I know, but no American tariff can 
affect the price of cotton anywhere on earth. Fifty-three mil- 
lions of our sort of farm products were shipped to Germany. 
Suppose that was thrown back on the American market, what 
effect would that have on the price? 

Mr. LACEY. Oh, it would undoubtedly have an injurious 
effect. There is no question about that; but the point I was 
seeking to make was this: Now, we ship an immensely larger 
quantity to England than we do to Germany, and the proposi- 
tion of our German friends was that we should make a conces- 
sion—a special concession—to them. If we do that, we must 
make the same concession to Great Britain. Consequently we 
would have to scale down our entire tariff, not only as against 
Germany, but as against Great Britain as well, or we will not 
be doing the fair thing by Great Britain, and if we do that and 
greatly enlarge the imports of foreign products, we have taken 
away that much of the market from our home factories; and 
when you do that, that takes employment away from the work- 
ingman in those factories and takes away from the American 
the home market. The home market is the best, because we 
control that. When we go skirmishing after the markets of the 
world we have to compete with all mankind. This American 
market, which is the best in the world, we have, and I say we 
will be foolish to give it up. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Let me ask one more question. 
Do you not think England is just as Mable to take exception to 
this juggling with German invoices that has either been set on 
foot or is being set on foot as it would be to take exception 
to a change in the tariff law? 

Mr. LACEY. If Germany has any advantage in the way of 
convenience under a new arrangement as to invoices, that same 
advantage will have to be given to England. It must be given 
in all fairness and all decency, and will be if she wants it. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Just as soon as England protests, 
then we have got to go through this administrative revision of 
the tariff again. 

Mr. LACEY. Would my friend suggest a different method 
than giving to Great Britain whatever is given to Germany? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No, sir; I will tell ou 

Mr. LACEY. Then the gentleman and I agree upon one thing 
at least. To treat Great Britain worse than Germany would not 
be reciprocity. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would suggest this: That we 
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should have a fair tariff law, inasmuch as we have to have one 
at all, and that it be fixed so that we can treat all nations of the 
earth alike asd give them advantages where they give us ad- 
vantages. 

Mr. LACEY. Does the gentleman claim that we do not trade 
with the nations of the world? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am not talking now about buying 
horses and cattle, or anything of that sort. I am talking about 
reciprocal relations with these nations. 

Mr. LACEY. I was talking about results—that during last 
year we not only sold more abroad than ever in the history of 
our country, but we bought more abroad. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is only half the answer, and 
I will answer the other half, which you ought to have given in 
all fairness, and that is every nation on the face of the earth 
did identically the same thing—that is, sold more and bought 
more. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. LACEY. Aud you remember the bread riots and the 
march which took place only a few months ago through the 
streets of London by the unemployed. Does the gentleman for- 
get it has only been two or three months ago that the women 
of the suburbs of London marched down to the House of Parlia- 
ment and demanded relief? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now I will ask you a question, and 
you can answer it “yes” or “no.” 

Mr. LACEY. Why, because they were not having employment 
there, so I do not presume they are haying the same conditions 
in the Old World as here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I ask unanimous consent that the 
time of the gentleman be extended for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Iowa may be 
extended for five minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is it not true that England sold 
us more last year and we sold England more? 

Mr. LACEY. That is true. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why are you and your party asso- 
ciates not willing to adopt a tariff system by which we can enter 
into reciprocal relations with all the nations of the earth? 

Mr. LACEY. We have adopted a tariff system which brings 
these results. We treat them all alike. My friend helped to 
make a tariff bill a few years ago which brought about exactly 
the opposite result. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is not true, because 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I did not intend to get into this con- 
troversy, and the gentleman from Iowa is taking care of himself, 
but I will ask the gentleman if it is not a fact the recent up- 
heayal in British politics came by the representation made by 
Chamberlain and Balfour that the industries of England had 
fallen at a rapid pace because of the falling off of their foreign 
markets, and if their struggle for a protective tariff was not 
based upon the proposition that they had been driven homeward 
and these hard times and starvation came by their lack of 
foreign markets? 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Chairman, they were doing exactly what 
I have been doing to-day. They have been holding up the 
United States as an example for the world to profit by. And 
instead of holding us up as my friend from Missouri [Mr. 
CLARK] does, as adopting policies that ought to be abandoned 
and ought to be shunned, Great Britain has been torn from one 
end to the other by envy at the progress and prosperity in this 
country under the policy under which we now live. 

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I would like to have permission to 
ask the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] a question. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. All right. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to ask the gentleman 
if the very state of conditions he sets out about what Chamber- 
lain said and what Chamberlain did, is not the identical reason 
why Chamberlain's party was defeated by a larger parlia- 
mentary majority than ever has been obtained in any parlia- 
mentary election in England since history began? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The gentleman is wise enough to draw 
a distinction between the result of an election and the statement 
of facts undisputed, made during the progress of the great de- 
bate in England. And I say now in answer to it, that there was 
no pretense made that the statement of Balfour and Chamber- 
lain was not true, that they had been driven out of the markets 
of the world, and that our products were driving their laboring 
men out of the labor markets to starvation. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why does not the gentleman an- 
swer the question that I asked? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have answered it. 
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. My question was: If Chamber- 
lain’s contention about the tariff, which the gentleman just now 
stated, was not the reason of Chamberlain’s party losing Parlia- 
ment by five hundred and odd majority out of a membership 
of something over 700? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Chamberlain was seeking a remedy that 
the people did not approve of. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is exactly it. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Does the gentleman deny the condition 
of British industry and of British trade to-day? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, the people seem to have set 
down upon Chamberlain and his authority. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The people have done nothing of the 
kind. And the statement which I have read is backed up by 
every writer and every statesman of England. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, I want the gentleman from 
Towa [Mr. Lacey] to answer the question I asked him. [Laugh- 
ter.] I like to hear him make a speech, but I want him to 
answer this question: If it is not true that the imports from 
England into this country last year were larger than they had 
been, and our exports to England were larger, too? 

Mr. LACEY. It unquestionably is, and the gentleman’s prop- 
osition is to therefore change the tariff law under which these 
results were accomplished. [Applause.] 

Mr. CLARK. No; it was not. My proposition is that if we 
give Germany or any other nation the privileges under an ad- 
ministrative revision of the tariff—and I say that Congress ought 
to revise it instead of the Administration—if we give Germany 
or any other nation under this administrative revision of the 
tariff privileges that such a nation as England does not get the 
advantage of, England or that other nation that is discrimi- 
nated against is as liable to raise a row as Germany was. 


Mr. LACEY. Not only liable to do it, but ought to do it. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why not settle it under the general 
law, then? 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey] has expired. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Crumpacker having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate, by Mr. Parkinson, its reading clerk, announced that 
the Senate had passed with amendments bills of the following 
titles ; in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested: 

II. R. 13538. An act to incorporate the Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching ; 

H. R. 8977. An act to create a new division of the western 
judicial district of Texas, and to provide for terms of court at 
Delrio, Tex., and for a clerk for said court, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

H. R. 122. An act to require the erection of fire escapes in 
certain buildings in the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 


poses, 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted upon 
its amendments to the bill (H. R. 5976) to provide for the final 
disposition of the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in Indian 
Territory, and for other purposes, disagreed to by the House 
of Representatives, had agreed to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
had appointed Mr. CTarr, Mr. McCumper, and Mr. Dunois as 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives was requested: 

S. 2446. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Devils Lake, in the State 
of North Dakota; 

S. 2296. An act restoring to the public domain certain lands in 
the State of Minnesota ; 

S. 1243. An act providing for compulsory education in the 
District of Columbia ; 

S. 1032. An act to aid in the erection of a statue of Commo- 
dore John D. Sloat, United States Navy, at Monterey, Cal. ; 

S. 2623. An act for the extension of Euclid street, in Meridian 
Hill, D. C.; 

S. 4773. Au act for the payment of the expenses of the dele- 
gates to the third international conference of American States; 

S. 684. An act providing for the erection of a public building 
in the city of Quincy, Mass. ; 

S. 39. An act for the erection of an equestrian statue of Maj. 
Gen. John Stark in the city of Manchester, N. H.; 

S. 4862. An act allowing settlers with permanent improve- 
ments on the town sites of Heyburn and Rupert, in Idaho, to 
buy lots on which said improvements are located at an appraised 
price for cash; 
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S. 3288. An act to authorize the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany and the Pennsylyania and Newark Railroad Company, or 
their successors, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Delaware River; 

S. 4673. An act to provide for the allowance and payment to 
the employees of the Government Printing Office of the same 
leave of absence as is allowed to the clerks and employees of 
the Executive Departments of the Government; 

S. 4370. An act to appropriate the sum of $40,000 as a part 
contribution toward the erection of a monument at Province- 
town, Mass., in commemoration of the landing of the Pilgrims 
and the signing of the Mayflower compact; 

S. 4348. An act for the relief of Augustus Trabing; 

S. 4313. An act ceding to the State of California certain va- 
cant unappropriated public lands in Santa Cruz County, State 
of California ; 

S. 4299. An act to amend section 4421 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, inspection of steam vessels ; 

S. 4298. An act to amend section 4471 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, regulation of steam vessels; 

S. 4111. An act to authorize the Chief of Ordnance, United 
States Army, to receive four 3.6 breech-loading field guns, car- 
riages, caissons, limbers, and their pertaining equipment from 
the State of Connecticut. 

S. 4094. An act to amend section 4426 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, regulation of motor boats; 

S. 3935. An act to authorize Indians on former Uintah Res- 
3 to cut and sell cedar and pine timber for posts and 

uel; 

S. 3913. An act to authorize commissions to issue in the cases 
of officers of the Army retired with increased rank ; 

S. 3414. An act providing for a public highway on the east 
side of the Fort Sherman abandoned military reservation, 
Idaho; 

S. 3292. An act to incorporate the Great Council of the United 
States of the Improved Order of Red Men; 

S. 8044. An act to promote the efficiency of the Revenue- 
Cutter Service; and 

S. 2724. An act for the relief of Delia B. Stuart, widow of 
Jobn Stuart. 

INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. Chairman, there are but a few things 
in the world at one and the same time more amusing and more 
pitiful than the acrobatic exploits of human intelligence when 
attempting to prove that protectionist laws, whose avowed 
purpose is to circumscribe and limit trade, result in increasing 
trade. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] has just illus- 
trated to what extent human ingenuity and human credulity— 
self-hypnotism, in a word—can go in connection with this sort 
of exercise. The gentleman from Iowa has just argued that 
the United States of America were never as prosperous as they 
are now, and has proven that assertion by saying that they 
bought more and sold more last year than they ever did before 
in their history. Then immediately after that he confesses 
that Great Britain bought more and sold more from us and to 
us than she ever did before in her history. In the next sentence 
he asserts that Great Britain is disastrously unprosperous. 

Can the same thing prove two things and those two things 
opposite? The very thing that he cites as showing the prosper- 
ity of the United States is cited by him for the purpose of bol- 
stering up his assertion that Great Britain is not prosperous, 
but is falling behind the industrial progress and opportunities 
of our people at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true that there are about 100,000 un- 
employed people of the city of London. London has a popu- 
lation of over 6,000,000 people, and it would be a very remark- 
able thing indeed if there could not be found 100,000 unem- 
ployed in a city with 6,000,000 people plus. I will undertake 
o say that the percentage of unemployed in the city of New 
York upon that very identical day was greater than it was in 
London, There happened to be then this condition: There was 
an approaching political election going on in London and a 
very large labor movement undertaking to thrust itself into 
politics, and this great procession was originated as a part 
of that, and to show the independence of these people and 
their manhood and their comparative prosperity they carried 
upon their banners the legend, “It is not charity nor largess 
that we want, but it is justice.” 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GARDNER] has referred to a bill which I introduced in this 
House. I want you to understand the character of that bill, 
and I want the gentleman from Massachusetts’ constituents to 


know what it is, and I want them to know that it is pending 
in the Ways and Means Committee with a Republican majority 
of two to one, and at the proper time I am going to ask a yote 
upon it from the chairman of that committee [Hon. SERENO E. 
Payne], of the great State of New York. [Applause.] It is in 
absolute keeping with the Democratie doctrine of the Walker 
tariff, the greatest distinctive tariff that this country ever saw 
in all of its history. 

The bill provides for a reduction of the duty on hides from 
15 per cent to 5 per cent, a reduction of the duty on sole leather 
from 20-odd per cent—I have forgotten the figure—to 7 per cent, 
and a reduction of between 45 and 60 per cent of the balance 
of the leather and harness schedules from whatever it is now. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Massachusetts is 
here as a Representative of a Massachusetts district. He is 
supposed to represent the interest of the Massachusetts people 
wherever those interests are not wrong. Of course, no man is 
presumed to represent any interest when that interest is wrong 
or when there is anything immoral or unethical about the 
sought-to-be-represented interest. And this test, by the way, is 
much easier for a Democrat than it is for a Republican. No 
Democrat, no true Democrat, ever represents the interests of 
his constituency to the point of insisting upon pulling out of 
the Treasury of the United States special benefits for that con- 
stituency. [Applause on the Democratic side.] My leather- 
schedule bill does not propose to pull out of the Treasury special 
benefits collected by levying taxes upon the balance of the peo- 
ple of the United States for anybody’s pocketbook interest, but 
is a proposition to reduce the taxes upon the balance of the 
people of the United States and thereby put money in the 
pockets of Mr. Garpner’s Massachusetts constituents; and we 
will see whether he will appear before the Ways and Means 
Committee and urge the passage of that bill or of some other 
bill along these lines, cheapening the raw material to the Massa- 
chusetts manufacturer, and at the same time cheapening, by 
another reduction of duty, boots and shoes and harness to the 
farmers, and dentists, and preachers, and laborers, and women 
and children of the country, 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Undoubtedly I do, and with great pleasure. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman need not 
expect me to appear before the committee in support of a bill 
that provides a 5 per cent duty on hides, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ah, Mr. Chairman, we meet with the 
usual result in my friend’s person of people who want to ap- 
pear to do something while they do not do it, and while they 
really, perhaps—I do not know—do not too urgently desire to 
do it. Now, then, I will face the gentleman with another bill 
upon that subject later on, because I understand his objection 
to be now that if the duty is reduced the duty is not re- 
ee sufficiently. Is that the gentleman's objection to the 
bill? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman says that I took refuge behind the impossible. May I 
ask the gentleman—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman knows that free hides are 
absolutely impossible at this time. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts (continuing). Whether he 
does not think that his bill is also absolutely impossible? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think my bill ought to be perfectly possi- 
ble, but considering 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Free hides ought to be 
possible. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But considering the complacent, satisfied 
Republican majority, with its total ignorance of the condition 
of affairs in this country outside of the Committee on Rules 
and the Committee on Ways and Means, and their present tem- 
porary majority, I frankly confess that I do not think my bill 
will pass. 

Mr, WEISSE. May I ask the gentleman a question in regard 
to the hide tariff? Why did they not put the light hides of 15 
pounds and under 25 pounds under 20 per cent, when these are 
taken off and sold direct by the farmer? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am glad the gentleman has asked that 
question. I am not, however, as competent to answer the ques- 
tion as he himseif would be, but still I will give the answer 
as best I understand it. Under the pretext of putting what is 
called a“ protection“ for the farmer—I hate that word “ pro- 
tection,” by the way; why don’t you call it“ protectionism ” and 
be done with it? Protection is something that helps every- 
body, and your protectionism helps—hot houses—one fellow 
at the expense of all other fellows. so you just ought to enll it 
“ protectionism ” and be done with it. But under your tifeory of 
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protectionism the idea was to solace the farmer, that mag- 
nificent specimen of so-called intelligent American citizenship 
who inhabits the district of my friend from Iowa [Mr. Lacey ]— 
to fill his soul full with the idea that he was somehow benefited 
and “ protected” by law. And then really the classes did not 
want him to get too much out of it, so they enacted a duty upon 
hides of 15 per cent; and then by a ruling of the custom-house 
people they declare that the word “ hide” is to be construed as 
the trade construes it, and therefore it applies only to such 
outer bark taken off of a cow as weighs over 25 pounds, and 
most of the hides of cattle that the farmers skin on the farm, 
and out amongst my Texas friends over here, weigh less than 25 
pounds, and are not so-calledly protected at all—not so- 
calledly even. Most of the heavy cattle go to the packers, and 
the packers pay pretty much whatever they please for the 
cattle on the hoof, and sell dressed beef at pretty much what- 
ever they please, and the percentage that the hide adds to the 
price of the beef on the hoof is beyond even the ingenuity of 
my friend from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] to cipher out. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, to go further with this: We are not, as 
Democrats, willing to concentrate the taxing power of this 
country upon a few articles. We are not willing to bribe New 
England to stay in the Republican party. Do you catch that? 
[ Laughter. ] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. As long as New England continues to vote 
for an iniquitous and onerous system of taxation, benefiting a 
few at the expense of the many, as she has prospered in the 
past by the system—when she comes to us we will meet her in 
good Democratic spirit of brotherhood, and say we are always 
willing to do equity, but when she comes into a court of equity 
she must come with clean hands. We are therefore not willing 
to put hides upon the free list to enrich your boot and shoe man- 
ufacturers unless you, speaking for your boot and shoe manu- 
facturers, will agree at the same time to reduce the duties upon 
the finished product, so that the women and children of the 
South and West may buy shoes cheaper. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Mississippi yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. With pleasure. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. When the gentleman 
speaks of being unwilling to bribe the people of New England 
to stay in the Republican party—and I suppose he means the 
people of Massachusetts 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; I also have made the usual mistake 
of regarding Massachusetts as New England. [Laughter.] I 
apologize for it. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. And without wishing to 
call the gentleman's attention 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I apologize, however, to Massachusetts ; 
not to the balance of New England. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Without reminding the 
gentleman that Massachusetts was set off from Maine some 
time ago, what I want to know is this: Do you mean to say that 
the Democratic party will not remove the duty entirely from 
the hide or outer bark of the cattle, or whatever you call it? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I mean to say that the Democratic party 
will not do it unless at the same time it removes or reduces very 
materially the duty upon the products made out of hides; and I 
mean to say furthermore that the Democratic party is ready 
now to go as far as either Republicans or Democrats in Massa- 
chusetts desire to go, provided only that you come in and agree 
to do your part in reducing duties accruing to your pocketbook 
interests as manufacturers of boots and shoes and harness un- 
der that tariff law. In other words, we will not allow you to 
attack the iniquitous pocketbook interests of the Iowa farmer, 
who imagines that he sells these hides (he really does not do it; 
they go to the packer, and the packer sells the only ones that 
have got any duty upon them at all—my friend Lacey really 
has been thinking all this time, and his constituents who have 
been writing to him about these taxed hides weighing over 25 
pounds, that his farmers got the duty)—we are not willing to 
have you attack the pocketbook interest or fancied pocketbook 
interest of my friend Lackx's constituents by putting hides 
entirely upon the free list, iniquitous as we regard prostitut- 
ing the laws of the country to any pocketbook interest, unless 
you will in your magnanimity—and Massachusetts from her his- 
toric position in this country ought to be capable of some de- 
gree of magnanimity—unless you in your magnanimity freely 
and voluntarily agree to give up some part of the pocketbook 
interest in the shape of duties on the finished products that you 
are indulging in at the expense of the general consumers of the 
United States. 


Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Speaking solely for such 
part of Massachusetts as I represent, I think that I can safely 
say that we are willing to give up every particle of the duty on 
sole leather in return for free hides. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How much will the gentleman give of the 
duty on the boots and shoes and harness? Let us have a little 
experience meeting here. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. A modus vivendi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, a modus vivendi, as my friend from 
Missouri says. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Harness, so far as I know, 
are not manufactured in my district, and I know nothing about 
the conditions of the trade. I will say this, however, that if 
a rule were introduced by the Committee on Rules, of which the 
gentleman from Mississippi is a member- 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Nominally, nominally. [Laughter. j 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Of which the gentleman 
from Mississippi is, at all events, nominally a member and some- 
times invited to the meetings, I presume—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am invited to the séances, but never con- 
sulted about the spiritualistic appearances. [Laughter] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. If a rule were introduced 
providing for the consideration of a bill for free hides and free 
sole leather, with a 10 per cent duty on shoes and 10 cents ad 
valorem—— 
` wah WILLIAMS. The gentleman means 10 cents specific 

uty? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Ten per cent ad valorem 
and 10 cents a pair in lieu of the present 25 per cent duty, I 
should advocate it most heartily. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am inclined to think that if you would 
reduce the duty a little bit more on boots and shoes, I would 
join with you in the modus vivendi, and we would make a col- 
umn charge on the gentleman from New York, on the Committee 
on Ways and Means, of which I am also nominally a member, 
and I think we could arrive at a result. Your 10 per cent plus 
10 cents specific, as a new basis, is hardly a reduction. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Do I understand my 
friend to say that it could be done? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Something like it could be done, provided 
you could persuade the Republican Speaker of the House, and 
the Committee on Rules, and the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payne]—all 
Republican leaders—and the gentleman from Massachusetts 
knows what an easy job that is. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Then the gentleman 
doesn’t think it a practical question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is a practical question if you Repub- 
licans who say you are in favor of it are in earnest and would 
coerce your leaders. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. If the gentleman says it 
could be done, may I be excused for asking him if he believes 
in Santa Claus? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do, in a way. I believe in it just as I 
believe in the New England fetich that the Republican party 
will revise the tariff. [Applause and laughter.] I think that 
Santa Claus is a very useful cult among children to encourage 
faith, and I believe the Massachusetts Republican reliance in 
the junior Senator from Massachusetts and in yourself and in 
the entire Republican Congressional representation to revise 
the tariff is an awfully useful cult to encourage Republican 
voters, who seem to be as full of credulity as children are at 
Christmas, to remain “in line.” [Laughter and applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr. WEISSE. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will 
yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly. 

Mr. WEISSE. I would like to state to the gentleman the 
information in regard to the duty on leather from the tanners’ 
standpoint, that whenever they took the duty off from leather 
they should leave the raw material free for tanners’ use. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That great Democrat, Governor Douglas, 
from the State of Massachusetts, came down with the intention 
of haying a social conference with the President of the United 
States, but was deprived of that happiness by the fear of the 
President that he might afterwards repeat something said in 
the White House—so secret are those inner arcana conferences 
at the Executive Mansion—I understand, announced for both 
himself and his committee he would rather put boots and shoes 
les free list than to continue to pay 15 per cent duty on 

es. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. That is true; but Gov- 


ernor Douglas makes a grade of shoes that perhaps does not 
need a duty. At least 35 per cent of the manufacturers in my 
district could not afford to make the exchange. The type of 
shoe which this minority makes is subject to foreign competition. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In answer to that I have to say that if 
there are 35 per cent of the boot and shoe manufacturers in the 
gentleman’s district who can not make that sort of boots and 
shoes, and if Mr. Douglas can make them, in order that the 
people can get their shoes much cheaper, as they would if the 
duty were taken off, I suggest that Governor Douglas make all 
the shoes and the other 35 per cent of the manufacturers get at 
something else. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. That is a good idea, and I 
suggest that the gentleman explain if all the people in his dis- 
trict can afford to pay $3.50 a pair for shoes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Speaking for myself, I have been able to 
buy two or three pairs recently, but then I am not particularly 
choice about my boots and shoes 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Is there no necessity for 
cheap shoes in the gentleman’s district? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, absolutely. Cheap shoes are the very 
shoes that would be benefited by reducing the duty on hides, 
and least of all shoes need protection. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman is entirely 
mistaken. I have heard that statement made again and again 
on this floor. It is not so. There are certain kinds of shoes, 
like the farmers’ peg shoes 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; “ brogans” we call them. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I call them “ farmers’ peg 
shoes,” and I think I am quite as correct, if not more so. The 
bottoms are made of sole leather and the uppers are made of 
splits. Now, that kind of shoe is perhaps more affected by this 
duty on hides than any other kind. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. But, other than heavy 
wear, the ordinary cheap shoe is not affected nearly so much as 
the high-priced shoe, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I do not care 
much about my own speech. I would just as soon listen to one 
made by anybody else, especially by my friend from Massa- 
chusetts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield further. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no; I did not mean that, but I meant 
to say that I would proceed now to answer that part of the gen- 
tleman’s remarks before he made another remark. 

I may be mistaken, but it is my judgment, at any rate, that 
the commoner the shoe the more leather it has got in it and the 
less workmanship in proportion, and, of course, in proportion as 
it has less workmanship just exactly in that proportion does 
the difference between the American and the foreign standard 
of wages work in favor of the manufacturer of the coarse shoe 
and against the manufacturer of the highly finished shoe; and 
just in proportion as it has more leather in it, just exactly in 
that proportion will the cheapness of the raw material—the 
hide—help the man who is turning out the cheap shoe. I don’t 
think there can be any amount of statistics in the world that 
could convince me that that statement is not true. 

I want to talk now to my old friend the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey]. I came into the Fifty-third Congress, and I have 
looked into that countenance so often for light and so often had 
to look elsewhere and get the light in other places [laughter] 
that it is not a very encouraging thing for me to seek it at this 
time. Sometimes I look into the Republican countenance and 
feel a certain degree of anxiety for fear I may stir up a spirit 
of combativeness that will dówn me, but that sort of a feeling 
never comes over my mind when I am speaking to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. It has been said of the family of Bourbons, 
who controlled Spain, and France, and Naples, and partly Portu- 

}—— 

Mr. LACEY. And Mississippi. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And Mississippi—they did, and I am aston- 
ished at the accuracy of the gentleman’s geographical informa- 
tion, because southern Mississippi did once belong to France and 
was controlled by the Bourbons, but since we ousted them the 
race of Bourbons have fled. Now, it was said of those people 
that their marked peculiarity was that “they learned nothing 
and forgot nothing.” If that be a correct definition of a Bour- 
bon, I do not know a man upon this floor who better deserves 
to be admitted into the royal family than does my friend the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LACEY]. 

To my certain knowledge he has been repeating some of these 
things he said this morning ever since the Fifty-second Congress, 
when I came up as a kid to watch the performance of that 
body before I was admitted into the Fifty-third, to which I had 
been elected, and it seems to me that that far back the gen- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


MARCH 6, 


tleman was ringing the changes upon the assertion that we 
never had any panics except under Democratic tariff laws—ring- 
ing the changes regardless of all history, regardless of all facts. 
Certainly after that in the Fifty-third Congress, I believe it 
was, that ever-memorable genius—thé ablest running debater 
the American people ever saw, Thomas B. Reed, of Maine— 
standing upon that side of the Chamber one day was asked the 
question as to why it was that under the McKinley bill we were 
then and there suffering from a panic as we then and there 
were, and in a jocular vein replied, because it was “in antici- 
pation of changing the McKinley law.” Now, that has been 
poll-parroted around by my friend from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] 
and other people ever since, and with true Bourbon character- 
istics, no matter what you tell him, no matter what dates tell 
him—and chronology is about the only thing in the world 
that can not be disputed—in spite of all that dates tell him and 
everything else, he will keep on poll-parroting, and he is going 
to keep on until he dies. Why, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GROSVENOR] eyen has quit that—grown ashamed of it—and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kerrer] has quit that. The other 
day the latter gentleman called me to order upon the floor for 
asserting that he had asserted that the Wilson-Gorman bill 
hed anything to do with the panic of 1893, and yet my friend 
from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] repeats it here to-day. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] asked me if I believed in 
Santa Claus. Of course I do. There he is right now in pro- 
pria persona—the dear old tradition—the gentleman from Iowa. 
{Applause and laughter.] 

And my friend from Iowa comes up and tells us to “ beware,” 
that “a burnt child fears the fire,” and that a bull pup got a 
smell of a live wire or an electric motor or something of that 
kind while engaged in a scientific investigation, and that all 
sorts of things happened to the bull pup, and that the American 
people similarly had smelled at a free-trade tariff in 1892-03 
and the consequence was that they got blown up by Coxey’s 
army coming on to Washington. Now, it is utterly useless for 
me to tell the gentleman from Iowa that Coxey’s army came 
here about a year and some months before there was any change 
in the old Republican McKinley bill, the highest protectionist 
measure that America eyer saw except the present Dingley bill. 
It is utterly useless for me to produce the dates on him. It is 
utterly useless for me to remind him of the fact that he and I 
were in the House at that time and that he ought to know or 
that he might, could, would, or should” have known it was 
long before the McKinley bill was repealed and long before the 
Wilson-Gorman bill was framed. Equally useless to tell him 
that the panic of 1893 arose and afterwards spent its fury 
under the McKinley bill and before the Wilson-Gorman bill 
was conceived or brought forth. It is utterly useless, because 
the gentleman has got so much in the habit that he does not 
know how to act or talk, or think, or “think he is thinking” 
otherwise. It reminds me of an old mule, on one of the old 
Tennessee places I used to hear about, that was in the habit of 
going around and around and around pulling a lever to grind 
meal in one of these old-fashioned horse mills, and after a while 
the old mule got old and blind and got so he could not see new 
things of any description, and after a while the mill burned 
down and the old mule, true to the traditions of his former 
life, went every morning to that old mill and traveled around 
and around and around, and those who knew him best told me 
that his countenance bore the appearance of such good-natured 
pleasantry while he was going around that it made all of his 
neighbors rejoice in his subjective happiness. [Laughter and 
applause. ] 

The gentleman furnished all sorts of figures to show how 
prosperous we have been in the exportation of products of the 
farm—unprotected, by the way—and then he undertakes to tell 
us that “the price of products depends upon the surplus.” 
Now, he will never repeat that again as long as he lives, I 
believe, if he will stop to listen and think a minute. The price 
of nothing in the world eyer depended upon a surplus. The 
price of all commodities in the world, which the world uses, 
depends upon the world’s supply and the world’s demand. As 
far as the price is concerned, it does not make a bit of difference 
where the product is sold. Geography of sale has nothing to 
do with it. It is no more important to me as a cotton planter 
that a million of bales of cotton should be demanded and sold 
in South Africa than it is for me that an equal number of bales 
be demanded and sold in Mississippi. It does not make a par- 
ticle of difference to me whether my cotton is sold at Timbuctoo, 
in Africa, or sold to the adjoining county. The only thing that 
matters to me is whether I get a lower or a higher price for it, 
and in a given year if there are 10,000,000 bales of cotton made 
in the whole world cotton will be worth from 15 to 25 cents a 
pound, and if there are 18,000,000 bales made cotton will be 
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worth from 4 to 6 cents, provided always that the demand 
remains the same. It is not a question of how much of that 
cotton is sold in Mississippi or in the United States or in Great 
Britain or France or Germany, it is a question of how much of 
that cotton is raised to be sold to the world, and on the other 
side is how much of the mill power and consuming capacity 
the world makes an efficient demand for it—that is, a demand 
from people able to pay for it. The one factor is how much 
the world is producing, not how much Mississippi produces, not 
how much the United States produces, but how much the whole 
world produces; the other factor is how many uses there are 
for it by people able to pay. 

Why, the greatest superstition in the world is the idea that 
because you have a factory force of fellows brought down, let 
us say, from New York or out of France or out of Germany to 
an adjoining town to your home that that makes your cotton or 
your wheat worth any more. If the same force of people 
bought the same amount of cotton or the same amount of wheat 
while they were residents of New York, or Germany, or France, 
it would have had exactly the same effect upon the price of 
your wheat or your cotton. There is but one difference in the 
world, the American standard of wages is higher, and it is 
higher because we have more cheap and fertile land than any 
other country in the world, and therefore more opportunities 
to make money in the natural pursuit of man, and therefore 
we require a higher bribe to go out of our natural pursuit into 
factory life. There is this difference, and none other. The 
‘American wage is higher and the fellows brought down from 
New York or Franee or Germany into an adjoining town earn 
more money, and in proportion as they earn more money they 
ean buy that much more wheat and more cotton, but their 
residenee has nothing in the world to do with it. Increased 
wage is, of course, increased demand. But wage depends upon 
the number of people wanting work on one side and the amount 
of work calling for wage-earners on the other, and not on legis- 
lation—either of the tariff or of other varieties. 

It is the entire product of an article set over against the en- 
tire demand for the article that fixes the market prices. Now, 
I know that my friend from Iowa will never repeat that error 
about “surplus fixing price.“ [Laughter.] Surplus is only a 
part of the total price-fixing product. 

Why, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] says that the Ger- 
mans make things and put on them “Made in Germany,” but that 
he does not want the Germans to write across a tariff bill of the 
United States, Made in Germany.” And yet, under the protect- 
ing ægis of our remarkable Secretary of State and our great Pres- 
ident, who is worshiped in the bottom of your hearts by every 
one of you Republicans—it is no lip service you are paying him 
from day to day, not at all—the Administration has of late 
branded a part of our tariff system, “ Made in Germany.” 
frequently think how our last German-American modus vivendi 
must bring a sort of depression into the heart of my friend from 
Minnesota [Mr. McCreary], who, a little while ago, was being 
interviewed and telling how he was going to raise a maximum 
tariff stick over the head of Kaiser Wilhelm and all the other 
effete European powers, and make them come to taw—in short, 
was talking just the sort of talk that the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey] was talking this morning, namely, to the effect 
that we did not propose to let anybody else on the surface of 
the earth dictate anything about our tariff laws; that the very 
sacred scripture laid upon the sacred table inside of the sacred 
temple of American institutions was the Dingley bill, and that 
we did not propose to let Kaiser Wilhelm or anybody else ques- 
tion it. But Kaiser Wilhelm did question it; and when Kaiser 
Wilhelm got through questioning it, I notice he entered into 
some sort of a modus vivendi, and we have agreed to “ consu- 
late” German goods at towns of manufacture instead of at the 
ports of shipment, and we agreed to do a great many other 
things that will reduce the number of dollars and cents or the 
number of marks that the German will pay upon his goods 
when brought into America, and therefore enable him to sell 
the goods somewhat cheaper, and thereby, I am glad to say to 
the humiliation of stand-patters, enable the Ameriean consumer 
to buy them so much cheaper. Made in Germany?” The gen- 
tleman does not want any tariff “made in Germany!” What 
is the difference between having your law branded “ Made in 
Germany ” and haying your administrative regulations branded 
“Made in Germany?” [Laughter.] The Secretary of the 
Treasury has, moreover, invited us to brand the law “ Made in 
Germany.” 

Now, a few words upon that question. I do not agree with 
my friend from Minnesota [Mr. McCreary] that the right way 
to persuade people to reciprocal trade relations is to hold a big 
stick over them and threaten them. I do not think you gain 
much in this world by going around with a stick, anyhow. 


That has not been my experience. Not only the Bible, but com- 
mon sense teaches that “a soft answer turneth away wrath.” 
I had this idea which I introduced into a bill. I did it in con- 
sequence of the conclusions of a great reciprecity convention. 
The delegates to that reciprocity convention were so overwhelm- 
ingly Republican that they would not even allow anybody to 
hint at a profession of faith in Democratie ideals; but still 
they demanded a maximum and minimum tariff. I knew what 
they wanted was a minimum tariff, because I knew what they 
wanted to do was to induce people abroad to a more friendly 
state of mind toward us, and to have grow out of that friendly 
state of mind a more friendly reciprocal trade relation. I 
therefore introduced a bill providing for a minimum tarif, and 
I sent it to the Committee on Ways and Meaus, presided over 
by the Nestor of the Congress of the United States, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Payne], and the membership of which 
was never exceeded in any Congress by its membe ship in this 
House—in numbers at any rate. [Laughter.] I sent that bill 
to the Committee on Ways and Means and took you Republicans 
at your ewn word. You will remember in section 3 of the 
Dingley bill you provided—although you provided it for only 
two years, and the time has now expired—that the President 
could enter into reciprocal trade relations with anybody by 
reducing duties 20 per cent and by preclaiming that duty for 
that particular nation the moment he proclaimed at the same 
time the fact that that ration had given us certain trade ad- 
vantages. I, therefore, provided in my bill that the minimum 
tariff of the United States hereafter should be the present 
rates less 20 per cent—that is, each tax should be four-fifths of 
the present tax. 

I brought that matter before the Ways and Means Committee. 
I had childlike confidence in the patriotism and intelligence of 
the Republican majority upon that committee. My friend from 
Missouri [Mr. CLARK] had the same degree of confidence, and 
I shall never forget the look of complacent and confiding opti- 
mism upon his childlike countenance the day L brought the bill 
up in committee. But when I did so and faced my friend from 
New York [Mr. Payne] with it our childlike confidence was dis- 
appointed, and the demand of the reciprocity convention was 
voted down by a strict party vote—all the Republicans on the 
committee against this bill of constructive statesmanship, all the 
Democrats for it. 

Now, my friend McCreary says, “I want a maximum;” I 
said, “I want a minimum tariff.“ He said, “ Let us retaliate; ” 
I said, “Let us reciprocate.” He said, Let us threaten;” I 
said, “Let us invite.“ He said, Let us dare on the dogs of 
war;” I said, “Let us invite the doves of peace.” [Applause.] 
That is, in short meter, Republicanism on one side and Democ- 
racy on the other. And what was there at the end of it all? I 
invoked the doves of peace, and the countenance of my Repub- 
lican friend from New York, the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, at once resembled the warlike god of Mars 
when he is getting ready for battle, and somebody moved to 
lay the bill on the table. They did it, and they would have laid 
me on the table except out of pure parliamentary courtesy. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

Now, my friend from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] talks about “our 
great home market;” and then he says our foreign market is 
not worth a tithe of it. Why, it is not worth a fifth of a tithe 
of it. One of the most curious things in the world to me is 
to see a Republican upon this floor, a protectionist, wedded to 
the idols of the protectionist, standing in the American Con- 
gress and bragging and boasting, Congress after Congress, 
about our immense “home market.” What created our im- 
mense home market? Why, thank God, it is the only thing we 
have that the protectionist can not touch. [Loud applause.] 
You say that we ought not to have that foreign market ex- 
tended at the expense of throwing away our home market. I 
thank God we can not throw away the home market, in view of 
the absolute free unencumbered trade from Maine to San Diego, 
Cal., from the coast opposite Vancouver Island to the utmost 
extent of the Peninsula of Florida, from the Great Lakes down 
to the Gulf, and from the Atlantic to the Pacific—a scope of 
territory with the greatest opportunities of industrial develop- 
ment that the world in all of its history has thus far seen, 
which has been built up and made what it is by the absolute 
freedom of trade. [Loud applause.] 

What right have you Republicans to boast of “our home mar- 
ket?” Why, if you could do it upon your so-called “ princi- 
ples” and your ideas, you would protect Iowa against the 
abundance of all the other States. Then, if the people of Iowa, 
in spite of your “protecting” them against Mississippi and 
Pennsylvania and Massachusetts and New York, grew prosper- 
ous anyhow, not because you had “protected” them against 
these other great Commonwealths, but in spite of your at- 
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tempted trade obstructions, you would rise on this floor with the 
same childlike credulity and self-stultification you have to-day 
displayed and attribute that prosperity to the fact that Iowa 
was protected against Illinois and Indiana. Why, the very for- 
mation of the Goyer!-.ment of the United States was a denial 
of the fundamental principles of the protectionist. We con- 
structed it for the purpose of haying a free country and freedom 
of trade between the several States forming the United States. 
Still gentlemen rise and cry “free trade,” as if the cry ought 
to affright children. I would not be afraid of the cry; I am 
not afraid of anything with the word “free” in it. Free re- 
ligion, free speech, free assembly, free trade, free anything. 
Anything with the word “free” in it does not excite my dread 
or fear; but when gentlemen talk about “free trade” they 
know it is absolutely impossible that anybody with common 
sense and wanting to carry on a Government should advocate 
free trade in the United States. They know that the Demo- 
cratic party has never at any time, before or since the war, ad- 
vocated free trade. I will not say that if it were possible to 
advocate it practically that it would not be a very much more 
beautiful and symmetrical doctrine than the one you are advo- 
eating; but you—all of you—know, as a matter of fact, that 
there is nobody advocating it in the United States now, and you 
know that the Democratic idea of raising revenue by tariff is 
the idea of taxing the American consumers as nearly as pos- 
sible equally and uniformly in proportion to the strength of the 
back of the taxpayer to bear the burden of the tax. 

You know that if the Democratic party could make an ideal 
Democratic tariff that it would include upon the list a tax on 
nearly all articles to be consumed. That a small tax would be 
levied, making it smaller and smaller in proportion as it be- 
came more and more a question of the living of the people and 
the living of the people’s industries, and that a large tax would 
be levied on luxuries—larger and larger in proportion as it 
was more and more purely a luxury. Many duties would 
be almost nominal—a mere statistical tax upon the raw ma- 
terial, or upon what you might call the raw materials of 
life, the necessaries of a man, to live by eating and the 
coarser clothing—necessary food, bread and meat. The du- 
ties needed for revenue and whose levy would be unavoidable 
would incidentally furnish “ protection” enough for every man 
not an industrial coward. Why is it that you gentlemen are 
scared? Is it because you have no confidence in the inteli- 
gence of your own people? Why are you compelled every time 
this question is brought up in this House to refer to a rhetorical 
figure of speech by my friend from Missouri, saying that he 
wished there was no custom-houses in this country,” when you 
know at the time he said it he did not say it with any applica- 
bility to legislation practically, and that he was speaking of the 
theory of free trade, if he had tabula rasa to write upon and 
could make the conditions anew to suit himself—no Supreme 
Court, with its income-tax decision, and no Federal Government 
as in the present form? Our forefathers had that chance for a 
continent and wrote on the tabula rasa the words, “ Free trade 
between the States and Territories.” What fool thinks we 
have suffered by it? My friend from Missouri has not and 
never had and never will have tabula rasa to write “ Free trade 
between the nations "—knows he has not; moreover, you know 
he knows It. 

Why is it that whenever you come to discuss this matter, 
instead of discussing what we actually propose to do, you 
always go off and discuss something of that sort? 

Now, what do you propose to do? I have another bill that 
I introduced, and that bill was to reduce the duties upon arti- 
cles that were subject to taxation, wherever those articles were 
taxed at over 100 per cent, to 100 per cent. I understand that 
the gentleman who presides over this House as its Speaker, 
for whom I entertain a personal affection not exceeded by the 
personal affection that I entertain for any man in the House, 
was interviewed about that bill, and when interviewed he said 
that he reckoned it was “one of John Sharp Williams’s jokes, 
because there were no duties over 100 per cent.” And I heard, 
too, although I did not see it in a newspaper, but it was told 
me later, that my friend the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means [Mr. Payne] said he thought, too, it was one 
of JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS’s jokes. 

Mr. PAYNE. I never said anything of the kind. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Very well, then. That speaks well for the 
gentleman’s intelligence. 

Mr. PAYNE. I am glad to have the commendation of so 
high an order of intellect as the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. You do well, because “praise from Sir 
Hubert is praise indeed.” 

Mr. PAYNE. Coming all the way from Heidelberg. 
Mr. AMES. “ Made in Germany.” 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. And, by the way, I had sense enough to 
come away from it, too. In a magazine article which I have 
here entitled, “Tariff revision, reciprocity, and the farmer,” 
are some of the articles which pay over 100 per cent duty. 

“ Chalk, such as tailor’s, billiards, lead, and French, 106 per 
cent duty.” There were $34,000 worth of importations, and 
the duty paid was $36,000. 

On boracie acid, which is an article of ordinary use, two of 
the greatest borax mines of the world being in this country, 
the duty is 122 per cent. We imported $30,000 worth and paid 
a duty of $36,000 on the $30,000 worth imported. 

On tannic acid or tannin, the duty is 103 per cent. 

On nitric spirits of ether, 250 per cent duty; on sulphuric 
ether, 236 per cent duty; cotton duck, over 8 square yards 
to the pound, 112 per cent duty. 

Manufacture of cordage, cables of fiber of seven lea yarns, 
108 per cent duty; another size, 128 per cent; still another, 150 
per cent; a fourth, 36 per cent, and a fifth, 300 per cent. As 
a matter of course we did not import any cordage of that kind, 
because the duty is so high. 

Gill netting, five lea yarns, 104 per cent. Even with the duty 
there were $1,980 worth imported, and the duty paid upon this 
was $2,940. 

“ Firecrackers ! surely the poor little children ought not to 
be taxed- when they become patriotic on the Fourth of July— 
“ 126 per cent.” 

ee spectacles ”—that the poor people wear—* 116 per 
cent.” 

Common window glass, which is the kind ordinarily used, 
24 by 30, 107 per cent duty. We imported $55,000 worth, and 
the duty paid was $59,000. Size 24 by 36, 125 per cent duty; 
there were $50,000 worth of imports and $65,000 was the duty 
paid. Size 30 by 40, 129 per cent duty; above 40 by 50, 255 
per cent duty. 

Looking-glasses, 24 by 30, 130 per cent duty. 

Plate glass, 24 by 60, 142 per cent duty. 

Pocket-knife blades, 103 per cent duty. 

Stocks for double-barreled guns, 389 per cent duty. 

Here I will give you some actual importation—values and 
duties paid all set out. The duties compound, partially ad 
valorem and partly specific, amount together in each case to 
over 100 per cent—woolens, flaxens, dress goods, foods. 


List of actual importations, e values, and duties paid under act 


F. C. Foster & Co., 210,818; Oceanic, October 13, 1904. Woolen and 
cotton flannels, value, $567, merchandise. 


DUTY. 
[Compound duty.] 


AL Ot: Ot) Der ONE aaa ee 311. 85 
iG: paris, “RC: 46 Con TREES 9302. 72 
nr, ̃ TTT!!! rie hee he me pba 614, 57 


Manufactures of wool and flax, October 21, 1904, value under 40 
cents per pound. 
DUTY. 
[Compound duty.] 
232, at 50 per „ SEENIOR x —— $116. 00 
1 pounds, Bt oo Cente ooo eee — — 198. 33 
Tr...... .... On See 314. 33 


Perkins, Van Bergen & Co., October 6, 1904. Majestic, 205,809, wool 
dress goods. 


DUTY. 
[Compound duty.] 
$318, at 50 per cent . — 2 8 $ 
2,473 yards, at 11 cents — 
TTT 431. 03 
4118 F. Levy, 204,256; Brennen, October 4, 1904. Woolens, value, 
7 DUTY. 
[Compound duty.] 
$118, R Bo ake ri nen E E A ae le ae ee, $59. 00 
282 pounds. at 44: per: cent a ee 124. 08 
PENSE IRS: OT er O aS 183. 08 
G. W. Sheldon & Co., 199,332; r d September 27, 1904. 
Plate glass, square over 5 by 10, value, 8165 
DUTY. 
1,000 feet, at 224 cents per square foot „ $225.00 
Maritx & G. Man, 216,444; value, $61. 
DUTY. 
1,900 pounds cheese, at 6 cents $114. 00 
Thomas Rigney & Co., 200,236; Baltic, September 30, 1904. Cleaned 
rice, value, $486. 
DUTY. 
27,500 DOINGS (EC'S \ CONUS faa cee eta ao $550. 00 
C. E. Armstrong, 177,285; Celtic, value, $993. Cleaned rice. 
DUTY. 
63.000; pounds. at 2 conte. y eee $1,100. 00 
Kalben, 181,721; September 6, 1904. Beer, value, $68. 
DUTY. 
442 gallons, at 20 cents a gallon = $88. 40 
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Tariff, 100 per cent; watch movements, if havin 
els, 50 cents each and 25 per cent ad valorem, ac 
P aice, 12 cents per pound and 20 per cent ad valorem. 

08 - 

Immense quantities of mica are used in this country, and the 
quantity consumed has very largely increased in the past two or 
three years, and is increasing very rapidly, as large quantities 
of it are used in electrical contrivances, and on account of the 
high duty on it a deposit of mica is more valuable than a gold 
mine, as all the tools you need to mine it is a pick and shovel. 

Now, my object in bringing this up is this: There are two 
Classes of Republicans upon this question of protectionism. One 
frankly taxes the balance of the world to enrich certain indus- 
tries in his own district, and the higher he can tax them and the 
more he can enrich his own constituents by exploiting others 
the better satisfied he is. Now, with him we need not argue at 
all, because he is not open to ratiocination. He is only open to 
one argument, and that is to prove to him that a schedule does 
not enrich his particular fellow—possibly, though not always a 
campaign-raising fellow. 

The duty on mica is claimed in a mica company prospectus to 
be 150 per cent. It is really sometimes 4,000 per cent; the value 
of mica waste in Canada being $3 per ton and the duty being 
6 cents per pound and 20 per cent ad valorem. But there is a 
class of Republicans who believe in the protective tariff as a 
principle upon the ground that it maintains the superiority of 
the standard of American wage to the standard of wage abroad. 
With that man you can reason, and with him I propose to reason 
here and before the country; and I tell you that I have so much 
confidence in the sanity of the American intellect that I believe 
that that class of conservative and sensible Republicans are 
going to go back upon this outrageous Dingley scale of ex- 
ploitation. 

With him you can reason this way. You say that he admits 
that the raison d’étre—the cause for the existence—of protec- 
tionism is to make up the difference between what you call the 
pauper labor scale of Europe and your own great American 
scale (and the scale of wages, as I have more than once tried to 
demonstrate, does not come from the tariff, but from our 
grander industrial opportunities, and from the fact that there 
is more demand for labor in America, in proportion to the sup- 
ply of labor, than in any other country in the world, except 
some parts of South Africa, where they had a higher scale of 
wage than we had until they introduced Chinese labor and broke 
it down). This man, however, believes that the tariff can and 
does maintain this difference. If it be true that you want to 
make up by your tariff scale for the difference between what 
you call the “European pauper labor” wage and your own 
laborer’s wage, the height to which the tariff ought to go Would 
be the height in dollars and cents, or in percentage of that exact 
difference, whatever it is, as a factor in the cost of the product. 

Now, then, the most expert statisticians say upon an average 
the labor cost of commodities is not 50 per cent of the entire 
price of the finished product. There are very few articles 
indeed concerning which it may be predicated in truth that the 
labor cost at the factory entering into the entire cost is as 
much as 50 per cent of the entire cost, but in order to be per- 
fectly fair and that the American people may see that I have 
exposed this pretense, I introduced a bill providing that wher- 
ever the duty—specific or ad valorem or compound—is over 100 
per cent of the price of the product it shall be reduced to 100 
per cent. 

Now, the blindest and most fanatical stand-patter in the world 
will not undertake to say that the amount of labor cost in the 
cost of finished product can amount to more than the entire 
cost of the product. A fortiori the difference between the 
American labor cost which enters into it and the foreign labor 
cost entering into an identical article could not possibly be 
over the entire cost of the product. I am going to put that bill 
up before my friend from New York, chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and the other Republican members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means and see what they think about it. 

The President of the United States himself has said, although 
I am not quoting his exact language, that the excuse or jus- 
tification, perhaps, he says, for a protective tariff lies in the 
fact that you ought to make up at general expense, patriotically, 
the difference between the scale of foreign wages entering 
into a product, with the importation of which you are con- 
fronted, and the scale of wages that would enter into the 
identical product if made in the United States. This bill is 
my test of Republican labor-loving pretense, and also of tariff- 
revising pretense. Let us see whether it is true, as the news- 
papers have said, that any sort of agreement or understanding 
was entered into between the President of the United States 
and the Speaker of this House, whereby the one was ‘to help 
along the railroad rate bill and the other was to delay any 


more than seven jew- 
1897, paragraph 191. 
(See Evening 


recommendation of tariff revision. Let us see if the President 
of the United States sincerely bases his advocacy of protection 
upon the reasons that he has given or whether he entertains 
some other reason. Let me say to every one of you that those 
of you who say wage difference is your reason for voting for 
protectionism can not vote against my bill, which merely re- 
duces the duty to 100 per cent of the fair invoice price of the 
article imported. 

These figures I have given you are based upon the actual 
prices of importations. There are other illustrations in the 
woolen schedule. On some things of the woolen schedule that 
the laboring men and the laboring women must wear the duty 
runs over 100 per cent. You say you want the tariff “revised 
by its friends.” In Gods’ name let its friends act. It has a 
conservative friend in the White House, if he is properly 
quoted. It has fanatical friends or of the other and reasonable 
class on this floor and in the Senate. You are upon the Gov- 
ernment horse and you are in the saddle. Ride the horse, but 
ride him so that you shall not trample on the rights and lib- 
erties of the people unnecessarily. The horse going any gait 
must trample upon something. Any tax must hurt somebody 
no matter how small, no matter how reasonable the tax. But 
you—its friends—revise it, so as to hurt less—ride so as to 
trample on fewer things. 

I am not appealing to Democrats who want revenue tariff, I 
am making an appeal to Republicans who say they want pro- 
tection for American labor. If you are not hypocrites, if you 
are telling the truth, if that is your real reason for wanting it, 
then 100 per cent, in the name of common sense, will give you 
all the protection that the labor cost entering into an article 
could possibly under any circumstances require. 

I am making the argument from your own standpoint, not 
from mine. Act now while you are in power; do something. 
Which novel is it of Dickens’s where he describes the sacred 
groove within the governmental departments of Great Britain 
where all studied only the art of knowing “how not to do 
things?” One fellow would receive something and back it over 
to another, “ respectfully referred,” and the other fellow would 
get it and he would back it over to somebody else, “ respectfully 
referred.” This Republican talk of revising the tariff in the 
interests of the American people and to “suit changed condi- 
tions” reminds me of that circumlocution office. You are al- 
ways referring it back to somebody else. I want the American 
people to know how many of you are sincere and how many of 
you are hypocritical when you say that you levy duties for the 
sake of American labor; that you do not levy them for the sake 
of enriching American capital; that you do not leyy them for 
the purpose of furnishing a shelter behind which great combi- 
nations can be formed to exploit the American people, while 
they sell cheaper abroad than they do at home; that your sole 
object is to “ benefit American labor” and to make up for the 
difference between the wage scale here and the wage scale 
abroad. Oh, if I had had that only in view, and fairly so, I 
could have gone further and said this: That there is hardly an 
article manufactured the labor cost of which is 50 per cent of 
its entire cost. 

I could have said that there is hardly an article manufac- 
tured the labor cost of which constitutes more than 50 per cent 
of its entire cost, and then I might have said that in very few 
instances indeed does the American wage amount to over twice 
what the foreign wage is, as in comparison with continental 
Europe and England, leaving out the yellow races, where it 
is sometimes a little bit more, and that, therefore, if you would 
cut the 50 per cent of labor cost in two and make the duty 25 
per cent on a fair ad valorem basis, that this 25 per cent duty 
would amply protect American labor, from your own Repub- 
lican—pretense—standpoint. I am speaking now from your 
standpoint—that it would amply make up the difference be- 
tween the wage scale here and the wage scale abroad. Ah, 
but there are lots of you who know that what you have got 
in mind is not to make up any difference between any American 
wage scale and a wage scale abroad; that what you have really 
in mind is to build up this and that and the other industry 
represented by your constituents and to enrich them at the ex- 
pense of the general constituency of the country. And how? 
By enabling your party pets to sell at higher prices; and to 
whom? To their fellow-citizens. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 2 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Do I understand the gentleman 
from Mississippi to say that he thinks a tariff of 25 per cent 
oe sufficiently protect American labor from foreign competi- 

on 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. I said 25 per cent would cover the differ- 
ence of labor cost in almost any article identically manufac- 
tured here and abroad. x 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman allow me to 
ask him one more question? Last summer in Japan I went into 
a woolen factory 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, well, the gentleman will remember that 
I conditioned my statement by saying I was referring to Eng- 
land and continental countries and not to the yellow races. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit me 
to ask him a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. While in Japan last summer I 
went into a woolen factory. They had German up-to-date ma- 
chinery, 600 hands employed—about 400 men and perhaps 200 
women and girls. I asked the superintendent where they got 
the wool. He said from Australia, free of duty. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman will pardon me, the gen- 
tleman has totally misunderstood me, I think I can gather from 
the character of the question he is asking. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman can not tell until 
I have finished the question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not say that the difference between 
the American wage scale and the foreign wage scale was only 
25 per cent. I said that the difference between that part of the 
total cost of the product which was due to the foreign labor 
and that part of the total cost of the product due to the Amer- 
ican labor would not exceed 25 per cent of the total cost of the 
product—an entirely different question. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I inquired of the superintendent 
how long they worked a day. He replied, “ Eleven hours.” I 
asked him what he paid for his help, and he said they paid the 
men 45 sen, which is 223 cents gold, and the women 40 sen, 
which is 20 cents gold, a day of eleyen hours. They were mak- 
ing flannel blankets, such as are manufactured and used in this 
country. They were working eleven hours a day, with free 
wool from Australia, wool raised on ranches where they have 
flocks often of from two million to four or more million sheep 
each, where there is no winter, and where the herder is paid 
about 20 or 25 cents a day. Now, what tariff does the genile- 
man think would enable our laborers making such blankets in 
our mills, paid a dollar and a half a day with no better machin- 
ery, to compete at all? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, I will have to get some further infor- 
mation from the gentleman first. Now, I will ask him a ques- 
tion with a view of getting information, and then I will try to 
answer his question. How much product per day did one of 
these laborers turn out? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The machinery ran as fast as it 
does over here, I thought. I have been in many woolen fac- 
tories and I never have seen machinery run more rapidly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not ask the gentleman how much 
product the machine turned out in a day, but I asked how much 
product did the laborer turn out. For example, in parts of 
England one woman attends to four looms. In New England 
she attends to six looms running just as fast. 

Mr. STANLEY. In Henderson, Ky., one woman attends to 
eight looms. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And in some parts of Saxony a woman 
only attends to three. In other words, in order for me to de- 
termine what the percentage of labor cost is in that product I 
must know how much product each laborer turns out. Now, 
then, I had, summer before last, in Yazoo, Miss., this experi- 
erce: A friend of mine came to me and said: “ We have a lot 
of Italians, Swedes, and darkies engaged down here digging to 
put the new sewerage system in, and they are paying the darkies 
a dollar and a quarter a day and paying the white men two 
dollars and a quarter.“ Well,” I said, “that is not square, 
because they ought to pay them for equal work the same pay;” 
but he said: “They are not doing equal work. I went down 
there the other day, haying nothing else to do, and I sat down 
and watched them, and the white men threw out three shovels 
to the darkies’ one.” Now, you see, when I came to a knowl- 
edge of the actual facts I found there was still an inequality, but 
that the darky was getting overpaid instead of underpaid in pro- 
-portion to work done. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit a 
question 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In one moment. Later on in order to 
equalize them they had to do this: They put the Italians and 
Swedes down in the ditch to throw dirt up on the bank, and it 
was all one darky could do to take the dirt away as fast as it 
was thrown out by one white man, although all he had to do 
was to shovel it away, while the white fellow below had to 
overcome gravity as well as to dig. Now, if the gentleman could 


give me the information I asked I think he would find out that 
when it comes to the making of that blanket that 25 per cent of 
the cost of Japanese manufacture—that is, of the price in 
Japan without the tariff, you understand, especially if the wool 
was free and if the labor was free and if there is no tariff at 
all—that 25 per cent of that price plus freight to America would 
more than make up the difference between that remarkably 
cheap Japanese labor and our remarkably high-priced but also 
remarkably efficient labor. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I can not, of 
course, give the figures which the gentleman asked for in that 
statement of his, but I can say this, however, by way of general 
impression: While the Japanese have only recently gone into 
this sort of business, it is my judgment from what I saw that 
they will equal the people of any country in this world in any- 
thing in a comparatively few years. They have intellect, am- 
bition, energy; they have everything that we possess, except 
possibly not as fair a complexion—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And not as much physical strength. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. But intellect does not depend 
upon complexión. These people can very soon be taught to 
work these machines with as great rapidity and skill as any 
operative in the United States. It is only a matter of a very 
few years when they will do anything with that machinery, and 
do it just as well as we do it here. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. Chairman—and after this I am 
going to take my seat. I am, I started to say, apprehensive, 
but apprehensive would not be the right word, because no man 
ought to be apprehensive of the prosperity and development and 
growth of other people; but I will say I am very persuaded 
that in the course of time the Japanese will make as good 
factory laborers as there are in the world. But the minute he 
does become as efficient as other labor he is going to receive 
the wage that other labor receives. He will receive it upon the 
same principle that if you put on an immense head of water 
that water will yet seek its level. The great river of labor in 
this world, the great ocean of prices in this world, always seek 
their level, and if the Japanese gets to the point where he can 
do a New England mechanic’s or operative’s work that Jap- 
anese is not going to continue to stay in a country where he 
is paid half price. His threat or intent or attempt to leave, 
even before he leaves, will raise wages in Japan. Already that 
result is beginning to be accomplished in Japan. When he 
reaches that period of intelligence, he is going to Australia, to 
South Africa, to Great Britain, and to everywhere else where 
men who are efficient labor and other men are willing to pay 
for it. Pari passu wages will rise in Japan. Just in propor- 
tion as men become equalized in efficiency they become approxi- 
mately equalized in remuneration, not perfectly, of course— 
never—but just as water seeking its level from away up at 
Lake Itasca down to the Gulf of Mexico never finds its level 
perfect—not even after it reaches the Gulf, because the winds 
and the tides destroy it—but is yet always seeking its level, and 
upon the whole is finding a comparative or approximate level. 

It is from just the same ignoring of a principle that gen- 
tlemen talk about gold leaving one country and going into 
another, and hurting the country that it leaves. Gold seeks 
the place of lowest price. That is the place of its highest pur- 
chasing power. Labor seeks also the place of its greatest 
purchasing power. 

Why is it that this great immigration movement has been 
going on since colonial times—long before the Revolution—from 
Europe to America? It is just the great father of labor— 
waters rolling on and seeking the place of the highest wage, the 
place where the purchasing power of muscle, as measured in 
other commodities, is greatest, and where the price of other 
things, as measured in muscle, is least. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I may have misunderstood the gentleman, 
but will he state his scientific authority for sayinlg that only 30 
to 50 per cent of the cost value of the finished product represents 
labor? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will state that Mr. Edward Atkinson, 
who now unfortunately is dead, made those figures. I can not 
now recall just where or when I read them. 

Mr. HAMILTON, Will the gentleman state where he made 
that statement? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I can not now recall, as I said when the 
gentleman asked me. But since Edward Atkinson stated 

Mr. HAMILTON. It has been stated generally that 80 per 
cent represents the value of labor. , 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am talking about manufactured products. 
You take corn, for example, where it is pulled by hand, and I 
suppose that 90 per cent would be labor cost. ‘ 

Mr. HAMILTON. What would the gentleman say as to 
manufactured products? What per cent represents labor? 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. It depends upon the product. 


Mr. HAMILTON. On the whole—the scientific average? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What I said was it was very seldom, 
indeed, that the labor percentage, the labor cost, formed 50 per 
cent of the total cost of the product. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Is it not generally aecepted as a scientific 
fact that 80 or 90 per cent represents the element of labor in 
the finished product? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is not. And in making that statement 
I think I would like to ask the gentleman where his scientific 
authority for that is? 

Mr. HAMILTON. I was trying to think when I asked the 
gentleman the question. As I recall it, I think I have it from 
Lalor’s Political Encyclopedia—a very able article which ap- 
pears in that publication. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman will look at it, he will 
find that he has got a statement of all the products—agricul- 
tural and all others. 

Mr. WEISSE. For the information of the gentleman, if he 
will take the abstract of the census of 1900, he will find that 
there were manufactured about $13,000,000,000 ef products, and 
Carroll D. Wright gives 174 per cent of the cost of the manu- 
factured article as what the laborer received as his share. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I could have furnished that, but what I 
stated was, not that the average percentage of labor cost was 
50 per cent, but that in some exceptional cases with manufac- 
tured articles it seldom reached 50 per cent. The average per- 
centage is not 20 per cent of the total cost of the manufactured 
article. It is very seldom, indeed, that in any manufactured 
article the labor cost is 50 per cent of the entire cost of the 
product. Now, mark you, not selling price, not retail or sell- 
ing price to the jobber, but cost of outturn at the factory. 

Mr. HAMILTON. But the value of the finished product? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; the cost of making it at the factory, 
cently market value. The latter involves the manufacturer's 
profit. 

Mr. HAMILTON. The gentleman will recognize it is a very 
important element in this controversy. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is a very important element in this in- 
cidental controversy between you and me, but it is not at all 
important as far as the proposition that I have faced you with 
this morning—my bill—is concerned, at least the proposition 
I have faced the Republicans in the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee with to-day and will face them with later on on a vote, 
because, in order to avoid all room for argument, I provide in 
that bill that wherever the duty is over 100 per cent it shall 
be reduced to 100 per cent. 

Mr. HAMILTON. The gentleman recognizes eyen in those 
cases that where the duty may be 100 per cent the price 
of the article is, in many instances, far below the duty exacted. 
And what difference does the duty make in that case? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I see what the gentleman is talking about 
now. He has gone off on something else. Let us keep to this. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I was trying to follow the gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; the gentleman has gone off on some- 
thing else—on how much the tariff adds to the price of the 
product. I say you people pretend that what you want to do is 
to compensate the American laborer to the proportion necessary 
in order to make up the difference between the American wage 
scale and the foreign wage scale. Now, I say, if you are sin- 
cere about that, you will not even undertake an argument, that 
a duty of 100 per cent is not more than sufficient. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I say that that is one of the chief argu- 
ments in favor of protective tariff. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. You will not even undertake an argument 
that the labor cost of any article is ever above the entire cost 
of the article, will you? 

Mr. HAMILTON. No. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is one frank answer that I have got- 
ten out of one Republican lately on that question. It could 
not be, could it? It would be mighty absurd to suppose it would, 
would it not? 

Mr. HAMILTON. The gentleman is making his argument. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman from New 
York proceed now? 

Mr. SHERMAN. One moment, before I move that the com- 
mittee rise. The distinguished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
CRUMPACKER] asked me some question this morning in refer- 
ence to education in Alaska. I did not have at hand at the 
moment the data upon that subject. Dr. Sheldon Jackson has 
been for many years the superintendent of education for Alaska, 
haying charge, not of the education of the Indians alone, but 
of all the citizens of Alaska. The Government has been ap- 
propriating for twenty years, in the sundry civil appropriation 
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bill, sums running from fifteen to fifty thousand dollars for 
that purpose, and last year, in the sundry civil bill, $50,000 
was appropriated for education in Alaska. And to any gen- 
tleman who is curious to look up the matter in detail, he will 
find in volume 2 of the Annual Report of the Secretary of the 
Interior for 1903, on pages 2232 down to 2247, a full report of 
the expenditures of that money for the education of Indians 
and other children in Alaska, a very considerable proportion 
of the money being expended for the education of Indians. As 
I said this morning, only $5,000 was directly appropriated out 
of the Indian funds for the education of Indians in Alaska. 
That is all I desire to say about that. 

Mr. Chairman, I moye that the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Currier, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 15331— 
the Indian appropriation bill—and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous 
consent that all gentlemen who have spoken in this debate, and 
those who may speak to-morrow, may have the privilege to ex- 
tend their remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


DAM ACROSS RED LAKE RIVER, MINNESOTA, 


Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of a Senate bill permitting the 
building of a dam across the Red Lake River, Minnesota. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 4128) permitting the building of a dam across the Red Lake 
River at or near the junction of Black River with said Red Lake 
River in Red Lake County, Minn. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
William J. Murphy, his successors and assigns, to build a dam across 
the Red Lake River at or near the junction of the Black River, so called, 
with sald Red Lake River, in Red Lake County, Minn., for the development 
of water power, and such works and structures in connection therewith 
as may be necessary or conyenient in the development of said power 
and in the utilization of the power thereby developed: Provided, That 
the plans for the construction of said dam and appurtenant works shall 
be submitted to and approved by the Chief of Engineers and the Secre- 
tary of War before the commencement of the construction of the same: 
And provided further, That the said William J. Murphy, his successors 
or assigns, shall not deviate from such plans after such approval, either 
before or after the completion of such structures, unless the modifica- 
tion of said plans shall have previously been submitted to and received 
the approval of the Chief of Engineers and of the Secretary of War: 
And provided (rae; That there shall be placed and maintained in 
connection with said dam a sluiceway so arranged as to permit logs, 
timber, and lumber to pass around, through, or over said dam without 
unreasonable delay or hindrance and without toll or charges: And pro- 
vided further, That the dam shall be so constructed that the Govern- 
ment of the United States may at any time construct in connection 
therewith a suitable lock for navigation purposes, and may at any 
time, without compensation, control the said dam so far as shall be 
necessary for purposes of navigation, but shall not destroy the water 
power developed by said dam and structures to any greater extent than 
may be necessary to provide proper facilities for navigation, and that 
the Secretary of War may at any time require and enforce at the ex- 
pense of the owners such modifications and changes in the construction 
of such dam as he may deem advisable in the interests of navigation : 
And provided further, That suitable fishways, to be approved by the 
United States Fish Commission, shall be constructed and maintained 
at said dam by the said William J. Murphy, his successors or assigns. 

Sec. 2. That in case any litigation arises from the building of said 
dam, or from the obstruction of said river by said dam or appur- 
tenant works, cases may be tried in the Led courts, as now pro- 
vided for that purpose in the State of Minnesota and in the courts 
of the United States: Provided, That nothing in this act shall be so 
construed as to repeal or modify any of the provisions of law now 
existing in reference to the protection of the navigation of rivers, or 
to exempt said structures from the operation of same. 

Sec. p That this act shall be null and void unless the dam herein 
authorized be commenced within two years and be completed within 
three years from the time of the passage of this act. 

Sec. 4. That the right to amend or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


Amend, on page 3, line 13, by striking out the words “two years” 
and inserting lieu thereof the words “ one year.” 

Mr. DALZELL. Reserving the right to object, do I under- 
stand this is a Senate bill? 

Mr. STEENERSON. This is a Senate bill, and it has been 
reported favorably by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of this House, and is on the Calendar. 

Mr. DALZELL. It comes from a committee of this House? 

Mr. STEENERSON. It comes from a committee of this 
House. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Is it a unanimous report? 

Mr. STEENERSON. It is a unanimous report. 
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The SPEAKER. 
Chair hears none. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading; and it 
was accordingly read the third time, and 

The SPEAKER. Is there a similar House bill? 

Mr. STEENERSON. ‘There is no House bill. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE DELAWARE RIVER. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call from the 
Speaker's table the bill (S. 3288) to authorize the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company and the Pennsylvania and Newark Railroad 
Company, or their successors, to construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate a bridge across the Delaware River, which is identical with 
House bill 11505, which has been unanimously favorably re- 
ported by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

The bill was read at length. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Reserving the right to object, I 
would like to ask the gentleman if he knows anything about 
what has ever become of that Mann bill that was passed? 

Mr. SHERMAN. This has nothing to do with the Mann bill, 
Mr. Speaker, and I am not asking unanimous consent. I am 
asking that this bill be put upon its passage, because I have the 
right to do so under the rules, 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am asking for information. If 

the Mann bill has been passed by the Senate and has been 
signed by the President, then bridge bills have to be drawn in 
accordance with that bill. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is present and 
will answer the gentleman’s inquiry. 

Mr. MANN. As I understand, the bill has been reported by 
the Committee of the Senate, but has not passed. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It has not passed. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. SHERMAN, a motion to reconsider the yote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a similar House bill 
will be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 10697. An act providing for the insurance of patents for 
lands allotted to Indians under the Moses agreement of July 7, 
1883 ; 

H. R. 10080. An act to provide for sittings of the United 
States circuit and district courts of the southern district of 
Florida at the city of Miami, in said district; 

II. R. 13542. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to lease land in Stanley County, S. Dak., for a buffalo pasture; 

H. R. 13674. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend 
an act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws relating to 
the disposition of lands, and so forth, approved March 3, 1901, 
approved June 30, 1902; “ 

H. R. 8493. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
F. Sheffield ; 

H. R. 13673. An act to extend the provisions of the homestead 
laws to certain lands in the Yellowstone Forest Reserve; 

H. R. 14500. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across Cumber- 
land River; 

H. R. 14589. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River ; 

H. R. 14344. An act for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin; 
and 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of G. F. Tarbell. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 2446. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Devils Lake, in the 
State of North Dakota—to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

S. 684. An act providing for the erection of a public building 
in the city of Quincy, Mass.—to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

S. 1032. An act to aid in the erection of a statue of Commo- 
dore John D. Sloat, United States Navy, at Monterey, Cal.—to 
the Committee on the Library. 

S. 2296. An act restoring to the public domain certain lands 


Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 


8 me State of Minnesota—to the Committee on the Public 
an 

S. 1243. An act providing for compulsory education in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 39. An act for the erection of an equestrian statue of 
Maj. Gen. John Stark in the city of Manchester, N. H.—to the 
Committee on the Library. 

S. 4673. An act to provide for the allowance and payment to 
the employees of the Government Printing Office of the same 
leave of absence as is allowed to the clerks and employees of 
the Executive Departments of the Goyernment—to the Commit- 
tee on Printing. 

S. 4862. An act allowing settlers with permanent improve- 
ments on the town sites of Heyburn and Rupert, in Idaho, to 
buy lots on which said improvements are located at an ap- 
praised price for cash—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

S. 3044. An act to promote the efficiency of the Revenue-Cutter 
Service—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

S. 2724. An act for the relief of Delia B. Stuart, widow of 
John Stuart—to the Committee on War Claims. 

S. 3292. An act to incorporate the Great Council of the United 
States of the Improved Order of Red Men—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

S. 3414, An act providing for a public highway on the east 
side of the Fort Sherman abandoned military reservation, 
Idaho—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

S. 3918. An act to authorize commissions to issue in the cases 
of officers of the Army retired with increased rank—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3935. An act to authorize Indians on former Uintah Reser- 
vation to cut and sell cedar and pine timber for posts and fue! 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

S. 4111. An act to authorize the Chief of Ordnance, United 
States Army, to receive four 3.6-inch breech-loading field guns, 
carriages, caissons, limbers, and their pertaining equipment 
from the State of Connecticut—to the Committee on Military, 
Affairs. 

S. 4298. An act to amend section 4471 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, regulation of steam yessels—to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 4299. An act to amend section 4421 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, inspection of steam vessels—to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 4313. An act ceding to the State of California certain 
vacant unappropriated public lands in Santa Cruz County, State 
of California—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

S. 4370. An act to appropriate the sum of $40,000 as a part 
contribution toward the erection of a monument at Province- 
town, Mass., in commemoration of the landing of the Pilgrims 
and the signing of the Mayflower compact—to the Committee 
on the Library. 

S. 2623. An act for the extension of Euclid street, in Meridian 
Hill, District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

S. 4773. An act for the payment of the expenses of the dele- 
gates to the Third International Conference of American 
States—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MARKING CONFEDERATE GRAVES. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up the bill (H. R. 
8965) to provide for the appropriate marking of the graves of 
the soldiers of the Confederate army and navy, and for other 
purposes, and to move that the same do lie upon the table, for 
the reason that a Senate bill for the same purpose has been 
passed and approved by the President. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, it will be so or- 
dered. 

There was no objection. 7 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 
Mourruy, until March 20, on account of illness in his family. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 59 minutes p. m.) the House ad- 
journed. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor 
submitting an estimate of appropriation for a light and fog- 
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signal station on Otter Island, Maine—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of War, recommending legisla- 
tion to authorize the War Department to sell coal to avert a 
coal famine at Nome, Alaska—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Attorney-General, transmitting a reply to 
the inquiry of the House as to prosecutions of individuals or 
corporations for entering into combination in restraint of in- 
terstate commerce—to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. MONDELL, from the Committee on Irrigation of Arid 
Lands, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 87) pro- 
viding for the withdrawal from public entry of lands needed 
for town-site purposes in connection with irrigation projects 
under the reclamation act of June 17, 1902, and for other pur- 
poses, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2113); which said bill and report were referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. OLCOTT, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1244) 
to amend section 605 of the Code of Law for the District of 
Columbia, relating to corporations, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2114); which said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HULL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1540) to increase the 
efficiency of the Ordnance Department of the United States 
Army, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2115); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KLINE, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14582) for 
the removal of snow and ice from the paved sidewalks of the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2116); 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14241) granting 
an increase of pension to Lydia M. Edwards, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1902); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14918) granting 
an increase of pension to Franklin Simpson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1903); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15491) 
granting an, increase of pension to James Buckley, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1904) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14327) 
granting an increase of pension to Amelia Nichols, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1905) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar, 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14639) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah J. Merrill, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1906) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14497) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles M. Pumpelly, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1907) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
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sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14560) 
granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth Weston, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1908) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14375) granting 
an increase of pension to Edmond R. Haywood, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1909) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
14559) granting an increase of pension to Henry West, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1910) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15449) grant- 
ing a pension to Rhoda Kennedy, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1911) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15691) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Jerry W. Tallman, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1912); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13110) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to James M. Mooman, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1913) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11622) grant- 
ing a pension to Martha A. Remington, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1914); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11926) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John Hornbeak, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1915); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. + 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11873) grant- 
ing a pension to Joseph B. Fonner, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1916); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12533) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Zadick Carter, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1917); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10816) granting 
an increase of pension to August Bauer, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1918); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11868) granting 
an increase of pension to Joseph Dougal, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1919); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
11856) granting an increase of pension to Luke MeLoney, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1920); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
11866) granting an increase of pension to David A. Allen, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1921) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11667) granting 
an increase of pension to George E. King, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1922) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10907) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John N. Boyd, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1923); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 
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Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10753) granting 
an increase of pension to Jacob Kellar, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1924); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
10230) granting an increase of pension to Clark A. Winans, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1925); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9839) granting 
an increase of pension to Jesse Siler, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1926); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15007) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry Hares, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1927); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14890) granting 
an increase of pension to James H. Posey, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1928); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7331) granting 
a pension to Henry Porter, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1929) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5486) granting 
a pension to Maggie Carroll, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1930) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7681) granting 
an increase of pension to James M. Miller, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1931); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DERMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7788) granting 
an increase of pension to Franklin J, Keck, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1932); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8315) granting 
an increase of pension to Martin V. Cannedy, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1933); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 8722) granting an increase of pension 
to Arthur M. Lee, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1934); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7876) granting 
an increase of pension to Julius Beier, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1935); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8725) granting 
an increase of pension to Moses B. Davis, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1936); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3660) granting 
an increase of pension to James H. Hill, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1937); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7225) 
granting an increase of pension to Mary O. Arnold, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1938) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6488) granting 
a pension to Frank Osterberg, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1939); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4946) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William H. Lewis, reported the 
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same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1940); 
wui said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar, 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 4633) granting an increase of pension 
to Fannie E. Morrow, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1941); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4888) granting 
an increase of pension to William Moore, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No, 1942); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2765) granting 
an increase of pension to Andrew J. Benson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1948); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
3007) granting an increase of pension to Thomas Carder, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1944) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10396) granting 
an increase of pension to John A. Malone, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1945) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9406) granting 
an increase of pension to Francis W. Preston, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1946; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H, R. 7806) 
granting an increase of pension to Johanna Walquist, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1947) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7823) granting 
an increase of pension to Annie E. Peters, widow of John A. 
Peters, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 1948) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Ho--e (H. R. 8930) granting 
an increase of pension to Margaret Becker, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1949); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3484) granting 
an increase of pension to Edson J. Harrison, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1950); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3233) 
granting an increase of pension to Lucius R. Simons, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1951); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1897) granting 
an increase of pension to William R. Duncan, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1952); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Cafendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2082) granting 
an increase of pension to Siotha Bennett, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1953) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12582) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Zachariah George, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1954) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R, 1322) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Katherine F. Wainwright, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1955) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 


r. 
Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2090) granting 
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an increase of pension to Ellen M. Brant, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1956); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3344) 
granting an increase of pension to Henry Sanborn, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1957); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 
~ Mr. KELIHER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2034) granting 
a pension to Cora F. Mitchell, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1958) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1913) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles H. Conley, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1959) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 17) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi A. Tripp, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1960) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 19) granting an increase of pension to 
‘Alphonso B. Holland, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1961) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 22) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Smith, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1962) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 94) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert Wines, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1963); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 162) granting an increase of pension to 
David D. Griffith, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1964) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 165) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Russell, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1965) ; which said biH and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 180) granting an 
increase of pension to Joseph W. Legro, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1966); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 187) granting an increase of pension to 
James H. Kane, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1967) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 200) granting an 
increase of pension to Fredrich Behrens, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1968) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 203) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward E. Needham, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1969); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 218) 
granting an increase of pension to James White, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1970) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 220) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan F. Gates, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1971); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 251) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin L. Adams, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1972); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 


bill of the Senate (S. 325) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry B. Burton, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1973); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 446) 
granting an increase of pension to Mary C. Duane, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1974) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 466) granting an increase of pension to 
James H. Lewis, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1975); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 482) granting an increase of pension to 
Amos M. Runkel, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1976) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar, 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 492) granting an increase of pension to 
Barney Whitney, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1977) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 527) granting an 
increase of pension to Alfred McPherran, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1978) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 548) 
granting an increase of pension to William Carr, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1979) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 555) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry H. Hill, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1980) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
whieh was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 589) granting an 
increase of pension to Joseph L. Prentiss, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1981); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 597) granting an increase of pension to 
David M. Pearson, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1982) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 599) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary A. Megrue, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1983) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 623) 
granting an increase of pension to Bridget Evans, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1984) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S..641) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Conrad, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 1985) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 655) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles E. Bishop, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1986); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 656) granting an increase of pension to 
Abraham Walters, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1987); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 671) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles Conine, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1988); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 672) granting an increase of pension to 
James F. Hubbard, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1989) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
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bill of the Senate (S. 675) granting a pension to Ulrika Bott - 
cher, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 1990); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 5 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 712) granting an 
increase of pension to Lizzie M. McLauchlan, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1991) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 716) granting an increase of pension to 
Theodore H. Hanson, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1992) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 721) 
granting an increase of pension to Orange S. Mason, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1993) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 725) granting an increase of pension to 
William M. Smith, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1994) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 772) granting a 
pension to Jerusha Hayward Brown, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1995); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 784) granting an 
increase of pension to George L. Cooley, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1996); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 790) granting an increase of pension to 
William Benkler, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 1997) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 836) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles A. Fay, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1998); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 842) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Eggleston, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 1999) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 859) granting an 
increase of pension to Richard T. Fried, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2000); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 861) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas O’Connor, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2001); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 969) 
granting an increase of pension to Howard Ellis, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2002) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1011) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John E. Woodsum, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2003) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1023) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Peter Shippman, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2004); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1130) granting an 
increase of pension to Isaiah Mitchell, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2005); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1138) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert S. Blake, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2006) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 


Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1173) granting 
an increase of pension to James M. Fernald, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2007) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1227) 
granting an increase of pension to Henry J. Patterson, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2008) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1228) granting an increase of pension to 
Julia L. Plimpton, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2009); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1230) granting an increase of pension to 
Eugene Gaskill, reported the same without amendment, accoin- 
panied by a report (No. 2010) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1246) 
granting an increase of pension to William F. Wilson, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2011) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1251) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Burns, reported the same without amendment, accompa- 
nied by a report (No. 2012); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1357) granting 
an increase of pension to Orlando C. Pinkham, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2013); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1399) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry Jordan, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2014); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, fröm the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1418) granting 
an increase of pension to Levi E. Cross, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2015); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1420) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah A. Tyler, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2016) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1421) granting an increase of pension to 
Harvey C. Brown, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2017); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1487) granting 
an increase of pension to William F. Davis, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2018); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1527) granting 
an increase of pension to John M. Odenheimer, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2019) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
whieh was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1555) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary C. Bishop, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2020); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1624) granting an 
increase of pension to Peter Betz, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2021); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1634) granting an increase of pensicn to 
Solomon R. Ruch, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2022); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1645) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob G. Orth, reported the same without amendment, accoin- 
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panied by a report (No. 2023); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1665) granting 
an increase of pension to John C. Estes, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2024); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1666) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Beard, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2025); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1834) 
granting an increase of pension to Frederick W. Partridge, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2026); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1905) granting 
an increase of pension to Edgar Tibbils, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2027); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Ile also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1908) granting an increase of pension to 
Francesco Del Gindice, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2028); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1911) granting an increase of pension to 
Gunnerus Ingebretson, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2029); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1978) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas Edsall, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2080); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2044) granting a pension to Solomon F. 
Wehr, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2031); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2080) granting a pension to Ruth F. Ben- 
nett, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2032) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2090) granting an 
increase of pension to Sarah E. Adams, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2033); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2091) granting an 
increase of pension to John P. Bambush, the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2034) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2108) granting 
an increase of pension to Lorin R. Bingham, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2035); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2153) granting an 
increase of pension to Helen B. Read, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2036); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2168) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac B. Hewitt, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2037); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 
2182) granting an increase of pension to John J. Buffington, 
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a re- 
port (No. 2038); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2216) granting an 
increase of pension to David W. Magee, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2039); which 

' said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 


Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2250) granting an 
increase of pension to John Rauch, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2040); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2332) 
granting an increase of pension to Ashley A. Youmans, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2041) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensiors, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2344) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert ©. Andrews, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2042) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2346) 
granting an increase of pension to John W. Reed, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2043) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2393) granting an 
increase of pension to John L. Clark, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2044); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2406) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas Milliman, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2045); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2478) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles L. Noggle, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2046); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2548) 
granting an increase of pension to Jesse M. Furman, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2047) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2840) granting 
an increase of pension to George L. Jaquith, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2048) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2863) 
granting an increase of pension to Garrett Rourke, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2049) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2868) granting an 
increase of pension to George W. Flick, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2050) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2882) 
granting an increase of pension to Samuel E. Johnson, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2051) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2950) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph E. Stines, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2052) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3031) granting 
an increase of pension to Frank Westervelt, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2053) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3043) granting 
an inerease of pension to Henry D. Hall, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2054) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3036) granting an increase of pension to 
John O. Thorn, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2055) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3121) granting an 
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increase of pension to John G. Blessing, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2056); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3125) granting a 
pension to Parthenia W. Baker, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2057); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3132) granting an increase of pension to 
Georgia D. Brown, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2058); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3187) granting a 
pension to John Harper, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2059) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3189) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Rutherford, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2060) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Ile also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3199) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Coulton, alias Samuel Myers, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2061); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3224) granting a pension to Nancy A. 
Teeters, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 2062) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. N 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3242) 
granting an increase of pension to Daniel Woolley, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2063) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3310) granting an 
increase of pension to Richard M. Ogle, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2064); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3312) granting a 
pension to Oscar F. Renick, reported the same without amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2065) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3315) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry V. Hamenstaedt, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2066); which said bill and re- 
port were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3472) granting an 
increase of pension to Lena Sherman, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2067); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3473) granting an 
increase of pension to La Forrest C. Darling, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2068); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3474) granting an increase of pension to 
James B. Kellogg, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2069); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3475) granting an increase of pension to 
Everett S. Fitch, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2070) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3492) granting an 
increase of pension to Catharine Bechtol, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2071); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3539) 
granting an increase of pension to Dominick Cavanaugh, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 


(No. 2072); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3547) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen M. Davis, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2073); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3575) granting an 
increase of pension to Sargent R. Emerson, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2074) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3588) granting 
an increase of pension to James Lebo, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2075); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3626) 
granting a pension to Catherine Coye, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2076); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3640) granting an 
increase of pension to Oliver Brenton, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2077); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3714) granting an 
increase of pension to James Ruth, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2078); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3721) granting an 
increase of pension to May C. Morgan, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2079) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3751) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel D. Nash, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2080) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3800) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert D. Cordner, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2081) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3866) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel J. Burlock, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2082); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3903)- granting 
an increase of pension to John McCoy, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2083); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3905) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Garritt, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2084); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. s 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3932) granting an 
increase of pension to David Rankin, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2085); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3933) 
granting an increase of pension to Sidney R. Smith, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2086) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4000) granting an 
increase of pension to Crosby Pyle Woodward, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2087); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4006) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles S. Parrish, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2088) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4020) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry C. Johnson, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
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companied by a report (No. 2080); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4096) granting an 
increase of pension to Norman W. Lombard, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2090) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4097) granting an increase of pension to 
Julius T. Williamson, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2091) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4100) granting an increase of pension to 
Carlton A. Wheeler, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2092); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4131) 
granting an increase of pension to John Connor, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2093) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4159) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary P. Johannes, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2094); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4181) granting an 
increase of pension to Margaret Hallett, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2095) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4187) granting an 
increase of pension to Nathaniel E. Skelton, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2096) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4188) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank D. Smith, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2097) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 5 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4223) granting an 
increase of pension to Benjamin F. Peirce, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2098) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4226) 
granting an increase of pension to James Cain, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2099) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4280) granting a 
pension to Aurelia Cotten, reported the same without amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2100) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4286) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas J. Davies, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2101); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4319) granting an 
increase of pension to Frederick C. Sturm, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2102); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4337) 
granting an increase of pension to Barney McGirl, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2103); which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4362) granting an 
increase of pension to William Fluegel, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2104) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4381) granting an increase of pension to 
John T. McGarraugh, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2105) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. ` 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4422) 


granting an increase of pension to Lindsay Kirby, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2106); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4496) granting an increase of pension to 
Alphonso Brooks, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2107) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4507) granting 
an increase of pension to Joseph Chandler, jr., reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2108) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 4636) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry R. Pease, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2109); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4637) granting an increase of pension to 
Frederick Zimmerman, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2110) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. ` 

Mr. SMITH of California, from the Committee on the Public 
Lands, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8041) 
authorizing a patent to be issued to Stephen Teichner for certain 
lands therein described, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2111) ; which said bill and report 
-were referred to the Private Calendar. 


ADVERSE REPORTS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, adverse reports were delivered to 
the Clerk, and laid on the table, as follows: 

Mr. DRISCOLL, from the Committee on Pacific Railroads, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10499) author- 
izing the accounting officers of the Treasury to readjust the 
accounts of the Pacific Railway and other companies for trans- 
portation of enlisted men of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps 
since July 1, 1896, and for other purposes, reported the same 
adversely, accompanied by a report (No. 2112); which said bill 
and report were ordered laid on the table. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. BINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 16226) to amend the in- 
ternal-revenue laws and to prevent the double taxation of certain 
distilled spirits—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 16227) authorizing the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, on request of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, to reserve public lands for purposes of agricultural ex- 
periments—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 16228) for the establishment of 
a plant for the manufacture of powder for the United States 
Army—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. SLAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 16229) to erect a powder 
factory for the Army of the United States—to the Commitiee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FOWLER: A bill (H. R. 16230) for the current de- 
posit of public moneys—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 


rency. 

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 16231) granting a pension to 
all persons who have lost their hearing from causes originating 
in the military service of the United States—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16232) granting a pension to the widow 
and minor children of an inyalid pensioner without proof of sol- 
dier’s death being due to causes originating in the military 
service—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COCKS: A bill (H. R. 16233) directing the Secretary 
of War to submit plans and estimates for the improvement of 
Parsonage River, situated between Baldwin and Ocean Side, Nas- 
sau County, Long Island, New York—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16234) directing the Secretary of War 
to submit plans and estimates for the improvement of the 
mouth of Huntington Harbor, Suffolk County, Long Island, New 
York—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 16235) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of War to deliver condemned brass field pieces to the city 
of Petoskey, Mich.—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 16236) to appropriate the 
sum of $250,000 to erect a public building at Enid, Okla.—to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16237) to appropriate the sum of $250,000 
to erect a public building at El Reno, Okla.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16238) to appropriate the sum of $250,000 
to erect a public building at Lawton, Okla.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16239) to appropriate the sum of $150,000 
to complete the Federal building, and so forth, at Guthrie, 
Okla.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16240) providing for free homesteads on 
the public lands for actual and bona fide settlers, and reserving 
the public lands for that purpose—to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. ALLEN of Maine: A bill (H. R. 16241) to authorize 
the erection on reservation 29 of a monument by the volunteer 
firemen of the United States—to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

By Mr. COCKS: A bill (H. R. 16242) for the establishment 
of a light-house and fog signal on Bouton Point, New York— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
$ By Mr. MAHON: A bill (H. R. 16243) to determine the legal 

ownership and redemption of United States coupon five-twenty 
bonds, issued under act of March 3, 1865, consols 1865, late the 
property of the estate of Robert C. Gallaher, deceased, and for 
other purposes—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 16244) to construct and 
equiq, or to purchase, a powder plant for the manufacture of 
smokeless powder for the Army and Navy of the United 
States—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DIXON of Montana: A bill (H. R. 16245) for the sur- 
vey and allotment of lands now embraced within the limits of 
the Fort Peck Indian Reservation, Mont.—to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. GRIGGS: A bill (H. R. 16246) to provide for the loca- 
tion of a Branch Home for aged and disabled volunteer soldiers 
of the United States at Thomasyille, Thomas County, Ga.—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16247) to provide for an allowance for 
subsistence of rural free-delivery carriers—to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: A bill (H. R. 16248) to limit the effect 
of the regulations of commerce between the several States and 
with foreign commerce in the case of foods and drugs—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CALDERHBAD: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 112) 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to certify certain lands 
to the State of Kansas—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16249) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Thomas Miller—to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16250) granting an increase of pension to 
A. J. Mowery—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 16251) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John M. Wild—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: A bill (H. R. 16252) granting an 
increase of pension to Adam Dixon—to the Committee on Inya- 
lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16253) granting an increase of pension to 
Margaret A. Hope—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: A bill (H. R. 16254) granting a pension 
to Lucy L. Norton—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 16255) granting 
an increase of pension to James S. Brand—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 16256) granting an 
increase of pension to Sarah E. Hopkins—to the Committee on 
Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DENBY: A bill (H. R. 16257) granting a pension to 
Mary O’Donnell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16258) granting a 
pension to James J. Shipley—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16259) granting a pension to Sarah J. 
Peak—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16260) granting an increase of pension to 
Louis Spicer—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 


Also, a bill (H. R. 16261) granting an increase of pension to 
John P. Bard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRESSER: A bill (H. R. 16262) granting a pension 
to Clarence L. Barrett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16263) to remove 
the charge of desertion against the military record of Gabriel 
Glover—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16264) for 
the relief of Daniel Nihoof—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: A bill (H. R. 16265) granting a pension 
to Amanda McGaha—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr, GAINES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16266) grant- 
ing a nincrease of pension to Margaret A. Rucker—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 16267) 
granting a pension to Catharine Piper—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16268) granting 
an increase of pension to John B. Miller—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. i 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16269) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander G. Eakman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 16270) granting a pension 
2 Telesphore Bronillette—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 

ons. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16271) granting an increase of pension to 
Edwin Elliott—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: A bill (H. R. 16272) granting a pension to 
William D. Willis—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16278) granting a pension to C. H. Kan- 
ning—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JONES of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16274) granting an 
increase of pension to David Lindsay—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 16275) granting an increase 
of pension to John W. Weimer—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16276) granting a pension to Lonzo Miller— 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16277) for the relief of George C. Jenkins— 
to the Committee on War Claims. : 

By Mr. KNO : A bill (H. R. 16278) granting an bon- 
orable discharge’ to Henry Finnegass—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McKINLAY of California: A bill (H. R. 16279) 
granting an increase of pension to Edward E. Elliott—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MoGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 16280) for the relief of 
Abraham H. Onstott—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16281) granting a pension to Laurana 
Cox—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16282) granting a pension to Winfield 
Castle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16283) granting an increase of pension to 
A. H. R. Calvin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McMORRAN: A bill (H. R. 16284) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George Rogers—to the Committee on Inya- 
lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16285) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. MAHON: A bill (H. R. 16286) granting an increase 
of pension to John Heff—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16287) 
granting a pension to Susan Clark—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: A bill (H. R. 16288) granting a pension to 
William G. Bourke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: A bill (H. R. 16289) for the relief of 
Erskine R. K. Hayes—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHERLEY: A bill (H. R. 16290) to postpone until 
1937 the maturity of $250,000 of 4 per cent United States bonds 
held in trust for the benefit of the American Printing House for 
the Blind—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16291) granting 
an increase of pension to Remus Carter—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. A 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. 16292) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Mary Simons—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STANLEY: A bill (H. R. 16293) granting an increase 
of pension to Benjamine H. Norman—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. STERLING: A bill (H. R. 16294) granting an in- 
crease of pension to E. P. Chadwick—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 
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By Mr. SULLOWAY: A bill (H. R. 16295) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Lawrence Foley—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16296) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry C. Coffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TALBOTT: A bill (H. R. 16297) granting a pension 
to Ida V. Tucker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 16298) granting an 
increase of pension to Oscar Brewster—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16299) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathaniel Lang—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: A bill (H. R. 16300) granting an in- 
crease of pension to E. W. Hunt—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WACHTER: A bill (H. R. 16301) granting a pension 
to Hester L. Donn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 16302) for the relief of the 
estate of J. R. Crouse, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16303) for the relief of the estate of John 
K. Wells, sr., deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WILEY of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 16304) granting a 
pension to Edgar S. Fridley—to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa- 
pers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of Oscar L. Jackson Camp, No. 
249, Sons of Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of the National 
Association of Cement Users, relative to Government investiga- 
tion of structural material—to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: Paper to accompany bid for relief 
of Herbert D. Ingersoll—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of W. M. Wilt, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Grange, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BOUTELL: Petition of the Patriotic Order, Sons of 
America, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BROWN: Petition of citizens of Wisconsin, against 
bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. BRUNDIDGE: Petition of citizens of Black Rock, 
Kans., against bill H. R. 3022—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. z 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens of 
Pennsylvania, relative to the Kongo Free State—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: Petition of citizens of Frankfort, 
Kans., against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: Petition of citizens of Kan- 
sas, relative to the Osage Indian lands—to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. y 

By Mr. CASSEL: Petition of New York charity organizations, 
relative to legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of R. M. Reilly, for improvement in the consular 
service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., 
against the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of religious bodies at Lancaster, Pa., and other 
places, against religious legislation—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, Petition of the State Federation of Pennsylyania 
Women and the Woman's Club of Columbia, Pa., for preservation 
of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women and the, Woman's Club of Columbia, Pa., for the Morris 
law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women and the Woman’s Club of Columbia, Pa., for Government 
forest reservations—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, for bill 
H. R. 5281— to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Columbia Central Labor Union, for bill H. R. 
12973—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 
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Also, petition of the American Protective Tariff League, 
against any change in the tariff—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Pennsylvania Grange, No. 66, the Prohibition 


party of Erie County, Pa., and Thompson & Co., for repeal of 


revenue tax on denatur.zed alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of General Miles Camp, No. 26, Sons of Vet- 
erans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
for the present Chinese-exclusion law—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. ł? 

Also, petition of Fulton National Bank, of Lancaster, Pa., 
the Christiana National Bank, the Conestoga National Bank, and 
the Corn Exchange National Bank, relative to bill H. R. 8972— 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of cattle dealers and shippers of Lancaster 
County, Pa., for bill H. R. 12615—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. COCKS: Petition of citizens of New York State, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. > 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens of 
Fayette County, against bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. COUSINS: Petition of citizens of Gilman, Iowa, 
against religious legislation—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, for 
the MeCumber-Sperry bill—to the Committee on Alcoholic 
Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of the Epoch Club, of Pittsburg, for forest 
reservations—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Allegheny County, for forest 
reservations—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Verona, Pa., against bill H. R. 
10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: Petition of A. Ackles and 49 others, 
against passage of bill H. R. 3022—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of E. Fox and 34 others, of Michigan, against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Mecosta County, Mich., against a 
paro impost law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
toa 

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Mary Schoske (previously referred to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions)—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of Hearthstone Club, of Lost 
Nation, Iowa, for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DENBY: Petition of Detroit Typographical Union, 
No. 18, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Henry B. Joy and 23 others, of Detroit, 


Mich., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the - 


Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of Frank Folsom, relative to 
sale of land of the Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians—to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. : 

Also, petition of the New York State Grange, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. : 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
against modification of the Chinese-exclusion law—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Dr. Edward G. Janeway et al., for the pure- 
food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. EDWARDS: Petition of Sloans Valley, Middlesboro, 
and Pineville councils, Junior Order United American Me- 
chanics, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. FLACK: Petition of Whallensburg (N. Y.) Grange, 
No. 954, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol - to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORDNEY: Petition of Fremont Grange, No. 831, for 
good roads—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Fremont Grange, No. 831, for a parcels-post 
law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also. petition of C. E. Messer et al., of Columbia, Mich., against 
bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: Petition of professors, strdents, 
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and employees of St. Meinrad’s. Educational Institution, oppos- 
ing bill H. R. T067—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of St. Meinrad, Ind., opposing bill 
H. R. 7067—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of D. C. Murray & Co., against 
a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Albion, III., for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Outer Belt Lodge, No. 474, Brotherhood of 
Railway Trainmen, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Robert S. Waddell, against the Du Pont 
powder trust—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GAINES of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of heirs of Thomas M. Dunn—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: Petition of Winifrede 
(W. Va.) Lodge, No. 19, Order United American Mechanics, fa- 
yoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: Petition of citizens of In- 
diana, against religious legislation—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Petition of George Borgfeldt & Co., 
and citizens of New York and vicinity, for relief for heirs of 
victims of General Slocum disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men’s Association, rela- 
tive to the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of J. M. Dresser, for passage of 
bill H. R. 5298—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of 112 citizens of Mountain View, 
Cal., against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Retail Clerks’ International Association, 
against bil? H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
of San Francisco, Cal., against bill H. R. 12973—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of Western Star Grange, No. 
309, of Albany, Oreg., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOGG: Petition of citizens of Colorado, against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee 
on the District of Columba. 

By, Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of citizens of Sergeant Bluff, 
Iowa, against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HULL: Concurrent resolution of the State of Iowa, 
for the pure-food law—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition- of citizens of Des Moines, Iowa, against bill 
H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HUNT: Petition of the Protective Tariff League, 
against tariff-schedule changes of any kind—to the Committee 

. on Ways and Means. 

Also, concurrent resolution of the Iowa assembly, relative to 
the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. JENKINS: Petition of citizens of River Falls, Wis., 
against religious legislation—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
T. J. H. Harris—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, resolution of Columbia (S. C.) Chamber of Commerce, 
relative to fast mail service—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, paper to accompany bill H. R. 9131—to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill H. R. 9132—to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Amanda McGoha— 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the Amalgamated Association of 
Street and Electric Railway Employees of America, Division 
No. 205, against bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Brownell Slate and Flagging Company, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Metropolitan Business College, favoring 
extension of second-class mailing privileges to commercial college 
journals—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Heywood Bros. & Wakefield Rattan Com- 


pany, for a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of 95 citizens of San Francisco, Cal, against 
bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KEIFER: Petition of N. E. Sammons and 56 other 
students of Springfield, Ohio, against bill H. R. 10510—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KELIHER: Petition of business firms of Boston, 
Mass., relative to seed distribution by the United States Gov- 
ernment—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of William C. Rich—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Frederick F. 
Schnake—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of S. K. Warrick and 35 others, of Alliance, 
Nebr., relative to irrigation loans—to the Committee on Irriga- 
tion of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. KINKAID: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, against a 
pe poet law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 

oa 

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of the chairman of the Arctic Club 
of New York, relative to bill H. R. 13931—to the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. LEE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Eliza A. 
Clay—to the Committee on War Calims. 

By Mr. LITTAUER: Petition of citizens of Saratoga, N. Y., 
against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Petition of the National Grange ot 
Maine, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Waldoboro, Bryant Pond, and 
Richmond, Me., against religious legislation—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MAHON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
Heff—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George W. Hol- 
land—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MINOR: Petition of citizens of Underhill, Door 
County, and Appleton, Wis., against religious legislation—to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of the Japanese and Korean 
Exclusion League, for the present Chinese-exclusion law—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of the William Brothers Company, 
of Wahoo, Nebr., and Hubert A. Johnson, against a parcels-post 
law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. OLCOTT: Petition of Canote Sprigg, of New York, 
for the pure-food bill—to the Committe on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, paper to aecompany bill for relief of Alma L, Wells (pre- 
viously referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions )—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. PARSONS: Petition of citizens of New York, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of National Granges, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 

Means. 

By Mr. POLLARD: Petition of citizens of College View, 
Nebr., against bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: Petition of Washington Camp, No. 204, 
Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring restriction of immi- 
gration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of S. D. Levan et al., favoring restriction of 
immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: Petition of Rural Council, No. 108, Order 
United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, for good roads legislation— 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans, 
for increase of pensions—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SHARTEL: Petition of the Association of Mexican 
War Veterans, for increase of pensions—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: Petition of Wicomico Council, 
No. 53, Junior Order United American Mechanics, fayoring re- 
striction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Mount Olivet Christian Endeavor So- 
ciety, of Warwick, against liquor selling in Government build- 
ings—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 
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Also, petition of citizens of Centerville, Md., against bills H. R. 
10510 and 3022—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of the Musicians’ Protective Asso- 
ciations of Meriden and New Haven, Conn., for bill H. R. 8748— 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the New Haven Medical Association, for bill 
S. 88, relative to pure food—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Cheshire (Conn.) Grange, for repeal of rev- 
enue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Bank of New England, of East 
Haddam, Conn., against bill H. R. 48—to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Central Labor Union of Hartford, Conn., 
ae to Chinese exclusion—to the Committee on Foreign Af- 

‘airs. - 

By Mr. STERLING: Petition of citizens of Bloomington, 
Il., against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, paper to accompany bill H. R. 15415—to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of the professors of the chem- 
ical department of the New Hampshire College of Agriculture 
and Carroll Grange, Qgsipee, N. H., for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of the New York State Grange, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Order of United Commercial Travelers, 
relative to amendment of the bankruptcy law—to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Ohio: Petition of Iron Molders’ Local 
Union No. 395, for the Chinese-exclusion law—to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, for a 
pee law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roa 

Also, petition of citizens of Minnesota, for repeal of revenue 
p on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. WEEMS: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of George 
E. O’Neale (previously referred to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions)—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
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WEDNESDAY, March 7, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. Hare. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s 
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. KEAN, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brow nina, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed 
the bill (S. 3288) to authorize the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany and the Pennsylvania and Newark Railroad Company, or 
their successors, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Delaware River. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
bill (S. 4128) permitting the building of a dam across the Red 
Lake River at or near the junction of Black River with said 
Red Lake River in Red Lake Ceunty, Minn., with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the bill (H. R. 14972) for the relief of tobacco growers, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon 
signed by the Vice-President: 

S. 1284. An act to provide for the appropriate marking of the 
graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Confederate army and 
navy who died in northern prisons and were buried near the 
prisons where they died, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of G. F. Tarbell; 

H. R. 8493. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie F. 
Sheffield ; 

H. R. 10080. An act to provide for sittings of the United States 
circuit and district courts of the southern district of Florida at 
the city of Miami, in said district; 

H. R. 10697. An act providing for the issuance of patents for 
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8 allotted to Indians under the Moses agreement of July 7, 
1883 ; 

H. R. 13542. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to lease land in Stanley County, S. Dak., for a buffalo pasture; 

H. R. 13673. An act to extend the provisions of the homestead 
laws to certain lands in the Yellowstone Forest Reserve; 

H. R. 13674. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend 
an act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws relating to 
the disposition of lands, and so forth, approved March 3, 1901,’ 
approved June 30, 1902 ;” 

H. R. 14344. An act for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin; 

H. R. 14589. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River; 

H. R. 14590. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across Cumber- 
land River. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. KEAN presented a petition of the Woman’s Club of Or- 
ange, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to estab- 
lish a children’s bureau in the Department of the Interior; 
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman’s Club of Ruther- 
ford, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to prevent 
the impending destruction of Niagara Falls on the American 
side by the diversion of the waters for manufacturing purposes; 
which was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and 
the Protection of Game. 

He also presented a memorial of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Bergen County, N. J., remonstrating against 
the repeal of the present Army canteen law; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of Lincoln Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Bergen County, N. J., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to regulate the manufacture of food products; 
which was referred to the Committee on Manufactures. 

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 248, Ameri- 
can Federation of Musicians, of Paterson, N. J., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to prehibit Government musicians from 
competing with civilian musicians; which was referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a memorial of the Petworth Citi- 
zens’ Association, of Washington, D. C., remonstrating against 
the enactment of legislation providing for the erection of any 
more high school buildings in the District of Columbia until 
after a sufficient number have been erected to give every child 
of school age a full day's instruction in the sixth grade; which 
was referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Columbia 
Heights, Mount Pleasant, and neighboring subdivisions of 
Washington, D. C., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
establish a park at the northwest corner of Fourteenth street and 
Columbia road, in that city; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Salt Lake City, Utah, praying for an investigation into the 
existing conditions in the Kongo Free State; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. RAYNER presented petitions of the Young People’s So- 
ciety of Christian Endeavor of Dickey Memorial Presbyterian 
Church, of Dickeyville; of the Young People’s Society of Chris- 
tian Endeavor of Salisbury; of the Young People's Society of 
Christian Endeavor of Oxford; of the Young People’s Society of 
Christian Endeavor of Woodsboro, and of the Lafayette 
Square Presbyterian Christian Endeavor Society, of Baltimore, 
all in the State of Maryland, praying for the enactment of 
legislation to protect State and county laws against outside 
nullifiers, and also to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquor in 
Soldiers’ Homes and all Government buildings; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of Delmar Division, No. 445, 
Order of Railway Conductors, of Delmar, Del., praying for the 
passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill“ and also the 
“ anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented petitions of Wicomico Council, No. 53, 
Junior Order of United American Mechanics, of Pittsville; of 
John R. Ness, Charles Shriver, and Joseph McGregor, of Bal- 
timore, all in the State of Maryland, praying for the enactment 
of legislation to restrict immigration; which were referred to 
the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented the memorials of John R. Ness, Charles 
Shriver, and Joseph McGregor, all of Baltimore, in the State of 
Maryland, remonstrating against the enactment of legislation 
to prohibit the coming of Chinese laborers into the United 
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States, and also against the repeal of the present Chinese-ex- 
clusion law; which were referred to the Committee on Immi- 
gration. 

Mr. HEYBURN presented a petition of the Indian Rights 
Association of Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the enactment of 
legislation granting separate statehood to the Indian Territory ; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. BURKETT presented the memorial of E. H. Dort, of 
Auburn, Nebr., remonstrating against the adoption of the rec- 
ommendation of the Postmaster-General regarding the parcels 
post; which was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and 
Post-Roads. 

He also presented the memorial of C. B. Thompson, of Au- 
burn, Nebr., remonstrating against the consolidation of third 
and fourth class mail matter; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented the petition of Dr. J. M. Meradith, of York, 
Nebr., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the bill to 
reorganize the corps of dental surgeons attached to the Medical 
Department of the Army; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

Mr. DICK. I present resolutions of the joint statehood con- 
vention assembled at Oklahoma City, Okla., July 12, 1905, fa- 
voring joint statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territories. I 
move that the resolutions be printed as a document, and that 
they lie on the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DICK. I present a petition of sundry citizens of Arizona, 
favoring joint statehood for New Mexico and Arizona, being an 
answer to the memorial of the opponents, which is known as 
Senate Document No. 216, Fifty-ninth Congress, first session. I 
moye that the petition be printed as a document and that it lie 
on the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DICK presented petitions of sundry citizens of Chaves 
County, N. Mex., and Santa Cruz, Apache, and Pima counties, 
Ariz., praying for the enactment of legislation providing joint 
or separate statehood for Arizona and New Mexico Territories; 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Bernalillo 
County, Valencia County, Santa Fe County, Silver City, Eddy 
County, Clayton, Springer, Lincoln County, San Juan County, 
Donna Ana County, Colfax County, McKinley County, Taos 
County, Socorro County, Otero County, Grant County, Roosevelt 
County, San Miguel County, Chaves County, of the city council 
of Santa Fe, and of the Commercial Club of Albuquerque, all in 
the Territory of New Mexico, praying for the enactment of leg- 
islation providing joint statehood for New Mexico and Arizona 
Territories; which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PENROSE presented a memorial of the South Side 
Branch of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of Pitts- 
burg, Pa., remonstrating against the repeal of the present anti- 
canteen law; which was referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 7 

Ile also presented a petition of the National Board of Trade, 
praying for the enactment of legislation providing for a reduc- 
tion in letter postage; which was referred to the Committee on 
Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Iie also presented a petition of the National Board of Trade, 
praying for the ratification of reciprocal trade relations with 
foreign countries; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the National Board of Trade, 
praying for the enactment of legislation giving protection to the 
American trade-mark; which was referred to the Committee on 
Patents. 

He also presented a petition of 76 citizens of Butler County, 
Pa., praying for the enactment of legislation to limit the effect 
of the regulation of commerce between the several States and 
Territories; which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. BACON, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4805) to prohibit aliens from 
taking or gathering sponges in the waters of the United States, 
reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report.thereon. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom -was 
referred the bill (H. R. 15583) to authorize the Madison Bridge 
Company to construct a bridge across the St. Francis River, in 
St. Francis County, Ark., at or near the town of Madison, in 
said connty and State, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. NELSON, from the Committee on Public Lands, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 10101) authorizing and directing 
the Secretary of the Interior to sell and convey to the State of 
Minnesota a certain tract of land situated in the county of 
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Dakota, State of Minnesota, reported it without amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (H. R. 10480) for the relief of certain settlers upon land 
within the indemnity limits of the present St. Paul, Minne- 
apolis and Manitoba Railway Company, reported it without 
amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. BRANDEGER, from the Committee on Forest Reserva- 
tions and the Protection of Game, to whom was referred the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 83) for a report, etc., upon the pres- 
ervation of Niagara Falls, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary the bill (S. 4872) to amend section 5153 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States. This was so evi- 
dently a mistake, as the bill has nothing to do with matters 
over which that committee has jurisdiction, that I ask leave to 
report it back with the request that the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary be discharged from its further consideration, and that it 
be referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That order will be made, in the 
absence of objection. 

PRESERVATION OF NIAGARA FALLS. 


Mr. FORAKER. I am instructed by the Committee on For- 
eign Relations to report back favorably without amendment the 
joint resolution (S. R. 24) authorizing @he President of the 
United States to invite the Government of Great Britain to 
join in the formation of an international commission to examine 
and report upon the diminution in yolume of water passing over 
the Falls of Niagara, and I ask for its present consideration. 

The Secretary read the joint resolution. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to ask the Senator reporting the 
joint resolution to make some statement as to the necessity of 
such a commission. 

Mr. FORAKER. The subject is a very important one. It 
is possible that the commission is larger than it need be. The 
Committee on Foreign Relations approyed the measure simply 
as it was introduced by the Senator from New York [Mr. 
PLATT]. There was no suggestion that there should be a less 
number of commissioners. Is it the Senator’s idea that the 
number of commissioners might be smaller? 

Mr. TELLER. What I want the Senator to direct our atten- 
tion to, if he will, is the necessity of such a commission and 
whether the committee have considered that question. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, no one in the Committee on 
Foreign Relations raised any question as to the propriety of 
the appointment of a commission, and I supposed that that was 
a very proper way, inasmuch as two governments are interested 
in the subject, to approach a consideration of it. I do not know 
in what other way we could act with efficiency in regard to the 
matter than through some sort of an arrangement of this char- 
acter. 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator will allow me to interrupt him, 
I am not finding any fault with the committee, but I want to 
know what necessity there is for any action on our part. 

Mr. FORAKER. Oh, Mr. President, I have been memorialized, 
as I supposed every other Senator had been who was a member 
of this body, for the last five or six months to the effect that 
something should be done to preserve Niagara Falls. I under- 
stand that the waters are being drawn off for electrical plants 
and other purposes to such an extent that the falls are likely 
to be entirely destroyed, practically so, at any rate, and that 
there is a pressing necessity that some steps should be taken to 
look into the matter, to investigate it, and determine what if 
anything should be done. I supposed that was a point we were 
all agreed about. I have assumed that the information given 
in these memorials was corfect. I expect I haye received 
a hundred of them, and I think every other Senator here has. 
I think if for commercial purposes or on any other account the 
falls are in any danger of being destroyed, we should take some 
steps to take action with respect to it if the action be necessary. 

I am just informed by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BRANDEGEE] that a joint resolution on this subject has passed the 
House and that it is now under consideration in the Committee 
on Forest Reservations and the Protection of Game. I was not 
familiar with that fact. He informs me also that there is a 
commission already in existence on whom it is proposed to de- 
volve this investigation. In view of this information, which I did 
not have the benefit of, and which no member of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations apparently had the benefit of, I will ask, 
if there is objection to the present consideration of the joint 
resolution, that it may go over until we look further into the 
matter. 7 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I wish to say merely a word. 
I was not aware that there was any bill which had passed the 
House. I was about to say that I thought if we had any control 
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of this matter we could exercise it without the assistance. of 
Great Britain, so far as our part of the river is concerned. I am 
myself inelined to think that it belongs to the State of New 
York to settle that question and not the General Government. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Chair understand the 
Senator from Ohio to withdraw his request for the present con- 
sideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. FORAKER. Is it understood that there is objection to 
its consideration? 

Mr. TELLER. I object to its present consideration. 

Mr. FRYE. Let it go to the Calendar. 

Mr. FORAKER. I ask that it may go to the Calendar, and I 
shall call it up at a subsequent time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. ‘The joint resolution will be placed 
on the Calendar. 

JOSE I. RODRIGUEZ. 

Mr. MORGAN, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, re- 
ported the following resolution; which, with the accompanying 
papers, was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby Is, 
authorized and directed to pay Jose I. Rodriguez the sum of $60 (for 
translating certain papers for the use of the Committee on Forel 
a) from the miscellaneous items of the contingent fund of the 

COURT AT EVANSTON, WYO. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am directed by the Committee 
on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill (S. 535) to 
amend and reenact section 1 of chapter 77 of volume 27 of the 
United States Statutes at Large, being An act to provide 
for a term of the United States circuit and district courts at 
Evanston, Wyo.,” approved May 23, 1892, to report it back 
favorably without amendment. It is a very short bill, and I 
ask for its present consideration. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. It proposes to amend and reenact the section so as 
to read as follows: 


That hereafter and until otherwise provided by law there shall be 
held 3 on the second Tuesday in July each year, a term of the 
circuit and district courts for the district of Wyom ng at the town of 
Evanston, in said district, sald term to be in addition to the terms 
now required by law to be held at the city of Cheyenne, in said district. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

FUEL IN ALASKA. 


Mr. WARREN. I am directed by the Committee on Military 
Affairs, to whom was referred the joint resolution (S. R. 40) 
nuthorizing the Secretary of War to sell to citizens of Nome, 
Alaska, limited quantities of coal for domestic uses, to report 
it favorably without amendment. It is a matter of six lines 
and will lead to no debate. I ask for its present consideration. 

The Secretary read the joint resolution. * 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wyoming asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the joint 
resolution just read. 

Mr. TELLER. If there is no debate, I shall not object. I 
will reserve the right to object if there is any debate on it. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE AT ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. PILES. I am directed by the Committee on Commerce, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 8103) to authorize the 
construction of a bridge between Fort Snelling Reservation and 
St. Paul, Minn., to report it favorably without amendment. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the considera- 
tion of the bill. 

Mr. SCOTT. I shall have to object at this time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made, and the bill goes 
to the Calendar. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Scorr] 
has given notice that he wishes to address the Senate this morn- 
ing. We are to vote on the statehood bill upon Friday, and there 
are several Senators who wish to speak on that bill. I wish to 
enter now an objection to any further business that does not 
properly belong to the morning hour in order to give the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia an opportunity to take the floor. 

Mr. FRYE. House bill 8103, reported by the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Pres], was reported from two committees in 
the House of Representatives—the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs and also the Committee on Interstate Commerce. It was 
referred here to the Committee on Commerce, and we, on con- 


sidering it, did not regard it as necessary to send it to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs and authorized that it be reported 
favorably from the Committee on Commerce. It is a bridge bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the Cal- 
endar. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4924) to incorporate 
The Washington Auditorium Company; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 4925) to amend the act ap- 
proved March 6, 1896, relating to the anchorage and movements 
of vessels in St. Marys River; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. CULBERSON (by request) introduced a bill (S. 4926) 
for the relief of Etienne De P. Bujac; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Claims, 

Mr. RAYNER (for Mr. Gorman) introduced a bill (S. 4927) 
for the relief of the heirs of Edmund Wolf; which was read 
twice by its gitle, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. RAYNER introduced the following bills; which were sey- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4928) granting a pension to Charles M. Snyder; 


and 

A bill (S. 4929) granting an increase of pension to Cammil- 
lers R. Cassell. 

Mr. STONE. I present a petition of the Association of Mexi- 
can War Veterans of Missouri, praying for an increase of their 
service pension. I introduce a bill to increase their pensions 
and ask that it be referred to the Committee on Pensions for 
its consideration, accompanied by the petition. 

The bill (S. 4930) to increase the pension of Mexican war 
survivors to $20 per month was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying petition, referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. FORAKER introduced a bill (S. 4931) for the relief of 
James W. Jones; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. ; 

A bill (S. 4932) granting an increase of pension to Mary H. 


Stacy ; 

A bill (S. 4933) granting an increase of pension to Abraham 
M. Kauffman (with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4934) granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Bookman (with an accompanying paper); 

A bill (S. 4935) granting a pension to Henry P. Will (with an 
accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4936) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Grell (with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4937) granting an increase of pension to John Reece 
(with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4938) granting an increase of pension to Charles W. 
Abbott (with accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 4939) granting an increase of pension to Gerritt S. 
Nichols (with accompanying papers). 

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 4940) to increase the 
limit of cost for the purchase of site for a public building at 
Washington, Pa.; which was read twice by its title, and, with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Publie 
Buildings and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4941) to correct the military rec- 
ord of Nathaniel Andrews; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 4942) for the relief of the 
widow and next of kin of John A. Stephens, deceased; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Claims, 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4948) for the relief of the widow 
and heirs of John A. Stephens, deceased; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Claims, 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4944) to authorize the 
Washington and Marlboro Electric Railway Company, of Mary- 
land, to extend its line into the District of Columbia; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

JAMESTOWN TERCENTENNIAL EXPOSITION. 

Mr. PENROSE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 4368) to authorize the United 
States Government to participate in the Jamestown Tercen- 


tennial Exposition, on the shores of Hampton Roads, in Norfolk 
County, Va., in the year 1907, and to appropriate money in aid 
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therecf; which was referred to the Select Committee on In- 
dustrial Expositions, and ordered to be printed. 


COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION LANDS. 


Mr. PILES submitted the following concurrent resolution; 
which was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 


Resslved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That the Secretary of the Senate be authorized, in the enrollment of 
the bill (S. 4229) to authorize the sale and 1 of surplus 
or unalloted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, in 
the State of Washington, and for other purposes, to change the words 
“section seven" to “section six” where they occur in line 40, page 3, 
of the enrolled bill. 


DAM ACROSS RED LAKE RIVER, MINNESOTA. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 4128) 
permiting the building of a dam across the Red Lake River at 
or near the junction of Black River with said Red Lake River, 
in Red Lake County, Minn., which was, on page 3, line 13, to 
strike out the words “ two years” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “ one year.” 

Mr. NELSON. I move that the amendment made by the 
House of Representatives be concurred in. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
B. F. Barnes, one of his secretaries, announced that the Presi- 
dent had approved and signed the following act and joint 
resolution: 

On March 5: 

S. 4482. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
the construction of a bridge across the Cumberland River at or 
near Carthage, Tenn.” 

On March 7: 

S. R. 32. Joint resolution instructing the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to make examination into the subject of railroad 
discriminations and monopolies in coal and oil, and report on 
the same from time to time. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 


H. R. 14972. An act for the relief of tobacco growers, was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Finance. 


- RAILROAD DISCRIMINATIONS AND MONOPOLIES. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read, referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, and 
ordered to be printed : 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I have signed the joint resolution “instructing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to make examinations into the subject of railroad 
discriminations and monopolies in coal and oil, and report on the same 
from time to time.” I have signed it with hesitation, because in the 
form in which it was passed it achieves very little and may achieve 
nothing, and it is highly undesirable that a resolution of this kind 
shall become law in such form as to give the impression of 5 
that is, of pretending to do something which really is not done. ut 
after much hesitation I concluded to si. the resolution, because its 
defects can be remedied by legislation, which I hereby ask for; and it 
must be understood that unless this subsequent legislation is granted 
the present resolution must be mainly, and may be entirely, inoperative. 

Before specifying what this legislation is, I wish to call attention to 
one or two preliminary facts. In the first place, a part of the investi- 
gation requested by the House of Representatives in the resolution 
ones gp February 15, 1905, relating to the oil industry, and a further 

art having to do with the anthracite coal industry has been for some 
ime under investigation by the Department of Commerce and Labor. 
These investigations, I am informed, are approaching completion, and 
before Congress adjourns I shall submit to you the preliminary reports 
of these inyestigations. Until these reports are completed the Inter- 
state Commerce. Commission could not endeayor to carry out so 
much of the resolution of Congress as refers to the ground thus 
already covered without running the risk of seeing the two investiga- 
tions conflict, and therefore render each other more or less nugatory. 
In the second place, I call your attention to the fact that if an investl. 
gation of the nature proposed in this joint resolution is thoroughly and 
effectively conducted, it will result in giving immunity from criminal 
prosecution to all persons who are called, sworn, and constrained by 
compulsory process of law to testify as witnesses, though of course 
such immunity from 8 is not given to those from whom 
statements or information merely, in contradistinction to sworn testi- 
mony, is obtained. That is not at all to say that such Investigations 
should not be undertaken. Publicity can by itself often accomplish 
extraordinary results for good, and the court of public judgment may 
secure such results where the courts of law are powerless. There 
are many cases where an Investigation securing complete publicity 
about abuses and giving Congress the material on which to proceed in 
the enactment of laws is more useful than a criminal prosecution can 
possibly be; but it should not be provided for by law without a clear 
understanding that it may be an alternative instead of an additional 
remedy—that Is, that to carry on the 8 mag serve as a 

to the successful prosecution of the offenses disclosed. he official body 
directed by Congress to make the 5 must, of course, carry 
out its direction, and therefore the direction should not be given with- 
out full appreciation of what it means. 

But the direction contained in the joint resolution which I have 
signed will remain almost inoperative unless money is provided to carry 
out the investigations In question, and unless the Commission in car- 
rying them out is authorized to administer oaths and compel the at- 
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tendance of witnesses. As the resolution now is, the Commission, 
which is very busy with its legitimate work and which has no extra 
money at its disposal, would be able to make the investigation only in 
the most partial and unsatisfactory manner, and, moreover, it is ques- 
tionable whether it could, under this resolution, administer oaths at 
all or compel the attendance of witnesses. If this power were disputed 
by the parties investigated, the investigation would be held up for a 
year or two until the courts passed upon it, in which case, during the 
period of waiting, the Commission could only investigate to the extent 
and in the manner already provided under its organic law, so that the 
passage of the resolution would have achieved no good result whatever. 

I accordingly recommend to Congress the serious consideration of 
just what they wish the Commission to do and how far they wish it 
to go, having in view the pominie incompatibility of conducting an 
investigation like this and of also proceeding criminally in a court of 
law, and, furthermore, that a suficient sum, say $50,000, be at once 
added to the current appropriation for the Commission so as to enable 
them to do the work indicated in a thorough and complete manner; 
while at the same time the power is explicitly conferred upon them to 
administer oaths and compel the attendance of witnesses in making 
the investigation in question, which covers work quite apart from their 
usual duties. It seems unwise to api oe an investigation by a com- 
mission and then not to furnish either the full legal power or the 
— em „ both of which are necessary to render the investigation 
effective. 


Tun Wurrn House, March 7, 1906. 
REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask that what is commonly 
known as the “ railroad rate bill” be laid before the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read by its title. 

The SECRETARY. A bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 
1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the subjèct that has been upper- 
most in the minds of the masses of the people of this country 
for some time has been this great question of railroad rate legis- 
lation. Senators have been criticised for not promptly concur- 
ring and passing some kind of a rate bill without giving it care- 
ful and mature deliberation. I believe that it is the desire of 
every member of this body to enact a law that will be for the 
greatest good to the greatest number of people, and in order to 
aecomplish that I feel it is the duty of every man to give this 
question careful investigation and conscientious thought. And 
in line with this belief I have, since last October, given as much 
careful study to this question as it is possible for me with my 
limited capacity to do. That there are railroad evils to be rem- 
edied, I for one shall not deny. That many complaints made 
against these corporations are just, I shall not gainsay. As a 
consequence we have had before this body, as well as the House 
of Representatives, many measures presenting as many methods 
of relief. Of these I shall not speak. I desire only to address 
myself to the theory advanced by many reformers—that of gov- 
ernment ownership or control. In this connection I want to state 
that I place under the head of government ownership the control 
of rates by the Government; for while the two propositions 
may differ somewhat, it is a difference in degree, not in quality. 
Neither shall I attempt to discuss the authority of Congress to 
control in any way the operations of the railroads of this 
country. I shall content myself with the fact that it has ex- 
ercised such power in the past, and is now asked to exercise 
the same power in a greater degree than ever before. 

From an intimate relationship with railroads as a shipper 
for nearly thirty years, I have given this subject my considera- 
tion. As a Senator of the United States I have tried to study 
the subject of government control from the broader standpoint 
of the roads and all shippers. As a consequence, I am forced 
to the conclusion; from every standpoint, that the roads are 
better able to fix rates in accordance with the laws of trade 
than a government. 

As was stated more clearly and more eloquently than I can 
possibly hope to do by the senior Senator from Massachusetts 
in his address opening the debate in the Senate on this subject, 
the working of government ownership of railroads and the 
control of rates are open to the inspection of all, as both exist. 
A careful study of the railroad situation in the countries where 
government control obtains—aye, a superficial examination— 
will show to anyone the evils resulting from the system and 
force the belief that governments can not make railway rates 
that will meet the needs of expanding trade and industry. 

The study of railway transportation in this country is the 
examination into the workings of trade and commerce in the 
greatest and richest market of the world. It is a review of the 
history of the last half century of our country, of her maryel- 
ous growth, her wonderful transformation and her magnificent 
prosperity. While the tariff has been the wall which has 
bounded our land, the railroads have been the means of nearly 
annihilating space. The tariff furnished the occasion and the 
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railroads cemented the States into one—from a commercial 
standpoint. And this fact should be borne in mind in determir- 
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ing the influence, the rights, and the future of the railroads. It 
should not, it must not, be forgotten that the railroads have 
welded the country into one; that the railroads have made it pos- 
sible for the products of one section to be the home products 
of all; that the railroads have been able to stamp out the mon- 
strous doctrine of natural adyantage—the advantage of loca- 
tion; that the railroads have with their radiations joined the 
North, the South, the Bast, the West into one grand whole of 
commerce, with a center everywhere. 

It would seem that such a benefactor as the railroad has been 
should be accepted as such and treated as such. But- human 
nature is human nature, the same to-day as it was over one hun- 
dred years ago when the Constitution was adopted. The same 
to-day as it ever has been in all the past, ready to criticise, 
ready to find fault, ready to cry out. ‘Trading between indi- 
viduals is the same as trading between communities, as the 
latter is the same as trading between countries; any difference 
lies only in amount. In each case the individual, the commu- 
nity, the country seeks the greatest adyantage. The loser is the 
one who objects, who complains, who at last cries out. The 
force of his outcry depends on the number of voices which echo 
it, and it may finally lead to serious results. Nor does it matter 
whether his complaint be founded on justice—if he can com- 
plain loud enough others will take up the cry without examin- 
ing into its merits. So it can, easily be seen how a shipper 
thinking himself unfairly treated by a railroad, a community 
fearing itself unfairly handled, a locality judging itself dis- 
criminated against, may clamor for redress when the general 
good of all the individuals, of all the communities, of all the 
localities comprising the country has been best advanced. This 
is the doctrine of the greatest goon: for the greatest number, and 
this doctrine must never be lost sight of in trying to justly 
serve the pple and justly handle the railroads. 

The individual and the community or the locality stand for 
the classes of railroad discrimination which are charged; per- 
sonal discriminations, the discrimination in favor of- localities, 
and, as a consequence of these two, the fairness of the rates 
themselves. Of these I desire to speak in their inverse order. 

First, as to the reasonableness of rates themselves. No un- 
reasonable rates—that is, rates extortionate of themselves—seem 
to exist in this country now. There is but little complaint on 
this point. In the annual report of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission for 1808 this statement is made: 

It is true, as often asserted, that comparatively few of our railway 
rates are unreasonable in and of themselyes—that is, without reference 
to other charges made by the same carrier, or to those of other car- 
riers. ° The cases are exccedingly rare in which unreason- 
ableness has been found merely from the amount of the rate itself as 
laid upon the particular traffic and the distance it was carried. 

In March, 1898, the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission testified that the question of excessive railroad 
charges— 
that is to say, railroad rates which in and of themselyes are extortion- 
ate—is pretty much an obsolete question. 

It is true, though, that much discussion has arisen concerning 
the increase in railway freight charges made by the railway 
companies in the past year or two. And there has been a fear 


held by many that there is danger lest recent consolidations - 


have raised charges. There is still the further fear that con- 
solidations in the future may finally lead to absolute monopolies 
and extortionate rates. But this is a subject which belongs to 
another aspect of the case, and which Congress has taken in 
hand in other laws which it has passed. The life of commerce 
in this country, as well as others, must find its very existence in 
competition. Should railroads by merger attempt to limit com- 
petition and thereby lessen the opportunities for commerce, I, 
for one, would insist on radical action. 

Having thus shown that it is the general belief that railroad 
rates are reasonable, I come to the next point, the charge of 
the existence of discrimination in rates in favor of localities, 
and this really is the subject proper. Briefiy stated, the ques- 
tion is whether the Government should exercise the power to 
prescribe railway rates for the purpose of guaranteeing the 
relative reasonableness of the rates made by the railways 
leading from rival purchasing and distributing centers to com- 
mon markets and to riyal markets. There is but one way of 
approaching this question, and that is along the path of 
experience to the field of results. 

Europe being composed of older countries than the United 
States gives an opportunity of studying the railroad proposition 
from the standpoint of a populated and developed territory, 
while the experience of the United States and Australia will 
show the results from the standpoint of new and developing 
Jands. Naturally the railroads found in Europe a developed 
commerce. 
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Highways had been built connecting cities, over which the 
local traffic of that part of the world was largely carried. The 
rivers were made use of, and thus commerce was carried be- 
tween various cities and various commercial and trading cen- 
ters. From necessity “natural advantage — the advantage 
of location—was the basis of supremacy. The city which had a 
Seaport or a water communication of some kind was favored 
above all others. It became the home of the trader and the 
shipper; it was the point of concentration from which the high- 
ways led into the interior and to less fortunately situated 
cities and towns. From the beginning the railroads were forced 
to make low rates to towns with water transportation in order 
to meet the water competition. To interior points, which before 
this had been reached only by the public highways, higher rates 
were made, and as a consequence there was a public outcry 
against discrimination. Various local interests, which were 
fighting each other for local supremacy, held that the only 
remedy for the discrimination complained of was government 
ownership of the railroads, and Prussia, in 1879, took the first 
step toward this end. In a short time all the private rail- 
roads of the German Empire were bought by the Government 
and the experiment of a government making rates was begun 
on a fixed scheme of charges which imposed a terminal charge 
for loading and unloading, combined with a haulage charge of 
a fixed sum per ton-mile; and in no country has the system been 
carried to such an extent, tested in every way. 

For example, upon raw materials there is a terminal charge 
plus haulage charge of nine-tenths of a cent per ton-mile for dis- 
tances up to 623 miles, and a trifle over three-fourths of a cent 
for every mile beyond that limit. By this system of distance 
rates Germany was not only to solve the discrimination problem, 
but at the same time was to develop each section of the Empire 
and decentralize the trade of the country. The centralization 
of trade was one of the complaints made by the public at large— 
that is, that the trade of the country was centered in a few 
cities. By a distance or mileage rate scheme each town would 
have its own rate, which was to be fair and only for the dis- 
tance hauled. In this manner the large and strong cities were 
to give up some of their trade and population, and the interior 
of the Empire was to be developed. It is my purpose to ahow 
briefly whether this result has been obtained. 

Broadly speaking, after twenty-five years of experiment and 
trial, the situation in Germany as regards discrimination and 
the centralization of trade and commerce has changed only for 
the worse. The scheme has been a failure; commerce and 
trade have more effectually been centered in certain favored 
cities than eyer before and discrimination has been increased 
instead of decreased. Sectional interests and trade interests 
are at swords’ points concerning the preservation of established 
trade and industry, and use any means to prevent that increase 
of competition between rival purchasing and distributing cen- 
ters, which was inevitably good with the development of long- 
distance traffic. Railroad rates are in politics. No great State 
measure in the German Empire can be carried through without 
a coalition of discordant interests on the railroad question. So 
bitter is the feeling, so intense the rivalry, that the German Goy- 
ernment has been forced to go into the canal-building business 
on a most extensive scale; has been forced to grant export 
bounty duties, levy import duties, and in every way possible try 
to placate diverging and sectional interests. Virtually, freight 
or traflic barriers have been built around section after section of 
that Empire, until each section stands to-day by itself, fighting 
for commercial interests. 

As an illustration of the centralization of trade, the iron and 
steel business can be taken. The Rhur district and the Saar 
district produce, respectively, 39 and 36 per cent of the pig-iron 
product in Germany. In a word, they are iron producers of 
equal importance, Yet, so far as trade depends on railways, the 
Saar district is almost shut out from northern, central, and 
eastern Germany, while, on the other hand, it has practically 2 
monopoly of the iron and steel trade with southern German and 
Switzerland. The reverse is true of the province of Silesia, 
which has a monopoly of the trade of that province, parts of 
east Prussia, and the foreign territory lying immediately to the 
east of Silesia. 

In this way the iron and steel trade of Germany is appor- 
tioned to these three producing and distributing centers. Many 
efforts have been made to have the railway rates lowered be- 
tween these great producing centers, but they have been unsuc- 
cessful. The Government has claimed that a reduction in 
rates given to one interest or locality must be followed by 
counterbalancing reductions to others. As a result of this re- 
fusal to lower transportation charges and the inability of these 
three districts to interchange ores it is estimated by one of 
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the foremost authorities of the German iron and steel indus- 
tries that the transportation charges constitute 28 per cent of 
the total cost of iron making in that Empire, as against 10 per 


cent in Great Britain, Germany’s principal competitor. This 
same condition applies to the traffic in all other bulky and com- 
paratively low-priced articles of trade, and has done much to 
make more sectional than ever the sections of Germany. 

Then, too, the effect of the mileage rate on cities is shown 

in the example of Bremen and Stettin. Prior to 1877, under 
the private ownership of railroads, Bremen had a virtual monop- 
oly of supplying Germany with petroleum imported from the 
United States, but now, owing to the cheap water transporta- 
tion, Hamburg has captured all that trade and the railroad de- 
partment is powerless with its inelastic rates, and Bremen must 
suffer. Bremen is as near the center of the beet-sugar indus- 
try as Hamburg, but it has practically no export sugar trade, 
because the railroad is powerless to aid in meeting the rates of 
the river vessels. Stettin is the only Prussian port of im- 
portance, and it has of late years been losing trade to Ham- 
burg, and the Government is powerless to keep up the business 
of its one port by reduced freight charges, But it seeks to 
remedy this condition by the building of canals at an immense 
expense, and this is the only remedy that Germany has found 
for its present vexatious problem of freight transportation and 
the centralizing of trade in a few cities. This agency may be, 
and is, a greater evil than those complained of under the private 
ownership of railroads, for it has increased local jealousies and 
made discriminations in favor of cities and districts more posi- 
tive than ever shown by a private railroad. And as these rivers 
are deepened and the canals widened to float larger vessels the 
discrimination in favor of the cities and the districts reached 
becomes more marked and more cruel. 

It might be interesting for a moment to glance at the condi- 
tion of the railway properties of Germany from an effective 
standpoint. They have not advanced in capacity to handle 
trade, in roadbed, or in any other way in which the modern 
railroads of America have grown to be such marvels of me- 
chanical genius. So it is not strange that the State railroads of 
Germany have done little toward helping that country to adjust 
itself to the general world-wide fall of prices. Professor Meyer, 
in his work on railway rates, states, on German and American 
authority, that in Germany for the entire period of 1880 to 1899 
prices fell 17.6 per cent and railway charges 14.7 per cent. In 
the United States, however, prices fell 24.3 per cent and rail- 
way charges 41.7 per cent. 

It is true that in the matter of personal discrimination the 
German Government has been fairly successful in limiting it 
upon railways. Indeed, in the American sense of the term there 
is no personal discrimination effected by means of secret rates. 
But the Government found upon taking charge of the private 
railways that certain commodities were given a special or 
preferential rate, and it has increased these to such an extent 
that it is estimated that 80 per cent of the freight of the Empire 
is carried by these rates. 

This brief review of the situation In Germany shows that the 
government ownership of railroads and the government making 
of railroad rates has failed in the two most important features— 
the decentralizing of trade and the abolishing of discrimina- 
tion. In a word, we find that the commercial freedom of trade 
intercourse within the borders of the German Empire is far 
from what it would have been had the making of railroad rates 
been based upon the economic principles of the demands of 
trade. 

A similar condition exists in Austria-Hungary; and in Austria- 
Hungary and the Danubian provinces local jealousies and local 
rates have made it almost impossible for the products of these 
countries to compete anywhere. So it is in Russia. The great 
Siberian region could be opened up, as was the great West of 
this country, for wheat growing. The wheat growers of Siberia 
would use the manufactured articles of southern Russia; but 
the wheat growers of Russia whose lands lie between Siberia 
and the Baltic or Black Sea object on the ground of nearness. to 
markets; as a result there is but little wheat grown in Siberia. 
In Russia, as in Germany, hard and fast rates have driven 
transportation to the waterways, and thus increased the discrim- 
ination in favor of natural locations. 

Australia shows a different aspect. There the several rail- 
ways compete on a mileage rate for the traffic of the great wool- 
producing center of Australia—the Riverina, It would be an 
easy matter for the railway managers to agree upon a division 
of the Riverina, but the government will not permit it; as a 
consequence the trade and commerce of the government of 
Australia centers in the three towns of Melbourne, Sydney, and 
Adelaide. There are no small basing or distributing centers 
scattered throughout the country. For example, when the rail- 


roads of Victoria were extended to Ballarat, 100 miles in the 


interior, that town had a considerable wholesale trade, but this 
was lost on the mileage-distance scheme when the railroad was 
farther extended. As a consequence there is an extraordinary 
concentration of ‘the people of Australia in a few cities, and 
these cities make the laws of a country whose resources are 
mainly agricultural and pastoral. But a more comprehensive 
review of the entire situation is found in an interview given 
by Gen. H. C. Corbin, of our Army, published in the Army and 
Navy Journal of February 24, 1906. He had just returned from 
a trip to New Zealand and Australia, and in speaking of the 
former country, said: 

The government owns all the railroads, life and fire insurance, tele- 
2 as well as telegraph lines; savings banks are the property of 

government: yet the railroad rates and fares are much greater than 
in the United States. This is also true in Australia, where all the 
railroads are owned and operated by the state. In neither is the 
service anything like as g as at home. 

Having thus briefly outlined the situation as my investigation 
has led me to find it in Europe and Australia, I come to the 
situation in the United States, where there has been full sway to 
competition of commercial forces. What is the result? The 
most expeditious and efficient system of railroad transportation 
of any nation of the earth; a system that has a mileage which 
has increased from 76,808 miles in 1876 to 217,250 miles on 
January 1, 1906—an increase of 182 per cent; a system that in 
1882 carried 360,490,375 tons of freight and in 1904 carried 
1,275,821,607—an increase of 254 per cent; a system that as a 
result of improvement in railway equipment, etc., is vastly more 
efficient than that of eyen twenty years ago; a system that has 
decreased the average rate for carrying freight from 1.24 cents 
per ton-mile in 1882 to 0.77 of a cent per ton-mile in 1904—a cut 
of 38 per cent; a system which has decreased the rate per ton 
charge from 1887 to 1905 24 per cent. Compared with the expe- 
rience of Germany this should, in my opinion, settle forever the 
result of government rate making. It will be proper, however, 
and perhaps enlightening to study somewhat in detail the con- 
ditions which have produced these results. 

The civil war left the various industries of the United States 
in a most unsettled condition. The great wave of immigration 
from 1867 to 1873 and the great panic of the latter year led to a 
most wonderful change of population and most remarkable 
migration to the cheap farming lands of the West. The great 
grain-growing and wheat-raising States west of Pennsylvania 
increased their area under corn and wheat by 89,000,000 
acres—the equivalent of 70 per cent of the increase of the area 
under crops of all kinds in the United States. At once the 
economic conditions of the country were faced with the prob- 
lem of consuming the wheat that was being raised in this won- 
derful new development of the West. So far did this great 
American granary lie from the Atlantic seaboard that it was 
held that the distance alone would preclude its exportation to 
Hurope. More wheat was being raised than could be consumed 
in the East, and nothing but ruin stared the western farmer, the 
eastern farmer, and the eastern manufacturer in the face. But 
the competition of the railroads, competition based on the de- 
mands of trade and not on the hard and fast lines of a govern- 
ment mileage rate, solved this problem. 

In the development of this great western section people and 
localities suffered, but the progress went on—the greatest good 
for the greatest number. The courts were hampered with peti- 
tions that the rates on grain be fixed on a mileage basis, since 
any other adjustment of rates destroyed the advantage of prox- 
imity to market. The protestants failed to appreciate that the 
commerce of the United States was growing outside of State 
limits, that the manufacturers of the Eastern States would have 
a market in the great West for their products, and that the 
whole was being far advanced. Judging from European ex- 
perience, which I have tried to point out, had they been suc- 
cessful the buffalo to-day might still be roaming through the 
wild grass of the West, and the trade of this country centered 
in a few cities of natural location. 

This development was brought about by discrimination, or, in 
other words, by the demands of trade. As late as 1868 the Erie 
Canal dominated the grain situation and directed the bulk of 
this traffic to New York City. By 1874 the Pennsylvania and 
the Baltimore and Ohio railroads had reacked Chicago and com- 
menced a series of rate wars with the New York Central to 
secure to each of them a share on the shipments of grain to 
Europe. But the ocean freights between Philadelphia and Bal- 
timore and Europe were necessarily higher than the ocean 
freights between New York and Europe, therefore the railway 
charges between Philadelphia and Baltimore and the interior 
had to be, and still must be, lower than the railway charges 
between New York and the interior. These two roads were 
finally successful in securing a differential which enabled them 
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to handle grain in competition with New York. That arrange- 
ment did not suit New York then, and does not suit her now. 
She claims the right of natural advantage, has petitioned Con- 
gress time after time, and has been opposed to the differential 
ever since. On a hard and fast system of mileage rate—such 
rates as Germany has—New York would to-day handle the 
bulk of the grain trade. 

Consequent upon this rate war is another illustration of the 
benefit of competition based upon the demands of trade. In 
1870 the interior cities of the country solicited Congress to au- 
thorize the transportation of imported goods in bond from the 
Atlantic ports to Chicago, St. Louis, Cincinnati, Memphis, and 
other cities. The railroads were able to haul these goods at 
moderate rates, since they gave an opportunity to load the empty 
cars which had carried the grain east. As a result of favorable 
action by Congress, these interior cities began a career as dis- 
tributing points and captured a great part of the jobbing trade 
that had formerly gone to the larger Atlantic cities. This sys- 
tem aided in the inevitable result of the growth of population 
and wealth in the interior. The jobbing trade of the Atlantic 
cities was not satisfied with this competition and complained. 
It is not satisfied with it to-day, but the greatest good to the 
greatest number has been obtained. 

This competition which has built up this great western terri- 
tory in every case protects each section. There are ten great 
concentrating grain markets from which radiate roads in all 
directions, The traffic is watched from day to day and a rate 
war is the final arbitrator of differences that can not otherwise 
be settled. So in every case the rates are a compromise be- 
tween rival interests. As a compromise they perhaps please 
no one, but they are for the general good, and are the result 
of free, unhampered trade competition. 

I desire, Mr. President, at some little length to call attention 
to the study of one more of the discriminations of the railroads 
which has decentralized trade in this country and established 
distributing points of importance all over the land—the basing- 
point system. This is a system which the long and short haul 
of the interstate-commerce act was, in the opinion of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, to do away with. The Commission 
itself admits that the system has been a material benefit in 
some cases, (Holdskom v. Michigan Central Railroad Company 
et al.) It admitted that the system resulted in cheaper prices 
for the people, and that no near-by city was injured, but yet it 
holds that it is not right. That the system has decentralized 
trade is further shown by the action of several State railroad 
commissions. all bearing testimony to this effect. 

My attention was called a few days ago to an article in the 
Review of Reviews, written by Mr. D. K. Redmonds, editor of 
the Baltimore Manufacturers’ Record, showing the astonishing 
growth and development of the South. I desire to use a few of 
his figures to illustrate the point I am now discussing. Between 
1880 and 1905 the South increased the number of its cotton 
spindles from 667,000 to 9,205,000 and the consumption of cotton 
in its mills from 225,000 to 2,163,000 bales. To appreciate these 
figures it must be remembered that New England and all the 
country outside of the South in 1880 consumed 1,350,000 bales, or 
six times as much as the South, and in 1905, 2,282,900 bales, or 
but a few thousand bales more than the South. In its 777 mills 
the South has $225,000,000 invested, and the room for the expan- 
sion of this industry is limited only by the South’s inability to 
supply labor and capital. Of her coal and iron developments the 
mind of man can scarcely grasp the full conception. The South 
has a total of 62,957 square miles of rich coal lands against a 
combined total for Great Britain and Germany of 12,600 square 
miles. In timber also the wealth of the South is fabulous and 
practically untouched, and on top of all comes the South’s agri- 
cultural productions, with a total value of $1,750,000,000, of 
which cotton furnished about $600,000,000. It includes also 
496,000,000 pounds of tobacco and 2,500,000 barrels of sugar. 

All this great development, Mr. President, has been accom- 
plished by the aid of the basing system, which results from the 
competition between the railways themselyes, between the rail- 
ways and the coast vessels, and between the railways and the 
river steamers. I can not do better at this point than to repro- 
duce the description of the method of the adjustment of rates 
under this basing system made before the Industrial Commission 
by Mr. M. C. Markham, assistant traffic manager of the Illinois 
Central Railroad. Mr. Markham stated that the Mississippi 
River fixed the rates between New Orleans and St. Louis. He 
then added that while Mobile, situated 140 miles east of the Mis- 
sissippi River, had not the competition of a river to force down 
railroad rates it had railroads which were interested in ena- 
bling Mobile merchants and manufactureres to compete in 
common markets with the merchants and manufacturers of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3443 


New Orleans. One hundred and eighty miles farther to the 
northeast lie Montgomery and Selma, trade centers on the Ala- 
bama River. 

The railroads reaching Montgomery and Selma had no inter- 
est in New Orleans or Mobile, and tried to get all the traffic 
they could to and from Montgomery and Selma by putting these 
towns on a fair plane respecting rates with Mobile and New 
Orleans. Still farther inland lie Meridian and Jackson, Miss., 
Birmingham and Gadsden, Ala., and Chattanooga, Tenn., on the 
one side, and Columbus, Rome, Atlanta, Athens, Macon, and 
Augusta, Ga., and other towns of importance, on the other side, 
all asking of the railroads which served them such rates as 
would enable them to do business in common territory in com- 
petition with New Orleans, Mobile, Montgomery, and Selma, as 
well as in competition with one another. 

In the same way Galveston, 360 miles west of New Orleans, 
had no river advantages, but the railroads serving it enabled 
its merchants and manufacturers to compete in northern com- 
mon markets with New Orleans merchants and manufacturers. 
The adjustment of rates the Galveston roads had to make for 
that purpose ultimately was extended to the outlying and inter- 
mediate towns between Galveston and the Missouri River and 
between Galveston and the Mississippi River north of Vicks- 
burg, all of which had to have the concessions which the forces 
of trade warranted. 

Finally, the low rates made by the railways from St. Louis 
to Memphis and New Orleans on account of the Mississippi 
River had to be met by the railroads from Chicago, Cincinnati, 
and many other points, in order to enable the industries of the 
last-named cities to hold their own with the industries of St. 
Louis. In this way, said Mr. Markham, the low rates which 
were made in the first instance to meet the competition of the 
Mississippi River finally were extended, wholly or in part, to 
the entire northern, southern, and southwestern portions of the 
United States. 

It must be plain to every hearer that the consumer was finally 
the man who profited, for by this working of competition it is 
the consumer who gained by this vast basing system. 

In addition to decentralizing trade, and in that way building 
up various wholesale interests all over the country, the principle 
of making low rates to competitive points has been a great 
economy in the interest of transportation. Freight that moves 
in large quantities and at regular interyals is handled much 
more cheaply than freight which comes in small and intermit- 
tent quantities. Were there no basing points freight would 
have to be carried over long distances from the source of supply 
in comparatively small and irregularly flowing quantities. The 
establishment of these basing points has made the railroads of 
the United States what they are to-day. To meet the efforts of 
their rivals, roads have been forced into large expenditures for 
the betterment of their lines, in their rolling stock, and all other 
things relative thereto. With rates fixed to competitive points 
and on a low basis the Baltimore and Ohio road, for instance, 
has been forced within the past five or six years to enter into a 
most expensive system of roadbed, straightening out curves, 
the laying of heavier rails, the purchase of greater power 
locomotives and heayy rolling stock. 

And the example of the Baltimore and Ohio is only an illus- 
tration of what other roads have done. Had not the railroads 
of this country been permitted to avail themselves of the 
economies of the basing-point system their growth would have 
been much slower. To illustrate this point further, a glance 
at the Australian system will aid. There, as I have shown be- 
fore, there is no basing-point system. In 1902 the average train 
load in New South Wales was 66 tons and in South Australia 69 
tons. Such loads mean high running expenses, and are ridic- 
ulous when compared with the hauling capacity of a modern 
American railroad. 

It is unnecessary to illustrate this system further. The story 
of the distribution over the West of the merchandise and manu- 
factures of the East is only a story of the basing-point system 
of the South. The railways pursued the same course in the 
West as in the South; they developed first the most promising 
resources, and then turned to the least promising. Thus they 
discriminated. But in all cases the railways were operated 
with the one point in view—of making a profitable investment 
and to do this they were forced to cooperate with the American 
people, promoting their immediate as well as their permanent 
interests. They did not go contrary to the interests of the 
people. The policy of the railways in making rates was not 
governed by a fixed rule, such as the mileage tariff, and the 
rates were made as cases arose, so as to meet the demand of the 
occasion, and they manifested then, as now, one overruling prin- 
ciple, the development of industry and trade whereyer such 
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development was practicable. In this way they have made the 
United States a great commercial whole. 

In regard to the third class of discrimination charged, that of 
personal discrimination, it is necessary to say but little. Dis- 
crimination between individuals apart from competition—that 
is, giving to one man or one interest a rate for the sole purpose 
of favoring the business of that man, or injuring the business 
of another man or another interest—scarcely exists in this coun- 
try. The Interstate Commerce Commission says it does not 
exist. No proceeding is pending now, or has been pending, upon 
any such charge, though it is an offense under the interstate- 
commerce act. The chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has testified, under oath, that there has never been 
brought to his knowledge a rate made in bad faith—that is, for 
the sole motive of helping one man’s business and hurting an- 
other. Rebates, general tariffs with short terminal lines, and 
dealings with refrigerator and other car lines are another 
matter. While for convenience they may be classed under the 
general head of personal discrimination, they stand upon a 
really different basis. Rebates are a method of cutting the pub- 
lished rate, the result of competition. 

A shipper has a large amount of freight to be carried, several 
competing railroads want the business, none of the companies 
can openly change their published rate, but one of them can 
secure the business, and at the end of the month, or in the reg- 
ular course of business, send a check to the shipper for a reduc- 
tion agreed upon by each of them. This is forbidden by the 
interstate-commerce act; it is a kind of competition which is 
very dangerous and ought not to be allowed. I can appreciate 
the desire of a railroad company to give the man who ships 
1,000 tons of freight a month a better rate than the one who 
ships only 100 tons; but it is wrong; it is dangerous, and I will 
gladly join in any effort that will stamp it out: 

But there is also another evil under the head of “ personal 
discrimination,” which has come to light within the past few 
years, and that is a discrimination in favor of handling one 
shipper’s product at the expense of another; the refusal of a 
railroad company to carry at all the product of a certain ship- 
per. This, to me, Mr. President, is one of the worst evils of 
railroad management to-day; is one which should be met and 
dealt with most severely; is one that should be eradicated, 
stamped out, even if the most stringent measures are necessary 
to accomplish this end. The railroad, as a common carrier, 
must and ought of right give to each shipper his fair share of 
the facilities the road has to offer for the advancement of com- 
merce. I may digress here for a moment to speak of the great 
coal interests of the country, and to express my belief that it 
is a most dangerous course for a railroad to pursue, to be found 
as the owner of, or participating in the profits of, any great 
tract of coal lands. This I would hold true with any of the 
other great necessities of life, and believe that the railroad in 
the future, as in the past, should devote itself entirely to its 
duties as a public carrier. 

The problem of rate making is the problem of commerce; is 
the problem of compromising the daily struggles going on be- 
tween the different trade centers of the country. It extends 
further than to the mere settlement of the price to be charged 
by one railway in carrying a ton of freight; it enters into the 
very essence of our happiness and prosperity as a country. 
The more it is studied the more complicated the problem seems 
to be, and the more sure I am that the rate-making power is 
safer in the hands of the railroads than it is in any body of men 
appointed for that purpose. 

I have tried to show the evils of rate making by Government 
ownership and by Government control. The invariable result 
in those countries where such system exists has been to trans- 
fer the field of business to the field of polities, with disastrous 
results. Under the Government ownership of railways in Ger- 
many the state railway department is not allowed to make a 
railway rate that will permit the surplus product of one section 
to compete in another section of the country. It has been 
forced to expend immense amounts of money to build canals to 
assist certain sections. It has hampered its own industries 
and has fostered jealousies. In Russia the same paralysis of 
the railways exist through trade jealousies with the resulting 
recourse to transportation by river. In Australia trade jeal- 
ousies force each colony to refuse to cooperate with its neigh- 
bor. And in England and France almost the same condition 
exists. 

On the other hand, the example furnished by the United States 
speaks more eloquently than any words I can use, of the benc- 
ficial results of railroad rates based on the requirements of the 
economies of trade. I have pointed out the benefits of the bas- 
ing-point system and of the free play of competition. I have 
shown how trade has been decentralized and the whole country 


welded into one great commercial whole. I have tried to show 
that the railroads by their virtual annihilation of space have 
made this result possible, and I can see, for myself, no reason 
why we should change. 

But it may be claimed that no measure now before this body 
would place the rate- making power on a system which would 
follow so obvious a commercial failure as that off European gov- 
ernments. In reply, I can only say that we must judge of what 
will be done by what has been done. In 1887 the Interstate 
Commerce Commission was established for the avowed pur- 
pose of regulating trade, doing away with discriminations and 
the many other faults complained of by certain interests in the 
United States. Since that time they have had many cases be- 
fore them, and seemingly from the start laid down as a basie 
principle that railway rates may not be adjusted to each other 
on commercial considerations, but that such adjustments must 
conform strictly to differences in the cost of the service for 
which the respective rates were made, in other words, that 
there must be a mileage tariff. 

These cases have been all appealed to the Supreme Court and 
the basic principles laid down by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in nearly every case have been overruled. The Inter- 
state Commerce Commission held that competition by water- 
way was the only commercial consideration that should be 
taken account of in making a competing rate to a competing 
point. They have repeatedly condemned the great American 
rate practices, by which the various sections of the country 
have been built up into one great whole, without seemingly 
studying the various conditions that have caused the establish- 
ment of such rates. They have held that a rate principle might 
be unlawful though no location or community could say that 
they were injured by it. No rate principle was right that was 
not based on a mileage tariff. The Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has construed the act to regulate commerce on this 
mileage-tariff plan. It has construed the phrase “under sub- 
stantially similar conditions and circumstances” to mean but 
one thing—a mileage tariff. 

For instance, in 1893 the Interstate Commerce Commission 
held that rates made by certain railroads to Troy, Ala., were 
relatively unjust when compared with those to Montgomery, 
Ala., attacking the basing-rate system, the benefits of which I 
have tried to illustrate at some length. The Commission held 
that the conditions were similar at Montgomery, Ala., to those 
at Troy, and held that the fact that Montgomery was situated 
upon a navigable stream did not of itself justify the lesser 
charge for the longer haul. The Supreme Court, however, in 
reversing the decision of the Commissioners took into account 
the fact that the volume of population and business at Mont- 
gomery is many times larger than it is at Troy, and that there 
were more railroad lines running to and from Montgomery con- 
necting with distant markets; that the Alabama River was 
open all the year, and was capable of bearing to Mobile, on the 
sea, the burden of all the goods of every class that passed to 
and from Montgomery. It took all these matters into consid- 
eration and decided that the railroads, subject to the two lead- 
ing prohibitions, that their charges shall not be unjust or un- 
reasonable— 
are better qualified to act in such cases than is any commission or 
board of publie administration, and, within the limits suggested, it is 
safe and wise to leave to thelr managers the adjusting of dissimilar 
circumstances and the conditions to their business. 

Another doctrine developed by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission is that no place may be deprived of the advantages 
aecruing to it by reason of its geographical situation. The 
monstrousness of this doctrine can readily be seen; and it is on 
the opposite of this that the railroad systems of this country 
have based their rates for the past forty years. The result of 
“ the natural-advantage ” doctrine has been shown in the rail- 
road history of Europe and Australia. The advantage of the an- 
nihilating of space, the building of this country into one, with 
its basing centers, and its sections brought into close connection, 
has been shown in the wonderful growth and development of 
this land since the civil war. 

So, Mr. President, judging from the past, I am led to the con- 
clusion that the Interstate Commerce Commission would, if it 
had the power, establish at once the principles of the mileage 
tariff and of natural location. Therefore I can not agree that a 
political commission appointed by a President, open to change 
at every general election, should have the power to fix railroad 
rates on any such theories, Neither do I think, Mr. President, 
that the country wants such a system of rate making, for I do 
not think that rate making is the remedy for the evils which 
exist. That there are evils I have tried to point out, and I 
believe that it is the duty of Congress to eradicate them; to 
make it plain that the railroads must be public carriers, free 
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to all; that one man’s product must be hauled as rapidly and 
freely as another; that there must be no rebates, no personal 
discriminations, no ownership of the great necessities of life. 
These are evils that are to be met and remedied. The small 
operator, the small business man, must have the right of hav- 
ing his product expeditiously and freely handled. In my own 
State a case of a railroad refusing to make a switch connection 
has been given much publicity. Our own State laws have in 
similar cases compelled railroads to make these connections. 

But to give all the States the benefit of our experience I would 
have any bill prepared so that it would protect the small oper- 
ator, whatever his business may be, force railroads to make con- 
nections with lateral roads and thus give to all free and unre- 
stricted transportation to all markets. Should the bill now 
before the Senate pass without amendment, I think the people 
of the United States within a very few years would find that it 
remedied none of the evils it was supposed to cure. I want the 
bill amended so that the coal operator of West Virginia can open 
up his mine, have that mine connected with a railroad, have his 
just share of cars, and thus have his product carried to the best 
market. I want the bill amended so that the farmer of the 
West can ship his surplus grain; so that the planter of the South 
can dispose of his cotton, and the lumberman of the North of his 
timber, and that these in turn can take their share of the manu- 
factures of the Bast. I want the bill amended so that it will be 
plain that the railroads shall not be owners of coal lands, grain 
lands, or any business enterprises, and that the small producer 
shall have an equal chance with the large. 

In trying to treat fairly and justly the railroads, as well as the 
people, we must bear in mind that the railroad growth of the 
last half century has been reached only through enormous ex- 
penditures of money. The railroads have spanned a wilderness, 
with no immediate financial returns in prospect, and the wil- 
derness has blossomed as the rose. The railroads climbed 
through the mountains and hills of West Virginia at a great 
expense and waited long before the development of her mineral 
resources startled the world. In most instances the railroads 
haye been built as business enterprises, entered into from 
purely business motives. Their success has always been iden- 
tical with the growth of the country. So, Mr. President, we 
should strive to correct the evils which do exist. 

So along the lines of correcting the evils I have pointed out I 
think the Interstate Commerce Commission could properly work. 
I also believe that the Interstate Commerce Commission may 
judge of the unjustness of certain rates, but it should bear in 
mind that the railroads are not all bad, and its conclusions 
should be based on the free competition of all trade economies, 
not on a mileage scheme or a scheme of natural location. I do 
not want to see railroad rates the general political question of 
this country. I do not want to see Congress arrayed into sec- 
tions trading with each other for some seeming advantage. I do 
not want to see the great commerce of this country centered in a 
few cities favorably located on natural waterways. 

I want to secure to the greatest number the greatest good, 
and this can be done, in my opinion, better by trained railroad 
men who have made this question of rates a lifetime study, and 
acting under the restrictions proposed before, than by any com- 
mission. 

I realize, however, that there is a demand that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission should be given authority in the mat- 
ter, and that power will probably be given it to fix rates when 
conditions require it. I am opposed to giving them that power, 
certainly without a provision for a broad and general court 
revision, to which the shipper and carrier can appeal when the 
rate designated is unfair to either. I hold to such a revision by 
the court since the history of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion has shown to my mind that the power of the court to review 
their decisions has simply saved this country from the experience 
of European countries. That experience has shown that dis- 
criminations of a more serious nature than we have exist, and 
prove conclusively that the results coming to us, had the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission the powers to enforce its decisions, 
would have been disastrous beyond comparison. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, in addressing myself to the pend- 
ing bill, I shall try to trespass but a little time upon the patience 
of the Senate and shall endeavor to present in a plain and 
practical way the issues involved in the pending legislation. 

In my humble judgment the day of the academic discussion 
of this question is past, and we stand now face to face with a 
practical question, involving also the legal aspect of this con- 
troversy as involved in the pending bill. To hear some men 
talk and to read some articles that are printed from day to day 
in the magazines, to read the pamphlets. that are piled upon 
our desks in our committee rooms, one would be led to think 
that the American Republic, for the first time in its history, 


stood face to face with the problem of rate regulation. Such is 
not the case. 

In 1887 the Federal Government became in a formal and de- 
cisiye manner committed to the policy of rate regulation, and the 
question to-day is not what might be done, not what the imagina- 
tion may conjure up as the possibilities resulting from regula- 
tion, but the question is, What is the best plan to pursue in ear- 
rying out that policy which we adopted in 1887? If we stood at 
the threshold of attempted regulation, much of the matter pub- 
lished to-day, while it might be of little value, might perhaps 
be pertinent; but for nineteen years the Government has been 
committed to the policy and purpose of regulation, and the wis- 
dom of this policy was frankly admitted by almost every wit- 
ness who came before our committee last spring. And with 
nineteen years of experience the real question now is, How can 
we best perfect the existing law? 

The present tentative plan is embraced in the pending bill re- 
ported by the committee, and my remarks will be limited at this 
time 2 discussing some of the objections urged to the legality of 
the bill. 

Let me say that in presenting these issues I shall try to con- 
fine myself to the use of plain terms so far as possible in the 
discussion of legal propositions, and shall refrain from indulging 
in any denunciation, for, to my mind, no reason exists why we 
should not approach the consideration of this question with that 
same calm deliberation, with that same purpose to serve the in- 
terests of the American people, so far as those interests can be 
served by legislation, which ought to characterize us in the 
consideration of any other proposed legislation. 

I shall waste no time to-day in discussing the primary propo- 
sition of the power of Congress to engage in and continue this 
policy of rate regulation. If there is any one question which, 
it seems to me, is settled beyond dispute, it is that Congress can 
regulate interstate commerce, and in that act can employ the 
agency of a commission. In 1874 this question first began to 
arise in the efforts of the States to regulate intrastate commerce, 
and since that time numerous cases have come before the Su- 
preme Court, and there is an unbroken series of adjudications of 
that court sustaining the power of the States thus to regulate 
intrastate commerce, and to do it through the agency or the 
medium of a railroad commission. 

Great judges, like Waite, Field, Brewer, and others, have re- 
iterated that this power exists in the States. I shall content 
myself with one quotation from Justice Brewer in the Reagan 
case (154 U. S., 362): 

Passing from the question of jurisdiction to the act itself, there can 
be no doubt of the general power of a State to regulate the fares and 
freights which may be charged and received by railroad or other car- 
riers, and that this regulation can be carried on b; 
sion. Such a commission is merely an administrative board created 


by the State for carrying into effect the will of the State as ressed 
by its legislation. = 


means of a commis- | 


These cases having arisen under State constitutions it is 


claimed they afford no authority for the exercise of this plan 
by Congress under the Federal Constitution. It will be noticed 
the same division of powers exists in the Federal Government as 
exist in the State governments, and the repeated affirmation 
by the Supreme Court of the power of the legislature to employ 
the agency of a commission. The siatement of Justice Brown 
that such a commission is merely an adminstrative board created 
to carry out the will of the State as expressed by the legislature 
is as applicable to Federal as to State. 

At the outset we insist that while the Federal Government is 
a Government of delegated powers, while the powers of Congress 
are those named in the Constitution, yet as absolutely essential 
to sovereignty the Federal courts long years ago declared that 
in those powers which are granted to Congress the power 
of Congress is plenary, the limitation to be found only in the 
Constitution itself. This has been iterated and reiterated until 
finally, in the Northern Securities case (193 U. S., 197), the 
court declared that the power of Congress over those matters 
which were the subject of Congressional legislation was as abso- 
lute as it would have been in the States which formed the 
Union or in the Parliament of England. Now, if this is true, 
then it would follow as a logical sequence that Congress pos- 
sesses as absolute power in this respect over interstate com- 
merce as the legislature of the State would possess with ref- 
erence to State commerce or interstate commerce. 

But we do not have to depend upon the logic of the situation, 
for in 1897 the Supreme Court, considering the interstate-com- 
merce act now in force, declared that there were two ways in 
which Congress could regulate the question of transportation. 
One way was to enact a schedule. The other was to employ a 
commission for the purpose of ascertaining what would be 
reasonable rates and determining what rates were unreasonable. 
(Maximum Rate case, 167 U. S., 479.) 
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In 1887 the interstate-commerce law was passed, and at the 
very threshold of this inquiry to-day it seems to me we should 
consider what are the proposed changes contemplated by the bill 
under consideration. We have been told here this morning 
in effect that the proposed legislation would enable the Com- 
mission to reduce transportation rates to a mileage basis; that 
it would result in that confusion which flows from the govern- 
mental ownership of railroads, or, as it has been characterized 
here as an equivalent, the governmental regulation of railroad 
rates. There is not a line in the law as it exists to-day which 
enables the Commission to reduce rates to a mileage basis, and 
the men who have been instrumental in framing this proposed 
legislation, recognizing the importance of the interchange of 
commodities through this great country of ours, breaking down 
sectionalism, making the people one united whole, have carefully 
guarded it so that there is not one line in the proposed legisla- 
tion which would enable the Commission to reduce rates to a 
mileage basis. 

We were told the other day by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Foraker] that one constitutional objection to the proposed law 
was that it would violate that provision of the Constitution 
which guarantees the ports of the respective States as against 
favoritism or preferential legislation at the hands of Congress. 
There is not one line in the proposed legislation which changes 
the law so far as preferential or differential rates are concerned. 

What is the proposed change? The proposed change, Mr. 
President, in addition to dealing with private cars and kindred 
service, is simply this: In 1897 the Supreme Court held that 
while the Commission had the legal authority to condemn an 
existing rate, they had no legal authority to name the new rate. 
And what has been the experience since then? Namely, that 
lacking the legal right to name the new rate, the Commission 
has practically been obliged to make rates through the agency 
of a club in the nature of a threat held over the carrier. This 
was the logical sequence. If the Commission condemned a rate 
of $1 and suggested a rate of 80 cents, that suggestion was sig- 
nificant in the fact that if the carrier did not adopt the 80-cent 
rate the Commission could then challenge the new rate, and the 
result has been, as shown by the testimony before the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee Iast summer, that in the great 
majority of cases the carrier has been obliged to or at least 
has adopted the suggestion of the Commission as to the new 
rate. 

Now the difficulty with the existing law is right here. What 
the American public, both the shipper and the carrier, need is 
ceriainty in law and promptness in the establishment of the 
things sought to be secured by the law. That is the weak 
point in the existing law as to the question of fixing rates. 
While the Commission can condemn the existing rate, they have 
no legal authority to name the new rate; and this bill pro- 
poses to make that change and to give them the same and no 
more and no greater power—it proposes to give them the same 
legal authority to name the new rate which they bave to con- 
demn the existing rate. 

I want to say—and I say it in the sense of a challenge to criti- 
cism and analysis—that there is not a single condition relating 
to and growing out of the change of rates that does not attach 
as absolutely to a change of rate under existing law as it would 
if the Commission was authorized directly to name the new rate. 

We. have been told from time to time, both in the Senate and 
out of the Senate, that if this law passes and the Commission 
makes a new rate, that new rate will involve the adjustment of 
all correlated rates. That is true; but if there is a rate of $1 
to-day and the Commission discontinues that rate and forces 
that rate down 20 cents, that change of 20 cents will just as ab- 
solutely affect the revenues of the company, will just as abso- 
lutely necessitate the adjustment of correlated rates, will just as 
absolutely disturb the existing conditions as though that change 
of 20 cents was made by a direct order fixing the rate at 80 
cents. 

It seems to me that those who have appeared to be opposed to 
this proposed legislation have magnified the question in relation 
to its effect upon the carrier, in relation to its effect upon 
transportation, in relation to its effect upon existing conditions. 
It does not depend upon who makes the change nor how the 
change is made, but it depends upon the change itself. 

Now, it is proposed to give this additional power in as plain 
and certain manner as to expression and administration as 

ible, and we are met at the very outset by a number of con- 
stitutional objections. I shall confine myself principally to 
answering, as best I may, those which have been made both 
in the Senate and out of the Senate. 

We are told constantly, and have been ever since this matter 
began to assume a serious form, that the evil in this country is 
not the question of rates, but it is discrimination and rebates. 


In 1903 the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce, recog- 
nizing the evil of discrimination and rebates, passed a law spe- 
cially designed to reach that evil. It is a little singular that the 
men who to-day are insisting that the one thing which will 
bring order out of chaos in the transportation world of America 
is legislation directed at discrimination and rebates were as 
face as the tomb when others were engaged in that work in 

That law was not perfect. That law did not go quite far 
enough in the matter of securing evidence of yiolation. But it 
has been an efficient law, and if that law contained mistakes 
and errors, I for one am perfectly willing to stand here and 
assume my share of the responsibility for such mistakes. 

It has been said that we made a great mistake in that law in 
changing the punishment from imprisonment to fine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, it is not a question so much of punishment, but, as was 
termed the other day by the brilliant Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
Do.tiiver], it is a question of securing conviction. It developed 
before the committee that many of these offenses, so far as the 
technical act of offense itself was concerned, would be traced to 
some office boy at a salary of $1,200 a year, and it would be idle 
to expect juries or courts to inflict upon him the penalty of the 
law. So it was thought wise to change it to a fine, so that if a 
conviction was obtained and a penalty was imposed it would 
fall on those who primarily were guilty of the offense. If that 
was a mistake, I am willing to stznd here and take my full 
share of responsibility for it. 

But, Mr. President, that law did not reach this question of 
rates alleged to be primarily high in themselves, and that can 
only be reached by the pending legislation or some bill of a 
similar character. 

The first serious objection that is made to this bill is that the 
bill does not itself provide for a trial somewhere in a court of 
justice. From the foundation of the Government Congress has 
been passing laws that affect the people. This is the first time 
in connection with this subject that it has ever been suggested 
that the law operating to carry into effect the will of the legis- 
lature along governmental policies should also be a revision of 
the code of judicial procedure. 

Not only that, but we have gone further. In the exercise of 
the functions of Government we have created tribunals. We 
have clothed those tribunals with power to determine those acts 
necessary to be determined in administering the affairs of the 
Government, notably when we clothed the Postmaster-General 
with the power to close the mails against the citizens of this 
country, notably when we clothed the immigration office in 
final appeal to the Department of Commerce and Labor with 
power to close the ports of this country against those who 
sought our shores if perforce it was claimed that they came 
within the exclusion clause of the Chinese act. 

You may search those laws in vain to find there the sugges- 
tion that in the law providing for the administration of the func- 
tions of government there should be incorporated a revision of 
the code of judicial procedure. Those laws operate as a final- 
ity, so far as the Government goss, but beyond that those upon 
whom those laws operate have the same right to appeal to a 
court of equity which any citizen of this country has. 

In order to understand the full scope of a review of the act 
of the Commission we should look back to the source of this 
subject and see what it is that it is proposed to review. The 
relation of the common carrier to the public is a peculiar rela- 
tion. It differs from an ordinary vocation. If a man should 
start a store or open a farm, there is no rule of American law 
that interferes with his getting any price he can for his product. 
But the peculiar relation which exists between the carrier and 
the public has developed a rule of law that, while the carrier 
may charge rates for transportation, that charge must be a 
reasonable rate. That has been reiterated time and again by 
the courts of this country. 

In fixing a rate we have the undoubted right either by act of 
Congress direct or through a commission to prescribe a reason- 
able rate, and down to the point of a reasonable rate it is not 
the taking of the property of the carrier, because in law the 
carrier has no right of property above a reasonable rate. In 
determining that reasonable rate you are simply drawing the 
line between the property of the carrier on the one hand and 
the property of the shipper on the other, and it does not involve 
the taking of private property either without process of law or 
in violation of the constitutional requirement that it can only 
be taken on paying just compensation. 

It is along that line and within that limit that the Govern- 
ment has so often acted through subordinate agents, leaving the 
act of the agent under the authority of the law final as to the 
Government itself. But the moment we step over that line, then 
we are taking private property, and that moment the guaranty 
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of the Constitution attaches to that property and to the owner of 
the property. 

That being the rule, what is the broad rule of law as to the 
invasion of that right? The gentlemen who have been princi- 
pally active in framing this bill framed it upon the theory that 
no act of Congress can ever take from an American citizen the 
right to go into a court unburdened save by those trivial bur- 
dens that ever attach to litigation and demand at the hands of 
that court protection under the constitutional guaranty of the 
right of property., 

We went a step further, and went upon the theory that no 
act of Congress can enlarge that power, because the enlarging 
of that power and the exercise of that power involve the 
constitutional right of the other side to the controversy, and 
his right can not be impaired any more than the right of a 
common carrier. In other words, we can not enlarge or take 
from an American citizen the right to go into a court of 

uity. 

Tha distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Knox], 
formerly Attorney-General of the United States, laid down 
this rule with remarkable clearness in a speech delivered at 
Pittsburg, in which, in speaking of the effect of the order 
of the Commission going into effect under the law and the 
effort of the carrier to obtain a restraining order, he used this 
language: 

Of course I do not mean that in an independent proceeding begun 
in the court the court could not, in the exercise of its discretionary powers, 
when satisfied that the rate fixed the Commission was unlawful, 


enjoin its operation until a final hearing. That is a power that in- 


heres in the court that need not be conferred by statute and probably 


can not be taken away by a statute. 

If it is in the inherent power of a court of equity to stay the 
operation of the order of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
by a temporary restraining order, it strikes me, as a logical 
sequence, that that same court has ample jurisdiction to enter- 
tain an inquiry as to whether that order should remain in 
force or not, 

But we do not haye to depend upon the logic of this matter 
either, for the courts have entertained this policy in the cases. 
Take the cases under the law authorizing the Postmaster- 
General to close the mails. No provision was made there for 
review. That act of his, so far as the Government is con- 
cerned, is final. There is no suggestion there of an amend- 
ment to the code of procedure. But in two cases the court 
has entertained the plea of the citizen, in one case (McAnnulty 
case, 187 U. S., 94) reversing the order of the Postmaster- 
General and in the other (Coyne case, 194 U. S., 497) sus- 
taining that order. What is the power of the Postmaster- 
General? It is said that the pending bill is dangerously near 
the border line, because it says that the Commission shall as- 
certain what, in their judgment, is a reasonable rate. The law 
authorizing the Postmaster-General to close the mails of this 
country authorizes him, when he is satisfied that the mail is 
being used for fraudulent purposes, to intervene. Yet the 
court under that law, as I said, in the one case made an exam- 
ination and found that they would sustain the order, and in 
the other case after investigation they decided that they would 
not sustain the order. 

Under the law relating to the exclusion of Chinese, the court 
never for one moment suggested it lacked power to inquire into 
the invasion of constitutional rights, although in habeas corpus 
proceedings it held that you could not retry the question tried 
by the Commission and affirmed by the Secretary of Commerce 
and Labor. Yet in each case the petition failed to show or to 
allege that in the first instance the Secretary on review failed 
to exercise the utmost care and caution in the determination 
of that question. 

Again, in the Regan case, while the statute attempted to con- 
fer jurisdiction, the court declared that the circuit court, by 
reason of its general equity power, could entertain the suit. 

It would seem as though, in view of this long-continued policy 
of the court in this respect, there could no longer be any ques- 
tion as to the power of a court of equity, independent of any 
provision placed by Congress in this bill, to entertain the plea 
of a citizen if his property was being taken in violation of law. 

But the question is asked, If this is so, why do you not pro- 
vide in this law that the court may do this and do that? We 
decline to make that provision, Mr. President, upon this theory. 
We proceeded on the theory that you could not take from nor 
add to the power of a court sitting in equity; that while you 
might confer equity jurisdiction over matters which it did not 
formerly exercise, yet as to the purpose, the purview, the scope 
of inquiry, the right to search the conscience of the chancellor 
and his judgment to respond to that search, Congress had no 
power to place any limitation or to enlarge the functions of the 
court in that respect. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o’clock having ar- 
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The Secretary. House bill 12707, the statehood bill. 

Mr. NELSON. I ask that the unfinished business be tem- 
porarily laid aside in order that the Senator from Minnesota 
may finish his remarks. ; 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota asks 
that the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside. It is so 
ordered. x 

Mr. CLAPP. It has been suggested from time to time, not in 
public debate here, but in the effort to reach a happy solution 
of this problem, that we should put into the bill this provision 
or that provision as to what the court may do upon an appeal 
to the court. The objection on the part of the framers of the 
bill has been that if such a provision, whatever might be its 
term, be varied, limited the equity power of the court, then the 
court when appealed to by the citizen in behalf of his property 
rights would either have to disregard it, or if the court did 
regard it it would be a limitation upon the right of the citizen and 
probably be declared void ; so it was deemed safer not to attempt 
any direction, but leaye the equity power of the court as it exists, 

In 1887 the State of Minnesota passed an act providing for 
the creation of a railroad and warehouse commission. That 
commission made an order fixing rates. The supreme court 
of that State held that that order was mandatory and refused 
a plea to the writ of mandamus. The case came here, and the 
Supreme Court declared the law void, because not that it failed 
to make provision for a review, but, as declared by the Supreme 
Court, in its own language it shuts out a judicial investigation, 

If we undertake in this bill to prescribe the power of the 
court in its inquiry and we make that one iota less than the 
broad power of the court of equity, may we not encounter that 
selfsame objection? That being in the minds of the men who 
worked out this bill, it was thought best to leave the court to 
exercise its power, as it wag well defined, as it was easy to 
understand, and in doing that there would be no question of 
the constitutionality of this provision. 

We were then confronted by another question, and it is the 
subject of serious objection raised by those who seem to oppose 
the passage of this bill. Under this bill the order of the Com- 
mission is to go into effect within a given time. Under the old 
law it is provided that if the carrier does not obey the order 
at the end of thirty days the court brings a suit to enforce the 
order. That has been the source of endless complaint, the 
source of an amount of delay probably difficult to definitely 
determine. N 

It is usual in creating any tribunal to give to the determina- 
tion of that tribunal prima facie force and effect. So it was 
thought best in this instance, instead of having a tribunal make 
a rate and then go into court to establish the justice of that 
rate, to give prima facie force to that rate and let the carrier 
who might complain of the rate go into the court and obtain 
such relief as the court might grant. 

Now, ordinarily the party seeking to avoid the force of a 
determination or judgment can, pending the determination of 
its hearing, avoid its force at the first determination by giving 
a bond; but in this case it seemed impracticable to make such 
a provision. The difficulty about the carrier securing to the 
shipper a return of the excess pending an examination of the 
validity of the order is found in the fact that it is difficult to 
determine who pays the freight. 

We used to hear a good deal about Jones, and Jones used 
to advertise that Jones paid the freight. Sometimes Jones paid 
the freight and sometimes Jones did not pay the freight. If 
Jones was making more wagons than he could sell, then he 
would pay the freight to get the wagons in the market. If the 
market was demanding more wagons than Jones was making, 
then the purchaser would haye to come to the factory to make 
the purchase, and the purchaser paid the freight. 

Now, take the great question of wheat. The price is largely 
fixed, perhaps, in Liverpool, and the farmer out in Renville, 
Minn., when he goes to sell his wheat, gets a price for that 
wheat based upon the price in Liverpool, less the freight. In 
that case the farmer pays the freight. But the coal operator 
of the East, sending his coal to Renville, does not fix the price 
by inguiring what coal is selling for to-day in Renville, but he 
fixes the price by taking the eastern price, whatever that may 
be, and adding the freight to Renville, and in that case the 
consumer pays the freight. i 

Then there is a vast amount of merchandise where the freigh 
is paid indiscriminately and indifferently. So it seemed a hope- 
less task to trace this freight to the man who finally paid it, and 
Sirp should be reimbursed if the plan for reimbursement was 
made. 
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There are certain cases where it is very plain who pays the 
freight. I knew of a case in Illinois where a man engaged in 
the pottery business, and pottery interests haying been opened 
in Ohio, the railroads there, with the desire to develop business, 
which has crowned the greatest railroad operators in this coun- 
try with success, reduced rates so as to get the business of those 
potteries in Ohio carried to St. Louis, and the man in IIIinois 
had to suspend operations. Now, if a railroad commission had 
granted him a reduction to enable him to reach St. Louis, then, 
clearly, he would be paying the frieght, because that reduction 
would be absolutely necessary to his getting to the St. Louis 
market. x 

Instead of trying to provide in this law for the reimbursement 
of this freight, it seemed that the wisest plan was to leave it 
where it could be disposed of in each instance, and absolutely 
free from any constitutions? question. 

I certainly entertain the highest respect for the Senator, who, 
I presume, will be quite instrumental in presenting this plan of 
impounding the excess by making provision for its distribution. 
I have a right to. It was my rare privilege to read law in 
his office, and it is with extreme hesitation that I approach the 
suggestion of a constitutional question in opposition to what 1 
understand is a view of his. But I want to submit this to the 
members of the Senate: What plea will the carrier make who 
seeks the interposition of a court of equity to secure a restrain- 
ing order until his case can be heard? It must be the plea 
based primarily upon what we broadly call “confiscation.” If 
it is claimed to be more than the mere change of a rate from 
an unreasonable to a reasonable rate; if it is an unlawful 
change, it is the unlawful invasion of a man’s property. The 
invasion of that property may be by the very bill of complaint 
which he files such a threatened injury as to threaten him with 
insolvency, or perhaps eyen to threaten his ability to continue 
the operation of that road. And yet can we, as a legislative 
body, say to that man, “ Yes; the door of that court is open to 
you, provided you must first take out of your revenue the very 
item which you plead as you enter the portal of that court, the 
taking out of which is an unjust taking and perhaps ruinous 
to the extent of confiscation?” 

But a court can do what the legislature can not do. The court 
can impose any terms it sees fit; and in this particular instance, 
which I have illustrated, in the case of the pottery factory, 
where it is self-evident and plain who pays the freight, if we 
leave this to the court, the court can, as a condition precedent 
to issuing its restraining order, require the impounding of the 
excess or the giving of security for the return thereof. So it 
seemed best to leave the terms which a court might impose to the 
control of the court itself, 

I pass now—for I notice the time is passing rapidly—to the 
next serious objection made by the Senator from Ohio [ Mr. For- 
AKER], and I address myself somewhat to his objections because 
they stand to-day as the only concrete form of the objections 
made to this bill. 

We were told by the distinguished Senator that this bill would 
be fatally defective in that it attempts to lay the heavy hand 
of the Government upon two parties who will not make a con- 
tract for themselves as to a joint rate and, confiscating their 
property, make a contract for them. 

As to confiscation being involved, I want to recur to the sug- 
gestion I have made that the right of Congress to fix a reasonable 
rate is not the taking of private property. It is simply defining 
the boundary between the property on the one hand of the 
carrier and the shipper on the other. 

Here are two connecting roads physically connected, but they 
refuse to make any arrangement for through transportation. 
Let us again go to the source. Each of those carriers obtained 
their charters from a State government, we will say, but, in the 
language of Judge Miller, they obtained those charters subject 
to the power of Congress to regulate interstate traffic. The 
exercise of that power by Congress in the reduction of rates to 
a. reasonable point certainly can not be, as we have already 
shown, the taking of private property for public use. If the 
operation of the order goes below the point of a reasonable rate, 
then the remedy is in the court, as though the Commission were 
dealing with a continuous line and the question of the two lines 
on a joint transportation contract was not at all involved. 

But there is a higher principle than that applicable to this 
ease. In tue first place, it is not the making of a contract for 
parties who will not contract for themselyes, but the law recog- 
nizes everywhere this condition, that where an obligation rests 
upon a party to make a contract and he refuses to make it, then 
the law does not make a contract for him, but imposes a condi- 
tion which shall take the place of the contract which he ought 
in good faith to have made. When the carrier started, before 
the carrier built a foot of railroad, the carrier had to invoke 
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that same principle. Failing to agree with the landowner, 
the law provided a machinery by which a condition should 
obtain that would take the place of a contract which the carrier 
could not make with the landowner. 

Now, we do not have to depend upon the logic of the situation 
in this case either. In 1901 a case came before the Supreme 
Court of the United States from the State of Minnesota. The 
railroad commission of Minnesota made an order there as to a 
joint rate. It is true there was already a joint rate between the 
two carriers, but I submit that the ignoring of the contract 
which the carriers had made and substituting another contract 
or condition in its place was as absolute exercise of power as 
though no contract had existed in the first instance. The com- 
mission there made an order affecting this joint rate. One of 
the carriers appealed to the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and that court, in the case of the Minneapolis and St. Louis 
Railroad Company v. Minnesota (186 U. S., 257), sustained the 
order of the commission, saying: 

The practical result of that argument is such that if there were 
within a certain State five connecting roads of 100 miles each in 
length which among themselves had established a joint tariff for the 
whole 500 miles, the State would be werless to interfere with such 
tariff, though its right to do so would be unquestioned if the whole 500 
miles were owned and operated by a single company. To state such a 
proposition is practically to answer it. - 

If that does not establish the power of government, State or 
Federal, which may deal with traffic as it may be intrastate or 
interstate to impose a condition upon which they shall discharge 
their duty to the public, in the case of the failure of the com- 
panies to make the agreement themselyes, I can not apply a 
principle of law to a given case, 

But here we have a still stronger case. That same commis- 
sion made an order requiring two railroad companies that had 
no contract, that had no agreement, to put in a Y, so that freight 
might be transferred from one track to the other. Not only 
that, but in the Minneapolis case, where there were existing 
contracts, where the railroads had their physical connection, 
where it required no outlay at their hands, where they had 
their trains, where they had all the machinery of their roads 
for transportation, and simply required a condition under which 
that machinery should be operated, the same commission,. 
in the Jacobson case, went further than that. They made an 
order that the two carriers, having no facility of transfer, hay- 
ing no contract of any kind, should put a transfer in there at 
their own expense, and that the expense should be divided be- 
tween the two carriers, and that, too, where it involved, prob- 
ably for the first time in the legal history of the United States, 
an order which required a corporation to exercise the right of 
eminent domain; yet the court said the fact that it required this 
light expenditure, the fact that it required the exercise of the 
right of eminent domain, did not defeat the order, and the order 
was affirmed. (Jacobson case, 179 U. S., 287.) 

I pass now rapidly to the last objection which I shall note of 
the Senator from Ohio. He called attention to the fact that 
the bill under consideration prescribes a penalty of $5,000 a 
day, and contended that that penalty renders doubtful the con- 
stitutionality of the proposed law, because the carrier secking 
to get a stay order from the court takes the order at his peril, 
and if that order is subsequently vacated, the penalties for the 
intermediate time pile up upon the carrier and are such a 
burden as would render the law in that respect unconstitu- 
tional as imposing a burden upon him who goes into equity 
to protect his property from confiscation, I can not think that 
the Senator from Ohio read the proposed law with that care 
which he should before making a criticism of this kind. 

When a law prescribes a penalty and the person against 
whom that penalty is prescribed secures from a court a tem- 
porary restraining order, it may be said he does that at his 
peril; and if the court, upon final deliberation, finds that that 
order was erroneously made, having been made at the re- 
quest of the party, the party must suffer, and the penalties are 
piled up against him. But this proposed law does not present 
that case. The proposed law, in express terms, provides, speak- 
ing of the order of the Commission: 

Such order shall go into effect thirty days after notice to the car- 
rier and shall remain in force and be observed by the carrier unless 
the same shall be suspended or modified. 

Now, under that order, when the carrier obtains his re- 
straining order, so far as the court speaks, it says this order 
is in abeyance and at the peril of the petitioner who has asked 
for its suspension. But operating upon the act of the court 
is the act of Congress, the declaration of the legislative branch 
of the Government, that that order shall not be in effect pending 
that suspension. That removes this particular provision of 
this proposed law from the criticism that has thus been made 
against it. 
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It could not be stated more plainly. No man will question 
but what Congress might read into a law that contained penal 
clauses a provision that a man obtaining a temporary re- 
straining order should be protected as against those penalties 
pending the time that order was in force, proyided that the 


order was finally vacated. I know of no plainer way of read- 
ing the provision than by using the word “ unless.” If there 
is a plainer word, if there is one which more distinctively pro- 
vides that the order should be in effect unless suspended, then 
I think, at least speaking for one member of the committee, 
that the committee would have no hesitation to use that term. 

This, then, is not the sole act of the court so far as the court 
is concerned. The court says: “I will suspend the order until 
I investigate this matter,“ and the legislature says that“ in 
that case we suspend the order pending the investigation; 
for it does not become an order under the terms of this provi- 
sion if it is thus suspended. It becomes an order unless it is 
suspended. 

Mr. President, in this brief way I have at this time and for 
the present reviewed in a somewhat perhaps imperfect manner 
the objections which have been urged to this bill. 

I have only to add that no one claims for this bill perfection. 
It has been the earnest effort of those who worked upon it to 
produce a measure as plain and as free from complications 
as possible. We realize that it could not be perfect, not only 
because of that imperfection inherent in human nature, but 
every student of the great problems of the hour must recognize 
that every effort to solve these problems simply produces, in 
addition to the progress of the solution, new problems to be 
solyed; and that applies with as much force to this question 
as to the other great questions affecting the policy of our 
Republic. 

We have tried to keep in mind in the preparation of this bill 
the rights of all. It has been sought to provide remedies as 
plainly as it could be done and as prompt and efficient as it 
might be, having due regard for the rights of all and recogniz- 
ing those great principles of American law that spread their 
mantle over all classes and all conditions. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I wish to ask the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. Crarp] a question in regard to his exposition of the mean- 
ing of this bill. I want to see if I got him down right. Speak- 
ing of the order of the Commission, the language of the bill is: 


Such order shall go into effect thirty days after notice to the car- 
rier and shall remain in force and be observed by the carrier, unless 
the same shall be suspended or modified or set aside by the Commis- 
sion or be suspended or set aside by a court of competent jurisdiction. 


Did I understand the Senator from Minnesota to interpret 
those words to mean that any circuit judge or district judge, 
upon complaint, can suspend this order until this litigation is 
completed? 

Mr. CLAPP. Oh, no; not in a thousand years. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Weil, then, what did the Senator say? I 
tried to listen, and that is what I understood him to say. 

Mr. CLAPP. I suppose the Senator has reference to what 
was said toward the close of my remarks? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CLAPP. What I said was that where the court sus- 
pended this order pendente lite, it not only operated as the 
expression of the purpose of the court, but in view of the 
language of the provision, “unless the same shall be sus- 
pended,” it also operated as the purpose and will of the legis- 
lature as to its not being in effect while suspended. Conse- 
quently the carrier, obtaining this temporary restraining order, 
would not be liable for the penalties in the meantime if the re- 
straining order was finally vacated. 

Mr. TILLMAN, If the penalty of $5,000 a day is suspended 
by an order of the court pending the litigation, where is your 
punishment to compel the carrier to eyer obey an order? Is 
not the whole case given away if the Senator’s contention as 
to the interpretation of these words is right? Are we not face 
to face with an absolute surrender of relief to the shipper? 

Mr. CLAPP. I think we are face to face with the state- 
ment made in the paper from which I read. I can not express 
it any better than it was expressed by the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Knox] when he said: 


Of course I do not mean that, in an independent proceeding begun 
in the court, the court could not, in the exercise of its discretionary 
E when satisfied that the rate fixed by the Commission was un- 
awful, enjoin its operation until a final hearing. That is a power 
that inheres in the court that need not be conferred by statute, and 
probably can not be taken away by a statute. 

If it is the design that the party seeking the restraining 
order should be subject to a penalty, and if, after the lapse of 
some time, the court should refuse to make that order perma- 
nent and vacate it, I am very fearful that the language of that 
provision would have to be changed, and, I want to add. I am 
very doutful whether it would be valid if changed. We are 


face to face with the proposition, for if Congress, through a 
commission, fixes a rate in fact below what the law recognizes 
as a reasonable rate, then clearly you are invading the property 
rights of the carrier, and it would seem that it might apply to 
the court. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, unless some Senator desires 
to speak on the statehood bill, I ask unanimous consent that it 
may be laid aside for the rest of the day without losing its 
place. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I understood that the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumserr] intended to speak on the 
statehood bill this afternoon. 

Mr. NELSON. In that case I will modify my request, and 
ask that the statehood bill may be temporarily laid aside until 
the Senator from North Dakota returns. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, it will 
be so ordered. 

Mr. WARREN. With regard to the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Menn], I desire to say that I understand that 
an arrangement was made whereby it was his intention to ask 
for an earlier meeting of the Senate to-morrow and to speak 
to-morrow. 

Mr. NELSON. I was not aware of any such arrangement. 

Mr. WARREN. That arrangement was made with the under- 
standing that the Senate would take up the Dill in relation to 
the efficiency of the Medical Department of the Army, which 
was before the Senate yesterday. ‘ 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. At the request of the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. NeLson] the unfinished business has been tem- 
porarily laid aside. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, there is objection to that. I 
should like the indulgence of the Senate for fifteen or twenty 
minutes to speak upon this measure in relation to one of the 
amendments which has been proposed to the bill. It was under- 
stood, however, that the Senator from North Dakota was to 
speak, and that I should follow him, but it is quite as conyen- 
ient for me to make the few remarks which I desire to make at 
this time as at any other. 

Mr. BAILEY obtained the floor. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. BAILEY. Certainly. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I see the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. McCUMBER] is now in the Chamber. I also un- 
derstand that the Senator from California [Mr. Perkins] de- 
sires to speak. I therefore ask that my request to temporarily 
lay aside the statehood bill be withdrawn and that the statehood 
bill may remain before the Senate. 

Mr. BAILEY. That need not be done, because at the con- 
clusion of a question which I desire to ask, the Senator's re- 
quest being that the statehood bill be temporarily laid aside, 
that bill will be resubmitted to the Senate. 

Mr. NELSON. I desire to say that it was not my purpose in 
making the request to foreclose anybody. 

Mr. BAILEY. I understand that. But I desire to ask—and the 
question will require only a moment—does the Senator from 
Minnesota doubt that Congress can provide in this bill that no 
interlocutory decree or order shall suspend the rate preseribed 
by the Commission? 

Mr. CLAPP. I would dislike very much to risk a provision 
of that kind. 

Mr. BAILEY. Then would not the Senator be willing to join 
those of us who sincerely desire to avoid a suspension of the 
rates in drawing and adopting an amendment which does pro- 
vide that the court shall not suspend them by an interlocutory 
decree, and yet so write it in the law that, if the Supreme Court 
should take the ground that Congress had no constitutional 
power to enact such a provision, they could cut it out of the law 
without invalidating the act? 

Mr. CLAPP. The difficulty about that is—and I meant to 
haye referred to that in regard to the impounding of the ex- 
cess—that while it is true we can provide in this bill that the 
finding of a provision to be unconstitutional shall not avoid the 
balance of the law, yet if that provision is the provision upon 
which the enforcement of the law depends; it would go largely 
to the life of the law if the provision was declared unconstitu- 
tional—that is, it strikes me that way. 

Mr. BAILEY. I think it very easy to draw a provision and 
incorporate it in the law which the Supreme Court might elimi- 
nate as unconstitutional without marring either the symmetry 
or the effectiveness of the act. 

I want to say if there is any doubt as to the power of Con- 
gress to forbid the suspension of these rates by an interlocutory 
decree and I myself shared that doubt, I would support the 
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proposition which, though not yet submitted to the Senate, the 
Senator from Wisconsin has prepared. I think he has prepared 
a proposition that as thoroughly safeguards it as it is possible 
to do if the rate is to be suspended at all by any interlocutory 
decree, But it seems to me just and right if the rate is once 
established and prescribed by such a commission as I think 
the President will appoint and the Senate will confirm—a 
commission composed of men of great ability, of high character, 
and with qualifications for the performance of their duty—it is 
not unreasonable to require that that rate shall remain in force 
until the question has been thoroughly determined upon its 
merits by the court. To say that a rate established by a 
commission of men supposed to be especially fit for the per- 
formance of that duty shall be set aside by a judge who may 
know everything about the law, but may know very little about 
the justice of a railroad rate, is, to my mind, conceding more 
than Congress is under the necessity of conceding to what are 
called “the inherent equity powers of the court.” 

Mr. CLAPP. I would suggest to the Senator that while a 
penalty of $5,000 a day might render the act void, a penalty 
which would be fair in the mind of the court, suggestive of 
obedience to the law, might not render the law void. The 
difficulty is right here: While we may impose a penalty without 
violating, as it seems to me, the property rights of the litigant, 
yet those property rights would be violated if, as a condition 
precedent to asking a court to pass upon his rights, the court 
happened to require of him temporarily that which he might 
allege was essential to the maintenance of his business. 

Mr. BAILEY. It occurs to me that if it is an inherent right 
of a court to hear, and, pending final determination, to suspend 
the enforcement of the rates, and if it is a right of the carrier 
to have the rate suspended, you concede something to the force 
of the contention which I have just indicated when you require 
the carrier to deposit a bond or money in the court until the 
proper and final disposition of the case. In other words, if the 
carrier is entitled to the rate which it establishes as against 
the rate established by the Commission, then you ought not to 
require the carrier to deposit in the treasury of the court what 
it is entitled to have in the treasury of the corporation; but if 
you concede that that must be done, then, undoubtedly, I would 
rather have the money deposited in the court than to have the 
bond. 

But, Mr. President, in view of the fact that in most of the 
States in the Union when the railroad comes to take the citi- 
zen’s property and they disagree about the price which shall 
be paid the carrier is authorized to apply to the court for the 
appointment of a commission, and when that commission assesses 
the value of the property actually taken and the damages to the 
remainder of the tract the carrier can deposit the assessment 
with the court and appropriate the citizen's property to its use, 
it seems to me we are not asking too much, when the citizen is 
compelled to apply to the Commission to assess the value of the 
carrier’s service to permit the citizen to have it at the value 
assessed by a commission, just as the railroad was permitted to 
take the citizen’s property at the value assessed by a commis- 
sion. 

It does not’seem to me that there is any difference in 
principle, and I suggest to the Senator from Minnesota that we 
all agree upon an amendment which provides against the sus- 
pension of rates by interlocutory decree and then in justice to 
the carrier—because I want to be just to the railroad as well as I 
do to the shipper—expedite the decision, I have never seen the 
hour when I would consent to close the doors of the courts of 
this country to any person; nor have I ever seen the time that 
I wanted to obstruct the free and open access of every man to 
the courts of this country for the protection of his property 
rights. But opening the doors as wide to the railroads as to 
the shipper—and I want them to stand equally open and as 
widely open to one as to the other —still it seems to me that we 
should provide for the rate established by the Commission to re- 
main in effect until finally suspended by the court upon a full 
investigation into the merits of the case, and provide that when 
this suit shall be instituted it shall have precedence over every 
other case on the docket of a different nature, first in the trial 
court and then in the court to which it might be appealed. 
When that is done there can be no serious delay in the final 
adjudication of the case upon its merits. 

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, if the Supreme Court adhered 
to the principle involved in the Minnesota Milk Rate case, I 
doubt very much whether it could be done. I have thought 
often since that case—and I had the privilege to argue that case 
in behalf of the State—that as this subject has grown perhaps 
to-day the court would say, although the State said this is final 
so far as the State went, somewhat along the line of the argu- 
ment I have made to-day in regard to the act of the Postmaster- 


pores that notwithstanding that, the remedy is in a court of 
uity. 

Mr. BAILEY. But the cases are different in the State from 
a Federal regulation. If a State attempts to deprive a party 
of his proper and suitable remedy at law, it deprives him of his 
property without due process, and of course they could appeal 
to tie Federal court to protect that under the fourteenth amend- 
men 

Mr. NELSON. I should like to ask the Senator from Texas 
a question, with his permission. Have we any more power to 
prohibit a court of equity of the United States from issuing a 
temporary injunction in a proper case than we have to pro- 
hibit it from issuing a final injunction? Can we do anything 
here by legislation that will restrain a court of equity, in any 
case where an injury is threatened and imminent, from issuing 
a temporary injunction? That is the question involved. If 
the Senator from Texas thinks we can limit the power of courts 
to issue temporary injunctions upon an appropriate state of 
facts, then he is right. If we can not restrain the courts, then 
the suggestions of the Senator from Texas are immaterial. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is true. Speaking for myself, I have no 
doubt that Congress can provide against the issuance of an 
interlocutory decree or order suspending these rates. I have 
never been able to fully subscribe to the doctrine that there is 
any more inherent equity power in a circuit court of the United 
States than there is an inherent legal power, and the Supreme 
Court has more than once declared that all courts below it, or 
what they call “ Congressional courts,” possess only the jurisdic- 
tion conferred upon them by Congress. Now, if Congress does 
not choose to confer upon a circuit court of the United States 
a jurisdiction which is ordinary and usual—and which, except 
in a great case like this, I would not myself think necessary or 
proper to modify—it has power to withhold it. Mr. President, 
if we can not do so this whole bill might as well be left to sleep 
upon the Calendar, because it is not, in my opinion, worth the 
time and the trouble involved in its discussion and passage. 

If any court to which the carrier may apply—and it may 
apply to any circuit court of the United States through which 
its line is located, or, as some provisions say, in which it has its 
main operating office, or, if the bill is silent as to the jurisdic- 
tion, then wherever it can get service—if it has that wide lati- 
tude it is certain to find a United States judge who will issue a 
preliminary restraining order. 

I do not mean to imply by that statement that it will find a 
dishonest judge. I think judges are very much more honest 
eyen in corporation matters than it is the habit of some men to 
describe them. I have not seen very many men on the bench 
whom I thought ought to be taken off, and on a memorable oc- 
casion, even when I thought one ought to be taken off, I was in 
a minority in this body. Taken as a whole the Federal judges 
are upright men and learned in the law; but I shall be sur- 
prised if the railroads and their attorneys can not make out a 
case before final hearing which will induce some friendly judge 
to issue an interlocutory decree, and unless we can give this 
rate immediate and continuing effect until the case is disposed 
of upon its merits we are preparing a disappointment for the 
people of the United States. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I rise to a question of the order 
of business. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The unfinished business—the state- 
hood bill—is before the Senate. 

Mr. HALE. So I understand. Of course, after that is dis- 
posed of the important questions involved in what is called “ the 
rate bill” will possess and engross the attention of the Senate 
for days—may be weeks. There is no opportunity for anything 
else to intervene, except for the remainder of the day and per- 
haps to-morrow and the next day. I should like very much to 
have an agreement made now, and to that end I ask unanimous 
consent, that when the Senate adjourn to-day it be to meet at 
11 o’clock to-morrow. That will extend the time for the debate 
upon the statehood bill, which is the order of business and the 
unfinished business, and it will give an opportunity this after- 
noon, after the Senator from California [Mr. PERKINS] has sub- 
mitted his remarks, for the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. War- 
REN] to call up the bill which was before the Senate and not 
finished yesterday, and get it out of the way. 

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Maine forgets that the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuarsrer] has given notice 
that he desires to address the Senate this afternoon; and he is 
now in his seat. 

Mr, HALE. I do not forget, for I have conferred with the 
Senator from North Dakota, and the arrangement is entirely 
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satisfactory. The additional hour that will be given in the 
morning will enable the Senator from North Dakota to address 
the Senate. 

But I think Senators will see that if we do not now dispose of 
this matter there will be no opportunity in the near future. 
I am not speaking in the interest of the bill of the Senator 
from Wyoming, because I am opposed to it, but I think we 
could finish it and have it out of the way, one way or the 
other, this afternoon. Then the statehood bill will have free 
rein and will be disposed of Friday. I suppose the Senator 
from South Carolina will ask the Senate, after the statehood 
matter is disposed of, to make the rate bill the unfinished busi- 
ness. After that practically the rest of the time for weeks 
is confiscated. Nobody will want then to come in or expect to 
come in with other matters when any Senator desires to de- 
bate the great contested question that is resting in the minds 
of Senators as more important than any other matter. There- 
fore I will submit my request now that when the Senate adjourn 
to-day it be to meet to-morrow morning at 11 o’clock. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maine asks unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate adjourn to-day it be to 
meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow. Is there objection? 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Senator from Maine is making that 
request upon the assumption that after the Senator from 
North Dakota 

Mr. HALE. No; the Senator from California. 

Mr. SPOONER. That after the Senator from California and 
the Senator from North Dakota 

Mr. HALE. No; I said the arrangement is perfectly satis- 
factory to the Senator from North Dakota, who would use the 
hour in the morning. 

Mr. SPOONER. That may be; but it has always been the 
practice of the Senate, when an hour has been fixed for the 
disposition of a bill, especially if it were a short time in ad- 
vance of action, that other matters should not intervene to the 
exclusion of full and fair debate on the unfinished business. 

Mr. HALE. That is why I asked for the hour in the morning. 

Mr. SPOONER. Speeches have been made, interjected into 
the debate, on the railway rate matter, of which no one com- 
plains. To-morrow the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE], 
who has charge of the Statehood bill, will take the floor and 
conclude the general debate in behalf of the measure. I un- 
derstand the junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. PATTERSON] is 
to close the debate for the opposition. Whether the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] desires to speak in support of his 
amendment I do not know. But there are several who wish 
to speak on the statehood bill. I myself wish to occupy a little 
time on it. I do not think anybody would suffer particularly 
if the medical bill should not be disposed of until later in the 
session. 

Mr. HALE. I have said, of course, that I am not for the 
bill, but against it, but I do not desire to delay it or proiong 
it, if we can reach it. It is only by unanimous consent that 
this programme which I have indicated can be carried out. I 
should be glad to see it carried out, and to dispose of the 
medical bill to-day. If it is not disposed of to-day, I think the 
Senator from Wyoming will see that it can not be disposed of 
for some time to come. So far as I am concerned, I shall not 
be here, and I should like very much to be here when that bill 
comes up. 

Mr. SPOONER. How long will the Senator be absent? 

Mr. HALE. Perhaps for a week or more. 

Mr. SPOONER. The contract surgeons, I fancy, are doing 
fairly well 

Mr. HALE. I think they are. 

Mr. SPOONER. In time of peace, and I rather think these 
officers, who are to be promoted to be majors and lieutenant- 
colonels and colonels and captains, and so on, can be induced to 
possess their souls in patience until we can reach that bill in 
order. 

Mr. HALE. My proposition involves unanimous consent, of 
course. If the Senator from Wisconsin or other Senators be- 
lieve that the statehood bill has not only the right of way, 
but ought to occupy it, neither the Senator from Wyoming nor 
I, who are acting together in this matter and in good faith 

Mr. SPOONER. Acting together in opposition to each other. 

Mr. HALE. Acting together to get it disposed of, can object. 
We can not do it except by unanimous consent, and if the state- 
hood bill not only has the right of way, but wants to occupy it, 
neither I nor the Senator from Wyoming can prevent it. My 
proposition depends upon unanimous consent. 

Mr. SPOONER. If it develops later in the afternoon—— 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota? 


Mr. NELSON. I desire to say that there has been an under- 
standing that the Senator from Colorado and the Senator from 
Indiana are to close the debate to-morrow. They expect to 


occupy the whole day. I think it would be an injustice to 
both of those Senators to deprive them of that privilege and to 
arrange to take up the time by other speeches to-morrow. I 
think other speakers ought to have the rest of to-day. 

Mr. SPOONER. I think the Chair would be entirely justified 
in inferring from my observation that the proposed arrangement 
is not agreeable. It is objected to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that there 
is objection to the request made by the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, it is true the statehood bill 
should have the right of way if demanded. It is also perfectly 
competent for the chairman of the Committee on Rules to have 
a say as to the disposition of the time. There has been no dis- 
position on the part of those who favor the medical bill to rush 
it or to take up time belonging to some other measure. It has 
been brought back before the Senate because of a motion to 
reconsider, made by the Senator from Maine, who now joins 
with me and asks for the early consideration of the bill. I have 
asked it because it has been long before us—I believe it should 
be disposed of on its merits—and I also ask its further consid- 
eration at this hour to accommodate the Senator from Maine. 
I do not think it is necessary to refer to the merits of the bill 
at this time, with respect to captains, majors, colonels, etc., as 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] has done. That is a 
matter to be discussed later. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I will detain the Senate for only a minute. 
I am not trying to rush into this rate making matter prema- 
turely, but as one Senator has announced his interpretation of 
certain words in the bill, which is contrary to my own, I 
merely wish to say that this whole court question is right about 
the spinal cord of this issue. I will not now proceed to give 
my views upon it, but I want to say that if the Congress of 
the United States is hedged about by judicial decrees that will 
prevent it from granting relief to the people we will have to re- 
form the Supreme Court, because the people are going to have 
relief from this intolerable condition. [Manifestations of ap- 


plause in the galleries.] I myself do not believe any such thing. 


Mr. TELLER. I call for the regular order now. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The regular order is called for. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brow NING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed 
a bill (H. R. 16805) authorizing the Secretary of War to sell 
certain coal in Alaska, and for other purposes; in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 


FUEL IN ALASKA. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the bill which has just come 
over from the House of Representatives is an exact duplicate of 
a joint resolution which was passed this morning by the Senate. 
I ask unanimous consent that that bill may be now considered 
and put upon its passage. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the bill (H. R. 
16305) authorizing the Secretary of War to sell certain coal in 
Alaska, and for other purposes; which was read the first time 
by its title, and the second time at length, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and is hereby, au- 
thorized to cause to be sold to the citizens of Nome, Alaska, at its actual 
cost to the United States at the place of sale, such limited quantities of 


coal for domestic uses as, in his judgment, can safely be spared from 
the stock provided for the use of the garrison at Fort vis, Alaska. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wyoming asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WARREN. I now ask that the vote by which the joint 
resolution (S. R. 40) authorizing the Secretary of War to sell 
to citizens of Nome, Alaska, limited quantities of coal for do- 
mestic uses was read the third time and passed be reconsidered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. I now move that the joint resolution be in- 
definitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of Okla- 
homa and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States; and to enable the people of 
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New Mexico and Arizona to form a constitution and State gov- 
ernment and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I will trespass for but a few 
moments upon the time of the Senate. I would not venture to 
do so even at this time were it not for the fact that coming from 
the far West, representing in part the great State of California, 
which bas identified her interests—business, social, political, 
and otherwise—with the Territory of Arizona, I think my silence 
might be misconstrued by my constituents into indifference to 
this question. Á 

Mr. President, I have listened with great interest and instruc- 
tion to the very able addresses in this Chamber on the subject 
of the pending statehood bill. As far as I have been able to 
judge from the facts elicited during the discussion the people 
of Oklahoma and Indian Territory are more than willing that 
their respective Territories shall be merged and admitted to 
the Union as a single State. I have had brought to my atten- 
tion no protests against such action, and the recent history of 
the Territories gives no reason why there should be antipathy 
toward joint statehcod. The million and a half of white people 
who are embraced in the present population of the two Terri- 
tories are all of sturdy American stock from the States within 
the Mississippi Valley and have settled there within the past 
fifteen or sixteen years. They form a homogeneous community, 
within which there are no alien elements to create antagonisms 
or differences which would tend to embroil factions in political 
strife. It is easy and natural, therefore, for the people of both 
sections to come together under a single State government, and 
as joint statehood is the unanimous desire we have no good 
reason for denying it to them. 

But the conditions in Arizona and New Mexico are totally 
different. Because I have a personal knowledge of Arizona, 
and as a witness, as it were, I place myself upon the witness 
stand to answer any questions, if it is in my power to do so. 
If not, I will do as some of the judges do when cases are sub- 
mitted to them; I will take it under advisement and render a 
decision later. 

Several Senators who have made brilliant addresses in favor 
of forcing these two Territories into a union clearly believe that 
conditions are similar, though they have never seen any part of 
either Territory, and others have made no observations except, 
perhaps, through the windows of a Pullman car. I therefore, 
as one who has traveled on foot or by means of the automobile 
of the mountain trail—that is, on the hurricane deck of a mule— 
over at least one-third of the Territory of Arizona, desire to 
briefly give my views as to the expediency of forcing joint state- 
hood upon these two Territories. 

In passing I wish to say that my friend the senior Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. Netson], in his very able address to the 
Senate, differing from others in that when he talks he always 
says something, uttered these words: 

We hear a good deal said, Mr. President, as to what the wishes of 
the people may be. 8 ought to assent to the wishes of the 

eople, but sometimes it is better for us to use our own judgment. 
Whose Territories are the children of Uncle Sam. Ordinarily the kind 
pee sees to the wishes of his children, but sometimes the wise parent 
rds it judicious to take the bit in his own mouth and to curb the zeal 
and the energy of his children and keep them within the proper channel. 

My friend forgets that these children have come to years of 
maturity. They belong to Uncle Sam’s family. They have an 
equal voice in the administration of Uncle Sam's affairs. When 
the Senator from Minnesota says, as he virtually says by in- 
ference, “My son Samuel, I want you to marry Eliza,” it is 
a wedding that will not bring happiness to the family or peace 
to the community in which they live. So it will be here if we 
force the marriage of Arizona and New Mexico when Uncle 
Sam's family and children are protesting against the marriage. 
For that reason I am in favor of the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr, Foraker], that we should 
submit this question to the votes of the people of Arizona and 
New Mexico separately, and if either one of those Territories 
says, “ We do not want to be married to each other,” then I say 
that as true Americans it is for us to say: “ Remain as you are, 
as Territories, and when you come into the estate to which you 
are entitled and develop the great resources of your Territory, 
the time will come perhaps when we will admit you into the 
family of States.” 

Twenty years ago, when I spent two months in Arizona in- 
vestiguting its agricultural and live stock possibilities, the mur- 
derous Apache was abroad in the land and no man’s life in cer- 
tain sections of the Territory was safe without the shelter of 
the cities and towns. There were no farms, no ranches, no at- 
tempts at agriculture, except in the immediate vicinity of large 
settlements, where the inhabitants could join in mutual defense 
against the red-skinned murderers. Only a few of the more ad- 
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venturous or reckless prospectors dared to go into the interior 
to search for minerals. The entire Territory was, in a manner, 
terrorized by warlike Indians, and up to that time there had 
been possible no attempt to develop its resources. 

When at the foot of Mount Huachuca, in southern Arizona, 
in 1885 I camped out for several nights the Apache Indians 
were making raids all around us. I do not attribute the little 
hair I bave left here to that experience, but I think it materially 
affected it for some time, for certainly my nights were very 
restless, as naturally they would have been when camping in 
that vicinity, for ten Mexicans were murdered within a few 
days within two miles of where we were in camp. 

But with the subjugation of the Apaches and the building of 
railroads opportunities were afforded which were taken advan- 
tage of by the class of men and women who went into the 
wastes of California and in fifty years built up a State which 
has been and for a long time to come will be one of the wonders 
of the world. 

Twenty years ago there were comparatively but a few miles 
of railroad in the Territory of Arizona. There was no way of 
passing over the sands of that Territory except upon a coach or 
a mule or afoot, and, as I stated, the Indians were so hostile 
at that time that one’s life was in danger if he went a few miles 
away from a camp or a village. But since then the people 
have built up Arizona. They have not come from Mexico or 
from regions where Mexican blood prevails, but from the purely 
American States, where they were born with the pure Ameri- 
ean spirit of self-reliance and independence. I am acquainted 
with very many of them, and know that for good citizenship, 
high character, and public spirit they can not be surpassed. 
They form a typical American community. 

In New Mexico we have entirely different conditions. When 
that region came to us and was formed into a Territory, which 
then embraced Arizona, we took over with the soil some 60,000 
Mexicans, who were the sole population and from whom have 
sprung the greater part of the population of to-day. When 
Arizona was set off as a separate Territory only 8,000 or 9,000 
Mexicans went with the land, and that element makes no show- 
ing at present in the total of the population of the Territory. 
The blood and spirit of New Mexico is Mexican, while that of 
Arizona is American. I therefore deem it my duty to protest 
against the passage of any bill which proposes to join New 
Mexico and Arizona in statehood. I earnestly believe that the 
people of Arizona are unalterably opposed to such action, and 
to join them by compulsion with a community with which they 
have, and will for generations have, nothing in common is 
un-American and repugnant to the belief in fair play and a fair 
chance which exists in every true American. 

Were we an empire, like Germany, we could consistently 
join peoples who were totally lacking in sympathy one for the 
other, as was done when Alsace and Lorraine were added to the 
German Empire. But I do not understand that imperial 
methods of procedure haye yet become so attractive to the 
American people that they will countenance such an act of im- 
perial power as proposed in the bill before us. 

Within the established boundaries of States and Territories 
there grow up communities which by reason of their political 
isolation take on certain characteristics, develop along certain 
lines, and have interests that differ in many points from those 
of their immediate neighbors. This is as inevitable in States 
and Territories as it is in families. The families in a given 
municipality have a common interest in the affairs of the city, 
and work together for its best interests; but no two families are 
so nearly identical in habits, character, education, aspirations, 
aims, likes, and dislikes as to render it possible to join them in 
one household with any chance that harmony and happiness 
would result. 

If two households desire to try the experiment of forming one 
family from their numbers, no one has the right to endeavor to 
prevent them; but should an effort be made to join two families, 
one of which found nothing in the other with which to sympa- 
thize, whose habits of life were different, whose education was 
totally unlike, and whose development was along very different 
lines, there would arise such universal condemnation that the 
crime for crime it would be—could never be consummated or 
sanctioned by the people. 

The State, the Territory, is simply a political family, which 
has grown up under conditions determined by boundary lines 
as the walls of the home determine the condition of domestic 
life and shape the destinies of the individual members of the 
family. Since 1863 Arizona and New Mexico haye been inde- 
pendent of each other, and in the forty-three years which have 
elapsed have developed along lines determined by the charac- 
teristics of climate, soil, laws, population, and customs which 
have obtained within their respective boundaries. As these ele- 


1906. 


ments have differed, the development has differed, until now the 
two Territories are so dissimilar that there is little in common 
between them. New Mexico has retained the characteristics of 
old Mexico, while Arizona has entered into the full spirit of 
modern progress. Can it be wondered at, therefore, that from 
practically every inhabitant of the latter Territory comes a 
protest against being brought under the influences of a compara- 
tively unprogressive people? What is the opinion of one of the 
advocates of joint statehood as to conditions in New Mexico? 
The honorable Senator from Illinois [Mr. Horx1ns] had this to 
say on this point a few days ago: 

For many years the poputo of New Mexico was largely Spanish 
and Mexican and a mixed breed, where the Spanish lan age was the 
prevailing language, not only among the people generally, but in her 
schools and in her courts. I remember, some years ago, when a bill for 
the admission of New Mexico as a State into the Union was under con- 
sideration in the House of Representatives, when I was a Member of 
that boaz, that the statement was made by one of the leading Members 
of the House, who had given careful investigation to the subject, that 
70 per cent of the ple could not read or write in any language other 
than the Spanish language, and that the percentage of illiteracy was 
ten times greater than the illiteracy of a State like Michigan or Iowa. 
I am glad to state, however, that there has been a decided Improvement 
in the condition of the le of that Territory within the last ten or 
fifteen years, and that they have develo: a school system that is giv- 
ing ample facilities to the children of school age to acquire a good com- 
mon school education, and that while 1 are used in the courts 
and many of the transactions in business life are conducted in Spanish, 
year by year substantial gains are made, not only in education, but in 
the use of the English language in all the vocations of life. 

It is my opinion, however, Mr. President, that New Mexico is not now 
entitled to siimisaion as a separate State and never will be. 


But the Senator from Illinois thinks that if New Mexico is 
joined to Arizona the State thus formed will be worthy of ad- 
mission. What stronger justification could there be for the op- 
position of the people of Arizona to the proposed action? If to 
bring New Mexico up to the standard which will warrant state- 
hood it is necessary to join Arizona to that Territry, it seems 
to me that the sense of justice of this body should cause them to 
heed the protests of a people who object to being swallowed up 
by a comparatively unprogressive community in order that the 
general average may be raised. 

Let us see what the differences between the two Territories 
are. The census figures tell the story. It speaks in language 
1 potent and with such emphasis that it can not be contra- 

icted. 

In Arizona in 1900 the total male illiterates of voting age 
were 11,215, of whom 4,776 were white and 5,948 Indian; in 
New Mexico the same class numbered 15,585, of whom 12,504 
were white and 2,901 were Indian. In Arizona of these illit- 
erate whites 1,017 were native, and in New Mexico 10,260 were 
native. The percentage of illiterates in population at least 10 
years of age was, for total white, in Arizona, 14.9; and in New 
Mexico, 29.9. The percentage of illiterates in the native white 
population over 10 years of age was, for Arizona, 6.2; and for 
New Mexico, 29.4. The percentage of illiterates among the 
total white male population of voting age was, in Arizona, 13.7; 
and in New Mexico, 24.6; the percentage of illiterates among 
the native white male population of voting age was, for Arizona, 
4.5; and for New Mexico, 23.6. 

These figures, it seems to me, are a perfect justification of the 
demand of the people of Arizona that they shall not be joined 
in statehood with their neighboring Territory. The smaller 
population of Arizona, started on a certain line of development, 
would be compelled to meet a larger population which has taken 
a different course, and where their interests conflict the 25 per 
cent of the yotes of New Mexico cast by illiterates would hold 
the balance of power. The male population of voting age, ex- 
cluding Indians, in Arizona numbered at the time of the census 
about 39,000. The number of males of voting age in New Mex- 
ico, excluding Indians and illiterates, was practically the 
same, there being a difference of only a few hundred. The 
voters of Arizona, therefore, just equal the educated males of 
voting age in New Mexico; but in the latter Territory there is a 
reserve of illiterate voters, excluding Indians, of 12,684. Every- 
one who knows anything whatever of politics will recognize the 
fact that, were the two Territories joined in statehood, every 
question—and there would be many—where the interests of the 
two sections conflict would be decided by the huge illiterate vote 
of that portion which was the Territory of New Mexico. This 
vote could be so handled that in very truth, as the people of 
Arizona assert, the Arizona portion of the new State would be 
completely Mexicanized. 

I may say in passing, Mr. President, that for ten years or 
more after California became a State in the Union the laws of 
our State were printed in Spanish and the two or three political 
parties contending for office and the emoluments for office did 
not go into a convention before the people without at least 
having one or two candidates on each ticket of Mexican birth. 
Have we any reason to believe that different conditions would 
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exist in New Mexico if it were merged into a State with 
Arizona? 

On this showing, I think it is very easy to understand why 
there is opposition to statehood in Arizona. What man in that 
Territory would be willing to see placed in a position to affect 
his vested interests the great mass of illiterate voters of New 
Mexico. And how can we, in cold blood, vote to deliver over 
to the domination of ignorant voters of alien blood the men who, 
imbued with the spirit of modern progress, have in the last few 
years pushed Arizona to the front as one of the progressive 
regions of the continent? In the ten years from 1890 to 1900 
Arizona gained 63,300 in population and New Mexico only 
41,717. In 1880 the acreage of improved lands in Arizona was 
only 66,071, against 237,392 in New Mexico; but in 1900 Arizona 
had added 200,000 acres to her area of improved lands, while 
New Mexico had added only 90,000. Another fact showing the 
difference in character of the population in the two Territories 
is that the average value of the products of an Arizona farm 
was, in 1900, $1,205, against $825 for New Mexico; and while 
New Mexico has over 12,300 farms, against 5,800 in Arizona, it 
possessed only 670 whose products exceeded $2,500, while 
Arizona had 509. In manufactures the same disparity is found. 
In 1880 Arizona had 66 establishments against 144 in New 
Mexico. In 1900 Arizona increased her establishments to 314 
and her capital invested from $272,600 to $10,157,000, and in 
1905 to $14,395,000, while New Mexico increased its capital from 
$463,275 to $2,698,788 in 1900, and to $5,705,880 in 1905. Arizona 
far outstripped her neighbor in the industrial race, as the value 
of manufactured products more clearly shows; for while in 
1880 it produced only $618,365 worth against $1,284,846 in New 
Mexico, in 1905 it produced over $28,000,000 worth of manu- 
factured products against only $5,700,000 in New Mexico. 
Horsepower development tells the same story. In 1890 Arizona 
had 826 horsepower against 1,825 in New Mexico; but ten years 
later it had 9,110 against New Mexico’s 4,360, and in 1905 had 
increased it to 26,068 against New Mexico's 5,978. But the 
whole progress of development in the two Territories is epit- 
omized in the following figures: i 


Value of agricultural and manufactured products per capita in Arizona 
and New Mexico, 1890 and 1900. 


In agriculture Arizona maintained her lead of $6 per capita, 
but her new irrigation systems will soon increase that lead 
tenfold and more. In manufactures, in 1890, Arizona had a 
lead of $6 per capita, but in 1900 had increased that lead by 
$144 per capita, and whereas the production was only $16 in 
1890 against $10 for New Mexico, ten years later Arizona was 
producing $173 per capita while New Mexico was producing 
only $29. 

Every fair-minded person can, I think, on this showing fully 
understand why men of the highest character, intelligence, and 
public spirit write from Arizona like the following, which I 
quote from the letter of a gentleman who represents the class 
of broadest education and widest cultivation in Arizona. I will 
read this letter coming from him as reflecting the sentiment 
there, It was a personal letter to me, yet I have no hesitancy 
in giving the author of it if required, because he is identified 
with the interests of that Territory and is a gentleman of cul- 
ture and education. He writes: 

The people of Arizona are a unit against the passage of this bill. 
Their interests in every particular would be greatly fnjured and in 
many cases ruined by the passage of this bill. Is it not un-American 
to force a measure upon a loyal, enterprising, and progressive ple 
against their united protest? have quite large interests in both New 
Mexico and Arizona and know that they are unlike in the character of 
their inhabitants and in their interests to such a de that the same 
legislation would not be adapted to both. Their union would provoke 
controversy, endless litigation, and racial trouble. It would open the 
door to political marplots and 9 civil strife, and in the end 
probably bloodshed. rizona would suffer most, for our educational, 
mining, and business interests are by far superior, our rulers and ofice- 
holders almost to the man are now white Americans, while the very 
opposite is true of New Mexico. The union is abhorrent to Arizo- 
a eg and our loyalty to every interest of the nation should be re- 
spected and be rewarded by fair treatment and not with punishment. 

This is the protest of education, pure and simple; that of 
the professions is voiced by the remonstrance of the Bar Asso- 
ciation of Arizona, who say: 

It is impossible by resolutions to convey to you or to the honorable 
body of which you are a member the intensity of the feeling of per 
union, 


me of our peril we appeal to the Senate of the States, 
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and to each individual member thereof, not to put upon the people of 
Arizona the blight which this odious union will entail. 

The people of this Territory are homogeneous, with similar tast 
ideals, and ambitions, and they have, at great sacrifice, established and 
maintained appropriate educational and charitable institutions, con- 
formable to those ideals and ambitions, and they desire the opportunity 
to work out their own destiny in accordance with those ideals. 

The inhabitants of this nid ved | differ from those of New Mexico 
in race, government, ideas, political ambitions, and otherwise to such 
an extent as to make it impossible for the people of the two Terri- 
tories to unite in harmonious conduct of a State government. 

The business interests of Arizona are unanimous in protest 
against joint statehood, and the welfare of business men in 
that Territory is so dependent on their ability to develop along 
the course that they have marked out for themselyes that com- 
mercial bodies in States where Arizona has business connec- 
tions earnestly protest against the proposed crime. Of the 
fifty-four newspapers in Arizona all except three are strenu- 
ously opposed to joint statehood, and of the white inhabitants 
it may confidently be asserted that nine out of ten prefer a 
Territorial government to statehood in conjunction with New 
Mexico. 

It seems to me that the burden of the argument in favor of 
forcing Arizona into union with New Mexico is that Arizona 
has no chance for future developmernt—that it has already 
reached, or nearly reached, its limit, and therefore will never 
be fitted for statehood if left to itself. One answer to this is 
that the people of Arizona would prefer a permanent Terri- 
torial organization rather than to be joined to New Mexico. 
But another answer is that there is no good ground for an as- 
sertion that the limit of Arizona’s progress has been reached. 
Only a few years have elapsed since the subjugation of the 
Indians has rendered it possible for Americans to enter the 
Territory for the purpose of settlement and the development of 
the resources of the country. In those few years—and to-day 
there are only some 800 miles of railroad in the Territory— 
vast changes have occurred, and more are impending. Already 
the assessed valuation of property in the Territory exceeds that 
of New Mexico by $15,000,000, of which $12,000,000 was put 
to the credit of Arizona in the single year 1904. The people 
of the Territory have just laid the firm foundations for a pros- 
perous future, and will not submit to having those foundations 
undermined by the injection into their political and business 
policies of ideas, which have kept the land over the national 
boundary line in a somnolent condition for a century or more. 

No one who has read Two Years Before the Mast can ever 
forget the picture of desolation which California presented as 
drawn from the pen of Dana. A vast extent of dry and dusty 
piain, waterless and treeless, met the traveler from San Diego to 
San Francisco Bay. The only inhabitants were Mexicans and 
Indians, and the only occupation was the herding of cattle. 

Contrast it to-day, Mr. President, with the picture drawn by 
Dana in the memorable voyage he made on the coast of Cali- 
fornia. The principal products then exported from our State 
were hides and tallow. To-day everything that is known that 
would grow in the garden of paradise will grow in that great 
State. We are exporting a million tons of wheat, more or less, 


to Europe and foreign countries per annum to feed the crowned 


prince and the pauper alike. 

We are exporting 30,000 carloads of citrus fruits from Cali- 
fornia overland, besides that which we consume ourselves in 
our own State. It is the only State in the Union that produces 
raisins, olive oil, and a hundred other articles in such abundance 
that it excites the envy, or certainly the emulation, of every 
oiher State in the Union. We have our splendid institutions, 
our two great universities, richly endowed; the University of 
California, by a constitutional enactment in the organic law of 
our State, and another great university, the Leland Stanford 
Junior University, endowed by more than $40,000,000, repre- 
sented to-day by students in that university from every State 
and Territory in the Union, where they may come and there 
drink from the fountain of knowledge without money or without 
price, all by the munificent hand of the donor of that university 
and by the taxpayers, the people of California, who have so 
richly endowed our university. 

But, better than all that, we are building up a people there 
from every State in the Union, and our population compares 
favorably with that of almost any of the New England States 
or that of the Central States of our Union; and yet this picture 
drawn by Mr. Dana of a desolate, dreary waste of land, not 
capable of producing sufficient to feed the people who were liv- 
ing there at the time, was true. It was true, for ten or fifteen 
years thereafter we imported from Chile, from Oregon, and 
from the Atlantic States, bringing them around Cape Horn, 
fiour, dairy products, and many manufactured articles, which 
the people could not then produce for themselves. 

Contrast that concition with that which exists to-day. We 


are the fifth manufacturing State in the Union. Although geolo- 

gists said that no coal could be found there, that no tron 

could be found there, that no oil could be found in our State; 

that it was barren of those products; yet to-day California is 

aegis more crude petroleum than any other State in the 
nion. 

I will not dwell upon California, Mr. President. She stands 
there a monument to the enterprise of her people. Nature has 
so richly endowed her that she sings to the western sea the 
sunset song of the nation. She is a part of this great Union; 
she is one of the brightest States in the constellation of the 
Union. I only refer to it now in passing to show that what has 
occurred in California is possible in the Territory of Arizona; 
for the Californians are going to Arizona to-day seeking the 
development of the great resources of that Territory, and I 
hope to live long enough and I hope my constituents in Cali- 
fornia will think enough of me to return me here that I may 
vote for the admission of Arizona as a State in the Union. 

One hundred and fourteen thousand square miles are em- 
braced within that Territory to-day, comprising nearly twice 
the area of the New England States. Why should we not listen 
to their appeal, Wait until we are ready to come into this 
Union and share with you this great boon; force it not upon us 
against the protest of our people?” : 

The eminent educator connected with the University of Ari- 
zona, from whom I have read, continues: 

And such had been the condition of the country from the time that 


Coronado made his famous expedition into the unknown north and in- 
duced the Spaniard to settle there. 


These same mission fathers who came up from Mexico into 
New Mexico and out through Arizona into California and 
founded the missions of California more than one hundred and 
twenty-five years ago were the advance guard of Christian 
civilization. We honor them for their religious zeal; we honor 
them for their devotion to their religious principles, Mr. Presi- 
dent; but it required the energy, the enterprise, the will force 
of true Americans to go there and develop those great resources 
of the Golden State. And what is possible to the Golden State 
of California is possible in the development of Arizona. 

To-day their citrus fruit reaches the market two or three 
months earlier than that of our own State; their dates, can- 
taloupes, and melons are all brought into the market two or 
three months earlier than those that come from almost any 
other State of the Union. 

So I might goon; I will not weary you in relation to the great 
possibilities of Arizona in the future. Nature has placed there a 
soil life-giving to the whole vegetable kingdom, and it only requires 
water and the hoe to tickle it to make it yield everything that 
would grow in the garden of paradise. Those people are 
developing it. They are storing’the water in the mountains; 
they are sinking wells and elevating the water to the surface 
by means of electric power that is generated by the waters 
that flow down the mountain sides turning the little turbine 
wheels that run the electric motor, and those motors generate 
a thousand, aye, ten thousand horsepower over that region, dis- 
tributing that water hundreds of miles from the source of 
power; that is running the pumps that elevate the water which 
will make every acre of land in the Territory of Arizona in 
due time fruitful, because it only requires water to make it 
yield to the toil of the husbandman. 

The fathers of the missions alone had planted a few vines, 
fig and orange trees, the entire yield of which was not more 
than sufficient to supply the needs of the churchmen and their 
immediate followers. Even as late as 1875 the entire region 
which is now known as “southern California” was in prac- 
tically the same condition. Flocks and herds were the chief 
means of support for the scanty population, the few American 
members of which were anxious to leave a region which was 
stagnant through the deadening influence of the prevailing spirit 
of Mexico. At that late date no one would have had the hardi- 
hood to predict a hundredth part of the progress which has 
since been made and which was only rendered possible by the 
construction of railroads, which brought into the land the 
spirit of progress with a new population, 

May I say in passing, Mr. President, that Arizona has only 
about 800 miles of railroad, while the State of California has 
to-day about 6,000 miles of railway? These great modern forces 
of development are speaking in language more potent than 
words and giving assurance that the energy and the enterprise 
of the people shall not go unrewarded. 

American energy overcame Mexican sloth only through sheer 
force of numbers. When the Mexican element was completely 
and hopelessly submerged, then, and only then, was progress 
possible. What has been aceomplished in this one corner of 
the State of California in less than thirty years everyone 
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knows. The great city of Los Angeles, with its 150,000 inhab- 
itants, of which my distinguished colleague [Mr. FLINT] is a 
resident, is simply one manifestation of the result of south- 
ern California’s emancipation from Mexicanism. Why, then, 
should we to-day shackle Arizona to this same element which 
kept back our own State for a generation or more? 

With this object lesson before us, do we dare to force back 
under the deadening influence of Mexicanism a people who have 
just succeeded in escaping from it? Do we dare to say to those 
energetic Americans who are building irrigation works, opening 
mines, laying out fields, developing varied mineral resources, 
exploiting forests, and preparing a sure basis for future growth, 
do we dare to say to them that they shall not be permitted to 
work out their future on the lines that we know are safest and 
best, but that they must submit themselyes to the repressive 
influences which creep over the Mexican border like the mala- 
rial poison from a stagnant marsh? 

The ambition of the people of a Territory to become a State 
is as natural and as laudable as the ambition of a boy to become 
a man. For Territorial population the attainment of state- 
hood is the attainment of full growth and the possession of the 
strength and power of maturity. 

The States— 

Says President Woodrow Wilson— 
constitute the ordinary fountains of justice and of legal right, and stand 
nearest the people in the regulation of all their social and legal rela- 
tionships. * * They make up the mass, the body, the constituent 


tissue, the organic stuff of the Government of the country. 
To them is intrusted our dally welfare. 


The State is the acme of political organization in our great 
country, the foundation of our power and strength, and the sure 
bulwark of the people’s liberties. Under State laws only can a 
community develop all its powers and in the direction of the 
genius of its people. 

It is our duty, then, to give to those fitted for it the oppor- 
tunity to follow the course which nature has marked out for 
1 and to free them from the trammels of national guard- 
anship. 

For that reason, it will afford me great pleasure, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to cast my vote to admit Oklahoma as a great State into 
the Union. I believe her f<ture will be as bright as that of the 
State that I have the honor, in part, to represent on this floor; 
and we can ask nothing better for the great State of Oklahoma. 

But it is not our duty to endeavor to join two peoples differ- 
ing in aims, character, blood, and tendencies, and force them 
into a union which can result in nothing but hostility and the 
prevention of advancement. Such a course is un-American, and 
I do not believe that the Senate will permit this crime to be 
committed. Its sense of justice will, I am sure, at least give the 
people of the two Territories a chance to separately express 
their opinion at the ballot box, the sacred urn of the people’s 
liberties; and whatever they may decide upon, their verdict 
will be acceptable to the American people. 

Arizona demands that consideration as a right which I am 
confident the true spirit of Americanism and fair play here 
represented will not deny to her. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President 

Mr. McCUMBER. Will the Senator yield to me for a mo- 
ment? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. . 

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate adjourn to-day it adjourn to meet to-morrow morning at 
11 o'clock. I ask unanimous consent for this purpose: I gave 
notice about three days ago that, immediately after the conclu- 
sion of the morning business on to-morrow morning, I would 
discuss this question. Since that time I have been informed by 
the Senators in charge of the bill that two Senators who are on 
the committee would like to close the debate and take most of 
the day to-morrow. I have made the request for the meeting 
to-morrow an hour earlier than the usual time so that if they 
find by to-morrow morning that they can yield to me that extra 
hour in the morning I shall speak; but if, on the contrary, they 
find they will need all of to-morrow, I shall not insist on taking 
up the time. If I make an address at all on the bill, as I have 
tried to arrange to do, it will be for an hour or an hour and a 
half. Senators have already listened to-day to three quite 
lengthy addresses, all of them demanding very close attention, 
and I think it might be an imposition to ask them to listen to 
any further extended remarks to-day. That, Mr. President, is 
my reason for making the request. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from 
North Dakota that he move that when the Senate adjourn to- 
day it adjourn to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow morning, instead 
of asking unanimous consent, 
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Mr. McCUMBER. I will change the request, then, and put it 
in the form of a motion. e: 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota 
moves that when the Senate adjourn to-day it be to meet at 11 
o'clock to-morrow morning. The question is on that motion, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, I am sensitive to the fact 
that the Senate has already listened to quite an elaborate de- 
bate during the day; but as I desire to submit an éxplanation 
of my attitude upon amendments that will be offered to this 
bill, and as I must do so at this time or not at all, I take the 
floor, promising not at any length to occupy it. 

The passage of this bill involves a constitutional function 
which is of very great importance. It is a function so grave, 
Mr. President, that politics in decency should have no influence 
whatever in its determination. The power to admit new States 
into the Union was for some reason not placed by the framers 
of the Constitution in the category or list of legislative powers. 
It occupies in the Constitution a place of isolation. It is to be 
found in section 3 of Article IV of that instrument: 

New States may be admitted by the Congress into this Union; but no 
new State shall be formed or erected within the jurisdiction of any other 
State; nor any State be formed by the junction of two or more States, 


or parts of States, without the consent of the legislatures of the States 
concerned as well as of the Congress. 


It is important, Mr. President, not simply as involving the 
serious discharge of Senatorial duty, but it is important be- 
cause once done it is perpetual. A State once admitted into the 
Union is a part of the Union so long as government upon the earth 
shall last. ‘Therefore a mistake, if made, is one which is irrey- 
ocable; it never can be corrected. 

And, Mr. President, I have a conviction about it. I do not 
believe that Arizona is fit, tried by any test, to come into the 
Union as a State; nor do I believe that New Mexico, tried by 
any test, is fit to be admitted into the Union as a State. I 
criticise no other man, but I find no justification for myself, 
to my own conscience, in voting to force these two Territories, 
each of which is unfit for statehood, in as a State of the Union 
which is not, in my judgment, fit. 

It was an unhappy thought that ever made of bills for the 
admission of States into this Union omnibus measures. The 
cases are utterly different; they have nothing whatever in com- 
mon. The right of Oklahoma and the Indian Territory to come 
into the Union as a State no man can gainsay. Tried by the 
test of population; tried by the test of intelligence; tried by the 
test of area; tried by the test of sure resources to support for 
all time statehood, with its responsibilities and duties, the 
Indian Territory and Oklahoma were entitled two years ago, 
at least, to come into the Union as a State. 

What has that to do with the admission of New Mexico and 
Arizona? Yet, Mr. President, it is put up to the Senate, to 
use a phrase which nowadays we hear once in a while and 
read oftener, that unless it shall pass this bill for the admission 
of Arizona and New Mexico combined as a State, the people of 
the Indian Territory and Oklahoma shall stand knocking indefi- 
nitely at the door of the Union. That, to me, is a proposition so 
destitute of justice and statesmanship and patriotism as to be 
inexplicable. 

I will vote with the utmost delight to open the door of the 
Union to the new State of Oklahoma without a misgiving; but 
if I should vote against the amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Foraker], at least—and that is a concession which 
helps a little bit one’s conscience—to leave it to the people of 
New Mexico and Arizona separately to vote upon the sole ques- 
tion as to whether they wili be united and come united into the 
Union, I should be yoting against my conviction of right; I 
should be voting to violate what, in my judgment, Mr. Presi- 
dent, however others may look upon it, is a solemn governmental 
pledge. 

My education on this subject came from the Committee on 
Territories. I read with the utmost care the report of that 
committee printed December 10, 1902, upon the question of the 
fitness of Arizona and New Mexico to come into the Union. Of 
course, it will be conceded that it would be unjust, although 
the Indian Territory and Oklahoma could meet the test, to 
require a unit of population such as, taking our whole popula- 
tion, would be justified. If the rule were adopted that a new 
State should have a population equal to the average population 
of the remainder of the States, it would require 1,650,000 people. 
That would not be fair. 

Nor is it fair, save in exceptional circumstances, to admit into 
the Union a Territory, or two Territories combined, which barely 
possess the population necessary for one unit of representa- 
tion in the Congress of the United States, which is about 
194,000 people. I do not go back to argue about the ancient 
units, They have no possible applicability to the question in- 
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volyed here, because the original States made the Government. 
They were not admitted into the Union, but, going together, 
they formed the Union. So as to the States which were 
carved out under the Ordinance of 1787. That was a compact. 
Those Territories had area, they had wealth, they were to be 
peopled by our own people; and so it was provided that they 
sheuld come into the Union. That was a pledge, but it was no 
stronger, so far as the right of ultimate statehood is concerned, 
than the pledge to Arizona written by Congress in 1863 on the 
statute books of this country. 

But it takes more than area to make a State; it takes more 
than people to make a State; it takes more than wealth to make 
a State. It takes a requisite area, of course; it takes people in 
sufficient numbers and adequate fitness, of course; and it takes 
resources which give warrant for the belief that in the long 
reach of time that people will be able to perform all the func- 
tions which are involved in statehood as to governmental insti- 
tutions, as to the upbuilding of education, and as to all of those 
things in which the people of real States delight. 

Mr. President, how is it as to Arizona? I do not reflect at 
all upon the people of Arizona in anything I say, or upon the 
people of New Mexico in anything I say. If there is any re- 
„flection upon either, it is in the quotations which I shall make 
from the report of the committee of 1902. 

The population of New Mexico by the census of 1900 was— 
total, 195,310; of that total 180,207 were white; 13,144 Indians 
untaxed, to be excluded; 1,610 negroes; 349 Mongolians. This 
table says 624 per cent are Mexicans. Probably the more ac- 
curate estimate is from 50 to 60 per cent are Mexicans. 

Arizona, 1900, population, 122,931; white, 92,903; Indians, 
26,480; negroes, 1,848; Mongolians, 1,700. 

Now. Mr. President, it is stated in this report that the census 
of 1900 is substantially accurate. It is also stated as follows: 

The great majority are native New Mexicans of Spanish and mixed 
Spanish and Indian descent, and of these practically all speak Spanish 
in the affairs of daily life, and the majority speak nothing but Spanish. 

It cites the testimony of the census enumerators, justices of 
the peace, and the census of 1900. It is stated in this report 
and the names of the witnesses are given that the— 


Courts are conducted through the medium of an interpreter, and it is 
impossible to conduct the machinery of justice without this official. 
* * 


* * . * * 
The interpreter interprets the testimony of witnesses to the jury, the 
argument of counsel to the jury, and the charge of the court to the 


jury. 

If this report is to be believed, as it undoubtedly was be- 
lieved in 1902, it shows a condition in the Territory of New 
Mexico which demonstrates, Mr. President, that that Territory 
is not entitled at this time, in respect of fitness of population, 
to be admitted into the Union. It is saying nothing against 
the Mexican that he does not readily learn the English lan- 
guage; it is saying nothing against him that he is easy-going 
and that instead of being a leader he is led; itis saying nothing 
against him that he does not quickly assimilate with the Anglo- 
Saxon, and that he does not take easily to our theories of goy- 
ernment and to our institutions. 

But in this day, Mr. President, with a population in the 
United States of 80,000,000, is it asking too much, when it is 
proposed to admit a Territory into the Union, to say to them, 
“Wait; wait until you have a population different from this 
population in New Mexico,” a Territory in which the courts 
must be conducted in a foreign language? Is that telerable for 
a State in the Union? Is it tolerable that in the judicature of a 
State the proceedings in court are to be conducted through inter- 
preters? Is it tolerable, Mr. President, that in a State a 
jury shall be informed through an interpreter both of the charge 
of the court and the testimony of the witnesses? Is it tolera- 
ble that in a State a jury sitting in judgment upon a man’s 
property or his life shall not be able to converse each with the 
other member of the jury in a language they can understand? 

How many times have the lawyers in this body seen men who 
had been summoned for jury duty set aside because they could 
not understand the language in which the proceedings were to 
be conducted? 

Was this statement of the committee true in 1902, that most 
of the Mexicans spoke Spanish and not English, and that the 
proceedings were conducted of necessity in the Spanish lan- 
guage? If it was true then, and if some statements which have 
been made in the last two weeks are true, it is the most mar- 
velous advance in the study and acquisition of language ever 
known, 

Mr. CARTER. I call the attention of the Senator in that 
connection to a statement which appeared in the public press 
some days ago about a man about to be executed. 

Mr. SPOONER. I read it. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Mr. CARTER. He was tried by a jury eleven members of 
which could not understand the language. 

Mr. SPOONER. The statement was—and it gave the name 
of the man and the location—that he was tried and sentenced 
to be hanged. On the morning of the day he was to be executed 
he attempted to commit suicide. He was carried in a state of 
collapse to the scaffold. He died. I do not speak of that, but 
the statement was that of the jury which tried him, which con- 
demned him—and his defense was self-defense—only one could 
speak or understand the English language. A community in 
which that can happen is not ready, Mr. President, to come 
into the Union as a State. I care not what its wealth, I care 
not what its population, it is not fit to come into the Union as a 
State. Am I wrong about it? 

The report continues : 

In the majority of cases it is true that some member of the 


soo to speak both languages and can then act as interpreter 
others. 


But think how much is involved in that! You have a right 
that the jury shall be able—each juryman—to understand the 
language of the witnesses who testify against you and the wit- 
nesses who testify for you. You have a right that the jury 
shall understand the lawyer who defends you. You havea right 
that the jury shall understand the judge who instructs it, and 
then each one shall be able to discuss with his fellows the testi- 
mony, the arguments, and the charge to the jury. But if there 
are only two who understand the language it is a trial by two 
and not by twelve, because the other ten derive their informa- 
tion from the two. 

To me it is intolerable. I should like to vote for this bill. 
It was recommended by a Republican President and passed by 
a Republican House. But I am discharging here a duty under 
my oath, and I can shift the responsibility for my action upon 
no one else. I must speak and yote as I think, not as some 
other man thinks or votes. 

Coming to the courts of the people— 

Quoting again from the report— 
justices of the ce—practically all of them speak Spanish and the 
proceeding of their courts are conducted in Spanish. The dockets of 
nearly all justices of the peace are kept almost exclusively in Spanish. 


The statutes of the Territory in the ces of practically all justices of 
the peace are printed in Spanish. * 


Perhaps that is not longer so. Some member of the committee 
can advise me if it be not still the fact. 

The witnesses are named. 

Practically all subpenas, summonses, and other processes from — 
tices of the peace courts are in Spanish. The same is true in criminal 
cases in the Federal and Territorial courts. 

In political campaigns almost all political speeches are made either in 
Spanish or in English through an interpreter, and interpreters are used 
in practically all (it may even be said in all) political conventions, 


The names of witnesses are given, including the testimony of 
a brother of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. FORAKER]. 

Is that still true, or in the four years that have speeded since 
then has some magic wrought change in this respect in New 
Mexico? In that space of time are the statutes no longer 
needed to be printed in Spanish? Are the jurors able to un- 
derstand and speak English? It would be a change impossible 
in the ordinary course of events. 

An interpreter is used in the legislature, and both council (senate) 
and house have official interpreters. 

Last session, in a short speech upon this subject, I had in 
my hand a list of the legislators, and the Senator from Illinois 
asked me to read the names. I replied that I did not under- 
stand Spanish. After I left the Chamber, my friend the Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] undertcok to read them, and he 
picked out five or six or seven English names which were on 
the list and read them. I wish I had the list here. I would 
ask him to read the rest of the names. It is nothing against 
those people that they are Spanish; far from it; it is nothing 
against them that they do not understand English; far from it; 
but that has been a Territory a great many years. Many 
years ago it came very near being admitted as a State, when our 
friend the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] was the 
Delegate from New Mexico in the House of Representatives. 
It did not come near being admitted because it was entitled to 
it then, but, I suspect, because the Senator from West Virginia 
was its Delegate. 

Coming to the schools, the report continues: 


Until recently (historically speaking) no English was taught In the 
common schools. At present both Spanish and English are taught in 
most of the schools. (Testimony of Miss Francesca Zana, p. 9; Enri- 
que Armijo, p. 10; J. Francisco Chavez, p. 27; Rafael Gallegos, D: 22, 


and others.) 
the second reader and no further, because 


Spanish is taught throu 
a person who has learned Spanish sufficiently to go through Manella’s 


ury is 
‘or the 


second Spanish reader can speak and write that language fluently, and 
no further instruction for practical purposes is necessary. (Testimony 
of Enrique Armijo, p. 16.) 

* 
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In some schools, as in those at Santa Fe, no Spanish is taught. 
(Testimony of J. Francisco Chavez, pp. 27, 28.) 

In some schools Spanish is taught exclusively; and history, arith- 

metic, and geography are translated from American text into Spanish. 
5 of J. Francisco Chavez, superintendent public instruction 
‘or New Mexic> pp. 27, 28.) 

In some high schools . 

I will not read all of this. Then the evidence is that after 
they have been graduated from the schools and have been taught 
the modicum of English required they lapse quickly into the 
use of Spanish, which also is the human nature of it. 

The report continues: 

There are towns— 

This is the report of the committee— 

There are towns (some even when surrounded by heavily predomi- 
nating American conditions and influences, such as at Las Vegas) where 
the signs at grocery stores, meat markets, and all the mercantile estab- 
lishments are printed exclusively in Spanish. 
E. Salasar, p. 11.) 

The above are the conditions even in the larger towns; and this is 
intensified, of course, in the little country settlements, where the peo- 
ple are usually bunched together, their : apes being principally 
that of herding sheep and goats and with little or practically no com- 
munication with the outer world. (Testimony of H. S. Wooster, pp. 
18-19; Rafael Gallegos, p. 22, and others.) 

A portion of the population, even including some justices of the 

ace, have little understanding of our institutions. (Testimony of 
felipe Baca y Garcia, p. 25; Leonardo Duran, p. 43.) 

The remainder of the 195,310 people in New Mexico— 


Dealing with the census of 1900— 


are called in that Territory “Americans,” as contradistinguished from 
the class above spoken of, who are there termed “ Mexicans.” But the 
“Americans” are made up from every other nationality except Mexi- 
cans. Germans, Italians, French, and all other nationalities are called 
“Americans.” And yet of the entire population of New Mexico 33.2 per 
cent are illiterates—that is, that portion can neither read nor write 
Spanish, English, or any other languege. (Census of 1900.) 

If the test of illiteracy were confined to the English language only, 
the committee is of opinion that the percentage of illiterates wou 
be much more than doubled. 

Do you suppose that has changed much since 1902? Probably 
some; and it will continue to change, for with the years and the 
hope of statehood when she shall have fitted herself for it—and 
if it gives her no ambition to become fit conclusively she is not 
fit—her educational system will be developed and this ratio of 
illiteracy will be diminished. 

Jurymen sometimes sign by their marks. 


The report gives the percentage of illiteracy, etc., but I do not 
care to take further time with it, although I will. 

Mr. President, I am not going into.the question of New Mex- 
ico’s wealth—mineral and agricultural. Considered from the 
standpoint of to-day neither is adequate. With irrigation the 
time may come when a good part of New Mexico—the valleys 
of New Mexico—will be as fertile as the valley of the Nile. In 
fact, it is impossible to tell what development may not come in 
the long future to New Mexico, but, Mr. President, in admitting 
a Territory into the Union as a State we are not to speculate as 
to whether at some time in the distant future she may not, 
through irrigation or some other development, have acquired 
that wealth to fit her for the duties and functions, perpetual as 
they are, of statehood. What have we a right to expect from 
the standpoint of to-day? I want her, Mr. President, to de- 
velop. She can not become too rich to please me. Her popula- 
tion can not increase too rapidly for me. She can not go 
upward in every line of civilization too fast to please me. 
But I am asked to vote her into the Union to-day when I think 
she is not fit. 

How with Arizona? No one here pretends that Arizona alone 
is entitled to come into the Union. 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator allow me to suggest that 
Arizona is not trying to get in alone? 

Mr. SPOONER. I know it. 

Mr. TELLER. She is quite willing to stay out. 

Mr. SPOONER. I know it; but if Arizona were trying to 
come in Arizona ought not to be permitted to come in. 

Mr. TELLER. They are trying to force her in. 

Mr. SPOONER. I will get to that. She ought not to be ad- 
mitted into the Union. She has not the population. There are 
splendid people, of course, in both of those Territories, but she 
has not the population, she has not the resources developed. 
With all her splendid prospects, from no point of view is she 
entitled to come into the Union. And, as the Senator from Colo- 
rado says, she does not ask it. Why, then, is this question here 
as to Arizona? How would you answer to the people of Arizona 
if you passed this bill? Is it so necessary that New Mexico 
shall come into the Union at this time that Arizona must be 
forced into her émbrace to make it possible, against the protest 
of her people? : 

Whence comes any such necessity? There was a time in the 
history of this country when, in the struggle between freedom 


(Testimony of Enrique 
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and slavery, States came in which were not then fit, and when a 
free State came in a slave State was sought to be brought in 
alongside of it. That time has gone by. There is no constraint 
resting upon the American Congress in these days upon such a 
question except the constraint of conscience; that is all. When 
ever before were a people brought into the Union against thelr 
protest, as it is sought here to bring Arizona into the Umon? 

Ah, but it is said that the people of Arizona want to come into 
the Union. Who says it? Who knows it? 

Mr. NELSON. Three years ago—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. NELSON. I wish to reply to the inquiry of the Senator 
as to who knows it. Three years ago a bill was passed, which 
the Delegate from Arizona supported, if I am not mistaken, to 
make four States, of which Arizona was one, and the Senator 
from Wisconsin knows it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Oh, Mr. President, “the Senator from Wis- 
consin knows it.” Of course I know a bill passed the House to 
admit four States—the Indian Territory as a State, Oklahoma 
as a State, Arizona as a State, New Mexico as a State. 

Mr. NELSON. Did not the Delegate from Arizona support 
the bill at that time? . 

Mr. SPOONER. Undoubtedly; and I have no doubt that if 
Arizona were told that she could be admitted as Arizona into 
the Union, if the entity which since 1863 has stood upon the 
map representing the Territory of Arizona could come in, they 
would be for it; but when it is said that Arizona must become 
a part of New Mexico in order to come into the Union, when she 
is told 

Mr. NELSON. But I understood the Senator from Wisconsin 
to say Arizona had never asked to come into the Union as a 
State. 

Mr. SPOONER. Oh, no. The Senator misunderstood me. 

Mr. NELSON. Three years ago through her Delegate she 
asked it. k 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator misunderstood me. 

Mr. NELSON. I want to tell the Senator from Wisconsin 
that just as soon as this bill is disposed of, if it is not passed, 
she will come here asking to be admitted into the Union as a 
State. 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes; I will deal with that, Mr. President. 
What I said was this: I asked if an instance had been known 
in the history of the country where a Territory had been forced 
into the Union against the will of her people; and then I re- 
plied to the observation made by the Senator from Colorado to 
me, that Arizona is not asking now to come into the Union, 
If she were asking to come into the Union, I for one should 
fight it with my uttermost strength. 

Mr. President, there was a combination in the Senate once 
in regard to four States. That was when Senator Quay was 
here. That was the time to which the Senator from Minnesota 
refers. I will not talk about that. I pass it. I will say this, 
however, that there never was a time then or since when I for 
one did not demand that if the two were put together, as a 
compromise, they should have the right in after years, when 
the population reached a certain number, by a majority vote of 
the people residing in either part—the New Mexican part and 
the Arizona part—to separate and be two States when in popula- 
tion and otherwise they had become fit. I never saw the time, 
even in those days, in our conferences, when I was willing, nor 
were there many on this side willing, to force the people of 
Arizona into the perpetual embrace of New Mexico. 

The very concession in name to Arizona is significant. And 
would New Mexico part willingly with hers, but for the greatly 
superior yoting strength she would have in the new Arizona? 

Now, I said there was a pledge. That has been much de- 
bated. The Senator from Kansas [Mr. Lone] the other day 
sneered at it. I asked the distinguished Senator, when he read 
that language, to tell me, if it did not mean what it said, what 
it did mean. He referred me politely to the speech delivered 
a year or two ago by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bxv- 
ERIDGE], which I have read with great pleasure. Having read 
it, or that portion of it which refers to this matter, with due 
deference to him, I find myself entirely confirmed in the opinion 
which I had formed upon an independent examination of my 
own. I haye not gone into the history which dislocated Arizona 
from New Mexico. I had heard it as tradition—probably there 
are evidences of it in the reports and the debates—that it grew 
out of the division between the forces and sentiments of the 
Union and the Confederacy in New Mexico as a whole, and had 
its inspiration in the desire to safeguard a part of it in all 
events to the Union. I have heard it said that there was a gov- 
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ernor of New Mexico in the Territory who bore the appoint- 
ment of Jefferson Davis, and at the same time a governor of 
New Mexico in the Territory who bore the appointment of 
Abraham Lincoln. 

Mr. TELLER rose. 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not know. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? $ 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to say to the Senator that if 
there was any governor of New Mexico with Jefferson Davis's 
commission he kept very quiet. 

Mr. SPOONER. I said I had heard it; that I had read it. 

Mr. TELLER. He did not show himself. There never was a 
more loyal people in the United States than the people of New 
Mexico. : 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not doubt that, but they had an ele- 
ment sent up there that made trouble, did it not? 

Mr. TELLER. The only people who were sent up there was 
when General Sibley went up with the army, and the New 
Mexican and Colorado troops started them out of New Mexico 
in short order. 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not question that, nor do I challenge for 
a moment the loyalty of the people of New Mexico—Mexicans 
and all—to this Government. Not at all. But there was trouble 
in New Mexico, and out of that, I have always supposed, came 
this legislation. Perhaps out of that came this pledge. It is 
peculiar to this legislation, so far as I remember. Now, what 
is it? 

That all that part of the present Territory of New Mexico situate 
west of a line running due south from the point where the southwest 
corner of the Territory of Colorado joins the northern boundary of the 
Territory of New Mexico to the southern bo: line of said Territory 


of New Mexico be, and the same is hereby, erected into a temporary 
government— 


“Temporary government.” All Territorial governments are 
temporary. This was incorporated within the language of the 
decision of the Supreme Court which I have neyer fully under- 
stood— 
by the name of the Territory of Arizona: Provided 

No lawyer ever loses sight of the effect of a proviso. It is the 
last word of the Congress in this section. It qualifies all which 
precedes it upon the same subject. What is it?— 

Provided, That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall be 
construed to prohibit the Congress of the United States from dividing 
said Territory— 

That is different from reserving the right to destroy it, to 
obliterate it, and the Congress which passed this act had that 
distinction in contemplation— 

That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall be construed 
to prohibit the Congress of th» United States from dividing said Territo: 
or changing its boundaries in such manner and at such time as it 
may deem proper. 

They did afterwards attach a portion of it to Nevada, colored 
red on that map. This additional proviso followed, and I will 
revert to that: 

Provided further, That said government— 


What government? The temporary government constituted 

and erected by this act— 
SHALL BE MAINTAINED AND CONTINUED UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE PEOPLE 
RESIDING IN SAID TERRITORY SHALL, WITH THE CONSENT OF CONGRESS, 
FORM A STATE GOVERNMENT, REPUBLICAN IN FORM, AS PRESCRIBED IX 
THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES, AND APPLY FOR AND OBTAIN 
ADMISSION INTO THE UNION AS A STATE ON AN EQUAL FOOTING WITH THE 
ORIGINAL STATES. 

Does that mean nothing? As to this language construction 
has no office to perform. It is too plain for that. No pledge was 
ever uttered by human speech or penned by human hand clearer 
than that. It was a pledge that in exercising this power to 
divide the Territory or change its boundaries it would not 
destroy the governmental entity, the Territory of Arizona cre- 
ated by this act. 

And it was gravely argued by the Senator from Indiana 
that it was unconstitutional, that the Constitution gave no right 
to Congress to enter into a contract like that with a Territory. 
Certainly not. But, Mr. President, the Constitution of the 
United States did not prevent, nor could it prevent, the Con- 
gress of the United States from making a pledge to that people. 
It is not a contract enforceable in the courts. Specific per- 
formance of it can not be compelled in equity. It is like a 
treaty in one sense It is binding, binding as the word of a 
man of honor, binding in foro conscientiae, binding in honor; 
and if there ever was a pledge which ought to be kept, this 
pledge made by the Congress of the United States away back 
in 1863 to all the men and women and children who have gone 
their way from the South and from the New England States and 
the Middle Western States to the plains of Arizona is such. 


That power can least afford to break a pledge which can with 
least danger repudiate it. 

Will somebody tell me what it means if it does not mean what 
it says? Will somebody tell me that that pledge did not influ- 
ence some of the splendid men and women who went to Arizona 
and who have lived there and built up that Territory, of which 
they are proud? Do you suppose it amounted to nothing? The 
Territory had been torn from New Mexico. Would people nat- 
urally want to go there to settle without some certainty that it 
would not be set back in after years to New Mexico? : 

There is many a contract made, Mr. President, not enforce- 
able, which no man of honor ever fails to keep. If I tell you if 
you will do this or that I will stand by it financially, it may be 
yoid under the statute of frauds, but you would despise me if I 
sought to evade fulfillment by refuge behind that plea. 

The Senator says in his speech, “ Why was this pledge given to 
Arizona and not to other Territories?” We are not concerned 
with that. We are standing here to-day in the place of the men 
who made that pledge. We made it; our Government made it. 
It is outstanding, Mr. President, unredeemed, partly violated in 
a way—no, not at all violated. Congress reserved the right to 
take a part of the Territory away. Congress exercised the right 
to attach it to Nevada. But the Congress which did that kept 
her faith with Arizona and left a more compact Territory, and 
left intact this government, which it had then erected and 
pledged itself to maintain and continue. 

If it be asked why the same pledge was not made to Idaho 
or to some of the other Territories, I do not answer. I am 
not called upon to speculate about that. All I have to do 
is to ask, Is it nominated in the bond? Is it a pledge?” If 
it is, what will we do with it? What will we do with it against 
the protest of the people who bring it here and lay it before 
us and say, “ You made it; we relied upon it?“ We ask—we 

o not demand—we ask our Government to redeem it, not to let 

m into the Union now, but not to destroy them, not to send 

them back after all these years into New Mexico, of which 
Arizona would be an American province. 

I was taught, Mr. President, in my youth as a law student the 
doctrine that every word of a statute, the voice of the supreme 
legislative power in the State, construed to mean something. 
That is elementary. I can not understand upon what theory 
of logic it is attempted to cut out this pledge and whistle it 
down the wind as of no greater weight than a feather. I can 
not bring myself to think that it is an honorable thing for this 
Government to do. 

I have sympathy for the pioneers, the brave, rugged men who 
have gathered with their families from all sections, after long 
and wearisome journeys, in a ‘Territory of the far West; who 
have endured the hardships of the frontier; who have driven 
back the Indian; who have conquered the desert; who have 
built towns and cities; who have planted churches and school- 
houses; who have established legislatures, and have carried 
forward government; who have erected and cherished the 
institutions of civilization; who have built a real political 
entity. 

These people of Arizona love their Territory as we love the 
States which sent us here. All of the associations incident 
to the pioneer life and the development of the region are theirs, 
as tender as any in the world. They love its name. They 
love its institutions. They are proud of its fame. They guard 
its honor. That their revolt against its obliteration, against 
the destruction of its individuality, which all the years they 
have been upbuilding, is but human nature, and goes far, Mr. 
President, to demonstrate, so far as the quality of that citizen- 
ship is concerned, fitness for statehood. 

And why must this thing be done? Because if we do not 
combine Arizona with New Mexico and do it now, each will 
come knocking at the door until we, forgetful of public duty 
and weary of importunity, will open unto them. It is to rid 
ourselves of future annoyance or it is to protect ourselves 
against future weakness. Which is it? Perhaps it is both. 

I have faith myself in the people. I have faith in the Con- 
gress. I have faith in my colleagues here. I am not at all 
alarmed, Mr. President, about the future of Arizona and New 
Mexico in respect of the matter to which I just referred. Let 
them come and knock. If they ought not to be admitted, the 
Senators on that side and on this will keep them out. I am not 
prepared to believe that any consideration of partisanship 
would lead to neglect or violation of duty. How many years 
have they been knocking, knocking, at the door, and they are 
still not States of this Union? Who has kept them out, and 
why have they been kept out? They have been kept out by 
both parties because they were not fit to come in. 

I am willing to trust those who are to come after us in Con- 
gress and in the White House to conserve the public interest 
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with the same fidelity which we ought to bring and which we 
all try to bring to the discharge of public duty. 
Mr. President, I have taken much more time than I intended. 


I have spoken with earnestness. It involves the interest of the 
whole people for one thing. That ought to make one earnest. 
It involves the honor of this Government. That justifies one in 
being earnest, and I compromise much with myself by voting 
for the amendment of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker]. If 
I had my way about it, I would strike New Mexico and Arizona 
from fhis bill. 

Mr. FORAKER. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt 
him? I have offered that kind of an amendment also, and I 
may offer that first instead of the other to which the Senator 
refers. 

Mr. SPOONER. Then I would admit Oklahoma into the 
Union as a State. 

Mr. President, I have finished, 


HENRY E. RHOADES. 


Mr. GALLINGER. On behalf of the senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. Prarr], I ask for the present consideration of the 
bill (S. 3506) for the relief of Henry E. Rhoades, assistant 
engineer, United States Navy, retired. A similar bill has passed 
the Senate several times, and it will take but a moment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and by unanimous consent the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. It directs the Secretary of the Nayy to transfer 
Asst. Engineer Henry E. Rhoades, upon the retired list of 
the United States Navy, from the half-pay list to the 75 per 
cent pay list of retired officers, under section 1588 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, to take effect from the date of 
his retirement. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. KEAN. 
tion of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, March 8, 1906, at 11 o'clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS. 


I move that the Senate proceed to the considera- | 


After eight minutes spent | 


Executive nominations received by the Senate March 7,190. | 


RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 

John H. Duncan, of Missouri, to be receiver of public moneys 
at Springfield, Mo., his term having expired. Reappointment. 

INDIAN AGENT. 

William L. Belden, of Steele, N. Dak., to be agent for the 
Indians of the Standing Rock Agency, in North Dakota, vice 
Isaac N. Steen, resigned. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

Commander John B. Collins to be a captain in the Navy from 
the 28th day of February, 1906, vice Capt. James H. Dayton, 
promoted. 

Lieut. Commander Edward Lloyd, jr., to be a commander in 
fhe Navy from the 19th day of February, 1906, vice Commander 
Hugo Osterhaus, promoted. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 
Corps of Engineers. 

Capt. William V. Judson, Corps of Engineers, to be major 
from March 2, 1906, vice Gillette, resigned. 

First Lieut. George B. Pillsbury, Corps of Engineers, to be 
captain from March 2, 1906, vice Judson, promoted. 

Second Lieut. Ralph T. Ward, Corps of Engineers, to be first 
lieutenant from March 2, 1906, vice Pillsbury, promoted. 

Infantry Arm. 

Maj. Robert J. C. Irvine, Ninth Infantry, to be lieutenant- 
colonel from March 3, 1906, vice Wood (W. T.), unassigned, 
detailed inspector-general. 

Capt. John Cotter, Fifteenth Infantry, to be major from 
March 3, 1906, vice Irvine, Ninth Infantry, promoted. 

POSTMASTERS, 
ILLINOIS. 

Martin A. L. Olsen to be postmaster at De Kalb, in the county 
of Dekalb and State of Illinois, in place of Martin A. L. Olsen. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 14, 1906. 


IOWA. 

Willis S. Gardner to be postmaster at Clinton, in the county 
of Clinton and State of Iowa, in place of Willis S. Gardner. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Newton W. Wentz to be postmaster at Oakland, in the county 
of Pottawattamie and State of Iowa, in place of Newton W. 
Wentz. Incumbent's commission expired December 16, 1905. 

KENTUCKY. 

J. T. Williams to be postmaster at London, in the county of 
Laurel and State of Kentucky, in place of A. R. Dyche. Incum- 
bent’s commission expired January 16, 1905. 

MONTANA, 


Percy F. Dodds to be postmaster at Whitefish, in the county 
of Flathead and State of Montana. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 

NEBRASKA. 

Clark K. Brown to be postmaster at Cozad, in the county of 
Dawson and State of Nebraska, in place of Frank P. Corrick. 
Incumbent's commission expired January 20, 1906. 

Charles A. Sweet to be postmaster at Creighton, in the county 
of Knox and State of Nebraska, in place of Charles A. Sweet. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 


NEW JERSEY. 
William H. Lushear to be postmaster at Short Hills, in the 
county of Essex and State of New Jersey, in place of William 
H. Lushear. Incumbent’s commission expired January 30, 1906. 


NEW YORK. 

William A. Boyd to be postmaster at Mamaroneck, in the 

county of Westchester and State of New York, in place of 

William A. Boyd. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
28, 1906. 

John J. Roehrig to be postmaster at Rosebank, in the county 

of Richmond and State of New York, in place of John J. Roeh- 


rig. Incumbent's commission expires March 21, 1906. 


NORTH CAROLINA. 
John W. C. Long to be postmaster at Statesville, in the county 
of Iredell and State of North Carolina, in place of John W. C. 
Long. Incumbent’s commission expired February 18, 1906. 
OHIO. 
William S. Cappeller to be postmaster at Mansfield, in the 


| county of Richland and State of Ohio, in place of William S. 
; Cappeller. 


Incumbent’s commission expires March 20, 1906, 


OKLAHOMA. 

Margaret J. Ryan to be postmaster at Guymon, in the county 
of Beaver and State of Oklahoma. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 

Edward ©. Dithrich to be postmaster at Coraopolis, in the 
county of Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania, in place of 
Edward C. Dithrich. Incumbent's commission expires March 
10, 1906. 

Ernest A. Hempstead to be postmaster at Meadville, in the 
county of Crawford and State of Pennsylvania, in place of 
Ernest A. Hempstead. Incumbent’s commission expired March 


| 5, 1906. 


Isador Sobel to be postmaster at Erie, in the county of Erie 
and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Isador Sobel. Incum- 
bent’s commission expires March 14, 1906. 


VIRGINIA, 


John N. Davis to be postmaster at Woodstock, in the county of 
Shenandoah and State of Virginia, in place of John N. Davis. 
Incumbent’s commission expired January 21, 1906. 

W. T. Hopkins to be postmaster at Newport News, in the 
county of Warwick and State of Virginia, in place of Fred 
Read. Incumbent's commission expired January 20, 1906. 

E. Y. Jameson to be postmaster at Pulaski, in the county of 
Pulaski and State of Virginia in place of Lee S. Calfee, re- 
moved. - 

Hamilton W. Kinzer to be postmaster at Front Royal, in the 
county of Warren and State of Virginia, in place of Hamilton 
W. Kinzer. Incumbents commission expired January 20, 1906. 

Franklin Stearns to be postmaster at Glenallen, in the county 
of Henrico and State of Virginia, in place of Sydney S. Trey- 
vett. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 

WEST VIRGINIA. 

James F. McCaskey, to be postmaster at New Martinsville, in 

the county of Wetzel and State of West Virginia, in place of 


James F. McCaskey. Incumbent’s commission expires March 
15, 1906. 
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WISCONSIN, 
James Harris to be postmaster at Prairie du Chien, in the 
county of Crawford and State of Wisconsin, in place of Ira D. 
Hurlbut. Incumbent's commission expires April 10, 1906. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nomination confirmed by the Senate March 6, 1906. 
CIRCUIT JUDGE OF HAWAIL 


William J. Robinson, of Hawaii, to be third judge of the cir- 
cuit court, first circuit, of the Territory of Hawaii. 


Esecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 7, 1906. 
CONSUL-GENERAL. 


Amos P. Wilder, of Wisconsin, to be consul-general of the 
United States at Hongkong, China. 


MARSHALS, 


Claudius Dockery, of North Carolina, to be United States 
marshal for the eastern district of North Carolina. 
Charles B. Hopkins, of the State of Washington, to be United 
States marshal for the western district of Washington. 
POSTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA, 
Ida O. Tillman to be postmaster at Geneva, in the county of 
Geneva and State of Alabama. 
ARKANSAS. 
William L. Jefferies to be postmaster at Clarendon, in the 
county of Monroe and State of Arkansas. 
CALIFORNIA. 
Austin Wiley to be postmaster at Arcata, in the county of 
Humboldt and State of California. 
KENTUCKY. 
E. S. Moss to be postmaster at Williamsburg, in the county of 
Whitley and State of Kentucky. 
MASSACHUSETTS. 
Walter N. Beal to be postmaster at Rockland, in the county of 
Plymouth and State of Massachusetts. 
Wiliam F. Darby to be postmaster at North Adams, in the 
county of Berkshire and State of Massachusetts. 
Joseph M. Hollywood to be postmaster at Brockton, in the 
county of Plymouth and State of Massachusetts. 
MICHIGAN. 
Ramsay Arthur to be postmaster at Schoolcraft, in the county 
of Kalamazoo and State of Michigan. 
Charles Brown to be postmaster at Vicksburg, in the county 
of Kalamazoo and State of Michigan. 
Seymour Foster to be postmaster at Lansing, in the county 
of Ingham and State of Michigan. 
Glover E. Laird to be postmaster at Mendon, in the county of 
St. Joseph and State of Michigan. 
Richard B. Lang to be postmaster at Houghton, in the county 
of Houghton and State of Michigan. 
Albert A. Worthington to be postmaster at Buchanan, in the 
county of Berrien and State of Michigan. 
MINNESOTA, 
Joseph Cowin to be postmaster at Adrian, in the county of 
Nobles and State of Minnesota. 
John P. Mattson to be postmaster at Warren, in the county of 
Marshall and State of Minnesota. 
NEW MEXICO. 
Robert W. Hopkins to be postmaster at Albuquerque, in the 
county of Bernalillo and Territory of New Mexico. 
NORTH CAROLINA. 
W. M. Currie to be postmaster at Maxton, in the county of 
Robeson and State of North Carolina. 
Elizabeth H. Hill to be postmaster at Scotland Neck, in the 
county of Halifax and State of North Carolina. 
RHODR ISLAND. 
H. Elmer Freeman to be postmaster at Phillipsdale, in the 
county of Providence and State of Rhode Island. 
TEXAS. 
Frank Leahy to be postmaster at Rodgers, in the county of 
Bell and State of Texas. 
Charles McCormack to be postmaster at Plainview, in the 
county of Hale and State of Texas. 
Lola Weand to be postmaster at Fort Sam Houston, in the 
county of Bexar and State of Texas. 
VERMONT. 
Julius O. Belknap to be postmaster at South Royalton, in the 
county of Windsor and State of Vermont. 


Mark H. Moody to be postmaster at Waterbury, in the county 
of Washington and State of Vermont. 
WISCONSIN. 
David C. Owen to be postmaster at Milwaukee, in the county 
of Milwaukee and State of Wisconsin. 
WASHINGTON. 
James N. Scott to be postmaster at Kennewick, in the county 
of Yakima and State of Washington. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Wepnespay, March 7, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
COAL TO CITIZENS OF NOME, ALASKA. 


Mr. CAPRON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of a joint resolution which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Rhode Island asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the follow- 
ing joint resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secre of War be, and is hereby, au- 
thorized to cause to be sold to the citizens of Nome, Alaska, at its 
actual cost to the United States at the place of sale, such limited guam 
tities of coal for domestic uses as, in his judgment, can safe! 
spared from the stock provided for the use of the garrison at Fort 
Davis, Alaska. 

The SPEAKER. This is in the form of a bill: 

Be it enacted, eto.— 

If there be no objection, the title will be amended. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr, Capron, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 

By unanimous consent, the title was amended to make it 
read: “A bill (H. R. 16305) authorizing the Secretary of War 
to sell certain coal in Alaska, and for other purposes.” 


— INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. SHERMAN. I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the further consideration of the Indian appropriation bill; 
and pending that, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
general debate be concluded to-day, and that the time be con- 
trolled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS] and my- 
self in equal parts. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent that general debate upon the Indian appropria- 
tion bill be closed to-day and that the time be controlied half 
and half by the gentleman from New York [Mr. SHERMAN] and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS]. Is there objection? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I have no objection to that ar- 
rangement, Mr. Speaker. 

There was no objection. 

The motion of Mr. SHERMAN was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 15331—the Indian appropsiation 
bill—with Mr. CURRIER in the chair. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen- 
tleman from South Dakota [Mr. BURKE]. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, as a member 
of the committee that reported this bill I desire to submit a few 
observations on the bill and upon the general subject of Indian 
legislation. In South Dakota we have a population of some- 
thing more than 20,000 Indians. I have been a resident of that 
State about twenty-four years. I have resided in the section 
of the State adjacent to the Sioux Indian reservations, and 
therefore in discussing the subject of Indian legislation I am 
going to speak from the standpoint of one who knows something 
about the Indians from actual contact and observation. 

Mr. Chairman, whenever legislation is suggested in this House 
for the benefit and advancement of the Indians, or to open for 
settlement Indian reservations that are not used by the In- 
dians, there are certain people throughout the East that show 
signs of hysteria and express alarm and fear that the “ poor 
Indian,” as they say, is again about to be robbed or outraged. 
I propose to show, Mr. Chairman, that instead of the Indian 
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being mistreated, that he has been most generously treated, 
treated better in many respects than our white citizens. 

The bill before the committee, as suggested by the chairman, 
is new in form. The committee considered that the old form, 
which had been in use many years, was not such a form as 
presented the different subjects that the bill covers in the most 
intelligent manner, and therefore they have adopted and pre- 
sented here a new form of a bill which I am certain, as stated 
by the chairman yesterday, will meet with the approval of the 
Members of the House when they become familiar with the 
changes and the new form. 

The bill contains appropriations for absolute gratuities of 
$585,000. About that amount is appropriated every year as a 
gratuity. The bill contains an item for the support of schools 
of $3,558,405, and, as the chairman of the committee stated yes- 
terday, practically that amount is a gratuity. In other words, 
we expend that amount of money annually for the education 
of the Indians that is paid out of the Treasury as a gratuity. 

I want to call the attention of the House to the Indian allot- 
ment law enacted in 1887. That act, recognizing that the 
Indians had certain rights in the land which they occupy as 
reservations, provided for alloting to each individual Indian 
a certain quantity of land, and to each head of a family, to 
each child over 18 years old, and also to each child, regardless 
of its age, under 18 years. That provision gives to an Indian 
with a family of four or five children from a section to a section 
and a half of land. 

In the Sioux Reservation in South Dakota, with which I am 
familiar, the allotment features of the law opening that portion 
which was ceded in 1889 increased the area of the allotment 
by doubling the amount as provided in the original allotment 
act, so that allotments are made in quantites as follows: 

To each head of a family, 320 acres; to each single person over 18 
years of age, one-fourth of a section; to each orphan child under 18 
years of age, one-fourth of a section; and to each other person under 
18 years now living, or who may be borne prior to the date of the order 
of the President directing an allotment of the lands embraced in any 
reservation, one-eighth of a section: Provided, That where the lands 
on any reservation are mainly valuable for grazing purposes an addi- 
tional allotment of such Srey) lands, in quantities as above provided, 
shall be made to each individual. 

So that an Indian with a family may take 640 acres of graz- 
ing land or 320 acres of agricultural land; to each child over 18 
years of age, 320 acres of grazing land, and to each child under 
18 years of age, 160 acres of grazing land. 

Now, in the case of an Indian with five children there is 
awarded to him and his family something like 1,400 acres if 
it is grazing land, or one-half that amount of agricultural land. 
The land is held in trust for a period of twenty-five years. It 
is not subject to taxation, and it becomes his absolute property 
at the expiration of twenty-five years, and he has the benefit 
and use of it in the meantime without paying 1 cent of taxation 
either for schools, for maintaining the township and county or 
State government. 

This allotment law was, as I stated, enacted about twenty 
years ago, and it contemplates that after the allotment to the 
Indians on the reservations has been made, then the surplus 
land or unused land, land that the Indians do not require, 
shall be disposed of and sold under the provisions of the home- 
stead law. And it provides further that the proceeds of the 
sale of these unused lands shall be paid into the Treasury for 
the support and maintenance and education and civilization of 
the tribe. 

Mr. Chairman, it has become necessary, in order to secure 
legislation disposing of these surplus lands, that we shall pro- 
vide that the money, or a large portion of it, received from 
the sale of the lands shall be paid to the Indians per capita 
in cash. In the meantime, we are appropriating from three 
to four million dollars annnally from the Treasury for the edu- 
cation of these same Indians that we are paying money to for 
surplus and unused lands that we are selling, after they have 
taken their allotments. 

Say STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman allow a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I understand the gentleman to 
state that about twenty years ago Congress passed a bill per- 
mitting the Seeretary of the Interior to allot lands to the In- 
dians separately, so that the rest of the reservation might be 
thrown open; that is the law the gentleman refers to? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman know of a 
single instance where the present Secretary of the Interior has 
complied with that law and under it allotted lands to the In- 
dians out of their reservations? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I would an- 
swer that by saying that this law authorizes the Secretary of 
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the Interior to negotiate an agreement with the Indians for a 
sale of these unused lands, and there have been many such 
agreements sent to this House that were negotiated under the 
provision I have referred to in the original allotment law. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, can the gentleman 
point out one negotiated by the present Secretary, where he has 
allotted lands to the individual Indians? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I most certainly can. In 
South Dakota he has sent to this House one referring to the 
sale of a portion of the Rosebud Reservation, that portion lo- 
cated in Gregory County, and another relating to the Lower 
Brule Reservation. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That was not done in response 
to the act of Congress passed twenty years ago, was it? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It was, Mr. Chairman. It 
was under authority given to the Secretary under the law to 
which I have referred. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Can the gentleman state why 
there is a difference made between his State and New Mexico 
and Arizona? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I am not familiar with the 
conditions in the two Territories named by the gentleman. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Or Oklahoma? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Or Oklahoma. My recollec- 
tion is that we did have a treaty or an agreement pertaining 
to some portion of the Kiowa and Comanche reservations, with 
which the gentleman is familiar, that was negotiated under the 
present Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. STHPHENS of Texas. That was in 1892, before Mr, 
Hitchcock's administration. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That may be true. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, while many agreements 
have been negotiated, none have been ratified, practically none, 
in the form in which they were negotiated. And that is what 
confuses the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS]. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, it is true that 
since the decision by the Supreme Court in what is known as 
the “Lone Wolf case” treaties or agreements have not been 
ratified, but legislation has been enacted along the line of agree- 
ments substantially complying therewith. I desire to call at- 
tention to a provision of the allotment law to which I have re- 
ferred substantiating what I have said as to what shall be done 
with moneys that may be received from the sale of the unused 
portions of Indian reservations. In section 5 of that law I 
read this paragraph: 

And the sums agreed to be paid by the United States as purchase 
money for any portion of any such reservation shall be held in the 
Treasury of the United States for the sole use of the tribe or tribes of 
Indians to whom such reservations belong, and the same, with interest 
thereon at 3 per cent per annum, shall be at all times subject to appro- 


pee by Congress for the education and civilization of such tribe or 
ribes of Indians or the members thereof. 


Mr. Chairman, in the bill dividing the great Sionx Reserva- 
tion in South Dakota into separate reservations that identical 
language was incorporated, showing that it was the policy and 
the intention of Congress when the original allotment Jaw was 
passed, after giving to an individual Indian a certain tract of 
land in the form of an allotment, to have the balance of the 
lands which constituted the reservation sold and disposed of and 
the proceeds put in the Treasury for the support, education. and 
civilization of those Indians. I merely refer to this, Mr. Chair- 
man, for the purpose of showing that, instead of mistreating the 
Indians, we are dealing with them in a manner that is ex- 
tremely generous. I am not criticising that policy, because 
there is no question that under the system of education the 
Indian is making very rapid progress. I believe that in the past 
ten years, under the policy that has prevailed dealing with the 
Indians of this country, they have made greater progress than 
they made in the fifty previous years. 

As the chairman of the committee stated yesterday, instead 
of appropriating money and buying rations and issuing them 
to Indians regardless of whether they are able to work or not, 
to-day we are legislating that moneys appropriated for the sup- 
port of Indians may be commuted instead of giving them a 
ration by requiring them to work and paying them for their 
labor. For many years it was thought that the Indian ought 
not to work; that he was different from a white man, and there 
was a certain sentiment that controlled legislation relating to 
him, and he was supposed to be permitted to live in absolute 
idleness and roam over the country hunting and fishing with- 
out having to think once or care where his next meal was com- 
ing from, because he knew that he could go to the agency and 
there he would have issued to him meat and other provisions, 
as well as clothing. Under the policy that prevails now an 
Indian who is able-bodied, who is capable of laboring, is given 
to understand that if he wants to eat he has got to work the 
same as a white man, and throughout my State, where, as I 
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say, we have a great many Indians, that system has worked 
with gocd results. We have Indians employed not only upon 
the reservations in the construction of roads, in the construc- 
tion of irrigation works, in hauling freight for the agencies, but 
in many instances Indians are employed off the reservation the 
same as any other citizen of the State, and some of them in the 
western sections of the State are working on the railroad as 
section bands, 

The old Indian—the Indian who has had no opportunity 
whatever to progress, who is aged and infirm—the Government 
still cares for, as it formerly did all Indians, by issuing to him 
rations and providing him with food and clothing. Mr. Chair- 
man, many Members of this House will recollect in the Fifty- 
seventh Congress that there was passed a bill known as the 
“Rosebud bill.” That bill provided for the disposition and 
sale of that portion of the Rosebud Reservation in South 
Dakota located in Gregory County. Before the measure be- 
came a law there was a yery strenuous opposition, not in this 
House, but from sources entirely independent of this House and 
originating at Philadelphia. The Indian Rights’ Association, 
assuming to know the facts and believing that the proposed 
legislation was unfair to the Indians, protested against the en- 
actinent of the bill, claiming that it was going to do a varong 
to the Indians, and that it was dishonest for that reason. 

Notwithstanding that opposition and after some concessions 
were made as to the price of the land, the bill became a law. 
The bill provided that the land should be disposed of to settlers 
under the provisions of the homestead law, under rules and 
regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior, 
and under that authorization the Department applied what is 
known as the “lottery system.” The lottery system has been 
in use now in the opening of two or three reservations, and the 
only opposition to the system, the only denunciation of the 
system, has come from the extreme East and in remote parts of 
the country from where the law has been applied. The Rose- 
bud measure has been criticised since it was enacted by certain 
magazine and other writers, and particularly has the feature 
relative to the lottery system been denounced. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, the Rosebud bill, as I stated, opened to settlement about 
400,000 acres of land. In the tract affected there were some- 
thing over 500,000 acres. Before the law was applicable the In- 
dians had the right to locate and select allotments in the por- 
tion that was affected by the bill. They proceeded to locate 
and select their allotments and took out of the tract 100,000 
acres of land, and I want to say that Indians, in many repects, 
are like white men and they know good land from bad land, 
and when they took that hundred thousand acres out of that 
tract for their allotments they took the very best parts of it, and 
the parts of it especially that were along the streams and the 
creeks. That law provides that the balance of the land shall be 
sold; first, for all lands taken in the first three months the price 
to be $4 an acre; after the three months and for the next three 
months the price to be $3 per acre, and after that the price to 
be $2.50 an acre. Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding the fact that 
the Indians had taken their allotments as the allotment law 
provided, that they are to possess this land for twenty-five 
years without being obliged to pay any taxes whatever, not- 
withstanding that the value of these lands is to be greatly 
enhanced by reason of the adjoining lands being settled upon 
and cultivated by the white settler, notwithstanding the provi- 
sions to which I have referred in the general allotment law 
and which is also in the law which created the Rosebud Reser- 
vation, instead of providing that the money should be placed in 
the Treasury for the education and the civilization and ad- 
vancement of these Indians the law provides that it shall be 
paid out to them, one-half of it per capita in cash. Mr. Chair- 
man, I want to state now that in the future, from the stand- 
point of the best interests of the Indians, to say nothing of fol- 
lowing the law which we have on the statute books, I shall 
protest against moneys being paid to Indians in cash that may 
be realized from the sale of lands which they do not use and 
do not occupy. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Certainly. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does the gentleman object to the policy 
of paying part of the proceeds of those sales in cash to the In- 
dians? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I most certainly do, Mr. 
Chairman, and I shall protest against any measure that may 
come up in this House again containing such a provision. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Under the Rosebud bill provision was 
made that a very large percentage of the funds derived should 
be paid in cash to the Indians? 


Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes, sir. 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Did the gentleman protest against that 
feature in that bill? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, it was neces- 
sary to have the bill apparently upon its face extremely liberal 
toward the Indians in order to overcome the opposition repre- 
sented by my distinguished friend from New York. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The opposition represented by myself, 
the gentleman said, never urged that large percentage payments 
be paid to the Indians. If the gentleman recollects, he himself 
desired that large percentage payments be made in order to allay 
the fears and stop the protests of the Indians who owned these 
lands that were to be disposed of. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Let me say to the gentleman 
that it is another argument against the system of negotiating 
treaties or agreements with the Indians. That provision was 
put in the Rosebud bill because it was in the agreement with 
the Indians. It was put in the agreement with the Indians be- 
cause they could not make an agreement unless it was in. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But the gentleman knows that he is one 
of those who have been urging most strenuously that Congress 
ignore completely the terms of these agreements, 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes, and I shall continue to 
urge that. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. And I simply wish to call attention to 
the fact that in the bill opening a reservation in his own dis- 
trict he desired to have as much put into the bill as was possible 
in order to prevent the outery on the part of the Indians. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, my position on 
the question of disposing of Indian lands is and will hereafter 
be governed entirely by what I believe to be for the best inter- 
ests of the Indians. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. If it would not interrupt the gentleman’s 
statement, I wish he would give the House this information, 
namely, the amount of acres disposed of under the Rosebud bill, 
and the maximum price, and each of the other prices. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. A little further on I will give 
the gentleman exactly that information. I was about to say, 
Mr. Chairman, that I am hereafter going to favor legislation 
that I believe is for the best interests of the Indians from every 
standpoint. The Indians of this country, in one sense, are mere 
children, and it is absurd for Congress, that has jurisdiction over 
them, when it considers some measure is advisable to promote 
their interests, to have to go to them and ask them to consent 
that they be dealt with honestly and, as Congress believes, 
wisely. And it is because of that system that this condition 
has arisen by which moneys are being squandered that other- 
wise should be husbanded and expended for the advancement 
and education of the Indian as the original allotment law con- 
templated. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Would the gentleman be willing 
to support a measure that would provide that all the lands in the 
Indian reservations containing valuable minerals might be 
thrown open under the United States mining laws, and the pro- 
ceeds thereof applied to the Indians, as another Indian fund—a 
general bill of that kind covering all mineral reservations? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Without having opportunity, 
Mr. Chairman, to give the question any consideration, I am in- 
clined to say no. Perhaps I do not understand the question. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then can the gentleman give any 
reason why a great many million acres of land containing val- 
nable mineral deposits should be locked up in Indian reserva- 
tions and indefinitely withheld from the American miner and 
prospector? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. If that condition prevails, 
Mr. Chairman, it is not within the section of the country with 
which I am familiar. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The gentleman is very fortunate 
in living in the section of the country that he does. I hope 
the gentleman will remove his place of residence to the great 
Territories of the Southwest, where these conditions do pre- 
vail, namely, New Mexico and Arizona. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I will state to the gentle- 
man that I have the good fortune to live in a section of country 
that has the richest hundred square miles in the world, known 
as the Black Hills. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I am glad to know that the gen- 
tleman is so fortunetely situated, and I hope he will turn his 
attention outside of his own bailiwick and assist these Territo- 
ries that have no voting representation on this floor, and that 
are not entitled to votes here, to secure their rights. They 
should have separate statehood, and their representatives on this 
floor and in the Senate, so that these Indian tracts of land may 
be thrown open and that country may be developed. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It has been asked, Mr. Chair- 
man, what disposition was to be made of the proceeus of the 
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sale of this Rosebud Reservation other than the one-half which 
is to be paid to them per capita in cash. I wish to say that the 
law provides that the balance of the money shall be expended 
for stock cattle, and that cattle shall be issued to the Indians. 
So that while they do not get all of the money in cash, only get- 
ting half of it, the other half is given to them in cattle, or the 
equivalent of cash. Now, notwithstanding, Mr. Chairman, the 
provision of the allotment law to which I have referred, that the 
moneys received from the sale of lands similar to the Rosebud 
lands shall be placed in the Treasury for the support and edu- 
cation of the Indians, we are paying out the entire amount to 
the Indians and at the same time we are making appropria- 
tions from the Treasury to educate these Indians that are ben- 
efited by the sale of the Rosebud lands. 

The original agreement with the Rosebud Indians provided 
that they should be paid for the lands the sum of $2.50 an acre, 
which would have made an aggregate sum of $1,040,000. When 
we proposed the measure which finally became a law, which 
does not obligate the Government to pay for any of it except 
sections 16 and 36, which are ceded to the State for school pur- 
poses, it was claimed that unless there was a price put upon the 
land, some claiming as high as $10 an acre, that it would be dis- 
posed of for a low price and the Indians would not receive any- 
thing like as much as they would have received if the agree- 
ment had been carried out, viz, a million and forty thousand 
dollars, 

Mr. Chairman, that bill became operative, so far as the open- 
ing was concerned, on the 8th day of August, 1904, about a year 
and a half ago. I have here from the General Land Office a 
letter signed by the Commissioner, giving a statement of the 
amount of lands that have been disposed of at the different 
prices and the amount of money that has been received and 
placed in the Treasury to the credit of the Indians up to De- 
cember 31, 1905. ‘This statement shows conclusively that when 
the matter is finally completed and the land is all disposed of 
and paid for, instead of the Indians receiving $1,040,000 they 
will probably receive from $200,000 to $400,000 in excess of 
that amount. For the benefit of the House I would like, Mr. 
Chairman, to have the letter read which I send to the Clerk’s 
desk ; also a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, showing 
the amount of money that has been paid into the Treasury by 
reason of sales of land in the Rosebud Reservation, in Gregory 
County, to which I have referred. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
GENERAL LAND OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. BURKE, 


House of Representatives. 


Sır: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
January 27, 1906, requesting to be furnished with a statement up to 
and including December 31, 1905, of the lands disposed of in Gregory 
County, S. Dak., in what was formerly the Rosebud Reservation, opened 
to entry under the provisions of the act of April 23, 1904 (33 Stat., 254). 

In response to your inquiries I have to state— 

First. During the period ending on the date above mentioned there 
were made 1,881 homestead entries of the $4 class, embracing approxi- 
mately 800,960 acres. 

Second. One hundred and sixty-two homestead entries of the $3 class, 
embracing 21,898.87 acres. 

Third. Three hundred and four homestead entries of the $2.50 class, 
embracing 38,045.82 acres. 

Fourth. Four hundred and twenty homestead entries, all of the $4 
class, upon which the first payment of $1 per acre had been made, were 
relini hed and the land embraced therein reentered. The area cov- 
ag ait as was 64,969.47 acres, and the money received there- 
969.47. 

. Twenty-nine thousand five hundred and forty-three and fifty 

one-hundredth acres were granted to the State under the provisions of 

section 4 of the act above referred to. In accordance with the terms 

of said act the Indians received $2.50 per acre for said lands, amount- 

ing in the aggregate to $73,858.75, and this amount has been paid into 

TIMA for the credit of the Indians on account of said school 
nds. 

Sixth. Homesteads embracing 29,532.19 acres of the $4 grade were 
commuted, and $118,128.76 was received therefor. One homestead 
entry of 160 acres, perfected under sections 2292, 2304, and 2305, 
Rey. Statutes, the entryman having four years’ military service to 
his credit and having paid the full price of the lands, is included in 
the area given. 

Seventh. There are approximately 110,080 acres remaining unappro- 
priated, which would make 688 homestead entries of 160 acres each. 

Eighth. No contests arose by reason of different parties claiming the 
same tract during the sixt y period following the day of opening 
(August 8, 1904), during which period a preference right of entry was 
given to parties who bad registered, and no such contests could arise 
for the reason that during this period rights were initiated by entry 
or er 3 not by settlement under the provisions of the President's 
proclamation. 

The order in which entries of this land should be made was determined 
by BP nets and drawing, in accordance with a plan which was adopted 
by President McKinley and first used in opening to entry the Kiowa- 
Comanche Reservation, in Oklahoma, in 1901. Since that time it has 


land. In these openings there were registered in the aggrega 


people and 
great hardship and to but little inconvenience, No complaint of any 


character has reached this office, either as to the fairness of the method 
employed, its execution, or the results obtained 


he figures given in the first, second, third, and fourth items are 
approximately correct, and it is believed will serve your purpose, al- 
ough some slight changes might be made therein upon a more careful 
poora of the records. W 
respectfully, x ICHARDS 
2 ri Commissioner. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 30, 1906. 
Hon. CHARLES H. BURKE, 
House of Representatives. 

Sır: In reply to your letter of the 27th Instant asking for a state- 

ment of the amount pe into the Treasury to December 31, 1905, as 

roceeds of Rosebud Reservation sold under section 5, act of April 23. 
904, I would state that the sum of $434,007.87 has been 80 received 
and covered. 

By the same act Congress appropriated the sum of $75,000, or so 
much thereof as might be necessary, to wey for sections 2 and 16, 
granted to the State of South Dakota. he net amount required to 
execute this 1 of the law is $73,858.75, making a total credit 
on account of land disposed of, of $508,766.62. 

There has been disbursed from this appropriation the sum of $87,- 
280.20, leaving a balance available of $421,486.42, 


Respectfully, 
L. M. SHAW, Secretary. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, it appears by 
these letters that more than half a million dollars has already, 
been paid into the Treasury, notwithstanding but very few have 
yet made final entry and final payment, not having been there 
long enough to do so and comply with the law. I think it will 
be seen that there will be nearly, if not quite, another million 
dollars received from the sales of these lands, making a total of 
about a million and a half dollars as against the million and 
forty thousand dollars they would have received under the 
treaty. 

I want to refer further to this letter which has been read 
from the Commissioner, which states that under this so-called 
“ lottery system“ there never has been any complaint from any- 
one who registered and took advantage of the system in order 
to get or acquire a claim. One hundred and five thousand peo- 
ple, in round numbers, went to South Dakota and registered in 
order to have a chance to get a claim in this Rosebud country, 
and notwithstanding that great number of people, there never 
has been, so the Commissioner states, one complaint from any 
person, and not a contest by reason of more than one person 
claiming the same tract of land. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I would ask my colleague to 
state that out of this hundred and five thousand applicants 
for the privilege of filing upon the lands how many entries, in 
fact, could have been made and were made? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. About twenty-five hundred in 
round numbers could have been made, but of those that regis- 
tered not to exceed about twelve or thirteen hundred made 
entries, 

Mr. MARTIN. So that the number of those people who 
could, in fact, obtain a piece of this land under homestead 
filing was very small. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes; very small. Under the 
system that prevailed before the lottery system was adopted 
there could not have helped being serious bloodshed and loss of 
life, and there would have been litigation that would have 
lasted for the next twenty years between parties in contest 
claiming the same tract of land. But under this lottery system 
there has not been any complaint, but general satisfaction ex- 
pressed and no contest whatever. Yet, Mr. Chairman, when 
you get down in the extreme East there are those who are 
ready to make a criticism about what is called the Government 
indulging in running a lottery. It is the most fair, and the only 
fair manner I can conceive of in disposing of such lands. 

Mr. Chairman, I have endeavored to show generally that the 
Indians of this country are being treated very generously by 
the Government. I have cited the case of the Rosebuds to show 
that that is the fact, and that we have dealt with them in what 
might almost be termed an extravagant manner. I do not 
think that any person who knows anything about or is familiar 
with the Indian would say that it was for his best interest 
to take the money that might possibly belong to him and pay, 
it out to him to spend as he might see fit. There is no parent, 
who is possessed of means, that would give any considerable 
amount to his child to squander. On the contrary, he would 
husband it and spend it for the advancement, education, and 
development of the child, and if possible when the child has 
reached his majority and shown traits of character that demon- 
strate that he is capable of managing property and having 
charge of money, that then he would pay the money out to him, 
or give it to him and allow him to spend it as he might see fit. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, I have in mind one instance of an Indian 
on the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota who received 
several hundred dollars as the result of a claim that he had for 
a depredation. Having received the money, he spent a con- 
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siderable part of it—I. do not know exactly how much, but 
several hundred dollars—for a hearse. He had no use what- 
eyer for it, but he was attracted by it and thought it would be a 
nice thing to have, and so he spent his money in purchasing a 
hearse. 

Now, I say, for the good of the Indian, and for his advance- 
ment, to say nothing of the law which we have on the subject, 
these moneys should be placed in the Treasury and reserved and 
expended only as the best interests of the Indians may seem to 
require. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, if it will not interrupt the line 
of thought which my colleague is pursuing, I should like to ask 
him to make a statement as to whether this plan which the Gov- 
ernment has adopted in recent years of encouraging the Indians 
to work, and in a sense of providing work for them within the 
reservation, for themselves and their teams, has, in fact, en- 
couraged them in habits of industry. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I can answer that question 
from personal knowledge, and unhesitatingly answer it in the 
affirmative. While when the system was first proposed the In- 
dians rebelled, to-day they favor it. The Government, as I be- 
lieve I have already stated, instead of issuing rations and cloth- 
ing to the Indians, provides work—improying roads in some 
instances, construction of irrigation ditches, or the hauling of 
freight—and the Indian receives his pay the same as any other 
man who labors, and the Indian finds that under this new sys- 
tem he is independent. Under the old system an Indian drew 
his rations, as a rule, every two weeks. That meant a feast for 
the first two or three days and starvation until the next ration 
day, whereas now he has his daily pay, from which he supplies 
his needs the same as his white brother, and, as I stated in the 
outset, under the new policy that prevails for the conduct of 
Indian affairs I do not hesitate to say that I believe the Indian 
has made more progress in the last ten years than in the pre- 
vious fifty years, and I believe if this policy is continued, that 
the solution of the Indian question is, at least, in sight. How 
long it will take.remains to be seen. 

I believe that the tribal relations ought to be broken up, 
that as they become capable of managing their affairs the 
individual Indians should be allowed to have a fee simple 
patent to their lands, and if there are any moneys in the 
Treasury belonging to the tribe that they should be paid their 
pro rata share and be let go and in future depend upon their 
own efforts for their livelihood and their success. Of course 
I would limit this to such individual Indians as had reached 
such a stage of adyancement as to be capable of managing their 
own affairs. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration contains a pro- 
yision authorizing the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to in- 
yestigate and report to Congress upon the desirability of estab- 
lishing a sanitarium for the treatment of Indians afflicted with 
tuberculosis. He is also to report, as far as possible, the ex- 
tent of the prevalence of tuberculosis among Indians. That 
subject was referred to by the chairman yesterday, and there 
was some inquiry concerning it. 

I wish to say that this is indeed a very serious proposition. 
In the beginning of this session I introduced a bill to establish 
an Indian sanitarium on the Missouri River at or near the 
city of Pierre, or Fort Pierre, in South Dakota, for the purpose 
of providing a place where Indians suffering from tuberculosis 
might be taken and cared for and nursed and, if possible, 
brought back to health. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will ask the gentleman if he 
does not think that the best means of preventing the increase 
of tuberculosis among the Indians would be to educate them on 
the reservations of the West, where the climate and conditions 
are of a sort to which they are accustomed, instead of bringing 
them to the East, to such places as Carlisle and Hampton, hav- 
ing different climates and different conditions? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I want to say 
that I am in favor of all the different systems of education 
which we have for the Indians, the reservation school, the 
agency school, the nonreservation school, and, if you please, the 
schools mentioned by the gentleman. While perhaps as an 
original proposition I would not be in favor of sending the 
Indian to a remote part of the country for his education, I do 
believe that the institutions the gentleman has referred to are 
doing and have done a great work for the development and 
civilization and education of the Indians of this country; and 
while it is true that many Indians who go away to eastern 
schools return to their homes affected with tuberculosis, and 
perhaps live but a short time, I doubt very much if statistics 
will show that the proportion of Indians who become affected 
with tuberculosis while attending school—and I do not care 


where the schools are located—is as great as among the Indians 
upon the reservations and that have never been away to. school. 

I am going to briefly show the condition of the Indians in 
South Dakota as to tuberculosis. South Dakota is known and 
recognized as a State where among the whites tuberculosis is 
not at all prevalent. It is rarely that a case of tuberculosis 
develops in South Dakota, while we have many people coming 
into the State afflicted with the disease who recover and live 
for many years as though they never had been affected. Consec- 
quently it can not be said that if tuberculosis is prevalent among 
the Indians that it is due to any climatic conditions. The bill 
which I have referred to was sent to the Interior Department, 
and a report was made thereon by the Commissioner, which was 
approved by the Secretary, and I am going to refer very briefly 
to that report. I will quote from the Commissioner’s letter as 
follows: 

The prevalence of tuberculosis among the Indians is a matter of 
grave concern. While inro rs tions made by this Office reveal an 
alarming situation, it is probably only in particular localities where the 
scourge is worse among the Indians than among whites under similar 
conditions. A campaign of education has begun among our own people, 
and if it is necessary for them it is at least as important for our In- 
dians. In their own camps and cabins they do not have the sanitary 
conyeniences of a modern civilized home, and one consumptive may 
come, through ignorance, a source of infection to numberless other 
persons. 

To show the extent of the prevalence of this disease among 
the Sioux Indians I will read from this report of the Commis- 
sioner a statement made by the agency physician at the Pine 
Ridge Agency in South Dakota, showing the extent of the dis- 
ease among the Pine Ridge Indians: 

In a recent report by Dr. Joseph R. Walker, agency physician at Pine 
Ridge Agency, S. Dak., a number of statistical tables were given, from 
which it appears that In 1905 the full-blood Indian population of the 
reservation was 4,875, among whom there were 561 cases of consump- 
tion during the year, of which 172 were new cases, 104 recoveries, and 


109 deaths. The mixed-blood population was 1,822, Among these there 
were 54 cases of tuberculosis, of which 22 were new, 13 recoveries, and 


6 deaths. 
ears, from 1896 to 1906, give 903 deaths from 


The statistics for ten 
tuberculosis among the Indians and 70 deaths among the mixed bloods. 


The long service of Doctor Walker at Pine Ridge and his interest in 
this subject have enabled him to prepare tables unavailable at other res- 
ervations, but I assume that the ratio shown at Vine Ridge appui: 
ANT would hold at the other Sioux reseryations of North and South 

Out of a population of less than 5,000 nearly 1,000 died of 
tuberculosis within a period of ten years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman fifteen 
minutes more. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. A prominent physician resid- 
ing in my home city, Dr. D. W. Robinson, president of the 
board of health of the State, recently contributed an article on 
the subject of tuberculosis among the Sioux to the Review of 
Reviews, and it is published in the March number of that maga- 
zine. Doctor Robinson is familiar with the conditions of the 
Sioux Indians, having resided for many years at Pierre, where 
I reside, adjacent to the Great Sioux Reservation. He has been 
for many years the physician at the Pierre Indian school, and 
he has made a study of this subject. In this article he states 
that up to about 1878 there was no tuberculosis to any extent 
among the Sioux Indians; that since their mode of life has 
been changed, and instead of moving from place to place and 
living in their tepees, they have been confined in small log huts, 
as was stated yesterday, without ventilation, without any regard 
whatever for sanitation, this disease has made progress among 
these Indians, until to-day, as stated by the Commissioner in the 
report to which I have referred, it is a matter of grave concern. 

He says in that statement: 

It is impossible to reduce the conditions to tables and rin pos The 
aoe of several years as health officer and as physician to two 
Indian schools has conyinced me that fully 60 per cent of the younger 
generation has some form of tubercular infection, and 50 per cent of 
those of the age of puberty die of some form of the disease. 

Then he states that there is a report from the Standing Rock 
Reservation that 75 per cent of all deaths result from tubercu- 
losis. He also quotes from an Indian living on the Sisseton 
Reservation, who has lived there for fifty years, that fully 
50 per cent of them die with this disease. 

Now, to illustrate that it is not necessarily a conclusión that 
an Indian can only acquire tuberculosis by attending some In- 
dian school, as suggested by the inquiry of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STEPHENS], I want to call attention to one instance. 
Doctor Robinson refers to it in this statement. I happen to 
know the family, and I can say that it was not due to the fact 
that the children were in school that the condition that is dis- 
closed here resulted. He says: 


One of the striking instances in point is the destruction of a family 
of a noted worthy chief, John Grass. In 1892 a white friend met him 
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and his seven sons at a convocation of the tribe. These sons were 
stalwart fellows and apparently well. 

In 1902, ten years thereafter, the friend again met the aged 
chieftain, who at once recognized the white man. He said: 
“You saw my boys; all gone, all died of the disease. I have 
no child left.” 

Commenting on that, he said: 

It is mphaticall the Gov- 
ecament tor. SE ou ATRAN ROE These DODE Bao. deserve 
some measure of relief. The Indians are not alone interested. The 
health of the white community is menaced by the plague spot which 
surrounds the agency. 

Mr. Chairman, I have referred to this subject for the purpose 
of calling to the attention of this House the importance of some 
action, and some prompt action, being taken to check this dis- 
ease among the Indians of the country, and to justify the action 
of the committee in putting in the bill a provision authorizing 
the Commissioner to investigate the subject and report fully 
to the next session of Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one further question to which I desire 
to refer before I conclude. That is the provision in the bill for 
an appropriation to be used in obtaining evidence and in prose- 
cuting parties engaged in the sale of liquor to Indians. The 
Commissioner urges it very strongly in his report made for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1905. He states: 

During the last 3 fresh efforts have been made by persons engaged 
in the liquor traflic to elude the law forbidding the introduction of 
liquor into the Indian country. 

Up to last Apri] whenever a person was convicted of selling 
liquor to an Indian it was never considered that there was a 
distinction as between an Indian who had taken his allotment 
and an Indian commonly known as a reservation Indian.” The 
Supreme Court, in a case entitled “The matter of Heff,” held 
that where an Indian had taken his allotment under section 6 
of the Indian allotenent law he is a citizen of the State or Terri- 
tory within which he resided, and that he is no longer subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States. The effect of that deci- 
sion has been most demoralizing among the Indians. Liquor is 
now sold to Indians almost as openly as to white men, and be- 
cause of that fact largely I introduced at the earlier part of this 
session a bill which provides for an amendment to section 6 of 
the Indian allotment law, so that hereafter, when lands are 
allotted to Indians, citizenship is to be withheld until they -re- 
ceive their fee-simple patent. In other words, during the period 
of time that the Government elects to withhold the title to the 
land citizenship is also to be withheld and the United States will 
continue to exercise jurisdiction over such Indian. I speak of 
this because I expect to ask unanimous consent of this House 
within a very few days to have that bill passed. In the measure 
there is a provision giving to the Secretary of the Interior au- 
thority, in his discretion, whenever he believes an Indian has 
reached the stage of advancement and civilization where he is 
capable of managing his own affairs, to issue to such Indian a 
fee-simple patent, and with that will go full citizenship. 

This bill now before the committee is filled with provisions 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to convey to Indians 
their allotments and relieve them from the trust features. The 
committee, in incorporating these provisions in the appropria- 
tion bill, followed in every instance the recommendation of the 
Secretary of the Interior. Our theory jis that the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Indian Department is the Department of 
the Government that knows what is for the best interests of 
the Indian; that knows when he has reached a stage capable 
of managing his own affairs; and, therefore, when it recom- 
mends that an Indian be given a fee simple patent for his al- 
lotment we put it in the Indian appropriation bill—and I may 
say that it is subject to a point of order—and in this respect 
the progress, advancement, and the best interests of the Indian 
may be very seriously hampered and interfered with unless we 
haye a law such as I have proposed, and such as has been 
recommended by the Committee on Indian Affairs. It has the 
very strong recommendation of the Commissioner and is ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Interior. I hope that I may 
be recognized at some near date to call up the bill for con- 
sideration, and I trust that every Member of the House will 
see the necessity and importance for the enactment of such a 
measure. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman—and I have not said as much 
as I wanted to on the subject—I desire to again say that the 
policy of the Government has been most generous toward its 
Indian wards. There has been little occasion in recent years 
fer criticism of the administration of Indian affairs. There 
is no committee of this House that gives more careful consid- 
eration to its particular business than does the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, under the able administration of the distin- 
guished gentleman who has been the chairman of that com- 


mittee for so many years. There is no branch of the Indian 
service that he is not familiar with, and every measure that 
comes from that committee—not only the appropriation bill, but 
any other bill that has to do with Indian affairs—has behind 
it the belief on the part of the chairman and the committee 
that the bill is an honest measure and one that will promote 
the interest of the Indians and be for their best welfare. [Ap- 
plause. ] 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Kretrer having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, 
by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that the Senate 
had disagreed to the amendment of the House of Representatives 
to the bill (S. 956) providing for the election of a Delegate to 
the House of Representatives from the district of Alaska, had 
asked a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. NELSON, Mr. 
DILLINGHAM, and Mr. PATTERSON as the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives was requested : 

S. 4860. An act for the relief of Peter Fairley ; 

S. 4593. An act for the relief of Francis J. Cleary, a midship- 
man in the United States Navy; 

S. 4129. An act to regulate enlistments and punishments in 
the United States Revenue-Cutter Service; and 

S. 3433. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to divide 
the judicial district of North Dakota,” approved April 26, 1890. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment bill of the following title: 

H. R. 16305. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to sell 
certain coal in Alaska, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution; in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives was requested : 

Senate concurrent resolution 14. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of wi hey ahr ad concurring), 
That the Secretary of the Senate be author in the enrollment of 
the bill (S. 4229) “to authorize the sale and disposition of surplus or 
unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, in the 
State of Washington, and for other purposes,” to change the words 
“section seven“ to “section six” where they occur in line 40, page 3, 
of the enrolled bill. 


The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
4229) to authorize the sale and disposition of surplus or unal- 
lotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, in 
the State of Washington, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
of the following title; in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: 

S. 535. An act to amend and reenact section 1 of chapter 77 
of volume 27 of the United States Statutes at Large, being “An 
act to provide for a term of the United States circuit and dis- 
trict courts at Evanston, Wyo.,” approved May 23, 1892. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
4128) permitting the building of a dam across the Red Lake 
River at or near the junction of Black River with said Red Lake 
River, in Red Lake County, Minn. 


INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STEPHENS] was called from the Hall for a moment, and he 
requested me to yield in his behalf thirty minutes to the gentle- 
man from Pennslyvania [Mr. KLINE]. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, since the opening of the first 
session of the Fifty-ninth Congress, this House has had under 
discussion and consideration nuemrous questions of a local, 
national, and a few of an international importance. For more 
than a week the Philippine tariff bill was discussed from yarious 
standpoints, as a general economic policy, with a reference to 
our duty to the Filipinos and its effect upon local interests in 
the United States. The bill was passed with one amendment, 
by a vote of 278 for and 71 against the contemplated legisaltion. 
The Senate committee has reported the bill unfavorably, and the 
arduous work and labors of this House may, as it now seems, 
become a nullity, without any tangible or substantial results. 

The statehood bill, bound and riveted by the Rules Commit- 
tee, with a view to having it passed without amendment and un- 
der limited debate, now seems to have met its destiny and fate 
in the Senate, where, with the Foraker amendment, it is re- 
ceiving, and will receive a sensible, proper, and statesmanlike 
consideration, with the result that the people of the Territories 
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of New Mexico and Arizona will not have statehood enforced 
upon them, either joint or several, except by their consent. 
[ Applause. ] 

The rate bill was discussed at great length in all its phases, 
influences, ramifications, and consequences. So extensive and 
persuasive, indeed, were the discussions that some of us by its 
diversified treatment were hypnotized with the subject, and 
others felt as if they had become intimidated to support the bill. 
The legislation contemplated by the bill, however, is just and 
fair, both to the transportation companies and the shipper, and 
to my mind and judgment was subject to only a single criticism, 
namely, that there was no provision in the bill granting a right 
of appeal or review from the decision of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. By reason of this omission I hesitated to 
support the bill. 

I am, however, much gratified in the hope that this legislative 
measure will be perfected in the Senate by the insertion of this 
healthy and much needed provision of right of review or appeal. 
With this amendment the bill is nigh perfect and fair to all in- 
terests. 

We have had under consideration many other subjects of a 
private and public nature, such as the granting of pensions, al- 
lowance of claims, authorizing the bridging of rivers, legisla- 
tion affecting the District of Columbia and our various and re- 
maining Indian tribes, passage of appropriation bills, Federal 
control of insurance companies, consolidation of custom-houses, 
rules to regulate the business and deliberations of this honorable 
body, and discussed numerous topics which from year to year 
arise and must engage the time and attention of Congress. 

I have become interested in a measure not political in its 
character, in which our national banks are concerned, and in 
the discussion of which I invite the attention of the House for 
a few minutes. 

At the opening of the present session of Congress I introduced 
a bill amending section 29 of an act approved June 3, 1864, en- 
titled “An act to provide a national currency secured by a 
pledge of United States bonds, and to provide for the circulation 
and redemption thereof.” By said bill it was contemplated to 
enact legislation that the total liabilities of any national bank- 
ing association, of any person, or of any company, corporation, 
or firm for money borrowed, including in the liabilities of a 
company or firm, the liabilities of the several members thereof, 
shall at no time exceed one-tenth part of the amount of the cap- 
ital stock of such association actually paid in and its surplus 
fund. 

Under existing law the loans of a national banking associa- 
tion to any person, firm, or corporation are limited to 10 per 
cent of its capital stock, and by the bill introduced loans of this 
character were intended to be limited to 10 per cent of the 
capital*stock paid in and its surplus fund. 

I am told that the bill which I fathered, and other bills on 
the same subject, were considered by the subcommittee on 
banking and currency, and its provisions received favorable 
approval, subject to the restriction or amendment that the 
loans to any person, firm, or corporation by a national bank 
be limited to 10 per cent of the capital stock actually paid in 
and 10 per cent of the surplus fund, equivalent only to the ex- 
tent of the capital stock of such banking institution. In other 
words, a national bank with $100,000 capital and $300,000 sur- 
plus, under such a bill, amended as aforesaid, could only loan 
to any person, firm, or corporation the sum of $20,000, namely, 
$10,000 on its capital and $10,000 additional, being 10 per cent 
on $100,000 of its surplus fund, equivalent to the amount of the 
capital stock acteally paid in. 

For some reason unknown to me (as I have observed in the 
newspapers and am advised) a bill known as the “Shartel bill,” 
introduced December 18, 1905, was substituted for or selected 
in preference to the bill which I introduced on December 4, 
1905, the first day of the present session of Congress. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KLINE. Certainly. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Do you know of any case in which that 10 
per cent limitation has worked a hardship or has done any 
injury to a business or banking interest? I understand you are 
president of a national bank, and you ought to be able to tell us. 

Mr. KLINE. I am not president of a national bank, but in- 


terested in banking. Yes; right in my city—Allentown, the 
queen city of the Lehigh Valley, and probably one of the most 
prosperous, progressive, thrifty, and beautiful inland cities of 
the United States—I know of instances where banks were un- 
able to accommodate their customers by reason of the existing 
limitations on loans. The Allentown National Bank had a capi- 
talization of $500,000 and a surplus of about $200,000. It in- 


creased its capitalization to $1,000,000 and now has a surplus of 
about $600,000. It could not accommodate the great cement in- 
terests and other numerous industries which were operating in 
my locality and the street-railway interests that center in that 
city. I know of another instance in that city. The Second Na- 
tional Bank, organized forty years ago, with a capitalization of 
$200,000—it was unable to accommodate its customers as de- 
sired. Two years ago it increased its capital stock to $300,000 
and increased its surplus to $300,000. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Will the gentleman allow another question? 
Does not the gentleman from Pennsylvania think this 10 per cent 
limitation is in the interest of the banks? 

Mr. KLINE, I do not, as I shall tell you hereafter. I believe 
that surplus is part of the capital and should have the same 
benefits that capital at present enjoys. . 

Mr. GOULDEN. As I understand, the gentleman thinks that 
national banks should be authorized to make loans to the ex- 
5 oat per cent of both their capital and surplus actually 
pa 

Mr. KLINE. My opinion is that a national bank should be 
permitted to discount paper of any person, firm, or corporation 
to the extent of 10 per cent of its capital stock and 10 per cent 
of the surplus, subject to the limitation which has been put 
upon this legislation by the Shartel bill as amended by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, so that the total liabilities to 
any bank from any one person, firm, or corporation shall in no 
event exceed 20 per cent of its capital stock. 

Mr. GOULDEN. One more question. It has been suggested 
by my friend from Maryland, Mr. Sıram. That is to any one 
single individual, firm, or corporation? 

Mr. KLINE. To any single person, firm, or corporation; yes. 
Sass GOULDEN. That is as you understand the law should 

Mr. KLINE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. PRINCE. Will the gentleman yield to a question here? 
Or if the gentleman prefers to have me ask it later, I will do so. 

Mr. KLINE. Ask it now, please. 

Mr. PRINCE. As I understand, you said that the bill which 
the Banking and Currency Committee had reported favorably 
contained a provision that you could loan only on one-tenth of 
the surplus paid in. 

Mr. KLINE. Capital actually paid in and surplus equiva- 
lent to capital stock. That is what I said. 

Mr. PRINCE. Perhaps I misunderstood the gentleman. 

Mr. KLINE. If the gentleman understood me differently, it 
was a mistake. 

Mr. PRINCE. Now, will you be kind enough to state to the 
committee what you understand is the nature of the bill that 
has been favorably reported? 

Mr. KLINE. I will come to that a little later and explain 
just what my opinion is upon that portion of the bill. I know 
the bill which has been introduced by the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHARTEL] and amended by the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency limits the total amount of liabilities to a 
national bank to 20 per cent of the capital stock. 

Mr. PRINCE. Go ahead in your own way. 

Mr. KLINE. The provisions of my bill and the original 
Shartel bill are identical in every respect. It is, however, im- 
material whose name the bill on this subject bears. I am in 
favor of and will support such legislation enlarging the limita- 
tion of loans by national banks. 

The national bankers’ conventions of the United States for 
years have resolved and appealed for this character of Federal 
legislation, and the clearing-house associations in our metro- 
politan cities have favored such an amendment to our national 
banking laws. 

Since the introduction of my bill (H. R. 448) I am in receipt 
of numerous letters from banking houses doing business in all 
parts of the United States, recommending and urging the pas- 
sage of such legislation. Amongst others who have communi- 
cated with me on the subject are the following: Penn National 
Bank, Reading, Pa.; Merchants’ National Bank, Allentown, Pa.; 
First National Bank, Bethlehem, Pa.; Allentown National Bank, 
Allentown, Pa.; Second National Bank, Allentown, Pa.; Second 
National Bank, Reading Pa.; Hanover National Bank, New 
York, N. X.; Corn Exchange National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa.; 
Columbia National Bank, Pittsburg, Pa.; First National Bank 
of Pittsburg, Pittsburg, Pa.; Fourth National Bank, Cincinnati, 
Ohio; Chemical National Bank, New York, N. Y.; National 
Union Bank of Reading, Reading, Pa.; The Crocker-Woolworth 
National Bank, San Francisco, Cal. And I apprehend every, 
Member of Congress has received similar requests from national 
banks, doing business in their several districts. 

The Comptroller of the Currency has recommended in his last 
report, as well as in his previous reports that national banks 
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be allowed to loan to any person, firm, or corporation not only 
10 per cent of their capital, but also 10 per cent of their surplus. 
Our national banking system is a great one, but may now be 


a little antiquated on a few points. It was the creation and 
forniulation of one of the greatest minds this country has ever 
produced. It was made necessary and operative during the 
exigencies of the war period. It was successful and in aid of 
the great prosperity, expansion, and development which the 
country has been enjoying for many years. When the loan 
limit was originally fixed in the national banking act, approved 
June 3, 1864, at 10 per cent of the capital stock of the banks, 
few banks had any large surplus, and, as the Compiroller says, 


it was not expected that new banks then organized would pay, 


any surplus with their capital. 

Under existing law banks of $25,000 capitalization may be 
organized, and do business in villages, towns, or municipalities 
having a population less than 3,000. In towns with less than 
6,000 people they may capitalize at $50,000; in cities or munici- 
palities haying a population of more than 6,000 and less than 
50,600, national banks can not be capitalized at less than 
$100,000, and in cities having a population in excess of 50,000 
the capitalization must be $200,000 at least. 

The national banking system has during its operation be- 
come very popular, and its uses, conveniences, and benefits are 
in large demand in all parts of the country. They have multi- 
plied and increased in numbers very largely since the act of 
1900 authorizing the incorporation of banks with a capital of 
$25,009 in communities having a less population than 3,000. 

As an evidence of their popularity, strength, and uses the 
following figures are supplied as to their number, capital stock, 
and amount of deposits. On or about June 30, 1905, there were 
in the United States, including the insular possessions, 5,668 
national banks, with a capital of $791,567,231, and deposits ag- 
gregating $3,783,658,494. 

The growth and popularity of national banks is further evi- 
denced by the following statistics, indicating the number of 
banks, capitalization, surplus, and net earnings during and in 


five-year periods, from March 1, 1880: 

Numbe: emi 

umber 51 

Date. of banks. Capital. dends to 
capital 
2,046 , 080,000 $117, 226, 8.99 
2,€50 | 522, 859, 71 3.91 
B, 204 | 615,405,545 4.27 
3,729 | 683, 971,565 8.64 
8,587 | 604,755,505 4.01 
4,596 | T10, 281,395 4.43 
4,805 | 785,814, 217 4.37 

5,911 | 814,987,7 


The growth of national banks is also evidenced by the follow- 
ing statement, during periods, commencing September 30, 1892, 
of the loans and amounts due to depositors : 


Due to depos- 
Loans. | itors. 


171,000,000 | $1,779, 200,000 
059, 400, 000 1,715, 200, 000 
172, 500, 000 2, 106, 600, 000 
051, 700, 000 8, 044, 600, 000 
„508, 600, 000 3, 305, 900, 000 
„071,041, 104 4,088, 420, 135 


It is safe to say that the original idea of the present law, 
limiting loans to 10 per cent of the capital stock actually paid 
in, was to prevent the directors cf a bank from taking all the 
money in it, and so as to curb them, because deposits in banks 
in these days were not of any importance, relatively to the 
capital, compared with what they are now. Since that period 
the magnitude of business is so much greater and the amounts 
to be handled so very much larger that the existing law, limit- 
ing and restricting the amount of loans, hampers and incon- 
veniences real banking to-day. Then the business was meas- 
ured and done with thousands and tens of thousands; now 
the large business, mercantile and industrial, interests are con- 
ducted with hundreds of thousands and millions of dollars. 
It is thus very apparent why the existing limitation of loans 
should be enlarged, as contemplated by the several bills intro- 
duced on this subject. A national bank with, say, $100,000 
capital and $300,000 surplus—and there are numerous banks 
that have a proportionate surplus—is much hampered, and its 
usefulness largely destroyed by said limitation, in being per- 
mitted only to loan to an amount of 10 per cent of its capitali- 
zation, to wit, $10,000. Those opposing this class of legislation 
may say: “If such or these banks are hampered by this restric- 
tion on their business, let them enlarge their capitalization in 
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accordance and in proportion with the demands of their trade.” 
But why should that be necessary when the bank has a large 
surplus? Surplus is practically capital. A large surplus is an 
evidence of the bank’s financial strength and successful con- 
tinuance of business. Surplus is earned capital, and is largely 
in aid of the confidence of the public in the bank and its in- 
trinsic ability to pay its obligations. Surplus is and has been 
treated as capital for purposes of taxation. The late revenue 
laws enacted during the Spanish war decided this point, when 
it was expressly stated that for the purposes of taxation, in 
computing capital, surplus must be included. 

In some States trust companies and banking institutions, in- 
corporated under State laws, are required to pay a tax, not 
only on the capital, but on the surplus and undivided profits as 
well; and in other States (amongst others Pennsylvania) the 
tax is based upon the market value of the stock, which is en- 
hanced and usually fixed by the par value of the stock, its sur- 
plus and undivided profits. If surplus shall bear the burdens of 
taxation, it should certainly also, on the contrary, be allowed to 
enjoy some of the advantages which are by law granted and ac- 
corded to capital. May I ask, Which bank has the greater 
strength, credit, and confidence in the community, the one 
capitalized at $500,000, with a surplus of $1,000,000, or the one 
with a capitalization of $1,500,000, without a surplus? It goes 
without saying, the former with a large surplus. 

The exigencies and opportunities of business at this time are 
such that the restriction of the present law is onerous; and, as 
I have indicated, frequently harmful to the bank’s best inter- 
ests. It is a restriction which in the past has not always been 
observed. The Comptroller of the Currency says that a very 
large number of excess loans have been reported, but that there 
is no way of punishing a bank which so offends except by tak- 
ing away its charter. Manifestly this would be a punishment 
out of all proportion to the offense, and it is no wonder the 
Comptroller considers its application unadvisable. 

At this point I desire to use the language and sentiment of 
Mr. F. H. Skelding, president of the First National Bank of 
Pittsburg, with a capital of $1,000,000 and a surplus of 

2,400,000, in a communication addressed to me on this subject, 
and in which he granted me the liberty to make use of his let- 
ter in connection with the proposed legislation as my judgment 
might dictate. He says: 

Bank officers should be the best judges of the amount of credit to 
extend to their customers, and a strong bank with a large surplus 
should not be hampered in its operations regarding the amount of 
money which it may lend to a single borrower by the rule which applies 
to banks possessing no surplus whatever. 

It is far better to haye a law which is not onerous, and which can 
and should be enforced, than the present one, which is constantly being 
broken or ignored, the porani for which is so out of proportion to 
the transgression that the authorities do not attempt to enforce it. 

The president of the Fourth National Bank of Cincinnati, 
Ohio, says: 

By reason of changes in all lines of business a change (referring to 
limitation of loans) is almost imperative. 

It would seem, as the Comptroller said in substance, if it is 
safe for a bank with $200,000 capital and no surplus to loan 
$20,000, it should be equally safe for one with $75,000 capital 
and $125,000 surplus to loan an equal amount of $20,000. 

State banks, savings institutions, trust companies, and insur- 
ance companies, with their banking methods, have in late years 
become potent, progressive, and popular rivals or competitors 
of national banks. The expansion and enlargement of the 
business of State banks and trust companies has been maryel- 
ous, and has increased to unexpected and immense proportions. 
Their business and number has to a great extent overlapped the 
business and number of national banks in the United States, as 
is shown by the following figures: 

On or about June 30, 1905, there were in the United States 
14,242 State banks and trust companies, with a capitalization of 
$748,263,149, and deposits aggregating $8,002,662,822. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to know, as the gen- 
tleman is so very familiar with this subject, whether or not the 
laws governing and regulating State banks and trust companies 
are inadequate, and whether or not they have entirely too much 
authority in the financial world? 

Mr. KLINE. To that interrogatory or question, I reply that 
that is not a matter for Federal legislation. The legislatures 
of the several States should legislate concerning that subject; 
and if I was a member of a State legislature and a question 
of a similar character were to come up, I would put the same 
limitation upon the rights and powers of trust companies, State 
banks, and sayings institutions, upon this subject, that I am 
asking for to-day, so far as national banks are concerned. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I asked the 
gentleman this question because I wanted his opinion, and be- 
cause it coincides with mine and is sound. 
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Mr. KLINE. The following comparatively indicates the de- 
posits of all banks, State and national, at the periods indicated: 


1890. 
Nationa Tne Na a ee —. +} 521, 745, hrs 
Savi pts ee ee Sie ee SS 24, 844. 
Rtate banki- aa BSR ORE: 884 
Loan and trust compan les ĩͤ„„4“r?: 836, 456, 492 
ieee OL DORR ae EEN Ar 99; 521, 667 
1895. 
National Ta iss ap EEE 3 736, 022, 007 
Savings banks * 810, 597, 023 
State banks — — 712, 410, 423 
Loan and trust companies so 546, 652, 657 
%%% EL ee SSS 81, 824, 932 
1900. 
EN ges Seen ae Seas See Senet ST ES — $2, a58, 092, 758 
Bavi DEE- e r a ey BAAS DAT, 
Og ea ae — — 7 288 735, 282 
Loan and trust companles . 1, 028, 232, 407 
Privnth DAUKSs oo an ee eed 96, 206, 049 
1903. 
National banks__.______._. 8. 83, 200, 993, 509 
Savings banks 2, 935, 204, 845 
State — ae 1, 814, 570, — 
Loan and trust companies. 1, 589, eae 
Private banks 133, 217, 530 
Jone 30, 1905. 
. — Ee ee ee eee 28. 1 —5 658, 494 
All State banks, i including trust companies 2, 662, 822 


State banks and trust companies have numerous 5 
and opportunities not possessed by national banks. Trust com- 
panies are enabled to engage in almost every class of business, 
namely, the administration of trust estates; they may become 
registrars of stock, trustees in corporate mortgages, sureties in 
nearly all cases where bail is required under State laws; they 
may become guardians, trustees, executors, and administrators, 
may make loans on judgments, mortgages, and other securities, 
and may engage in innumerable other kinds of business which 
national banks are not permitted to transact; they may make 
loans unlimited in amount, and are only limited in loans made 
to the directors or officers of the institution, and therefore, by 
reason of their extensive powers and facilities, have better 
opportunities for making profit for the stockholders and accom- 
modating their customers. 

The only advantages that national banks now have not pos- 
sessed by State institutions are that they are enabled to secure 
circulation and Government deposits upon depositing Govern- 
ment bonds, under the restrictions, limitations, and rules en- 
forcible by the national banking laws. The modes of examina- 
tion and supervision governing State banks and national banks 
are almost identical, except that the former make their reports 
to and are examined by the banking department of the State, 
and the latter make their reports to and are examined by and 
through the Comptroller of the Currency. By reason of the 
superior advantages and opportunities possessed by State banks 
and trust companies, as heretofore indicated, a large number of 
national banks have wound up their business and had them- 
selves incorporated under State laws. On January 29, 1906, 
5,911 national banks were in operation. In all, 8,050 banks 


were organized. Of this number, 443 have become insolvent 
and 1,696 have gone into liquidation. 

Inasmuch as there is no limitation of loans made by State in- 
stitutions, except loans made to its directors and officers, the 
limitations of loans by national banks should be enlarged, as 
provided by the legislation proposed, and by the enlargement of 
this power national banks would have similar opportunities to 
make loans as those now possessed by banking institutions in- 
corporated under State laws. 

It has been suggested, however, by some that the authority 
to loan to the extent of 10 per cent on the surplus fund should 
be limited to so much of the surplus fund, equivalent to the 
amount of the capital stock actually paid in, so that the total 
Habilities shall in no event exceed 20 per cent of the capital 
stock. This may be a wise limitation, and the reason sug- 
gested for this restriction is that national banks might incor- 
porate with a small capital and create a large surplus fund, 
much larger than the capital stock, whereby the security of 
the depositors and creditors of the bank would be impaired, and 
the interests of that class of people might become jeopardized. 

If the legislation contemplated should be enacted into law, 
national banks should also be compelled strictly to comply with 
the law. Under existing law, banks making loans beyond the 10 
per cent limitation can only be disciplined through the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, through the institution of a suit, or pro- 
ceedings for the forfeiture of the charter. For a violation of the 
provisions of the national-banking act on this subject there is 
now no penalty but death to the corporation if the Comptrollér 
chooses to enforce the remedy. He is not the original violator 
of the law. It is the board of directors and officers of the 
bank that violate the law when they transcend their authority 
and not the Comptroller of the Currency, and an amendment 
to this contemplated legislation, or existing law, making the 
directors and officers of the bank offending guilty of a misde- 
meanor, triable in the district court of the United States and 
punishable by fine or some other proper penalty, would be a 
wise provision and a proper safeguard for the protection of 
both the stockholders and depositors of the institution. 

I am heartily in favor of the proposed legislation. Without 
exception, the national banks of the country favor it. This 
limitation of loans by national banks should be enlarged in 
order that they may accommodate their customers. They 
should have privileges similar to those now possessed by sav- 
ings banks and trust companies, so that they may no longer 
be hampered by existing restrictions, and that they may be 
enabled to compete for business on an equal basis with finan- 
cial institutions incorporated under State laws. Their surplus 
is as sacred as their capital stock, and the limitations now ex- 
isting should be removed and enlarged, as contemplated by the 
several bills introduced on this subject. 

I ask permission that Abstract of Reports of Condition of Na- 
tional Banks, No. 47, made and prepared by the Comptroller of 
the Currency and issued as of February 24, 1906, be inserted 
in the Recorp at this point as a part of my remarks. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


[Abstract of reports of condition of national banks—No. 47.] 
` Abstract of reports of condition of national banks in the United States on March 14, May 29, August 25, November 9, 1905, waa January 29, 1906. 


RESOURCES. 
Loans a a Nai 851,858, 472. 90 
55 ARES 
U. S. bonds to secure circulation 4, 
U.S. bonds to secure U.S 95, 855, 800.00 
Other bonds to secure U, S. deposits 4, 349,410.00 
S. bonds on hand 17, 558, 850.00 
Premiums on U. S. bonds 15, 030, 722.49 
Bonds, securities, et. 642, 778, 943.25 
Banking house, furniture, and fixtures. 125, 144, 430. 56 
Other real estate owned ........- 20,519, 501.27 
Due from national banks. 829, 177, 405. 92 
Due from State banks and bankers, ete 123, 445, 301. 66 
Due from approved reserve agents.. 594, 094, 119. 68 
Checks and other cash items 25, 26), 772. 64 
Exchanges for clearing house 287, 122, 185. 75 
Bills of other national banks 27,515, 271.00 
Fractional currency, nickels, and cen 1, S54, 387. 26 
—. ——— 483, 249, 060. 39 
5 EEEE 
8 r- cent emption fund „400.89. 
Due from Treasurer df United States 8, 771, 926. 68 
Jm E A 808, 127, 686.16 
LIABILITIES, 
tal stock paid in 782, 
N mente 3 jara ion 
n ess expenses an 
National-bank notes outstunding 400, 955, 178 


Mar. 14, 1905—5,587 | May 29. 1905—5,668 | Aug. 25, 1995—5,757 
banks. y banks. 3 banks. 


A 


Nov. 9, 10055, 883 Jan. 20, 1906—5,911 
banks. | banks. 


3 
B 
8 
L 
a 
P 
a 
2 
= 
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899, 328. 928, 509, 152. 0 „407. 99 O71, 041, 164. 84 
80, 367, 408. 29, 905, 633. 72 54, 478, 855. 67 47, 256, 587.98 
457, 502, 540. 477, 582, 620. 00 495, 679, 340. 00 505, 723, 560. 00 
74, 259, 450. 61, 847,570. 00 57,559, 800. 00 67, 825, 380.00 
7,526, 101. 6, 308, 131. 28 7, 623, 416. 01 7,172, 769, 81 
16, 108, 500. 12, O41, 410. 00 10, 530, 940.00 9, 852, 320, 00 
14, 490, 434. 14, 375, 131. 51 13, 726, 692. 03 12,913,510. 59 
669, 545, 598. 667,177, 707.76 657, 3, 673, 32 652, 445, 986.45 
130, 006, 135. 182, 987, 384. 56 136, 098, 3899. 64 138, 554, 972. 90 
20, 154, 800. 19, 226, 274. 48 20, 487, 751. 57 20, 661, 528. 19 
832, 143, 552. 820,743, 427.49 845, 417, 657. 89 BA2, 44, 563. 53 
112, 388, 835. 113, 466,291, 74 124, 998, 489. 03 123, 398, 688. 23 
562, 495, 160. 605, 484. 479. 80 569, 121, 518. 42 598, 697, 068. 12 
28, 111, 820. 23, 081, 600. 43 28, 260, 935. 52 80, 095, 519. 8L 
267, 856, 167. 265, 080, 927. 79 BA), 428, 162. 01 421, GOU, 088, 80 
28, 824, 161. 29,182, 633. 00 31, 183, 857. 09 80,595, 424. 00 
1,798, 508. 1, 850, 804. 33 1,817, 487. M 2, 102,096. 56 
479, 635, 070. 495, 479, 452. 93 460, 934, 467.89 492, 568, S74. Th 
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8,552, 605. 4,017,141. 50 8,927, 131. 93 4,06), 608. 59 
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420, 785, 055. 00 442, 500, 192, 69 
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485, 521, 670. 50 498, 238, 836, 00 
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Abstract of reports of condition of national banks in the United States on March 14, May 29, August 25, November 9, 1905, and January 29, 1906—Continued. 


: 


LIABILITI£ES—continued. 
State-bank notes outstanding..-..........-------.--.- 344.50 
Due to other national banks 812, $18 865.9 
Due to State banks and banker 318. 788, 438. 81 
to trust companies and savings banks. + 886,543, 992. 20 
pe toa ved reserve agents 87, 916, 423. 26. 
PASAND . 915, 406. 78 
dual 6 3,777, 474, 006. 12 
EFS CB POM esas A elas E 84, 705, 235. 88 
Deposits of U. S. disbursing officers 8,517, 157.53 
ds borrowed 34, 819, 906. 69 
Notes and bills rediscounted 6, 092, 005. 30 
F onic cos ees erecta cine os mick men 16,911, 581. 59 
ee ˙ A —. ES), EE eee 


Number of national banks organized, insolvent, in voluntary liquidation, 
and in operation on January 29, 1906. 


States. 
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581 382 
165 142 
804 683 
x0 % 
Maryland 

District of Columbia 8 13 
Total, Eastern States 1,096 | 81 1,334 
109 6 87 
2 80 
63 4 50 
33 1 25 
93 6 75 
47 8 35 
96 7 T4 
2 24 
6 85 
28 457 
4 30 
170 5 128 
108 7 70 
Total, Southern States 1,815 | 84 1,168 
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14 201 
20 355 
l4 88 

5 

8 

13 

il 


KER 


r 


wtokakas|| g| CESENZSEZI 3288888 
— ovale aseszsaF B See- eG 
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Total, Pacific States 


A soccer een E 2 
ORTO LA — cue r 1 1 
Total, island possessions.......... 3 8 
Total, United States 8,050 | 443| 1,6% 5,911 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. BUTLER of Pennsyl- 
vania having taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message 


. 14, 29, 1 668 | Aug. 25,1 757 Nov. 9, 1 Jan. 20, 1906-—5,912 
W May: 905—5, ug. 25, 1905—5, om: Se ee 


$30,973. 50 922.50 800.972. 50 $50, 972.50 
790, 421, 572. 98 832, 078) 305. T4 Ir. 165, 729. 63 825, 732, 807. OL 
825, 349, 412. 83 854) 253, 517. 22 B48, 631 097. 9T 364, 221.046. BL 
803, 825,082. 79 404, 188, 168. 12 339, 112; 588.75 368, 223, 878. 59 
87,572, 634. 34 362, 500. 71 89, 127, 202: 58 87,316, 986.52 

1, 828, 776. 08 993, 490. 14 1,770, 894. 60 1,861, 847. 86 
8, 783, 658, 494. 42 681, 713. 28 8, 999, 522, S34. 51 4, 088; 420, 135. 60 
65,570,520. 69 351, 688, 22 51, 600, 587. 23 52, 207/533. 07 
9, 727, 823. 5T 738, 611. 35 9, 635, 067. 89 9; 800, 358. 44 
34, 886, 467. 43 485, 468. 75 86, 590, 097. 50 87, 336, 386. 12 
5, 590, 563. 75 911,508. 71 7, 309, 244. 45 5, 103, 174. 63 
21,573, 416.52 "411.02 28. 497, 673. 59 21,514, 855. 84 
SP BEATS 697. 34 2, 684, 200. 47 1, 382, 734. 47 
5, 956, 000. 760.44 4.801, 115.54 7.000, 496. 47 


in writing from the President of the United States was com- 
municated to the House of Representatives by Mr. BARNES, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the House that the Presi- 
dent had approved and signed bills of the following titles: 

On March 5, 1906: 

H. R. 13308. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Arkansas River at Pine Bluff; and 

H. R. 13365. An act to amend an act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Kensington and Eastern Railroad Company to con- 
aie a bridge across the Calumet River,” approved February 7, 
1905. 

On March 6, 1906: 

H. R. 297. An act to authorize the construction of dams and 
power stations on the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals, Ala- 
bama; and 

H. R. 10067. An act authorizing the disposition of surplus and 
allotted lands on the Yakima Indian Reservation, in the State 
of Washington, which can be irrigated under the act of Con- 
gress approved June 17, 1902, known as the “ reclamation act,” 
and for other purposes. 

INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL. 

The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. STHPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield an hour to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BRANTLEY]. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to discuss some of 
the reasons assigned for the passage of the bill (H. R. 5281) to 
remove discriminations against American sailing vessels in the 
coasting trade and to urge upon the serious attention of the 
House some of the many objections against its passage. It 
presents no new question, because for the past twenty-five or 
thirty years, or longer, this same bill, or in substance the same, 
has been regularly presented in each Congress and has as regu- 
larly met a just and righteous defeat. There is not very much 
that is new that can be said either for or against it, for the 
argument has been thrashed out time and again. The con- 
tinuous and persistent refusal of Congress, however, for all 
these years to enact it into law furnishes very strong presump- 
tive evidence in support of the claim now made that it is un- 
wise, unjust, unfair, and productive only of harm, if sanctioned 
by the Congress. 

DISCRIMINATIONS. 


That occasional instances of unfairness and of discrimina- 
tions have sometimes occurred in the administration of some 
of the State laws on pilotage I will not undertake to deny. 
The charge has been made that such discriminations have been 
practiced, and as I know nothing of the facts upon which any 
specific charge is made I can not discuss them. I submit, how- 
ever, that such occasional discriminations, if they do occur, 
furnish no argument in favor of the passage of this bill. They 
are not germane to the real question Congress has to determine 
before it can pass this bill. I maintain, in the first place, that 
the pilotage laws of the several States, as a rule, are fair and 
just, and if they are violated or improperly executed there is 
a complete remedy within the State. Some specific complaint 
has been made as to pilotage charges at Gulfport, Miss., and 
I see in the newspapers that this week a committee was ap- 
pointed by the Mississippi legislature to investigate these 
charges. If overcharges or discriminations exist there, the 
Mississippi legislature has full power to provide a remedy, and 
I have no doubt will do so. 

I maintain, in the second place, that if any State should un- 
dertake to enact or enforce any pilotage law discriminating 
against the vessels of other States in favor of its own vessels 
engaged in interstate commerce, such law would be void and 
would be so held by all the courts of the country. It is a fun- 
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damental rule, long since declared by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, that one State can not discriminate against an- 
other State in its own favor in matters of commerce. And more 
than this, the Congress of the United States, in 1866, passed a 
law on this very subject, and the same is now found in section 
4237 of the Revised Statutes, as follows: 

No regulations or provisions shall be adopted by any State which 
shall make any discrimination in the rate of pilotage, or half pilotage, 
between vessels sailing between the ports of diferent States, or any 
discrimination against vessels propelled in whole or in rt by steam, 
or against national vessels of the United States; and all existing regu- 
aceon 55 provisions making any such discriminations are annulled and 
a le 

No State can violate this law or enact laws of its own in con- 
flict therewith. It follows, therefore, that if any discrimina- 
tions are or should be practiced by any State in the matter of 
its pilotage laws or their enforcement the remedy is ample and 
complete in the courts of that State and the courts of the United 
States. It also follows that such discriminations, if they now 
or shall hereafter exist, furnish no justification or excuse for 
the passage of the pending bill. Because crimes of all sorts are 
committed in a State furnishes no argument in favor of taking 
away from that State all power to punish crimes. 

The majority of the committee, in their report favoring the 
bill, cite as an argument in favor of its passage a law of the 
State of South Carolina which, it is alleged, discriminates in 
favor of South Carolina vessels. It is not an open question 
that a law making such discrimination is unconstitutional. 
The old pilotage law of Georgia contained such a discrimination, 
and, upon appeal being made to the courts, the supreme court 
of Georgia declared it unconstitutional. The case came to the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and is reported in 118 
United States, page 90; and this court likewise held the dis- 
criminating law unconstitutional and void. A later case is re- 
ported in 195 United States, 332. The Texas pilotage laws 
discriminated in favor of Texas ships. The courts of Texas 
held the discriminating clauses in the law to be void, and the 
Supreme Court concurred in this view. The opinion of the 
court in this case is quoted from by the majority of the com- 
mittee in a way to indicate a suggestion from the court that 
Congress should legislate on this subject. The court expressly 
refused to make any such suggestion. The court disposed of 
the argument that the Texas pilotage laws were in violation 
of the fourteenth amendment and in violation of the antitrust 
laws, and said there could be no unlawful monopoly in any 
case where the chosen officers of a State performed a duty 
imposed upon them by law, and that all such argument was 
merely argument against national or State regulation of pilots. 
The court then said: 


When the propositions just referred to are considered in their ulti- 
mate aspect, they amount simply to the contention, not that the Texas 
laws are void for want of power, but that they are unwise. If an 
analysis of these laws justi such a conclusion—ihich we do not 
at all imply is the case—the remedy is in Congress, in whom the 
ultimate authority on the subject is vested, and can not be judicially 
afforded by denying the power of the State to exercise its authority 
over a subject concerning which it has plenary power until Congress 
has seen fit to act In the premises. 


The real question to be here considered is whether this bill, 
under the guise of removing discriminations, does not, in truth 
and in fact, impose a discrimination far more serious in its 
effect and consequences than the alleged discriminations sought 
to be removed. That this is its purpose and will be its effect, 
is clearly shown by its slightest consideration. 

THE PRESENT LAW. 

The First Congress, that assembled in 1789, enacted what is 
now known as section 4235 of the Revised Statutes, to wit: 

Until further provision is made by Con, all pilots in the bays, 
inlets, rivers, harbors, and ports of the United States shall continue 
to be regulated in conformity with the existing laws of the States re- 


spectively wherein such pilots may be, or with such laws as the States 
may enact for the purpose. 


From the time of the first Congress until the time of the 
Fifty-ninth Congress, now in session, this has been the law. In 
the very beginning of our Government, in the wisdom of its 
founders, it was deemed wise and best, owing to the varying 
conditions existing in the different States and at the different 
ports of the country, to leave each State free to enact such pilot- 
age laws as it might deem best suited to build up.and maintain 
and protect its own commerce. It was realized that if Con- 
gress undertook to provide a uniform pilotage system for all 
the States, such a system, while it might be wise and helpful 
to one State, would be most injurious to another, and that 
under the operation of a uniform rule the ports of one State 
would flourish while the ports of another would suffer, and that 
in this way the operation of a uniform rule would result in 
Congress directly discriminating in favor of one State as against 
another, contrary to the fundamental principle upon which the 
Government was founded. 


The wisdom of the policy inaugurated by the fathers of this 
country has been upheld and sustained time and again by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and has further been sus- 
tained by every Congress which has met since the Government 
was founded in the steadfast refusal of each succeeding Con- 
gress to change it. 

The Supreme Court, in the case of Cooley v. Port Wardens 
(12 Howard, 399), said: A 


The act of 1789 contains a clear and authoritative declaration by the 
first Congress that the nature of this subject (pilotage) is such that 
until Congress shall find it necessary to exert its power it should be 
left to the legislatures of the States; that it is local and not national; 
that it is likely to be best provided for not by one system or plan of 
regulations, but by as many as the legislative discretion of the several 
oo eee deem applicable to the local peculiarities of the ports within 

eir limits. 


Under this policy the various States have adopted and main- 
tained such systems of pilotage as to them have appeared best 
to meet their needs. Some of the States, and perhaps the most 
of them, have, in the course of time, found themselves able to 
maintain a pilotage system without requiring compulsory fees 
to be paid by coastwise vessels. Many of them have found that 
in the development of their foreign trade they were able to 
maintain their pilotage system by compulsory pilotage fees only 
from all foreign vessels. Some of them, I believe, perhaps a very 
few, haye abolished compulsory pilotage upon all vessels. The 
important fact to bear in mind, however, is that each State 
has enacted such laws as it thought best suited to its interest. 
Each State has been guided by its own judgment as to what 
was best for the development and maintenance and protection 
of its commerce. We now have presented the proposition that 
this free choice of policy so long exercised by all the States 
shall be denied to such of the States as have not seen proper 
or have not been able to follow the policy adopted by other 
States. 

This bill can not affect such States as have already abolished, 
of their own accord, compulsory pilotage upon coastwise sailing 
vessels. It is aimed solely at those States that have not abol- 
ished such compulsory pilotage. It is, therefore, a discrimina- 
tion of the rankest sort and of the most fundamental character, 
for it is a discrimination against sovereign States. It compels 
certain States to do that which other States have voluntarily 
done. It denies to certain States the free choice of policy that 
the other States have enjoyed. It requires by compulsion cer- 
tain States to do away with compulsory pilotage on coastwise 
sailing vessels, and it does this utterly without inquiry into and 
without regard to the question as to whether or not these 
States so discriminated against would be able thereafter to 
maintain a pilotage system at all. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentle- 
man from Georgia whether it is not the purpose of those States 
for which he is now speaking to abolish as rapidly as possible 
the compulsory pilotage system now there? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Undoubtedly they will do it just as rap- 
idly as they can and maintain and protect their commerce. 

Mr. GOULDEN. The gentleman is aware that Wilmington 
Harbor, Delaware, has been released from compulsory pilotage. 
And that is the purpose in all the States for which the gentle- 
man is speaking, in regard to the compulsory pilotage system. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Undoubtedly it is the purpose, as it is to 
the real interest of every State, to do away with compulsory 
pilotage and to lighten and lift every burden upon its com- 
merce just as quickly as it can do so consistently with the 
safety and protection of that commerce. If the States against 
which this bill is aimed, or any of them, have not succeeded in 
building up sufficient foreign trade to maintain a system of 
pilotage, it necessarily follows that the system or systems now 
existing within them will be abolished or become ineffective— 
if this bill passes—with no means of providing another system 
by any method heretofore or now known of maintaining a pi- 
lotage system. The bill, therefore, whatever may be the pur- 
pose or motive behind it, if enacted into law, will impose a most 
serious and unjust discrimination against certain States of the 
Union. y 

STEAMERS, 

In 1871 Congress enacted quite a lengthy law in reference to 
inspection of steamboats, and included within it a provision re- 
lieving vessels propelled by steam and engaged in the coasting 
trade from the operation of the compulsory pilotage laws of the 
States. From that day until this the contention has been made 
that sailing vessels engaged in the coasting trade are discrimi- 
nated against in favor of steamers, and the purpose of this 
bill, as of all similar bills on the subject, has been ostensibly 
to remove this alleged discrimination. It has never seemed 
to occur to the advocates of this bill that the just and proper 
remedy for the alleged discrimination about which they complain 
would be to repeal the act of 1871, so as to place steamers and 
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salling vessels upon the same footing as to pilotage. This 
method of removing the alleged discrimination would be fair to 
all the States and to all the interests involved. It would leave 
each State free to impose such pilotage fees as it thought wise, 
and would divide the burden of maintaining a pilotage system 
between the steamers and the sailing vessels, and would, no 
doubt, result in the diminution of pilotage fees generally. This 
method of remoying the alleged discrimination, however, is not 
popular with the advocates of the proposed bill, and for the 
reason that what the adyocates of the bill really desire is not 
the removal of a discrimination, but the saving of pilotage fees. 
= Mr. GOULDEN. Will the gentleman allow me an interrup- 
on? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Is not the gentleman aware that the sail- 
ing vessel is an entirely different proposition from the steam 
vessel; that sailing vessels make few trips yearly to the various 
ports, and therefore the masters are not familiar with these 
ports, whereas the steamships are usually regular visitors, and 
they have aboard of them mates and captains who thoroughly 
understand the channels? Therefore you can exempt steam 
vessels where you can not exempt sailing vessels? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I will say to the gentleman that I live in 
a seaport and have some little familiarity with shipping, and 
that identical proposition I propose to discuss in my remarks. 
Certain vessel owners, in order to increase their profits, are 
willing to take the chance of losing property and imperiling 
life by doing away with pilots everywhere. They boldly de- 
clare before the committee that they do not need them. Only 
certain vessel owners, however, take this position, and as against 
their view there appears in the hearings of the committee a 
multitude of protests from masters of vessels, underwriters, 
commercial organizations, Jabor organizations, health officials, 
and various bodies and persons, all connected with the commer- 
cial world, protesting against the passage of this bill. 

I can not undertake to say what the purpose of Congress was 
in relieving steam vessels from the operation of State compul- 
sory pilotage. It may have been to encourage the steamboat 
industry, or it may bave been for some other purpose. The 
purpose is not revealed in the debate on the act of 1871. The 
fact that the very lengthy bill at that time enacted contained a 
provision relieving steam vessels from compulsory pilotage does 
not appear to have been referred to at all in the debate. Atten- 
tion does not seem to have been directed to it, so that we are 
in ignorance as to the purpose that was in the mind of the 
Congress at the time. 

All men know, however, that sailing vessels stand in much 
greater need of pilots than do steam vessels. Steamers engaged 
in the coasting trade, as a rule, make regular trips at close 
intervals from port to port, and their masters become familiar 
with the entrance into these ports. The speed and direction 
of a steamer is always under control and it can feel its way cau- 
tiously through an unknown channel, while the sailing vessel 
visits the ports less frequentiy and is largely at the mercy of 
the wind and the waves and can not feel its way. But, more 
than all this, there is no real competition between a sailing 
vessel and a steamer in the matter of freights. Where cer- 
tainty as to the time of delivery and promptness as to delivery 
are required, the steamer is and always will be given the 
choice, regardless of what the rate of freight may be, but with 
all freight where promptness of delivery and certainty as to 
time are not required it is impossible for a steamer to compete 
with a sailing vessel in the matter of freight charges. The 
sailing vessel has no fuel to buy or to carry. The space that 
would be deyoted to fuel and to machinery is carrying space. 
No engineers and firemen are required, and the operating ex- 
penses of the sailing vessel are far less than those of the 
steamer. When people are in a hurry to have their goods 
delivered the sailing vessel has never and never will be able to 
compete with the steamer, and the situation in this respect 
would not be changed in any particular by the abolishment of 
all pilotage laws in the United States. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Will the gentleman permit a statement 
right here? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GOULDEN. The sailing vessels not only require this 
pilotage system for their own protection, but they require it for 
the protection of all craft on the river. They are a danger and 
a menace to steam vessels and all others, because they are not 
able to go directly in and out of your channels. I would ask 
oe as living, as he does, at a seaport, if that is not 

e 

Mr. BRANTLEY. That is true; and I am glad the gentleman 
made the statement. 


PETITIONS FROM SHIPPERS, 

It is rather an interesting fact that quite a number of ship- 
pers of lumber and other products in some of the States to be af- 
fected by the pending bill have telegraphed and written, as 
appears in the report of the committee favoring the bill, urging 
that this proposed legislation be enacted. Exactly how it is 
to benefit them will not appear if consideration is given to the 
testimony of Mr. Pendleton, a sailing-vessel owner and the chief 
advocate of the bill. I find on page 57 of the report of the com- 
mittee his statements as to the earnings of certain vessels. He 
admits that the low earnings of these vessels is exceptional. 
He reports the case of a yessel loaded at Norfolk that only 
netted the owners $90.67 on the voyage. He reports the case of 
another vessel out of which the owners only received net 
$312 for the voyage. He reports the case of another vessel, 
loaded at Charleston, where the owners only received $116.32 
as the net earnings of the voyage. His plea is that these vessels 
ought to earn more money, and that but for compulsory pilot- 
age they would have earned, in addition to the amounts above 
quoted, in the case of one vessel, $270.40; in the case of an- 
other vessel, $173.22, and in the case of the other vessel $179. 
His purpose in urging the passage of the pending bill is to 
save pilotage fees to the vessels and thereby increase their 
earnings. The question naturally arises, If the vessels are to be 
the beneficiaries of the saving of pilotage fees, how are the ship- 
pers to be benefited? He makes no plea for shippers, but pleads 
always and all the time for vessel owners. The purpose of this 
bill is not to help shippers, Its purpose is revealed in its title. 
It is to remove discriminations, not against shippers, but against 
sailing vessels. A 

Mr. GOULDEN. Before leaving that, I would like to ask the 
gentleman now, inasmuch as he is quoting from a large ship- 
owner, whether he has a fall list of all of his sailing vessels, and 
thus is able to strike an average of profit upon each one of them. 
He has simply given a few of them, as I understand it, and has 
not given the total list of vessels. He may have made a large 
profit on many of those vessels, and there should be a just aver- 
age struck, so that we might know whether or not that trade is 
2 paying one to the owner of the ship. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I have not the full list; but I stated that 
Mr. Pendleton admitted that the figures given by him were ex- 
ceptionally low earnings as to the particular vessels. As a mat- 
ter of fact, his business is profitable, evidenced by the fact of 
his statement that he is the owner of 100 of these vessels, and 
it must be evident that he does not own them because they are 
unprofitable, but because they are profitable. d 

Mr. GOULDEN. That is what I desired to do—to bring out 
that point. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. There is a more important feature, how- 
ever, in connection with the shippers that deserves consideration, 
and that is if the shippers in any State believe the pilotage laws 
of their State are onerous or burdensome upon commerce the 
State has full power to grant relief, and they should appeal to 
the State legislature and not to the Congress. The matter is 
one that has been within the power of the States to control ever 
since the Government was founded. 

I do not speak against a revision of the pilotage laws in my 
State or in any other State. I do protest, however, against 
taking all power in the matter from the States and transferring 
it to the National Congress. The folly of stripping the States 
of power in the matter was forcibly stated in a speech delivered 
upon this floor in the Fifty-fourth Congress by the late Amos J. 
Cummings, then and always a gallant and eloquent defender not 
only of the pilots, but of the right of the States to regulate and 
maintain their own pilotage systems. He called attention to the 
fact that after over fifty years of compulsory pilotage the State 
of New York, in 1845, repealed all of its pilotage laws, and for 
eight years any person desiring to do so could lawfully act as 
a pilot; that at the expiration of these eight years the ship 
New Era appeared off the New Jersey coast with a load of 
immigrants from Antwerp, and that the captain, although hailed 
by a pilot, refused to take one. A tempest arose that night, and 
before daylight the ship was a total wreck. Hundreds of lives 
were lost. Four hundred and echt bodies drifted ashore and 
were buried in a huge grave on the site of what is now Asbury 
Park. Following this disaster the State of New York re- 
enacted its pilotage laws. 

So any State, under the law as it now stands, may experiment 
as much as it pleases with its pilotage laws. It may abolish 
them entirely, but if it finds as a result of that experiment that 
its commerce has declined, that lives have been lost and prop- 
erty has been destroyed, it will reenact them, so as to protect 
life and property and commerce. If this bill becomes a law, 
however, the Southern States, or the most of them, will find 
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their pilotage laws repealed for them, and no matter how great 
the necessity hereafter, they will be unable to reestablish them 
or to maintain a pilotage system of any degree of efficiency, for 
the reason that they have not sufficient foreign shipping with 
which to maintain them. There is no reason, therefore, why 
the people in any of these States should ask Congress to tie 
the hands of their State and make its legislature helpless to 
protect them in the future, no matter what conditions may arise. 

Mr. SHERLEY. In that connection I would like to ask the 
gentleman if he has the various pilotage laws of the Southern 
States, and if he will put them into the Recorp in connection 
with his speech? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I will put into the Recorp the pilotage 
laws of my State, and I want to discuss those. I have not the 
pilotage laws of the various States. 

Mr. SHERLEY. The reason I am asking the gentleman is 
that I have had some difficulty, without original examination óf 
the different State laws, to get at their exact provisions, and I 
thought if he had them it would be of service to the House to 
put them in the RECORD. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I am sorry I have not got them, but I will 
put in the laws of my State. 

Every State desires to build up its commerce. Every seaport 
desires to increase the number of ships visiting it. In order to 
build up commerce and to bring more ships it is necessary to 
make the burdens on commerce as light as possible. Every 
State knows this and every seaport knows it. In a sense each 
State is a competitor of all other States and each port is, in a 
sense, a competitor of all other ports. Both the States and the 
ports have every inducement to make pilotage charges and all 
other port charges as just and as reasonable and,as low as they 
ean be made with prudence and safety. It is perfect folly to 
say that in the State of Georgia 20 pilots in Savannah, 15 pilots 
in Brunswick, and a few other pilots at Darien and St. Marys 
can control and dominate the legislature of Georgia and prevent 
a reduction of pilotage charges, if the charges ought to be re- 
duced or prevent a revision of the pilotage laws of the State 
if they ought to be revised. The people of Georgia know far 
better than does this Congress what regulations are necessary 
and best to build up their commerce and to make their ports 
flourish and grow. They not only know better what is best for 
them, but they have a local pride and a local interest that 
enables them to far more justly and energetically care for their 
commerce than Congress would or could possibly do. We have 
the power now in Georgia, in so far as our commerce may be 
affected by pilotage laws, to regulate and change these laws as 
our own good judgment may deem best. We have the power to 
remedy all evils and correct all wrongs and remove all discrim- 
inations that may be found to exist, and it seems a pitiful con- 
fession of weakness and incapacity for our people to come to 
Congress in this matter and, pleading our incompetency, ask 
that our hands be tied and that Congress enact our local legis- 
lation for us. 

THE GEORGIA LAWS. 


I can not discuss the various provisions of the different 
State pilotage laws, because I am not familiar with them, but 
I have before me the Georgia law on the subject and I do not 
think it amiss to call attention to it or, at least, to some of the 
more important features of it. 

Beginning with code section 1651, the Georgia law authorizes 
the corporate authorities of Savannah, Darien, Brunswick, and 
St. Marys to appoint commissioners of pilotage. These com- 
missioners license the pilots. They prescribe the fees, make 
rules for the government of the pilots, and provide penalties, 
and can deprive a pilot of his license for want of skillfulness 
or for neglect or carelessness, or for intoxication. Their power 
is not unlimited, however, in prescribing pilotage fees, for sec- 
tion 1655 provides: 

They shall from time to time hereafter, whenever necessary, revise 
and grade the existing pilotage fees, both inward and outward, on ves- 
sels drawing 17 feet or less, when loaded, so that said fees shall not 
exceed the average of the fees charged at the ports of Norfolk, Wil- 
mington, Charleston, Port Royal, ufort, Fernandina, Pensacola, 
Appalachicola, Mobile, and New Orleans. They shall exempt vessels 
from the payment of pilotage fees, either inward or outward, unless 
services are tendered outside the bar. 

The legislature placed this limitiation as to fees for the 
purpose of safeguarding the commerce of the ports of the 
State and preventing such excessive fees as would drive com- 
merce from the ports of Georgia to the ports of other States 
where pilotage fees were less. The legislature also in this 
limitation provided that these commissioners could not allow 
fees unless the services of a pilot were tendered outside the 
bar. This was to compel the pilot to remain on the bar if 
he wished to earn anything. This same section of the Georgia 
Code also contains a provision of our law in reference to ex- 


empting certain vessels from the payment of pilotage fees by 
authorizing a license. This license provision is much criti- 
cised in the report of the committee favoring the pending bill. 
The provision is, as to the pilotage commissioners, and says: 

They shall allow vessels running coastwise under United States 
license to pay, after paying the inward pilotage fer that trip, an 
annual license fee of 25 cents per registered ton, which shall belon. 
to the pilot entitled to the inward pilotage fee, and the payment o 
said license fee shall exempt at that port said vessel for twelve months 
thereafter from compulsory employment of a pilot, either inward or 
outward, or permet therefor unless services of a pilot are accepted ; 
licenses shall be renewed to vessels after having arrived in port, and 
if they approach the v a former license, the 
license shall be granted only after they have paid the inward pilot- 
age for that trip, if service has been tendered outside the bar; and 
any vessel while in a port for which she has had a license, may, within 
ninety days after the expiration of that license make application for 
and on payment of the license fee shall receive a new license for 
twelve months from the date of the expiration of the old license. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Les, sir. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Does the gentleman regard the charges 
under the compulsory pilotage laws in the State of Georgia as 
too high or of moderate degree? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Our laws were enacted a number of years 
ago. At the time they were enacted all interests consented to 
them, and they were considered fair and just, and the charges 
established thereunder reasonable. Of course, it may be now 
that changed conditions may authorize a change in these laws, 
though upon the whole I think they are now considered reason- 
able. In this forum, however, I am not so much concerned 
about their reasonableness or unreasonableness as I am con- 
cerned over the proposition that Congress should undertake to 
revise them. 

It should be observed that this license provision is not com- 
pulsory. No vessel has to procure a license. It is a concession 
to the vessel owner. It was enacted for the purpose of reduc- 
ing the expense of pilotage. The commercial interests of the 
State brought it about. While it has the effect of reducing the 
earnings of the pilots, it does not have the effect of abolishing 
the pilots. It was not enacted in their interest, but solely in 
the interest of those who need their services. It is passing 
strange that this provision of law, directed against the earn- 
ings of the pilots, should now be used as an argument in favor of 
wiping them out altogether. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, if it will 
not interrupt the gentleman, I would like to ask him about 
granting licenses. It was stated before our committee that, tak- 
ing the port of Norfolk, last December the pilots received on 
an average $980; that during that time they did not render 
any service whatever to the vessels. It is also further stated 
that last year the pilots at that same port received between 
$60,000 and $75,000 from sailing vessels, and that a pilot was 
never aboard a sailing vessel in fact for eighteen years. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. What port is that? 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington, The port of Norfolk, Va. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. The pilots received this amount of money 
from coastwise sailing vessels? 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes, sir; and I haye never 
seen that statement disputed. It was made by a member of the 
committee to our committee, and if that is true, I would like 
to know what the gentleman’s defense is for that condition of 
affairs. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I would state, in reply, that I know abso- 
lutely nothing of the facts in reference to the matter. I do not 
know whether they are true or not, but of one thing I am sure, 
and that is that the State of Virginia and no other State is 
going to tolerate such undue taxation of its commerce as will 
drive commerce away from it. If the laws of any State have 
the effect of driving commerce from that State, that State suf- 
fers more than any other part of this country suffers. I sub- 
mit that each State should continue to enjoy the privilege that 
it has had eyer since this Government was founded, to frame 
such laws in this connection as in its judgment will best build 
up and maintain its commerce. If the laws of the State are 
violated, there is ample provision to punish the violation. If 
indiscriminations exist, there is ample law to prevent discrimi- 
nation. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, in that connection I might 
suggest to the gentleman that the Northern States did have 
pilotage laws and did exercise the privilege of determining for 
themselves when the proper time had arrived for their abolition. 

Mr. BRANTLEY: That is very true. I am very glad to 
have that statement go in. We simply ask now to be allowed 
to do what these States have done, and to abolish our compul- 
sory pilotage laws when we think we can do so with safety. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. As I understand, the gen- 
tleman’s attitude is this: That if these facts exist, he dees aot 
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deny that they should be remedied, but if the States refuse to 
do that, then the nation should not interfere. 

Mr. SHERLEY. If the gentleman will permit, I would like 
to answer the question. The assumption that the gentleman 
makes is one based upon disputed facts. The gentleman con- 
tends that the people of Virginia know more about the facts 
and are very much better able to determine the wisdom of their 
laws than people outside of the State of Virginia and that the 
remedy is with the Virginia legislature. 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman forgets 
that I put in my hypothetical question “if the facts were as 
cited,” that the pilots received an average of $980 a month 
for which they rendered no service, and that they received 
from sixty to seventy-five thousand dollars last year from sail- 
ing vessels for which they rendered no service, and I ask him, 
If the State would not legislate to correct this evil should not 
the nation do so? z 

Mr. SHERLEY. Bad cases make bad laws. Now, the gen- 
tleman wants us to take a suppositious statement of facts 
as being the facts and pass a general law that would punish 
some other State equally with Virginia. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I thank the gentleman from Kentucky for 
bis statement. I would say further that if a State has pilot- 
age laws that are burdensome upon the commerce of other 
States, it is one thing to substitute a better system. It is 
quite another thing for the National Government to abolish 
the system existing and provide no other in its stead, and 
at the same time leave the State helpless to do so. That 
is exactly what the pending bill does. But the Georgia law 
further provides that all vessels not exempt under the laws of 
the States or of the United States shall pay full pilotage fees 
inward and outward to “ the first pilot who may have offered 
his services outside the bar and exhibited his license as a pilot 
if demanded by the master.” 

Code section 1664 provides: 

Every pilot boat cruising or standing out to sea must offer the 
services of a puot to the vessel ccsest the bar unless a vessel more 
distant be in distress, under a penalty of $50 for each and every neg- 
ligence or refusal either to approach the nearest vessel or to aid her 
it required, or to ald any vessel in sight showing signals of distress; 
and the commissioners, or a majority of them, may, for such negli- 
gence or refusal, deprive the pilot of his license. 

The pilot can not select the vessel of the deepest draft so 
as to earn the largest fee, but must pilot the nearest vessel, 
and, regardless of his fees or his earnings, he must ever respond 
to a signal of distress. 

In case a vessel or its cargo of freight is damaged through 
the negligence or default of a pilot and the damage is less 
than $100 the board of pilot commissioners have full power 
to require the payment of the damage. If the damage exceeds 
$100 the pilot is made specifically liable in the courts of the 
State for the full amount of the entire damage. 

- The assertion is made in the report of the majority of the 
committee that— 

If the State pilot, by reason of eee or negligence, causes 
injury to the vessel or causes her to be lost, he is not liable for the 
damage caused, and neither owner nor underwriter has any recourse but 
to accept the loss. 

And this is given as an argument in favor of the bill. This 
statement does not apply to Georgia, for, as I have just stated, 
our pilots are made specifically liable for any damages caused 
by their carelessness or default, and, in addition, no man can 
be a pilot in Georgia without giving a bond in the sum of $2,000 
for the faithful performance of his duties. 

The pending bill proposes to authorize local inspectors of hulls 
and boilers of vessels to license local pilots, and proposes to 
authorize the pilot so licensed to take a vessel into any of the 
ports of this country, wholly regardless of whether or not he 
knows anything of the entrance into the port he seeks. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I should like to inquire 
what bill the gentleman refers to in that remark? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. No. 5281, I think, is the number of it. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Will you be kind enough to state again 
what you say it does? 
Mr. BRANTLEY. 

pilots. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The State inspectors, you mean. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I am talking about the steamboat inspect- 
ors. They will license pilots under the bill. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Do you mean the United States inspect- 
ors or State inspectors? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. The United States inspectors, 

In Georgia no man can be a pilot or receive a certificate to act 
as a pilot until he has served as an apprentice two full years in 
a decked pilot boat on the bar for which he desires to be a pilot 
and gives satisfactory evidence of character and skill; and no 
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certified pilot shall be entitled to additional authority until he 
has served eighteen months. Many years ago the Supreme 
Court of the United States recognized a fact that the friends of 
this bill appear to have lost sight of, and that is that there are 
more kinds of pilots than one. In a case in 2 Wallace, page 459, 
the court said: 


The term “pilots” is equally applicable to two classes of persons: 
To those whose employment is to guide vessels in and out of ports and 
to those who are intrusted with the management of the helm and the 
direction of the vessel on her voyage. To the first class, for the ci 5 
performance of their duties, a thorough knowledge of the port in which 
they are employed is essential, with its channels, currents, and tides 
and its bars, shoals, and rocks, and the various fluctuations and 
changes to which it is subject. To the second class knowledge of an 
entirely different character is necessary. 


The friends of this measure refuse to recognize this differ- 
ence in pilots and assume that if a man is found competent to 
navigate and steer a ship he necessarily lias knowledge of the 
entrance into all harbors in the country, and the bill proposes 
that inspectors who, perhaps, know nothing of the entrance 
into a certain harbor or across a certain bar, may license another 
man likewise knowing nothing of this entrance or bar, and 
authorize him thereby to pilot a ship across this bar and into 
this harbor. The people of Georgia have always felt that in 
order to preserve the fair fame of their ports as safe and pro- 
tected ports, so as to bring commerce to them, it was absolutely 
essential to have pilots thoroughly familiar with the entrance 
into these ports to guide and conduct vessels therein. This 
bill, if enacted into law, nullifies the wise provisions of the 
Georgia law, disregards the wisdom of the Georgia lawmakers ~ 
and the custom and practice of a century, and says, in effect, 
that knowledge of a bar and knowledge of a harbor are totally 
unnecessary to qualify a pilot to take a ship across such bar or 
into such harbor. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Does the gentleman mean that this 
would eliminate your local system? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It does not have that effect at all. It 
simply says that where you do not take the services of the local 
Sie you do not pay. That is all there is in substance to the 
bill. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I am discussing that question. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I wanted to see if the gentleman cor- 
rectly apprehended the effect of the legislation. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I think I fully understand the purpose of 
the bill, and I understand also that unless we can have compul- 
sory pilotage we can not maintain our pilotage system. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Indirectly, then, your proposition would 
be that it would have the result you state. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Oh, indirectly. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I beg your pardon. I thought you meant 
directly. 


THE EVIL CONSEQUENCES OF THE BILL. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. In the State of Georgia from 65 to 70 per 
cent of the vessels handled by pilots are domestic vessels. It is 
quite evident, therefore, that if these domestic vessels be relieved 
from pilotage fees there will not be enough vessels remaining 
to maintain a pilotage system. The argument is made, however, 
that no such result followed the exemption of coastwise steam- 
ers from compulsory pilotage and that no harm has resulted to 
the coastwise steamers. This suggestion presents no argument 
at all, and for the reason that pilotage systems have been con- 
tinued notwithstanding the exemption granted steamers, and 
have been continued by reason of the help received from coast- 
wise sailing vessels. Pilots haye been on all the bars ready at 
all times to assist coastwise steamers when those stenmers 
needed assistance, and the steamers have not therefore suffered. 
If coastwise steamers and coastwise sailing vessels, however, 
are both to be exempt from compulsory pilotage, what induce- 
ment will there be for the pilots to remain on the bar? The 
pending bill recognizes that pilots are sometimes necessary, and 
while providing for the exemption of coastwise sailing vessels 
from compulsory pilotage also provides that the fees charged 
for the pilotage of any vessel shall not exceed the customary 
or legally established rates in the State, thus providing for the 
protection of the coastwise sailing vessels in the matter of fees 
whenever they actually need a pilot. The question arises, how- 
ever, if this bill becomes a law will there be a pilot on the bar 
to give protection when protection is needed? 

This bill is yery one sided in its provisions. It does not un- 
dertake to repeal any provisions of any State law that is com- 
pulsory on pilots. If the States insist upon it the pilots will 
still be required to purchase and maintain at their own expense 
their pilot boats and to remain at their posts in fair weather 
and in foul. They will still be required to tender their services 
outside the bar. All the apprenticeship, all the labor, all the 
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peril, and all the hardships they are now required to undergo 
will still be required of them, but there will be no compensation, 
except at the will and the pleasure of the vessel owners. It is 
inconceivable that the States will require the kind of service 
pilots are now required to give and not provide compensation 
for them. It is likewise inconceivable that men can be found 
to invest their money in pilot boats and expose themselves to 
the perils of the sea in order to serve as pilots, if they are to 
receive no compensation therefor. A solemn and responsible 
duty rests on somebody to protect the commerce of the seas that 
enters and leaves the ports of this country, and likewise to pro- 
tect the lives engaged in this commerce. One of the forms of 
protection that has ever been deemed necessary is in the fur- 
nishing of experienced pilots to guide vessels in and out of the 
ports. The furnishing of these pilots has devolved upon the 
States ever since our Government was founded, and they have 
discharged this duty without let or hindrance upon the part of 
the National Government. The pending bill proposes, in effect, 
to hinder and handicap the States in the performance of this 
solemn and responsible duty by imposing unreasonable and 
unjust regulations upon them. The States will thereby be less 
able to discharge the solemn duty resting upon them, and the 
United States will have assumed no part of that duty. 
COMPULSORY PILOTAGE, 

The majority of the committee concede in their report that 
pilots are sometimes necessary and should be furnished. They, 
however, think that if in order for a State to have an adequate 
system of pilotage, “the pilots must be subsidized for services 
they do not render;” that the ports or the people should pay 
the alleged subsidy. It is, therefore, solemnly insisted that 
where the foreign shipping into any State is not sufficient to 
maintain a pilotage system, the State or the ports should, 
by some system of taxation, tax themselves to maintain the sys- 
tem. The error of this argument is revealed in its statement. 
It must be remembered that pilots are stationed on the outer 
bars of the several ports for the protection of the vessels that 
come into those ports. They have no other duty or purpose 
than to protect these vessels. True, it may be that ofttimes 
a vessel may come when the sun shines and the wind is fair 
and will not need a pilot, but this same vessel at another time, 
when the storm king is abroad, will need, and urgently need, 
this same pilot. The pilot is there to render service whenever 
service is needed. If he is to be paid only when his services 
are actually used, he should not be required to be on hand 
except when his services are actually needed. No one can tell 
when a pilot will be needed, and it would be a very absurd law 
that would require pilots to be on the bar only at those times 
when their services were in demand. They are required to be 
there all the time and ought to be so required and this require- 
ment being exacted of them, they should be paid whether they 
render service or whether they do not. Not only should they 
be paid, but they should be paid by those in whose interest and 
for whose protection they remain outside the bar, The prin- 
ciple that justifies this has been maintained in all the countries, 
practically, of the world and has been repeatedly upheld by the 
Supreme Court of the United States. In 2 Wallace, 456, the 
court said: 

The object of the regulations established by the statute was to create 
a body of hardy and skillful seamen, 5 acqyainted with the 
harbor, to pilot vessels seeking to enter or depart m the port and 
thus give security for life pr ty exposed to dangers of a diffi- 
cult navigation. This object would be in a t * defeated if 
the select = of the pilots was left to the op — e master of a 


vessel, or n of a pilot to reach the vessel in order to tender 
were without 


In Cooley v. Port Wardens (12 How., p. 312), the Supreme 
Court said: = 


Compulsory pilotage laws rest upon the propriety of securing lives 
and property ex to the perils and dangers of navigation by tak- 
ing on rd a person peculiarly skilled to encounter or avoid them, 
upon the policy of discouraging the commanders of vessels from re- 
fusing to receive such persons on board at the pro times and places 
and upon the expediency and even intrinsic justice of not suffering 
those who have incurred labor and expense and danger to place them- 
selves in — egg ene to render important service, generally necessary, to 
go unrewarded, because the master of a particular vessel either rashly 
— . pears assistance or, contrary to the general experience, 

oes not n 


In 13 Wallace, Ex parte McNeil, 238, the Supreme Court said : 


A pilot is as much a part of the commercial marine as the hull of the 
ship and the helm by which it is guided; and half gee eS as it is 
called, is a n and usual part of every sae a of such pro- 
visions. Pilots are a meritorious class and the service in which they 
are engaged is one of great importance to the public. It is frequently 
full of hardship, and sometimes of peril; night and day, in ter and 
in summer, in tempest and calm, they must be present at their proper 
places and ready to perform the duties of their yocations. They are 


thus shut out for the time being from more lucrative pursuits and con- 
fined to a single field of employment. 


The suggestion that a pilot should be required to be on duty 
at all hours of the day and night on the outer bar, and yet 
should only be paid when he actually pilots a vessel, is just as 
absurd a proposition as to say that the members of your city 
fire department should only be paid for the actual fires they 
fight or that the members of your city police force should only 
be paid for the actual arrests they make. The suggestion that 
pilots should only be paid for actual service is contrary to the 
rules and customs prevailing and being practiced in almost 
every walk of life. This Government maintains a great Navy 
and a standing Army. Both Army and Navy are paid for their 
time in peace as well as in war; they are paid not for the battles 
they fight, but for being ready at all times to fight the battles of 
our country; and so it has eyer been that men called upon to 
prepare themselyes for the public service and to engage in the 
public service are paid for the time that they are on duty, 
whether their services are always required or not. Light- 
houses are erected, buoys are placed, light-ships are stationed, 
and range lights are displayed—all to help the navigator find 
his way and as a protection to him against disaster. In the 
same way the pilot stationed on the outer bar is stationed there 
as a protection. He is there not to protect the masses of the 
people, nor the property of the country, but he is there to pro- 
tect the property of the vessel owners and the lives of the men 
in their service, and it is but simple justice and common equity 
that the vessel owners should pay him. This great Government 
charges these vessel owners nothing for all the protection it 
affords them. It does not furnish the pilots, however, and ves- 
sel owners enjoying so many benefits and so much protection, all 
free of cost to them, should not hesitate to pay for the pro- 
tection afforded them by the pilots. 


OUR SAILING VESSELS FLEET. 


The point is sought to be made that while there has been 
great increase in recent years in the tonnage of steam vessels, 
there has been no such increase in the tonnage of sailing ves- 
sels, and that the failure of sailing-vessel tonnage to increase is 
due to compulsory pilotage laws. It is stated that the total ton- 
nage of steam vessels has practically doubled within ten years, 
while the tonnage of sailing vessels has remained about the same 
during this period. The Secretary of the Department of Com- 
merce and Labor fully answers this contention when he says 
that the natural development of marine architecture favors the 
increase of steam vessels and the decrease of sailing vessels. 
The statistics show, however, that while there has been practically 
no increase in tonnage of schooners and square-rigged vessels, 
there has been quite a large increase in the tonnage in the past 
ten years of rigged barges, and as these barges pay pilotage fees 
it is thus demonstrated that the existence of compulsory pilotage 
has had nothing to do with steam tonnage outstripping sailing- 
vessel tonnage. When it is borne in mind that compulsory 
pilotage only exists in a few of the States, it is unreasonable 
to contend that this compulsory pilotage in these few States has 
contributed very materially to any decrease in the tonnage of 
sailing vessels. 

The coastwise commerce of our country, as it has grown 
and extended from year to year, has demanded quicker and 
better transportation facilities, and with the natural and in- 
evitable result that steam-going vessels, with their rapid and 
certain transit and their traffic connection with the railroads, 
have been built to meet such demands. If sailing vessels could 
meet the ever-growing demands of this commerce, they would 
be built just as rapidly and just as extensively as steam-going 
vessels are being built. The majority of the committee, in 
their report, refer to the sailing of coastwise vessels as a lan- 
guishing industry, and all due to compulsory pilotage laws, If 
languishing now, was it at one time flourishing? That is the 
assumption; and if so, the industry has both flourished and 
languished under the very same laws, for througheut the 
fluctuations of the industry the laws have remained the same. 
It is rather late in the day to suggest that an industry that has 
grown and flourished under laws designed for its protection 
and that were framed before the Government of the United 
States was formed, is now, under these same laws more than 
a hundred years later, languishing by reason of these laws. 
But, is the industry languishing? Notwithstanding the great 
increase in steam tonnage, sail tonnage has practically held its 
own. Is it unprofitable? Ask the shipowner who, while be- 
fore the committee urging the passage of this bill, admitted 
himself the owner of one hundred sailing vessels, and each one 
of them acquired and put in commission while compulsory 
pilotage was in existence. In contrast to the statement that 
the industry is languishing, we have the statement of those 
who seek to build up our foreign shipping by subsidies, that our 


1906. 


coast and lake shipping is the most prosperous and greatest 
in the world. 

In a recent speech delivered on this floor by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. GILBERT], who has made an exhaustive 
study of our merchant marine, foreign and coastwise, he de- 
clared that— 

Our merchant marine collects higher freight rates, the officers and 
crew live higher and better, and the shipowners clear more money 
than any merchant marine in the world. 

In this connection, it is somewhat remarkable that any 
part of our coastwise shipping interests should complain of 
what they call a “ pilot monopoly,” or of any other monopoly, 
for not only is there no pilot monopoly, the Supreme Court 
having said to the contrary, but there is no class of people 
and no other interest so highly protected and so highly fav- 
ored by our Government as the coastwise shipping interests of 
this country. 

Gentlemen who favor this bill speak of the many millions of 
dollars spent by this Government in the improvement of har- 
bors as a reason why pilotage should be done away with and 
the earnings of the coastwise sailing vessels still further en- 
hanced. They forget that all of these millions have been spent 
for the direct interests of the coastwise vessels. Not only have 
these millions been expended in the improvement of harbors, 
but other millions have been expended in providing light-ships 
and light-houses and other aids for navigation, all in the inter- 
est of the vessel owners. These vessels are not taxed to pay 
any part of these vast expenditures; and not only do they pay 
no part of this burden assumed for their benefit, but they are 
otherwise tremendously favored, for foreign vessels are not 
allowed to engage in the coastwise trade, so that our coastwise 
vessels have a complete monopoly of the coastwise business, 
and having this monopoly no power of Government regulates 
their charges to the public. Not satisfied with the monopoly 
they now enjoy and the protection they now have, they have 
come to Congress and asked in this bill that the States be 
stripped of any power to safeguard the lives of the people they 
employ, or to safeguard the property of the shipper intrusted 
to their keeping, and all in order that their profits may still 
further be enhanced. The improvement of our harbors has 
resulted in deeper water and deeper-draft vessels, but in the 
shifting sand bars that usually prevail at the South and the 
larger class of vessels that have to be handled, requiring more 
and more skill and more and more knowledge of entrances into 
harbors, these improyements, in the opinion of the States, have 
not yet justified the abandonment of their pilotage systems. 
These States have no enmity toward the sailing vessels. They 
welcome their every visit and ask that it be repeated time and 
time again, but they do insist that so long as they police their 
harbors and their outer bars for the protection of these vessels, 
these vessels shall pay for the protection thus afforded them. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr, Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Georgia yield 
to the gentleman from Maine? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Only for a suggestion. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Yes. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Is not the gentleman advised of the fact, 
inasmuch as he is discussing this question of improving harbors, 
that the yast amount of the expenditure is rendered necessary 
by reason of the large draft of the vessels, and that the ques- 
tion of a large draft does not, to any degree of consequence, 
affect the coastwise fleet; that it is almost altogether for the 
purpose of accommodating the foreign-going fleets? That is 
the practical fact. I do not know whether the gentleman is 
advised of it or not. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I will ask the gentleman from Maine if he 
is not aware of the fact that these same coastwise sailing vessels 
are every year being built of deeper draft and of larger size? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Well, to an extent, but not to any 
great extent. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Every year. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Their draft is nothing compared with 
the draft of the foreign-going fleet. There is not any question 
about that, I think the gentleman will be satisfied. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Oh, these improvements affect vessels en- 
gaged in the foreign trade the same as they affect vessels in 
the coastwise trade, but the fact remains that the coastwise 
vessels have the full benefit of every dollar of improvement, 
and the further fact remains that in our southern ports they 
have by far the greater benefit, for there are more of them. It 
is because we haven't got the foreign vessels that we protest 
against this bill. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is very true that when you dredge 
for a vessel having a draft of 25 feet it takes care of a vessel 
drawing 14 feet. 
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Mr. BRANTLEY. Oh, we have four and five and six masted 
schooners coming into my port. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I think if the gentleman will look it 
over he will find that the steam coastwise fleet druw from 6 to 
10 feet more than the sail. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Our coastwise steamers draw less water 
than do some of the large schooners, 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That may be your experience, but it 
is not the experience on the balance of the Atlantic coast. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. It applies to the Clyde Line and the 
Mallory Line steamers that come into my port regularly. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. They go over to Key West. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. They do not go over to Key West; 
come into my port. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What port is that? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. Brunswick. They draw less water than 
some of the large schooners. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Bearing also on your suggestion in re- 
lation to the earnings of the vessels, does the gentleman question 
the accuracy of the statement that appears in the majority re- 
port, that the sums paid for pilotage over and over again ag- 
gregated more than the amount paid to the owners in dividends? 
Does the gentleman question the accuracy of that statement? 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I do not know anything about that. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That is the fact. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. The gentleman from Maine can state that 
in his own time. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I know the gentleman would not inten- 
tionally misstate any of these things. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. I was not discussing the question whether 
the earnings of the sailing vessels were greater or less than 
the total sum of pilotage fees, and could not have made any 
misstatement about it. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. No; not that particular question, but 
the gentleman referred to the large earnings of the vessels. 
I only wanted to call the gentleman's attention to the fact 
about which there is no question. 

Mr. BRANTLEY. It is argued that the tugboats take the 
place of the pilots and that when a tugboat is employed to 
pilot a vessel into or out of a port it is wrong to require such 
vessel to pay a pilot in addition to paying the tugboat. It 
must be borne in mind, however, that there is no law compel- 
ling the use of a tugboat, and neither is there any law requir- 
ing the tugboat to remain on the outer bar to render heip when 
help is needed. Not only is there no law requiring the tug- 
boat to remain on the outer bar and no demand for such a law, 
but the tugboat is not there except when the weather is fair. 
The time comes, and comes frequently, when the tugboat finds 
it far more convenient to ride inside the bar, in the harbor. 
These are the times when the little pilot boat remains outside 
and is required to remain there, and these are the times when 
its presence brings gladness and hope to the distressed sailing 
vessel seeking an entrance into a harbor of refuge which, 
blinded by storm, it can not find. It may be that sometimes the 
tugboat is competent to take the place of the pilot, but it does 
not follow therefrom that it is always competent to do so, nor 
does it follow therefrom that a pilotage system is unnecessary. 

When all the argument has been had in the discussion of this 
question we must inevitably reach the point where the solu- 
tion of the question will hinge on the proposition that a pilot- 
age system is either necessary or unnecessary. If the adyo- 
cates of the pending bill are prepared to insist that a pilotage 
system is unnecessary and that the day of the pilot has passed, 
then let them place their support of this bill on that ground, 
and let the Congress and the country determine whether or 
not the ground is well taken. If they are not prepared to insist 
that pilotage systems in the Southern States are unnecessary, 
then there remains no ground upon which the pending bill can 
be reasonably and justly defended. 

It may be and perhaps is true that the pilotage laws in my 
State and in some other States should be revised. It may be 
that the time has come or will shortly come when we should 
consider the question of reducing the rate of pilotage fees where 
a tugboat is used, or where the services of a pilot are refused; 
when we should consider the question of reducing the rate of 
pilotage Tees when a vessel desiring to enter one of our ports 
not for cargo, but merely to escape the perils of the sea; when 
we should consider the question cf reducing fees where a yessel 
crosses the bar but to enter quarantine, and then has to again 
enter for the purpose of receiving cargoes; when we should con- 
sider the question of other changes and revisions of our laws; 
these and all kindred questions I am quite sure that the people 
of my State and of all the States interested in the maintenance 
of a pilotage system are thoroughly familiar with and will take 
just and proper action thereon at the right and proper time. 


they 


3476 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Manon 7, 


I am not here to insist that the system of my State or the sys- 
tem of any State is perfect, but I am here to insist that my 
State be accorded the same privilege that all the States of the 
Hast have enjoyed of changing its system whenever it thinks 
a change ought to be made. I am here to insist that the ship- 
owner in the East has no right to dictate to the State of Georgia 
the kind of pilotage system the State of Georgia shall enforce. 
I am here to insist also that our pilots be taken care of. The 
system that we have builded in my State has been builded upon 
a policy, as declared by our State supreme court, “to engender 
among the pilots a laudable rivalry to venture beyond the bar, 
or its immediate proximity, and thus be ever ready to lend aid to 
vessels making for the port.” Our supreme court has also said 
that “commercial necessity calls for hardy, energetic, and 
«fearless pilots.” There are no more hardy, energetic, and fear- 
Tess men in any calling than these same pilots. We not only re- 
quire that a man shall be brave and fearless in order to be a 
pilot, but we also require that he shall be a man of good char- 
acter, and have sufficient standing to enable him to give the bond 
necessary for a pilot to give. We require him as a precedent 
necessary to becoming a pilot to engage in a long and arduous 
term of apprenticeship. We require not only that he shall 
have the courage to perform the duties that shall be imposed 
upon him, but that he shall know how to perform these duties. 
We do not allow our pilots to absent themselves from duty. 
We compel them to be on guard at all times. We charge them 
with the duty of constantly sounding our channels, so as to de- 
tect the slightest change therein. We require them to promptly 
report any discharge of ballast in our channel by any vessel, 
and the failure to make such report necessitates dismissal of 
such pilot from the service. We look to them to aid us in our 
quarantine regulations. We require them to ascertain from 
every vessel, before boarding it, the state of health on the ves- 
sel, and from them the quarantine officer first learns of any con- 
tagion that is approaching. We have found our pilots indis- 
pensable to the protection of the vessels visiting us, and indis- 
pensable to the maintenance of our commerce and the reputation 
of our ports. We have found them faithful, reliable, and in all 
cases fully to be depended upon. We exact onerous and re- 
sponsible duties from them, and I am not willing to consent 
here or elsewhere to the passage of any law that will deprive 
them of fair and just remuneration for the service that they so 
bravely and efficiently render. 

As a part ef my remarks I submit a letter from Capt. Charles 
E. Arnold, for many long years a faithful and efficient pilot on 
the bar at Brunswick, Ga., and whose views are entitled to all 
the credit that a life of honest toil, of upright character, and of 
devotion to all duties, public and private, can give: 


Brunswick, GA., February 21, 1906. 


My Dear Sin: I am a pilot on St. Simons bar. I commenced in 
March, 1879, to serve my apprenticeship, and on April 1, 1884, received 
my first certificate. On April 1, 1886, I received wf branch as pilot, 
Have never wasted my earnings a drink, sporting, or riotous liv- 
ing. I have a family, and it takes all I make to support them and edu- 
cate my children. 

We have eleven active pilots on this bar, and none of them have any 
money of any consequence. There are two old pilots not in active duty. 
I mention this fact because there has been so much said about pilo 
making so much poner There bas been for the last thirty-odd years, 
nearly every year, a bill before our National Congress to take away the 
State right and abolish this system of compulsory pilotage, and it has 
fallen to my lot for several years past to e some part Ín asking that 
Congress allow this law to stand as it is. In doing this I have talked 
with many masters or captains of vessels, some of whom are part own- 
ers and a few sole owners and many who own only small interests, and 
75 or 80 per cent of them are opposed to the abolishing of the present 
system of pilotage in the Southern States. Many others say that they 
do not want the pilotage taken off, but can not express themselves on 
account of having to K on vessels owned by such men as Mr. Pendleton 
and others, who are the prime movers in this fight against the pilotage 
laws in these States. 

There is a license clause in our law, made by those interested in 
vessels in the year 1886, in the SO legislature, and there are 
several licensed vessels that come to pors regularly and wait, 
even with fair winds, for tugboats, and will not employ a pilot—t 
presume because their owners prohibit their ae a 2 t. In sev- 
eral instances they have had to lay outside and ride out heavy north- 
east blows, when, if they had taken s pot they would have been in 
out of the weather and not jeopardi the life and property of the 
crew and vessel. This happens very often here. ; 

Another argument often mentioned against pilots is that the Gov- 
erment has spent so much money in deepening the channels and 
making them so plain by buoys, beacons, and lights. A few- years ago 
our bar was only about 250 feet long, and we then had 114 feet at low 
water on the bar. To-day we have in our channel 29 feet at low water, 
and the channel is supposed to be 200 feet wide at the bottom and 400 
feet wide from side to side, and our bar is now 4§ miles long, with 
these same 114-foot shoals at low water on either side of this 19-foot 
channel, and pilots are therefore a greater necessity to-day than when 
we had the shoal bar, from the fact that vessels to-day are larger and 
draw more water. 

Another argument is that pilotage is too high That has been re- 
duced, from the fact that the class of vessels ay anya propor- 
tion to their draft more than twice the tonnage that the old style ves- 
sels did, and all pilotage is charged according to the draft of the vessel. 

As the Senate has just passed the ship subsidy bill, this with the 


fact that no foreign vessel can engage in the coastwise trade, it would 
bare _ the — a el ios 5 

nother cause for having the present otage system is that our 
shoals extend from 4 to 6 miles outside o land am the coast is very 
low and we have lots of thick, smoky weather, and our pilot boats are 
outside nearly all the time and are a guide to vessels bound up and 
down the coast, as well as those to the port to which the plot boat 
belongs, and I as a pilot have many times put vessels on their course 
when bound to other ports, both north and south of us. 

Yours, very truly, 


Hon, Wu. G. BRANTLEY, 
Washington, D. C. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, in view of the strenuous efforts 
put forth here and elsewhere in favor of parcels post, and in view 
of the misrepresentation and misconception and the vigorous ef- 
forts put forth by mail-order houses in districts to secure instruc- 
tions in favor of parcels post in Congressional conventions to 
be held, I wish to offer some observations along this line and 
submit a few facts with a view to disabusing the minds of those 
who I believe are laboring under a misconception. 

Before entering into a discussion as to the merits of the 
proposition I wish to read from letters received. It deals first 
with statistics as to the number of people living in the rural dis- 
tricts and in the towns in his county and then closed by saying: 

You say you are opposed to the Government going into the freight 
business. You provan do not call the carrying of parcels weighing 
4 pounds — t business, but carrying ee weighing 5 pounds 
would be freight business. Please give this matter careful considera- 
tion, and remember that the ratio between rural population and those 
engaged in retail trade is probably about the same in the Fourth dis- 
trict as a whole as it is in County. When the conventions are 


held in the spring to name delegates to the Congressional convention 
resolutions will be introduced favoring parcels post. 

In another letter he states: 

What is there to hinder limiting the weight of penes carried to 50, 
25, or even 10 pounds? Congress seems to have the power to limit the 
— gh at present to 4 pounds. If parcels-post business should take on 
such dimensions as you anticipate, that is only an argument in favor 
of its establishment. Parcels post instead of being a drain on the 
Treasury is the means of or the rural free delivery self-sustaining. 
It is the logical complement and corollary of rural free delivery. 


In another letter he refers to an editorial on page 233 of the 
Independent as worthy of consideration, 

To begin with, the question is not who is entitled to the most 
consideration—the mail-order houses or the merchants in the 
small towns. If that were the question I am free to say that I 
believe that the merchant who pays taxes, who helps to build 
up the State, county, and town, who helps build and maintain 
sidewalks, streets, schools, churches, water and light plants, 
and all good things essential to the welfare, comfort, happiness, 
and convenience of the people of his community, is entitled To 
more consideration by that community than he who contributes 
nothing to that locality (that is Republican doctrine; that is 
why this wall of protection is built up, giving protection to the 
American wage-earner, the producer, and home interests), and 
there can be no question as to the justice of their claims. But 
this is not the question. Nor is it a question where or from 
whom goods may or shall be bought by people living in rural 
districts, or whether the purchaser secures a better bargain one 
place or the other. This is a question that Congress has noth- 
ing to do with. The Constitution provides: 

All duties, imposts, and excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States, 

No capitation, or other direct tax, shall be laid, unless in proportion 
to the census or enumeration hereinbefore directed to be taken. 

No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any State. 

No preference shall be given by any regulation of commerce or reve» 
nue to the ports of one State over those of another; nor shall vessels 
. Pts or from, one State be obliged to enter, clear, or pay duties 

ano r. 

It is intended that commerce shall be as free as air between 
the States, so far as the Constitution or Congress is concerned. 

The real question is: Shall the Government go into the freight 
or express business? Shall the rural free-delivery service and 
the city delivery be discontinued? Can it be done in justice to 
all and without injury to anyone? The Post-Office Department 
is a great business institution, doing business every year aggre- 
gating nearly $170,000,000. Viewing it from a business stand- 
point, is the parcels post a safe businesslike proposition? 

What are the contentions? Freight is slow; express charges 
are high and quicker, and cheaper transportation is desired. I 
read to you from an editorial on page 233 of the Independent of 
January 25, 1906, referred to in the letter just read: 

The just demands of the American people require a parcels post, not 
only greatly below express charges, but much below the relative cost 
of smaller packages now passing through the post-offices. A reduction 
of rates of at least one-third could be safely and wisely effected. The 
American rate for parcels—that is, fourth-class matter—is 1 cent for 4 
ounces, but the English rate is 6 cents for the first pooma and 2 cents 
for sron after pound. In America the weight limit is 4 pounds, but in 


England it is 11 pounds. The English parcel of 4 pounds requires 12 
cents postage, but the American postage requires one-fourth more. 


The rate on parcels here is claimed to be 4 cents per pound. 
The Independent says that a reduction of rate of at least one- 
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Pilot, St. Simons Bar. 
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third could safely and wisely be effected, or that the rate can be 
reduced to 23 cents per pound. But I understand that the 
present rate for merchandise, or fourth-class matter, is 1 cent 
per ounce, or 16 cents per pound. And if a 23-cent rate is 
determined on the reduction would be 134 cents per pound, or 80 
per cent of the present rate on fourth-class matter. 

Others say reduce the rate to 2 cents; some say 1 cent, and 
others say less. Some say the weight limit should be 11 pounds, 
some 25, some 50, some 100, some 200. Others say why fix a 
limit at all? Why not include carload lots? If the Goyernment 
ean give this service at exceedingly low rates, why should the 
manufacturer of heavy articles be denied the same privileges as 
others? Now, all of this seems nice; and of course if this 
could be accomplished it might be the right thing to do. It is 
natural that all would want cheap rates, as it would benefit 
everybody, and, generally speaking, everybody is pleased to get 
something for nothing—if not entirely gratis, at as low a price 
as possible if nobody is injured thereby; but it is also true 
that generally one would not giye his consent to rob others in 
order to further his own interests. So in this case, if parcels 
post would create a large deficit, the deficit would have to be 
made up by all the people, or the gain made by few on account 
of low rates would have to be paid out of the General Treasury, 
or, in other words, Mr. Jones would be compelled to contribute 
toward paying Mr. Smith’s freight. If this is so, then can par- 
cels post be made self-sustaining? Can this cheap rate be had 
with justice to all and without injury to anybody and without 
loss to the Goyernment? 

The general opinion seems to be that the postal rates should 
be made as low as express charges, and also that parcels post 
should’ be made self-sustaining. I have received hundreds of 
letters on this subject, and I will read to you from one more of 
them, which is a fair sample, and I believe it expresses the 
views of most of the people who desire parcels post. 

Referring to parcels post, he says: 

I am opposed to making it a burden to the Government, and I am still 
more opposed to rural free delivery being discontinued. I would rather 
see postage advance than to lose the rural free-delivery service. Let 
Congress put the price of age on parcels so that it will cover the 
cost of transportation. The farmers here in Iowa do not object to 
paying what a mg is worth, but we do object to being robbed by the 
express companies the way we are now. A parcel post with the rural 
routes would be one of the greatest blessi the Government has done 
i me farmers, and I see no reason why it can not be made self-sus- 

This is certainly a dignified and honorable position to take; 
and so far as I know, that position is taken by all, and the let- 
ters, I believe, voice the sentiment of a very large majority of 
those who desire parcels post. The question, then, is, can this 
be accomplished? First, we will compare express rates with the 
cost of carrying parcels or mail by the Government. 

I was told by a reliable merchant in my district a few days 
ago that by prepaying express charges the express companies 
will meet postal rates to any point where the company has an 
office, the minimum charge being 15 cents, or if over two roads 
the minimum charge is 20 cents, or 10 cents to each road for 4 
pounds of limited value. The shipment by express insures a 
safer and prompter delivery. The Government does not insure 
deliyery or reimburse for losses, except when registered, and 
then only to the extent of $10 or $25 on any one package. He 
told me that he frequently has goods shipped from New York 
to California by express at postal rates. 

A Post-Office Department report, made in 1900, quotes from 
Cowles’s General Freight and Passenger Post the following: 

Our express companies carry all sorts of parcels, from the domicile in 
New York to the station, thence 3 0 rail a thousand miles to Chicago, 
and deliver at the domicile in that city, at the rate of $3 a hundred 
pounds, but the railways tax the Government $2.77 a hundred, $55.50 
a ton, for the transportation of its mail bags for an average haul of 
not over 442 miles. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission’s report for 1904 shows 
that the earnings of the railroads for 1903 were as follows: 
From mall and mall ears ĩ„4„„ĩ«44„ͤ $41, 709, 396 
From express 88, 331, 964 


Excess of mall pay over express earnings 8, 377, 432 

In 1902 the excess of mail pay over express earnings was 
$5,582,385. 

According to this, the express companies charge $3 per hun- 
dred from New York to Chicago, a distance of 1,000 miles, The 
rate from here to Chicago, a distance of 800 miles, is $2.25 per 
hundred, and the railroads, in 1900, taxed the Government $2.77 
per hundred, or $55.50 per ton, for the transportation of mail 
for an average haul of not over 442 miles. Besides the $2.77, 
the Government now pays an average of $5,427.62 for each of 
more than 1,000 cars, and, besides this, pays a subsidy to the 
various railroad companies aggregating last year $167,175. 
Then there is the pay of 12,474 officers and employees in the 
Railway Mail Service. In fact, the total expense is nearly 
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$170,000,000, which makes the average cost of handling the mail 
about 17 cents per pound. The Postmaster-General estimates 
the cost of handling all mail matter at from 5 to 8 cents per 
pound, but it would probably be much in excess of the amount 
stated by the Postmaster-General, because the parcels post 
would get all of the long-distance parcels, which would be car- 
ried at a loss, while the express companies would get the short- 
distance parcels, because zone rates would be less than postage 
rates, 
The Postmaster-General states that— 


It would be necessary to adopt rates of 9 to meet the rates of 
express companies and that it is not deemed wise at this time, at least, 
to ask authorization of Congress for the establishment of separate par- 
cels post in the domestic service. 

How are the transportation companies paid? To begin with, 
the present rates per pound weight were first fixed by the act of 
March 3, 1873. These were reduced 10 per cent by the act of 
July 12, 1876, and 5 per cent more by the act of June 17, 1878. 
First, the pay is based solely on the average weight of the mail 
earried daily the whole length of the route, but when a full 
railway post-office car is added to the train the Post-Office De- 
partment pays to the railroad a rental for the entire car based 
upon its length. This rent, then, is added. Mr. Shallenberger 
stated before the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads: 

The total number of railway post-office cars in service last year was 
1,015, and the number in reserve was 215. The Goyernment paid 
$5,500,044.65 for the cars in service, an average of $5,427.62 a car. 
The cars cost about $5,500 or $6,000 each, and are maintained and re- 

at an annual cost of about $1,200. They are built and owned by 
the railroad companies and rented to the Post-Office Department. The 
pay for a line of these cars is $25 a mile for 40-foot cars, 880 for 45- 
oot cars, $40 for 50-foot cars, and $50 for 55 or 60-foot cars. 


What is the cost of the service? 

The total number of railroad-mail routes is 3,064, and the 
total length of these routes is 200,965 miles. The annual travel 
on these routes is 362,645,731 miles. The annual rate of ex- 
penditure for mail transportation by rail—not counting the 
rental of postal cars—was $41,504,345. 

The total number of postal-car routes is 294, the total length 
of these routes, 53,000 miles, and the appropriation for the cur- 
rent fiscal year was $5,875,000. 

The combined expenditure for railroad-mail transportation 
and railroad postal cars was $44,695,610 in 1904. The combined 
expenditure in 1905 was $45,576,515. 

It is estimated that the railway-postal clerks during the fiscal 
year 1905 handled 18,000,000,000 pieces of mail matter, exclusive 
of registered matter, of which 9,050,000,000 pieces were first- 
class matter and the balance pieces of other classes. 

The deficit of the Post-Office Department for 1905 was $14,- 
572,584.13. 

Turn to Senate Document No. 174, Fifty-eighth Congress, 
third session, and you will find the amount paid each year to 
the railway companies for the purpose of carrying the United 
States mail since 1873, as follows: 


$7, 257, 196. 00 
9, 113, 190. 00 
$ 


Add to the $45,576,515 paid the railway companies in 1905 
the subsidy paid the various railroads, amounting to $167,175,. 
and other expenses connected with the Department, and you 
have a grand total of $167,399,169.23. The Postmaster-General 
states— 


That the cost to the Government for handling all mail matter is 
estimated to be from between 5 to 8 cents per pound. 


But this, as I understand, simply includes the cost of trans- 
porting the mails, and does not include all expenses connected 
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with handling of the mails. It is an easy matter to determine 
what the average cost is—that is, if you have the number of 
pounds handled and the amount expended. Let us look into 
the matter and see. The report does not give the total number 
of pounds handled, but on page 79 the Postmaster-General states : 

According to the estimates heretofore made and published, matter 
of the second class approximates in weight two-thirds of the bulk of 
all mail matter, yet produces only about 4 per cent of the postal 
revenue. 


The weight of second-class matter is reported to be 663,000,- 
000 pounds. If 663,000,000 pounds is two-thirds of the bulk of 
all mail matter, the total weight would be 994,500,000 pounds, 
or practically 1,000,000,000 pounds. 

I understand that this does not include equipment, such as 
sacks, pouches, twine, etc., which is paid for per pound to rail- 
road companies for carrying same as mail matter. When the 
weight of the equipment is added the total weight would be 
about double this amount, as the weight of the equipment is 
about equal to the weight of the mail. But the weight of 
equipment has nothing to do with it, as the Government gets 
pay only for the actual mail matter handled. 

If you will turn to the report of the Second Assistant Post- 
master-General to the Postmaster-General, showing the results 
of the special weighing of mail through the United States from 
October 3 to November 6, 1899, you will find the following state- 
ment: 


Per cent by classes of mail matter originating in the United States, in- 
cluding mail for local delivery dnd all mail dispatched from all post- 
offices of the United States by steam railroads, electric cars, steam- 
boats, and on star routes, or otherwise. 


Third and fourth class... ji 
Government freo FI 
S T nc EEA O asclareoraxe 


Weight of mail matter from which a rev- 
enue is derived E 

Weight of mail matter from which no rev- 
enue is derived 


Here the total weight is estimated at 1,565,666,508. This 
includes 801,602,902 pounds equipment, and leaves only 764, 
063,606 as mail matter. But of course the business has in- 
creased, and I believe it is safe to estimate the weight of 
actual mail matter at 1,000,000,000 pounds, and the total weight, 
including equipment, at 2,000,000,000 pounds. The estimated 
cost of handling the mails should not be made on the total 
weight including equipment, because the Government is paid 
only for the actual weight of the mail matter. The equipment 
and cost of carrying equipment is a part of the expense in 
handling mail matter, as much as is that paid railroad com- 
panies or salaries to clerks, and parcels post would require equip- 
ment as well as first, second, and third class matter, as these 
parcels would have to be packed in pouches and handled the 
same as other mail matter. For instance, if parcels weighing 
100 pounds are received they must be sent out in pouches or 
sacks, and if sent out in pouches weighing 100 pounds, the 
Government would pay the railroads for 200 pounds and re- 
celve pay for only 100. So, if the Government pays a railroad 
on an average of, say, 5 cents per pound for the total weight, 
including equipment, it would cost the Government twice that 
amount, or 10 cents per pound, for actual mail matter, as it 
pays for 2 pounds for every pound of actual mail carried by 
the railroads. 

So in estimating the cost of handling mail matter and the 
cost of parcels post, first it is necessary to ascertain the number 
of pounds of mail matter handled, or the number of pounds 
on which the Government receives pay; second, the amount 
paid out. If 1,000,000,000 pounds of mail is handled what is 
the cost per pound? First, the Government pays the railroad 
companies $41,000,000 for carrying the mails, or 4.1 cents per 
pound. It pays $5,427.62 for each of 1,015 cars, and I under- 
stand they also pay for 215 cars in reserve, or a total of 
$5,500,000, which adds another one-half cent. You now have 
4.6 cents per pound. The Government employs 12,474 officers 
and clerks in the Railway Mail Service or for looking after the 
mail while in transit, at an annual salary of more than $13,- 
000,000, or 1.3 cents per pound. We now haye a cost of 5.9, 
or practically 6 cents per pound. But there are some 200,000,000 


pounds of mail not carried by railroads. I find on page 2, 
Senate Document No. 174, that the Postmaster-General makes 
this statement: 

In order to secure a basis for an accurate estimate of the total 
weight of mail carried on the various mail routes of the country, the 
Department ordered an actual weighing of the mails originating in 
each post-office of the country from October 3 to November 6, 1899. 
The reports of this weighing were forwarded to the Department and 
tabulated, and on the basis of this weighing an estimate of the total 
weight of mail carried and the weight carried on railroad lines for one 
year was made. The total weight of mail and equipment thus found 
was 1,565,676,508 unds. The weight for railroad lines, including 
equipment, was 1,347,145,180 pounds. 

The rate for railroad lines, including equipment, then, was 
only 1,347,145,180 pounds. Deduct 801,602,902 pounds for equip- 
ment and it leaves only 545,542,278 pounds mail carried by the 
railroads, The Government paid the railroad companies, ac- 
cording to a statement made by the Postmaster-General in 1899, 
$36,001,926.94, an amount equal to 6.8 cents per pound for that 
year. If you deduct 200,000,000 from 1,000,000,000 pounds, you 
have only 800,000,000; and the cost would now be about 74 
cents per pound; but I want to get at the average cost of han- 
dling all mail matter in order to ascertain what parcels-post will 
cost. In addition to the 5.9 cents per pound, the mail must be 
collected and delivered. You have an expense of $26,000,000 
for the rural free delivery service, and $21,000,000 for the city 
free delivery, or $47,000,000 for the two; or a cost of 4.7 cents 
per pound. Add this to 5.9 and you have a total of 10.6 cents 
per pound. In addition to this we have the transportation of 
mail on star routes, on steamboats, electric and cable-car sery- 
ice, the mail-messenger service, and the transportation of for- 
eign mail, which aggregates more than twelve million. Another 
expense of 1.2 added to the 10.6, making a total of 11.8. In 
addition to this you have the rent, light, fuel, and equipment 
for many of the 68,000 post-offices. The Department employs 
in all 280,000 people, and the total expense last year was 
$167,399,169.23, which would make the ayerage cost about 17 
cents per pound. 

But you may say that this is not a fair comparison, that the 
parcels handled by the Post-Office Department are less in weight 
and much greater in number than parcels-post packages would 
be, or those handled by the express companies, and do require 
more help to sort and handle. I admit that, and some allow- 
ance should be made. But certainly the cost of carrying par- 
cels post by railroad companies would be nearly the same, as 
the companies are paid so much per pound, and nobody has 
suggested a reduction. In fact, the Congressional committee 
recommended that no reduction should be made. And the only 
reduction would be the reduction in rate per pound, caused by 
an increased weight carried by railroad companies. More cars 
would be needed. More railway mail clerks will be required 
to handle the additional mail matter. Eight hundred and fifty- 
three were added this last year. More city and rural carriers 
would be needed, and a much higher salary would be demanded 
on account of the increased weight to be carried. More clerks 
would be required and more room needed in all of the 68,000 
post-offices, and the cost would increase all along the line; and 
the average cost for handling these additional parcels would 
probably not be much below the present average cost of 17 cents 
per pound, 

But, for the sake of argument, let us assume that the cost 
would only be 10 cents a pound. If the postal charges are 
fixed at 4 cents a pound, what would be the result? Every 
$4,000,000 worth of business would incur a loss of $6,000,000, 
as the service would cost 10 cents a pound, or $10,000,000. If 
the rate is to be reduced to 2 cents, every $2,000,000 worth of 
business would incur a loss of $8,000,000. But H. It. 470, the 
Hearst bill, provides that postal charges on merchandise, etc., 
shall be: “On parcels over 12 ounces, and not exceeding 1 
pound, 5 cents. On parcels over 1 pound, 2 cents for each ad- 
ditional pound or fraction thereof.” 

The postage then on 10 pounds would be 23 cents, or 2.3 
cents per pound. At this rate, for every $2,300,000 worth of 
business, the cost to the Government would be ten million, or 
a loss of $7,700,000. But the contention is that the rate should 
be much lower, and if a compromise is made at 1 cent per 
pound, every $100,000,000 worth of business would mean a 
loss to the Government of nine hundred million, an amount 
about a hundred million dollars in excess of the annual appro- 
priations of Congress, or about equal to our interest-bearing 
debt, or about equal to one-third of the total money circulation 
in the United States. 

What are the causes of our present deficit? The principal 
cause given is second-class matter. Turn to page 80. The Post- 
master-General states: 


During the last fiscal 55 the total weight carried at 1 cent a pound 
and free was 663,107,128 pounds. If it costs the Government as much 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD HOUSE. 


3479 


as 5 cents a pound to handle this matter in the mall, it will be seen 
that the amount paid out was $33,155,356.40. The actual revenue was 
$6,186,647.54. 


Here you have a loss of $27,000,000 on a $6,000,000 busi- 
ness, and the cost to the Government is figured at only 5 
cents, which is, of course, much below the actual cost, and if 
the cost is 10 cents per pound the loss would be $60,000,000. 

The Postmaster-General states in his report that the second- 
class matter—663,000,000 pounds—approximates in weight two- 
thirds of the bulk of all mail matter, yet produces only $6,186,- 
647.54, or 4 per cent of the present reyenue. Now, if, for in- 
stance, the rate on all mail matter should be fixed at the same 
price as second class, which is 1 cent per pound, the revenue 
would be only 6 per cent of the present revenue, or $9,279,971.31. 
Deduct the $9,279,971.31 from $167,399,169.23 total expenditures, 
and you have a deficit of about $158,000,000. If the rate should 
be fixed at 2 cents, the revenue would be about eighteen and one- 
half millions, and the deficit about $149,000,000, If the rate 
should be fixed at 3 cents, the revenue would be about twenty- 
seven and three-quarter millions, and the deficit $139,500,000. 
If fixed at 4 cents, the revenue would be about $37,000,000, and 
the deficit about $130,000,000. If at 5 cents, the revenue would 
be about forty-six millions, and the deficit about $121,000,000. 
If the rate is fixed at 6 cents, which is twice as high as any- 
body has suggested that the rate should be on parcels post, the 
revenue would be about fifty-five and one-half millions, and the 
deficit $111,000,000. ; 

Can the cost be reduced? The answer is no. 

See page 65, where the Postmaster-General calls attention to 
the Congressional commission investigation—a commission com- 
posed of distinguished men, four members of the Senate and 
four members of the House. After exhaustive investigation, 
the Commission submitted its report in 1901. The general con- 
clusion was: 

We are of the opinion that the prices now paid the railroad com- 
panies for the transportation of the mails are not excessive, and rec- 
ommend that no reduction be made thereof at this time. 

This report was substantially concurred in by all except Rep- 
resentative Fleming and Senator Chandler. Fleming filed a 
separate report recommending a reduction of 5 per cent. Sena- 
tor Chandler did not sign either of the reports. 

What do we find? The present prices paid railroad compa- 
nies are declared to be reasonable, though I am inclined to 
differ with the Commission and other Members on that subject. 
Nobody has suggested to reduce the rates paid the railroads or 
the cost of the service. 

If the low rates are given, if the weight limit is extended, 
and these special privileges granted, it is safe to say that the 
business of the Post-Office Department will increase extensively. 
The freight business of this country is over fourteen hundred 
million. The express business is also large. The appropria- 
tion for the Post-Office Department has increased from $35,756,- 
091 in 1875 to $181,022,093.75 for 1905-6, an increase of more 
than 500 per cent, or $145,266,002.75, in thirty years. It has 


increased from $49,040,400 in 1885, an increase of more than 


850 per cent, or $131,981,693.75, in twenty years; and from 
$87,286,599.55 in 1895, or over 100 per cent, or $93,785,494.26, in 
ten years. 

Here we have an increase of nearly $100,000,000 in ten years 
under ordinary conditions without extending any special privi- 
leges or inducements in rates or weight limit. What would it 
be with a large reduction of rates and an extension of the weight 
limit? 

Suppose that the parcels post increases the postal business 
$100,000,000 on the basis of a 2-cent rate; and the cost of the 
parcels post is 6 cents per pound, the cost of the Government 
would be three times the rate charged, or $800,000,000, and the 
loss would be $200,000,000. If the business increases $100,000,000 
on a basis of 3 cents, the cost would be double, or $200,000,000, 
or a loss of $100,000,000. If $100,000,000, on a basis of 4 cents, 
the cost would be $150,000,000, or a loss of $50,000,000. But 
some say the rates should be only 1 cent per pound. In that 
event the cost would be six times the receipts; the loss would 
be $500,000,000 ; and if the cost should prove to be 10 cents per 
pound, the loss would be $900,000,000. This may be putting it 
strong, so we will assume that the rate would be fixed at 5 
cents, and the increase of business will be $100,000,000, and 
that the cost is only 10 cents, or $200,000,000, which would mean 
a loss of $100,000,000 to the Government. How are you going 
to make up the deficit? ; 

The total expenditure last year for this Department was 
$167,399,169.23. The total receipts were $152.826.585.10; total 
excess of expenditure over receipts, $14,572,584.13. Add this 
$14,000,000 to the $100,000,000 and you would haye a deficit of 
over $114,000,000. 

How is this $114,000,000 to be provided for? Are you going 


to pay it out of the Treasury? No; all are agreed that that can 
not be done at this time. Besides, as before stated, some doubt 
the wisdom and propriety of “robbing Peter to pay Paul,” or 
“to compel Mr. Jones to contribute toward paying Mr. Smith's 
freight.” Are you going to increase the rates of postage? No; 
the proposition is to reduce them. Are you going to reduce the 
cost of handling mail? No; there seems to be no show to do 
that. What will you do? Some say discontinue the rural free- 
delivery service. Why discontinue this service and deprive the 
people of the rural districts of this valuable and much appre- 
ciated service? More than 50 per cent of the people of the 
United States live in the rural districts. Six million families 
are engaged in agriculture. This and the $7,000,000 expended 
by the Agricultural Department is about the only appropriation 
made directly in their interest. The inauguration and promo- 
tion of the rural free-delivery service was a recognition justly 
due a deserving people—a people where patriotism, loyalty, 
morality, and virtue prevails. It was with a view to adding 
to the blessings, advantages, advancement, happiness, comfort, 
and convenience of a people who have contributed so much to 
this nation’s growth, greatness, dignity, prosperity, stability, 
and peace—a people always found in the foremost ranks in our 
days of unpleasantness, marching on to victory in times of peace 
and war. Nobody has done more to maintain or perpetuate this 
great and splendid Government of ours; nobody has responded 
more promptly, freely, or heartily when our Government institu- 
tions were in danger than have the people to whom this service 
is extended. The rural free-delivery service, together with rail- 
roads, telegraph, telephones, and the improvements of roads, has 
brought the people on the farms nearer and in closer communica- 
tion with the towns and cities, and has added much to their 
convenience and advantages, and thus encouraged our young 
men and women to remain on the farms, where they do and 
may enjoy a greater degree of earthly blessings, true happiness, 
independence, advantages, and general content than they do in 
the cities, where they so often encounter difficulties and tempta- 
tions which are so hard to overcome. 

Up to October 2, 1905, 50,389 petitions had been filed, of which 
33.486 had been favorably acted on; 12,257 filed with adverse 
action, leaving 4,655 cases pending. On July 1, 1905, we had 
32,121 routes and 32,055 carriers, paying them more than 
$20,000,000 annually in salaries. There are now 226 routes in 
operation in my district, giving employment to 226 carriers; 
nearly all are paid $720 per annum, a total of $13,560- per 
month, or $162,720 a year. Can we afford to discontinue this 
whole service in order to accommodate half a dozen mail-order 
houses that do not contribute a cent to the maintenance of the 
State, county, or towns, schools, or churches of those localities? 
But the total amount appropriated last year for the rural free- 
delivery service was only $25,828,300, and we still have a deficit 
of $88,000,000. But you say you can also dispense with the city 
free-delivery service. Of course it will have to go also. But 
by so doing you have reduced the expenses only $21,000,000, and 
still you have $67,000,000 to provide for. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. May I ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly, I will be very glad to answer the 
gentleman. : 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask the gentleman if 
he desires to withdraw the support of the Government to the 
rural free delivery of the country? Are you opposed to the 
rural free-delivery system? : 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly not; I am opposed to the parcels 
post under existing conditions, and am in favor of the rural 
free-delivery service. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I am glad to learn that. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The point I am trying to make is this. 
With a parcels post the danger is, and the general belief is that 
you would have to discontinue the rural free delivery. Not 
only the rural free delivery but also the city delivery. 

If you establish a parcels post at the rate of 5 cents a pound 
and the cost is 10 cents a pound, and the business increases to 
the extent of $100,000,000 you have a deficit of $100,000,000. 1 
am opposed to discontinuing the rural free-delivery service or 
the city delivery in order to make up the deficit caused by 
parcels post to accommodate a few catalogue houses. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit an 
interruption? . 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes; I will be very glad to have it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not believe the gentleman said just what 
hbe intended to say just a moment ago. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I think so. 

. NORRIS. You said you were in favor of parcels post te 
odate a few catalogue houses. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I said I was against it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I thought you meant that. 
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Mr. HAUGEN. I am in favor of the rural free delivery and 
city delivery, and against a parcels-post system that will incur 
such a large deficit. It is generally conceded that parcels post 
is in the interest of catalogue houses, and will enable them to 
build up an absolute monopoly in the mercantile business; and 
I fail to see where such a monopoly would be of sufficient benc- 
fit to warrant such action. 

I am one of those who believe that we already have more 
monopolies than is good for this country. We have the beef 
trust, the harvester trust, and many others. My observation has 
been that they have been of very little benefit, if any; and I 
doubt the wisdom of taxing the Government $100,000,000 in 
order to crowd out the merchants of the smaller towns, and 
destroy the beautiful towns, villages, and cities throughout the 
country, and to promote this monopoly. 

Mr. NORRIS. I interrupted the gentleman simply to cor- 
rect him. I thought that in the close of his statement he did 
not state what he intended. 

Mr, STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? i 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask him this: If the 
Government should take charge, or, in other words, regulate the 
amount of charges that could be made by the express companies 
so as to place it under the railway commission, that would 
obviate the crying necessity that now exists for a parcels post. 
In other words, does not the Government. come in competition, 
then, with the express companies in the country, and in that 
way is not your object to force the express companies to put 
down the enormous rates they are now charging to the citizens 
of this country? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will say to the gentleman from Texas that 
I am in favor of and yoted for the amendment to the Hepburn 
bill, to place express companies under the regulation of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. My contention is that the 
postal rates are higher than the express rates. I made the 
statement that the express companies charge $2.25 a hundred 
from Washington to Chicago, a distance of 800 miles. They 
charge $3 from New York to Chicago, a distance of 1,000 miles. 
The railroad companies tax the Government 55 cents a pound 
for an average haul of 442 miles. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then why does not the Govern- 
ment exert its power and influence to reduce these enormous 
rates so that there will be no necessity for the parcel post? 

Mr. HAUGEN. You haye reference to the rates in the postal 
service? The express charges, according to Cowel's statement, 
quoted in the Postmaster-General’s report, for 1,000 miles, are 
less than one-half the cost to the Government for carrying mail 
by railroad companies, including the railway mail clerks, an 
average distance of 442 miles. ` 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If the gentleman will permit, will 
not you admit that private individuals or private corporations 
can carry these parcels cheaper even than the Government can 
carry them? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly they can. There is no question 
about that. oe 
K great deal has been said about the government ownership 
of railroads. Here is a fair example of what government. own- 
ership means. We are now engaged in a business in competi- 
tion with private concerns. We pay the railroads for rent on 
ears and for carrying mail and clerks in fhe Railway Mail Serv- 
ice an average of 7} cents per pound for an average haul of 442 
miles. The whole postal business aggregates practically $170,- 
000,000 annually, or an average cost of 17 cents per pound for 
all mail matter handled. 

On the other hand, any of the large express companies carry 
100 pounds with a limited guaranty from New York to Chicago, 
a distance of 1,000 miles, for $3, or $2.25 from Washington to 
Chicago, a distance of 800 miles. These four companies—the 
American, Wells-Fargo, United States, and Adams—are practi- 
cally one company, which is an absolute monopoly, no competi- 
tion existing, all companies having practically the same officers, 
nearly all railroad lines being divided between them, and but 
one company doing business on any one road. Their combined 
capital is $60,000,000, and much of it water. They have 40,000 
agencies, employ 50,000 people, handle 100,000,000 packages, 
7,000,000 money orders, 20,000,000 other sealed packages, and 
all pay liberal dividends en stocks and bonds, including watered 
stocks and bonds; and it is alleged they charge exorbitant 
prices, and yet the rate on 100 pounds for 1,000 miles is less 
than one-fifth of the average cost to the Government for han- 
dling all mail on an ayerage haul of 442 miles. 

The Government also has a printing office, the largest 1 5 
world, I believe. The Governmest printing done by this insti- 
tution, we have been told here a number of times, costs about 
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50 per cent more than if done by private contract. The Libra- 
rian of the Congressional Library stated to the Committee on 
Appropriations only the other day that it cost him 60 per cent 
more to have the binding done by the Government Printing 
Office than it does other public libraries which have the binding 
done by private contract. I believe he said 60 per cent. 

There can be no question in the mind of anybody but that the 
public printing and the postal service could be had for one-third 
less, and I believe it is safe to say one-half of what it costs the 
Government now if it were let to private concerns. Excessive 
cost seems to be the result in everything the Government under- 
takes to do. 

In view of these facts I am opposed to the establishment of 
parcels post, and I am in favor of continuing the 32,121 rural 
free-delivery routes, which employ 32,055 carriers, and continu- 
ing the city delivery, which employs 21,778 carriers, not only 
to continue these services, but to extend them. We better have 
this service with $15,000,000 deficit than to dispense with it and 
establish a limited parcels-post service with $67,000,000 deficit. 

The Department is going forward with a mighty speed. Post- 
master-General Cortelyou makes this statement: 

What a contrast between the service of his day and that of the pres- 
ent time! From 75 post-offices in 1790, the year of Franklin's death, 
the number had grown in 1901 to 76,945, and now is 68,131; from 
receipts of $37,935, and expenditures of $32,140, we have advanced in 
the same period to receipts of $152,826,585, and expenditures of $167,- 
399,169; from a total force of about 500 do a total force of about 
280,000, 

Much is said about parcels post in other countries, especially 
in Germany. Yes, Germany does a parcels-post business on a 
large scale; but Germany owns its own railroads. The parcels 
post is a separate business from the post-office business, and is 
earried in separate cars and on separate trains, stored in sepa- 
rate buildings, and they are separate as much as the post-office 
and express business are here, except there the two are conducted 
by the Government, while here only one. But Germany, with 
her dense population, can not be compared with our sparse popu- 
lation. The German Empire has 208,830 square miles, with a 
population of 58,500,000, or 280 to the square mile. The United 
States has 3,000,000 square miles, a population of about 80,- 
000,000, or 27 to the square mile. 

Now, we will get back to this public ownership. 

Mr. LACEY rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HavucEn] yield to his colleague? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly. 

Mr. LACEY. The gentleman seems to have investigated this 
matter very thoroughly, and I would like to ask if there is any- 
thing in Germany analogous to the mail-order houses in this 
country? . 

- Mr. HAUGEN. I could not answer that question. I think 
not. 

I am now coming back to this government-ownership propo- 
sition. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Will the gentleman allow me a question? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have not followed closely the gentle- 
man's argument, but I saw a statement the other day of the 
comparison between the cost of carrying goods by express and 
by mail, which stated that the express companies gathered the 
articles in the city of New York and delivered them at the 
houses in the city of Chicago 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes, sir; at $3 a hundred. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. At half the cost the Government was 
paying for carrying the mails halfway to Chicago. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes, sir; that is absolutely correct. They 
charge $3 per hundred from New York to Chicago, a distance 
of a thousand miles, and it costs the Government $7.50 a hun- 
dred for the average haul of 442 miles. Besides you have this 
advantage. The express companies make a guaranty. They 
guarantee the delivery ang they guarantee the shipper against 
loss. The Government makes no guaranty unless registered, 
and that in limited amounts of from ten to twenty-five dollars. 
Of course the express rates are higher on smaller and more 
valuable packages. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The Government delivers the mail onto 
the cars and takes it from the cars. 

Mr. HAUGEN. That is true. 

Mr. NORRIS. In order to do this freely, it seems to me you 
ought not only to count the weight but take into consideration 
the number of parcels by express and also the number of arti- 
cles delivered by mail. That might make some difference. 

Mr. HAUGEN. It might make some difference as to the 
average cost. 

Mr. NORRIS. Would it not, as an actual fact, make a great 
deal of difference? 
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Mr. HAUGEN. The weight of the parcels has nothing to do 
with it so far as the railroad companies are concerned. The 
railread companies haye nothing to do with sorting the mail. 
They simply carry it and are paid a certain amount for car- 
rying it. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I want to ask the gentleman a 
question. He seems to have investigated this question in a 
very exhaustive manner. I want to ask him if he is or is not 
convinced by his examination or investigation that the rates 
paid to the railroad companies for carrying the mail matter 
œuld be very much reduced without doing an injustice to the 
railroad companies? 

Mr. HAUGEN. While I disagree with the Commission's re- 
port, I do not wish to put my judgment up against these eight 
distinguished men. That Commission was made up of four 
distinguished Senators and four distinguished Members of the 
House, one of them now a member of the Cabinet, our able 
Attorney-General; but I intend to investigate that subject care- 
fully and to discuss it at a later date; and all that I care to 
say at this time is that the Government pays the railroad com- 
panies an average of 12,5, cents for each of the 362,645,731 miles 
traveled, or $225 per mile for each of the total 200,965 miles 
on the 3,064 mail routes; and that it costs the Government an 
average of 7} cents per pound for all mail carried by railroad 
companies, which includes the salary paid the railway mail 
clerks who look after the mail while in transit. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. There is no excuse for that. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Another thing, the establishment of parcels 
post would discriminate against a local merchant. The present 
law provides that carriers shall not, during their hours of em- 
ployment, carry any merchandise for hire, except on request of 
patrons residing on their respective routes, and that only when- 
ever the same shall not interfere with the proper discharge of 
their official duties, and under such regulations as the Post- 
master-General may prescribe. With the establishment of par- 
cels post carriers would be required to deliver merchandise sent 
from outside merchants even though it came in carload lots, re- 
gardless of the condition of roads or interfering with their 
prompt delivery of other mail; and the only way the local mer- 
chant could have his merchandise delivered would be by paying 
full postage—the same rate as the merchant a thousand miles 
away, who would be near the factory and would have less 
freight to pay to his place of business, and, of course, could 
afford to undersell the local merchant by reason of this dis- 
crimination. 

How would the parcels post operate in our rural districts with 
rural free delivery service? Suppose the weight limit is fixed at 
50 pounds, and some mail-order house made a special price, say, 
on sugar, and fifty patrons on one route each ordered 50 pounds, 
and all would be shipped and delivered on one day. The rural 
free-delivery carrier would have, besides his ordinary mail, 2,5 
pounds of sugar to deliver, which would require from one to 
three teams, according to the condition of the roads. With 
this freight service added to the mail business, would you ex- 
pect the carriers to continue their services at $720 per year? 
Certainly not. I believe the general opinion is that the carriers 
are now underpaid. In many instances I believe their salaries 
should be increased eyen under present conditions. 

We now have a deficit of nearly $15,000,000. Are we now 
to go headlong into a losing proposition that may incur a deficit 
of hundreds of millions of dollars? No; before considering 
that proposition let us first endeavor to reduce the expenses. 
First, give attention to the prices paid the transportation com- 
panies, and if possible rearrange the whole service so as to 
enable the Government to compete with private enterprises 
engaged in a like business. When that has been done, then 
there will be time to talk about going into the freight and 
express business; but not now, when we are confronted with 
the cold facts that it means a loss of from 1 to 400 per cent on 
every dollar’s worth of business, and, besides, absolutely the 
discontinuance of the rural free delivery and city free delivery 
service. 

I submit to you unless the cost of carrying and handling the 
mail can be greatly reduced the Government can not in justice 
to all concerned go into the express and freight business, such 
as is commonly called “ parcels post.” 

In conclusion, I want to enter a protest against the delivery 
of mail to boxes by number alone. In this connection I want 
to make myself clear that I have no quarrel with the Post- 
Office Department or anybody connected therewith. The De- 
partment has at its head very excellent, accommodating, affable, 
pleasing, courteous, and competent gentlemen; men of energy, 
integrity, judgment, and ability; and the same can be said of 
all connected therewith so far as I know. The Department 
can not be held responsible for excessive prices paid the rail- 


road companies or expenditures in general. Congress appro- 
priates the money and in most cases specifies how money shall 
be expended, and it must shoulder the responsibility. i 

As to the delivery of mail matter numbered, I understand that 
mail matter simply numbered is not delivered to boxes with a 
corresponding number; but I have at various times protested 
against, and will continue to protest against, any law or rule 
requiring the delivery of mail simply numbered, leaving off the 
name of the person for whom it is intended. To illustrate the 
feeling in this matter I will put it as the proposition was put 
to me by a farmer who called to enter his protest against this 
method. He had been ordered to number his box. He said he 
had no objection to the numbering of the box, but protested 
against being addressed by number. He said that he believed 
he was entitled to more civil treatment, and made the point 
that the code of etiquette and law of decency requires that 
every gentleman and lady shall be addressed by his or her name, 
and that only scrub animals are referred to by number. If a 
registered or fine animal is advertised, offered for sale, or re- 
ferred to, the name is added to the number; if a pen of scrub 
animals is offered it is generally by number. It appealed to 
me that there was much force in his argument, and it is fair to 
assume that the people of your district and my district are 
7 to as much consideration and respect as high-class 
animals. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Does the gentleman want any more time? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I do not care to deprive other Members of 
their time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may have ten minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has no control of the time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is a great misfortune, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. There was an order made this morning 
dividing the time between the gentleman from New York and 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. SHERMAN. May I ask the Chair to inform me how the 
division of time now stands? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has con- 
sumed an hour and forty-three minutes and the gentleman from 
Texas has consumed an hour and thirty-five minutes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa who has just spoken ten minutes out of my time. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I had asked the gentleman if he had de- 
sired further time, and he said he did not. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I am very grateful to the gentlemen, Mr. 
Chairman, but I understand that the time is limited and that 
there are others who desire to speak. I have already consumed 
considerable time; and as there is so much to be said on this 
subject and it would take hours to cover all that is involved in 
the question, I do not feel justified in proceeding further at this 
time, but will ask permission to have printed in the RECORD a 
communication from the Post-Office Department. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. We are very much interested. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will not ask for any more time. 

The communication referred to is as follows: 


POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
FOURTH ASSISTANT POSTMASTER-GENERAL, 
r; Washington, February 20, 1906. 
Hon. G. N. HAUGEN, 
House of Representatives. 

Sin: In compliance with your request of February 13, you will find 
inclosed list of rural delivery routes in your district, showing total 
number of routes in operation, number ordered established, and number 
adversely reported. here are no pending 1 pe aren : 

The list furnished in October last is herewith returned. 

Very respectfully, 
P. V. De Graw, 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster-General. 
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Rural-delivery service in the Fourth Iowa district—Continued. 
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Turkey River 


-|| Ventura 
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to land- warrant- 


Ave weight of mails day car- | lowable 
al ccc cathe length of route. under 


600 pounds k 
500 pounds to 1,000 pounds. 
1,000 pounds 
1,000 pounds to 1,500 pounds 
1,500 pounds 


No allowance is made for weights not justifying the addition of $1, 


Rates allowable per mile per annum for use of railway post-office cars 
when aut. d. 


Railway post-office cars, 40 feet 
Railway post-office cars, 45 feet 
Railway post-office cars, 50 feet a 
Railway post-office cars, 55-60 feet ________+ _________do____ 


To constitute a “line” of railway post-office cars between given 


points, sufficient railway post-office cars must be provided and run to 
make a trip daily each way between those points. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Iowa may continue his remarks in the RECORD, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has that permission under 
the order adopted yesterday. á 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, in view of 
the fact that in my opinion the Committee on Immigration will 
report a substantial measure for the restriction of immigration, 
it is my desire to get as much time for debate on that question 


ee daily line.. $25.00 
tea X 530. 00 
40. 00 


as possible. I know if that bill comes before the House there 
will be an immense demand for the time allotted to debate, so I 
take this opportunity to express my views, and shall be glad to 
be interrupted by any gentleman who wishes to ask a question. 

The humanitarian urges us not to restrict immigration, be- 
cause our forefathers had the advantage of a free country into 
which to come as pioneers and found for themselyes homes in a 
new world, and because America should ever be a land of 
refuge for the oppressed and for the ambitious man. But go 
down to Ellis Island any afternoon when a ship from Genoa is 
coming in; watch that long line of assisted and semicontract 
labor passing the inspectors, and then try to pick out one man in 
five who lo like a hearty self-respecting pioneer, and not like 
a man brought here under a contract expressed or implied. 
But, says the practical man, these men are all needed; there is a 
demand for their labor; if there were no demand, how could 
they come here and get jobs? Well, there is no question that 
over 1,000,000 came here last year and got jobs yielding, under 
present conditions, a very fair living. 

But times are very prosperous now. When times are hard 
what is to become of this vast population which has come into 
our land? Some of it will go home, perhaps, but the bulk of it 
will remain to compete with our own people for limited oppor- 
tunities of employment. 

There is an unlimited demand for labor if very low wages 
are paid. We all could build railroads if the wages were not 
too high. So, when the practical man says that the restriction 
of immigration will interfere with new enterprises by restrict- 
ing the labor supply, is that observation anything more than 
an expression of fear as to the cheapness of his labor supply? 
It may be very true that if he can not get cheap labor many 
valuable enterprises must be stopped because there is not the 
cheap labor to carry them on. It may be that those enterprises 
not only would inure to the promoter’s benefit, but to the bene- 
fit of many other people as well. Still, would not the indicated 
line of reasoning obtain if you were to cut existing wages in 
the United States in half? Would not many enterprises at once 
be undertaken because they could be made profitable with 
cheaper labor? Undoubtedly so. Undoub y many men would 
profit; and yet no sane man would think it good for this coun- 
try to reduce wages one-half. 

How often we hear the argument that as each new race 
comes in it lifts up the others. Well, I will admit that in the 
past there has been that tendency; but we have 80,000,000 
people here now, and that is too great a number for a super- 
structure. Only a small part of 80,000,000 can be employers or 
shopkeepers or foremen. I do not believe it is any longer true 
that the incoming races are pushing up all of those already in, 
but I think, on the contrary, that you are subjecting our work- 
men striving to maintain their standard of wages to a competi- 
tion which is unfair. 

Our immigration officials lay a great deal of stress on the 
question of the distribution of immigration. They point to the 
fact that over half of these aliens settle in New York and Penn- 
Sylvania, and yet that throughout the West and the South there 
is a demand for labor. Immigration, however, does not go 
there, and they say that there ought to be a remedy. 

In my opinion, there can not be any remedy except natural 
laws. Immigrants do not stop in New York and Philadelphia 
because they are put there. They stop because there is a de- 
mand for them there, and because they can get higher wages 
and more steady employment than if they went somewhere else. 
It is foolish to say that these immigrants congest our large 
centers and become charges upon the community. It is not 
true. There were 315,000 immigrants settled in New York State 
last year, one year’s importation alone, and yet only 12,000 
aliens, all told, are in the penal and charitable institutions of 
the State. In Pennsylvania less than 6,000 aliens, all told, are 
in charitable or penal institutions, and yet 210,000 last year 
alone settled in Pennsylvania. I think that we must accept the 
fact as demonstrated beyond doubt that those people stay in 
Pennsylvania and stay in New York on account of economic 
reasons. 

At the immigration conference in New York again and again 
I heard speakers tell of the demand for labor in the West and 
in the South. In private conversation with the speakers I gen- 
erally found that steady jobs were not offered, or else that 
the rate of wages was lower. Under present conditions in the 
South, I found that in the cotton mills the rate of wages was 
fairly high and that the employment was steady. I say to you, 
Mr. Chairman, that if the rate of wages now obtaining in some 
of the southern cotton mills continues the question of their 
labor supply will be solved by migration from Fall River and 
other northern places. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, is it or is it not true that 
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a majority of the Hugarians and Italians coming into the 
United States now are peasants and agricultural laborers? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Nearly a majority. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then does the gentleman know any good 
reason why these idle men, with agricultural training behind 
them, should not be directed by immigration laws to the idle 
lands in the South and in the West? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I can refer 
the gentleman to the Manufacturers’ Record, published in the 
city of Baltimore, July 20 last. This contains a symposium of 
views collected all over the South, from all sorts of men, show- 
ing what results have obtained when the attempt has been made 
to connect the jobless man with the manless job. You will find 
almost Invariably 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman has misunderstood me. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I think I understood the 
gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. He is stating his position too broadly. I 
am not undertaking to connect the jobless man with the manless 
job. I am undertaking to connect the idle agricultural mau 
with the idle acre. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Continuing with what 
I was saying, the symposium shows that when these foreign 
arrivals haye been settled in various parts of the South by 
somewhat artificial means, such as the intervention of State 
immigration agents, they frequently do not stay. Many proceed 
at once to the city, where they find permanent employment and 
conditions existing which, rightly or wrongly, they desire. It 
is not to be wondered at that they prefer the city. If there was 
any medicine that I could inject into the Yankee boys in my 
district to keep them in the country instead of having them 
flock to the city I should be glad to know it. I do not expect 
these aliens to have any less predilection for the city than those 
Yankee boys. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the gentleman allow an interruption? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman states that it is impossible, 
in his opinion, to so scatter the immigrants that they will not 
settle in the crowded cities of the United States. In a bill that 
I had the pleasure of offering, and which rests in the Immigra- 
tion Committee, I proposed to allow or permit the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor to prevent these men from immigrating 
into this country unless they will scatter throughout the 
States—in other words, to prevent their settling where there is 
80 per cent foreign population now existing; not to allow them 
to settle in any city or town where there is 30 per cent of for- 
eign population at present. : 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I have 
given that proposition no thought, but, as stated by the gentle- 
man, I-should say it was all moonshine. To go on, in accord- 
ance with suggestions of Commissioner Sargent, after a close 
examination and full hearing, two bills for the better distribn- 
tion of immigrants have been introduced, one of them by my 
collengue on the committee, Mr. Hayes, of California, and the 
other by myself. In my opinon, neither of them amounts to 
much as a practical measure for distribution against the cur- 
rent of supply and demand. 5 

Now, in discussing immigration matters, people who have not 
given study to the subject fail to appreciate the difference be- 
tween selection of immigration and restriction of immigration. 
For instance, we have laws which exclude those who are likely 
to become paupers, those who have certain physical defects, 
loathsome diseases, and the iike. Those are selective laws. 
Then we have the contract-labor law, which is a restrictive law, 
tending to cut down the numbers that are coming in, irrespective 
of whether aliens have certain given mental, moral, or physical 
qualifications. 

Then we have the $2 head tax. That is an excellent thing 
as a revenue measure, but is not a success either in the direction 
of selection or of restriction. 

The proposed educational test, which I believe to be good 
as far as it goes, is both a selective and a restrictive measure, 
but it does not begin to be restrictive enough. I do not believe 
it would accomplish what I want to see accomplished, which is 
a horizontal cut right through the center of our immigration. 
Now, if it is selection that the people of the United States want, 
pass the Dillingham bill. I understand from immigration au- 
thorities that if that had been in operation last year it might 
have cut down the immigration a few thousand. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman allow me an inquiry? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts, Certainly. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. What does the gentleman mean by a hori- 
zontal slash? Does he refer to countries or to the number of 
immigrants? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Perfectly irrespective of 


race, religion, or country, as I will show the gentleman if my 
time does not run out. A head tax would operate alike on one 
country as on another. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. I do not know if the gentleman has con- 
sidered this proposition; if immigrants from foreign countries 
should be prohibited from coming here, have we any class of 
people in this country who, from generation to generation, 
would do what we ordinarily call the “common work,” what 
some people call the “ servants’ work?” 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. If we pay enough they 
will do it, and if we haven’t anybody else to do it we have got 
to do it ourselves. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Is it not true that there never was a coun- 
try that we know anything about where what we call“ society“ 
is so much in a state of unrest from bottom to top as it is in this 
country? Has it not been the case for many years that people 
born in one State insist on getting up and moving to another 
State? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The gentleman means the 
tendency to migration? 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Not only to migration, but a tendency to 
elevate one’s self in one’s work, a constant tendency to elevate 
one’s standing in the community. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. There is no question but 
that has been the history in time past. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. So that there is to be nothing left at the 
bottom. Is not that the situation? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I believe we can put the 
bottom on a higher plane. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield to 
a suggestion and to a question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. SHERLEY. I want to suggest to the gentleman that one 
of the troubles seems to be that immigration is forced into 
this country by virtue of the greed of steamship companies, 
They undertake to procure immigrants for the money that is to 
be made out of transporting them. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I do not think that the 
principal trouble. I think it is an element in the question. If 
my time does not run out, I think the gentleman will sec 
later that I give due weight to steamship activity, but that I 
point out a cause a good deal deeper. 

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman must not misunderstand 
me— 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I quite understand the 
gentleman’s point, but that he will see I am coming to later— 
the question of what the motive force is which brings an in- 
dividual in here. 

Mr. SHERLEY. If the gentleman will permit me, I do not 
want to take up his time unless he desires—— 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I want to discuss this 
question and I am glad to have any question asked. Now, at 
the risk of making my speech wrong end foremost, I can explain 
somewhat to the gentleman my theory as to the basic cause for 
our gigantie immigration. 

Mr. SHERLEY. If the gentleman will permit me, it might 
save his time and mine if he will allow me to suggest my 
inquiry without his undertaking to determine what it is before 
hearing it, and that is this: That being one of the causes—not 
the controlling cause—which brings much undesirable immigra- 
tion, could we not, to some extent, remedy the matter by a 
law restricting the number of immigrants on each ship? Would 
we not thereby circumvent the greed of the shipowner, as the 
allotted number would readily take passage without special in- 
ducement, and those only would come who desire to emigrate of 
their own initiative? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Well, Mr. Chairman, we 
have to some extent restricted the number of passengers for a 
great many years under our navigation laws. Canada has 
tried it in the case of the Chinese, but she charges Chinamen 
a $500 head-tax as well. 

To go on, if the people want only selection, why we can pass 
any number of little bills providing that an alien be excluded 
if he has poor physique, is an imbecile, and the like. There 
were 279 certified at Ellis Island last year for poor physique. 
We might have excluded them under the Dillingham bill. There 
were 47 imbeciles admitted at the same port; but what does 
all that, amount to? We can exclude a few thousand by se- 
lective measures, but if we really want restrictive measures 
and seriously desire to cut down our immigration we have 
got a fight on our hands, and it is none too soon to begin. We 
shall be fought at every stage. The steamship companies and 
the large transportation lines might put up a mock battle against 
some of these unimportant selective bills, with a view to keep- 
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ing us as long as possible at the soup before we get at the meat, 
but if we try to get a real restrictive measure through Con- 
gress we shall have every transportation line and every steam- 
ship line trying to stop us, and it will not be any sham battle. 
I for one would rather see a real restrictive bill reported to this 
House and beaten than pass half a dozen of those little, unim- 
portant selective bills, which merely tend to raise the quali- 
fications of a few thousand people. 

You will find plenty of people to allege that the trouble 
is not with our immigration laws, but with their enforcement. 
That is a very easy thing to say. Anyone who has not been 
as much at Ellis Island as has my friend the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Goutpen] and as I have been might suppose 
that there was something in the statement. There is nothing 
in it at all, however. I take pleasure in saying that the officers 
of our Marine-Hospital Service who examine the immigrants 
physically and the inspectors of our Immigration Bureau who 
do the rest enforce the laws as well as they can be enforced. 
Their failure to enforce the law arises from the nature of the 
case. They fall down not on the physical side, but owing to the 
impossibility of executing our contract-labor law and our 
ny against the admission of people likely to become a public 

arge. 

Mr. Chairman, how much more time have I remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has five minutes remain- 


ing. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Then, Mr. Chairman, I 
will take up this question of our contract-labor law, without 
going into the medical end of the question. I should be glad 
to describe to you the exact system of medical inspection, be- 
cause I believe it is practically sound, no matter what anybody 
else may say. That is an individual opinion, howeyer. Our 
laws against the admission of contract labor break down utterly. 
Two-thirds of our adult male immigrants, in my opinion, come 
under contract, express or implied. I heard that statement 
doubted the other day on the floor of the House. I think two 
of the Members from New York were amongst those who 
doubted it, so I desire to read one or two pieces of evidence 
which may be material: 

Mr. GARDNER. Now, as a matter of fact, do you not think a very 
targo ste pier = the labor that comes into this country comes under 

r BENENE. I think there is no question about it, Mr. Gardner. 
(From page 69 of Commissioner Sargent's testimony before the Immi- 
gration Committee.) 
in obs in the report of Commissioner Williams, of New York, 
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A ve reentage of the present immigration is of the assisted 
3 $ 105, Annual Report of Commissioner-General of Immigra- 
on for 


I quote 8 Inspector Marcus Braun's report of his inyesti- 
gations abroad, page 27: 
Furthermore, these immigrants are mostly contract laborers. 


He is referring, as the context will show, to immigrants from 
eastern and southern Europe. I have evidence here of the same 
tenor from Mr. Campbell, of the Bureau of Immigration. I 
think any man who goes down to Ellis Island and uses his 
eyes and hears these people answer the inspectors would be con- 
vinced that the contract-labor law is nearly inoperative. But 
how can the inspector prove it in any individual case? The 
inspector stands there with the manifest in front of him, the 
answers stamped or written in. He asks the immigrant a 
series of questions. The immigrant answers him exactly in 
the words of the manifest. The inspector asks whether any- 
body has given him money for his passage and the immigrant 
says “No.” He asks him if he has come there under a con- 
tract, and receives the same reply. Then they cross-examine 
the immigrant, often by another interpreter. Unless that immi- 
grant has been very badly schooled or is very stupid, or unless 
some suspicious circumstance arises, nobody can say that he 
ought to be excluded. Perhaps too many aliens are billed to 
the same address. That is suspicious, and the men are held 
for a board of special inquiry, sitting the next day. Once in 
a while, but not often, they are able to show a strong proba- 
bility that those men are contract laborers. As a matter of 
fact, I think we sent home 1,164 contract laborers out of an 
immigration of a million last year. Yet I do not believe that 
any man who has looked into the question believes that much 
less than two-thirds of our adult immigrants are indeed con- 
tract laborers. Now to come to the question of remedy. 

How much time have I, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be permitted to conclude his speech. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has no authority to grant ad- 
ditional time. 


Mr. SHERMAN. The gentleman has authority to print, and 
I desire to state to the gentleman from Massachusetts that I 
promised what little time I have remaining 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I tis understand the 
situation. If the gentleman will yield me one minute, I desire 
to make a statement. Whereas, Mr. Chairman, I should be 
very glad to print the rest of my ideas, I much prefer to take 
time on another appropriation bill to discuss this matter before 
the House. I am not making this speech especially for circula- 
tion, but because I want to discuss with the House the question 
of immigration. I shall be glad to ask for more time some 
other day. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. VOLSTEAD]. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the atten- 
tion of the House to the proposition pending before it for methyl- 
ated or denatured alcohol for use tax free as an industrial 
agent. In my judgment, the enactment of this measure into 
law has in it as much of real promise for the public good as any 
other measure pending before this House. It would create a 
new industry that in time would place in the pockets of the peo- 
ple millions of dollars and add immeasurably to their comfort 
and convenience. 

While I desire to call your attention briefly to some of the 
uses to which alcohol can be put, I wish first to offer some ob- 
servations as to svwhether it is practical to enact this law. 

At the outset let me say that I am not urging this law in the 
interest of a reduced tax upon alcohol for use in the beverages. 
That tax is needed and I believe should be retained in prefer- 
ence to taxes that affect the necessaries of life. The proposi- 
tion that I make is to permit the use of alcohol free of revenue 
tax after it has been rendered unfit to drink by mixing it with 
the poisonous wood alcohol or other like ingredients, In the 
present state of our reyenues I do not believe that it would be 
advisable to attempt to secure free alcohol for use even in drugs 
or medicines. 

The question of whether the character of denatured alcohol 
can be preserved so as to prevent its use as a beverage in place 
of the taxed article appears to be the one question of most 
importance. This is not a new question, but one that has 
received the most careful consideration in this and other 
countries. Though the best chemical skill and appliances have 
been employed in an effort to prove that denatured alcohol 
can be purified, I believe that it can be said without fear of 
contradiction that not a single experiment has been made show- 
ing that it is practical to entirely remove the peculiar odor and 
taste from denatured alcohol so that the fraud could not be 
readily detected if an attempt should be made to dispose of it 
in place of the taxed article. It is asserted on very high au- 
thority that denatured alcohol can not be purchased and restored 
so as to be suitable for use as a beyerage at a price less than the 
cost of alcohol, including the revenue tax added. It would be 
necessary not only to pay for the original production of the 
alcohol, but for a number of distillations requiring extra skill 
with special appliances, much more difficult than for the original 
distillation before denatured alcohol could be used for any 
kind of drink, and even then the telltale smell and taste of the 
elements used for denaturing would remain to accuse and con- 
vict. These investigations have satisfied nearly every civilized 
country that alcohol can be denatured so that it can be used for 
industrial purposes free of tax without danger to the revenue 
from alcohol used for beverages. Of the great industrial and 
commercial powers the United States alone has refused to be 
convinced, and is to-day a conspicuous example of a country ad- 
hering to an illiberal and unprogressive policy. Substantially 
the same objections that can be made to tax-free denatured alco- 
hol in this country can be made to it in the European countries. 
There, as here, alcoholic spirits for use as beverages bear a 
heavy tax for the support of the Government. The only 
difference that has been urged is that in Europe the popula- 
tion is more dense and more closely under police surveillance 
than here. This, in my judgment, is not a material difference. 
Our thorough system of communication and ever active and 
aggressive news agencies serve to expose crime, which is all 
that is necessary, as the personal interest that every citizen 
in a free country has in enforcing the law renders police sur- 
veillance unnecessary. Among those who obey the law there 
are always those who profit by the enforcement of the law. 
If police surveillance should be considered necessary, you have 
in the postmasters and mail carriers an agency that comes in 
touch with every man, woman, and child in the land almost 
daily, a means for securing practically without cost information 
that would surely lead to detection and punishment. In a bill 
that I have drawn on this subject I have suggested the possi- 
bility of this agency. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
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does not appear to think that there would be any advantage 
in a sparsely settled locality for restoring this denatured alco- 
hol. He said in a hearing before the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee a few days ago, in discussing this subject, that he did not 
think there would be any more danger of fraud than we have 
now by reason of illicit practice in distilling, and added: 

I suppose the purification of this denatured alcohol would require the 
very finest type of still and everything of that kind. It would be diffi- 
cut to find a place where they could operate it. They could not operate 
it in the mountains; they would have to go up in the tenth story of 
some building where they could haye modern implements. 

It is fear of punishment and not the difficulty of committing 
crime that prevents the criminally inclined from breaking the 
law. The distillation of alcohol from sweet wines or other 
substances is much easier than from denatured alcohol, and 
much safer, as the product would not offer any means for detec- 
tion. That the danger to the revenues has been exaggerated 
appears evident from the fact that to-day about three and one- 
half million gallons of alcohol is used tax free to fortify sweet 
wines. These wines contain about 25 per cent alcohol; still 
there has been no complaint that this alcohol has been distilled 
from the wine, a thing that could easily be done, and, it would 
seem, at great profit. 

But it does not seem necessary to speculate on this ques- 
tion, as the experience of years ought to be considered as 
having settled it. The European countries haye operated under 
such laws for many years and have found so little trouble 
with the anticipated fraud on the revenues that instead of 
increasing they have from time to time relaxed their restric- 
tions, and instead of adding more material to denature it 
they are adding less. England, which collects a larger reve- 
nue per gallon than we do on alcoholic liquors, has just com- 
pleted an investigation of this whole subject by a commission 
that has recommended that the material for denaturing be 
reduced one-half or more, and that the restrictions upon the 
sale and use of denatured alcohol be relaxed. Germany is 
still more liberal. Can we afford to confess that our people are 
so lawless or the Government so incompetent that this measure 
of so much importance to the people can not be permitted to 
pass? Why not suppress the silver dollar and the greenback to 
prevent counterfeiting and forgery? The arguments that 
would apply to one position would no doubt apply to the other. 

The time has come when the necessity for this relief is 
becoming more and more pressing. With wasteful indifference 
the supply of fuel is, in many localities, rapidly being exhausted. 
Fuel, on account of its bulky nature, is difficult to transport to 
any great distance and, as a consequence, in many localities the 
price is very high and rapidly increasing. The people are 
anxiously looking for relief and have, in my locality, given 
serious consideration to the use of peat as a fuel. Every mail 
brings letters urging free denatured alcohol as a possible remedy. 
It is believed that if denatured alcohol is given the same con- 
siderate treatment as it is accorded in Germany the day is not 
very distant when many sections will produce the aleohol needed 
for light and, to some extent, for heat and power. To do that it 
would, of course, be necessary to produce alcohol at a much less 
figure than that at which it is sold to-day. That this is possible 
seems perfectly evident. The records of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue show that first-class distilleries produce about 
5 gallons of proof spirits to every bushel of corn and it is known 
that the by-products more than pay for the cost of distillation. 
This would make the cost of alcohol, 90 per cent pure, about 11 
cents per gallon if produced from corn at 30 cents per bushel; 
but call it 15 cents per gallon, or one-half of the price of a 
bushel of corn. Alcohol has been sold in this country at 20 
cents per gallon plus the tax. But it should be borne in mind 
that though corn is the usual material for the production of 
alcohol for use as a beverage, it is not likely that it would be 
used for the production of denatured alcohol, as such alcohol 
can be produced much more cheaply from other materials. 
Alcohol produced from potatoes is not so desirable for drinking 
purposes as that from corn, but is equally serviceable for indus- 
trial purposes. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Wilson, has lately called 
attention to the fact that an ordinary crop of potatoes will 
produce twice as much alcohol as an ordinary crop of corn, and 
that the amount of alcohol produced from the ordinary potato 
may be largely increased, if not doubled, by planting potatoes 
especially suited for this purpose. He said that it would be 
within bounds to say that 500 gallons of alcohol 95 per cent pure 
could be produced from one acre of potatoes. He also called 
attention to the fact that the corn stalks from an acre of ripe 
corn would produce more alcohol than the corn itself. Without 
referring to other sources of supply, such as beets, sweet pota- 
toes, yams, and cassayas equally serviceable, it is evident that 
alcohol can be produced and sold at a cost so small that it 


would readily compete with the present price of gasoline and 
kerosene in many localities. This is not a matter of mere guess. 
What has been done in other countries can be done here. In 
Germany alcohol has been sold as low as 12 cents per gallon, 
and is being largely used there for light, heat, and power. The 
conditions in Cuba are still more favorable, and alcohol there 
serves the same purposes at a still lower figure. It has been 
urged that the material for producing alcohol can not be raised 
as cheaply here as in Germany because of the difference in price 
of labor. This may be true of the production of beets, but it 
is certainly not true of potatoes, which can be planted, culti- 
yated, dug, and placed in the wagon box for market by ma- 
chinery. It is a product of the cheapest kind of land with 
practically no hand labor. America beats the world in that 
kind of productions. To get this fuel as cheaply as possible I 
believe you should allow small distilleries on the cooperation 
plan, such as they have in some European countries, so that the 
farm products can be hauled directly from the farms to the dis- 
tillery, and the alcohol taken from the distillery to be used 
after being denatured without the addition of too much cost for 
transportation. In this way you can no doubt haye very cheap 
alcohol. So judging by the experience in Germany this law 
would afford the farmers a yery important market, as it would 
no doubt soon double the present production of alcoholic spirit. 
Almost 30,000,000 bushels of grain besides a large amount of 
sirup is now used annually for the production of alcohol. This 
means a large market, one that will be constantly expand- 
ing and against which no hostile tariff can interfere. The 
president of the Great Northern Railway Company said a few 
years ago that the oriental market for some 5,000,000 bushels 
of wheat had increased the price of wheat here at least 5 cents 
per bushel. If that was true, what then can be said of the 
effect of this demand? 

People who have not given this matter any consideration may 
feel that these claims are extravagant, and for fear that some 
may think that mý views need corroboration I wish to call your 
attention to a statement made a few days ago by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, Mr. Wilson. He said, in part, before the Ways 
and Means Committee of this House: 

In the future—it may be some time in the future—the time will cer- 
tainly come when the world will have to look to agriculture for the 
1 of its fuel, its light, and its power. It seems to me that 

rough the medium of alcohol agriculture can furnish in the most con- 
venient form for use of man this absolutely necessary source of supply. 
I believe, therefore, that the utilization of alcohol the arts ona in 
the industries, under such restrictions as would safeguard the fiscal 
— 5 of the United States Government, would prove not only a great 
stimulus to the manufacturers, but a great benefit to agriculture. 

United States Consul-General F. H. Mason, of Berlin, speaking 
in a special consular report of the use of alcohol in Germany, 


says: 
At its present price of 15 marks = hectoliter (about 13 cents per 
gallon) it compe economically with steam and all other forms of 


in engines of less than 20 horsepower for thrashing, 

all other kinds of farm work, so that a large percentage 
of the spirit potea in agricultural districts remote from coal fields 
is consumed the district where it is grown. The motor for farm 
use is tightly inclosed and absolutely free from danger of fire. 

He also speaks of alcohol engines as having advantages over 
other engines in that they are immediately ready for operation, 
clean and free from odors, and possessing greater economy of 
maintenance. In this he is strongly corroborated by the dis- 
tinguished scientist, Prof. Elihu Thompson. 

The denatured alcohol is especially suited for the production 
of light One gallon of this alcohol will produce twice as much 
light as a gallon of kerosene. The alcohol lamp does not smoke 
or gum. It is easily cleaned and with a Welsbach burner gives 
a strong white light closely resembling an electric light. Hun- 
dreds of millions of gallons of kerosene are used each year in 
this country for light, while a much better and cheaper light 
could be supplied from alcohol. In Germany an alcohol heating 
stove is made and used. It is said to give very good results and 
at a yery low figure for cost. Such a stove could, no doubt, be 
used here to great advantage. Of late the internal combustion 
engine has come rapidly into general use. The demand for it is 
very great. It is wanted, among other things, for pumping 
water, grinding feed, sawing wood, elevating grain, turning 
printing presses, and running machines in small mills, shops, 
and factories. It is wanted for automobiles. The only fuel 
available at this time for the operation of this engine is 
gasoline. The supply of gasoline is limited, as it is a by-product 
of kerosene. The petroleum of the South and West produces 
very little gasoline, while the petroleum of the Hast only pro- 
duces 5 to 10 per cent. It has become necessary to find a market 
for immense quantities of kerosene to be able to produce at a 
profit a sufficient amount of gasoline. The demand for this 
gasoline has been very great. Some has been imported and the 
price has risen rapidly, so that in my locality it is sold as high 
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as 20 to 25 cents per gallon. -If the demand for these engines is 
to be met it is necessary to find some other fuel than gasoline. 
Alcohol answers the purpose and has many advantages over it. 
It is said to give more power than gasoline, is cleaner, produces 
no disagreeable odors, is more reliable, and can be handled with- 
out danger of explosion and fire. 

It is the ideal fuel for the farm engine. Give this alcohol to 
use free of revenue tax and you will gradually see a cheaper, 
cleaner, and better lamp replacing the kerosene lamp; the 
alcohol stove free from the disagreeable odor of gasoline and 
much safer than the gasoline stove will be used for cooking 
and to quite an extent for heating. The alcohol engine will be 
doing duty everywhere; the automobile needs it to make pos- 
sible and secure its future. Some day it may draw our plows, 
harvest and thresh our crops, as it is now doing to quite an 
extent in Germany. Many industries now suffering for lack 
of this cheap industrial agent will profit immensely. -But it is 
not necessary to enumerate the advantages, as they must be 
apparent to all. 

No doubt alcohol has in the ages past been more of a curse 
than a blessing, but I believe the day is at hand when the 
temperance people can work hand in hand with the distillers 
for the production of alcohol, not for drink, but for indus- 
trial uses, not to impoverish and debase, but to enrich and 
bless with the comforts and conveniences of life. It appears 
clear to me that there is no justice in retaining this tax 
which affords but a meager revenue, as the tax is so high that 
the use of grain alcohol is prohibited for the purposes for which 
denatured alcohol can be used. The wood alcohol has taken its 
place. Careful estimates would indicate that only from three 
to five hundred thousand dollars in reyenue would be lost by 
enacting this law. The added stimulus given business by allow- 
ing tax free alcohol would no doubt in a large measure recoup 
this loss. A small tax upon the alcohol now used free of tax 
to fortify sweet wines, as recommended by the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue, would, I believe, more than make up the 
loss. This tax simply serves to shackle a great industry and to 
take away from the people a great opportunity. 

Those engaged in producing wood alcohol, kerosene, and 
gasoline are profiting largely by this tax on industrial al- 
cohol, and are of course opposed to this law. In 1896 it 
appeared in the hearings before the joint committee of Con- 
gres investigating this subject of denatured alcohol that the 
wood-aleohol people were an absolute monopoly, with power 
to fix prices arbitrarily without reference to the cost of the 
product. They bad for years sold one-fourth of their product 
in foreign countries at a net price to them of about 27 cents per 
gallon, while they sold their product in this country for more 
than double that amount. The claim was made that their sales 
in foreign countries were at a loss, a thing I doubt very much. 
The sales were made at the European price to meet competi- 
tion there, and it would seem to me that with our cheaper mate- 
rial for the production of wood alcohol it could be made as 
ebeaply here as in Europe. I need not argue that this tax 
should not be retained on industrial alcohol to protect the pro- 
ducer of kerosene and gasoline. If there is anyone interested 
in the Standard Oil Company, let him make his plea for that 
company. The wood-alecohol trust and the Standard Oil trust 
ovght not to prevail against a legislation so manifestly in the 
interest of fair play. They can not reasonably ask or expect 
that an industry with such vast possibilities for public good 
shall forever remain shackled for their special benefit. How 
quickly would they resent and condemn a tax upon their prod- 
ucts; how strongly would they not urge its repeal? Let not 
past injustices be urged as an excuse for further injustices. 
No man has a vested right to retain the benefits of an unjust 
law at the expense of the public. The enactment of this law 
would not, in my judgment, destroy the wood-alcohol factories 
or send Rockefeller to the poorhouse. The production of wood 
alcohol and petroleum will continue to be necessary, but this law 
will tend to keep their prices within some reasonable limit. We 
are only asking that denatured alcohol shall haye the same 
opportunity as the articles with which it comes in competition, 
the same opportunity as every other honest industry. We ask 
that an unfair law behind which monopolies shelter shall be 
repealed for the public good. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield a minute to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I just simply desire to reply 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] as to his 
statement that the scheme as proposed in my bill to restrict 
immigration was all moonshine. I desire to state, if he will 
take the trouble to read the bill that I have presented in Con- 
gress, he will find out whether it is all moonshine or not. He 


will find that it is the most restrictive and drastic measure that 
has ever been presented to this House, in my estimation. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I apologize 
to the gentleman for making an impolite statement in the heat 
of debate. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am very much obliged to the gentleman. I 
have no doubt he did not mean it in that sense, but I wanted 
the Members of the House-to understand, and therefore I will in- 
sert my bill in the Recorp, so that the Members can get at the 
facts in the case. It is as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there shall be levied, collected, and paid a 
duty of $10 for each and es ee not a citizen of the Phitea 
States or of the Dominion of Canada, the Republic of Cuba, or of the 
Republic of Mexico who shall come by steam, sail, or other vessel from 
any foreign port to any port within the United States, or by any rail- 
way or any other mode of transportation, from foreign contiguous ter- 
ritory to the United States. The said duty shall be paid to the col- 
lector of customs of the port or customs district to which said alien 
passenger shall come, or, there be no collector at such port or dis- 
trict, then to the collector nearest thereto, by the master, agent, owner, 
or consignee of every such vessel or transportation line. The money 
thus collected shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States, and 
shall constitute a permanent appropriation, to be called the “ immigrant 
fund,” to be used under the direction of the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor to defray the expense of regulating the immigration of aliens into 
the United States under this act, including the cost of maintaining a bu- 
reau for furnishing aliens at poris of embarkation and domestic ports 
with information regarding different parts of the country, the needs 
and demands for labor therein, the resources and climate of the diferent 
sections of the country, also including the cost of reports of decisions 
of the Federal courts and digests thereof for the use of the Comm 
sioner-General of 8 the cost of translating and printing cer- 
tain parts of the immigration laws and regulations, and of printin 
application blanks and certificates of admission hereinafter provid 
for, and the salaries and expenses of all officers, clerks, and employees 
appointed especially for the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this 
act, The duty imposed iy this section shall be a lien upon the vessel 
which shall bring such allens to ports of the United States, and shali 
be a debt in favor of the United States against the owner or owners 
of such vessels, and the payment of such duty may be enforced by any 
legal or equitable remedy, The head tax herein 8 for shall not 
be levied upon aliens in transit through the United States, nor upon 
allens who have once been admitted into the United States and have 
5 the head tax who later shall go in transit from one part of the 
Jnited States to another through foreign contiguous territory: Pro- 
vided, That the Commissioner-General of Immigration, under the direc- 
tion or with the approval of the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, by 
agreement with transportation lines, as provided in section 82 of this 
act, may arrange in some other manner for the payment of the duty 
imposed by this section upon aliens seeking admission overland, either 
as to all or as to any such aliens. 

Sec. 2. That the following classes of aliens shall be excluded from ad- 
mission into the United States: All idiots, insane, or feeble-minded per- 
sons, epileptics, and persons who have at soy time previously been in- 
sane; paupers, persons Hey to become public charges; professional 
beggars ; persons afflicted with a loathsome or dangerous contagious dis- 
ease or with tuberculosis; persons who are wholly dependent for their 
support upon their own physical exertions and who are afflicted with 
a chronic disease or whose physical or mental condition is such as 
would incapacitate them for such work; persons who have been con- 
victed of a felony or other crime or misdemeanor involving moral turpi- 
tude other than a purely political offense; bigamists; anarchists, or 
persons who believe in or advocate the overthrow by force or violence 
of the Government of the United States or of all government or of all 
forms of law, or the assassination of public officials; prostitutes, and 
persons who ee or attempt to bring in prostitutes or women for 
the purpose of prostitution; those who have been within one year from 
the date of the application for admission into the United States deported 
as belng under offers, solicitations, promises, or agreements to perform 
labor or service of some kind therein; any person over 10 years of 
age who can not read and write; any person over 00 years of age who 
will be dependent upon his or her own exertions, unless be or she be 
one who has been sent for as hereinafter provided; any child under 18 
years of age unaccompanied by any parent, grandparent, or lawfully 
appointed guardian, unless such child has been sent for as hereinafter 
provided; and also any person whose ticket or passage is paid for 
with the money of another or who is assisted by others to come; but 
this section shall not be held to prevent persons who have become citi- 
zens of the United States, and who themselves are residing therein, from 
sending for a grandfather, grandmother, father, mother, brother, sister, 
child, or grandchild who is not of the foregoing excluded classes: Pro- 
vided, That skilled labor may be imported if labor of like kind unem- 
ployed can not be found in this country: And provided further, That 
the provisions of this law applicable to contract labor shall not be held 
to exclude professional actors, artists, lecturers, singers, ministers of any 
religious denomination, professors for colleges or seminaries, persons 
belonging to any recognized learned profession, or persons emploved 
strictly as personal or domestic servants: And provided further, That 
no aliens shall be admitted into the United States without first having 
obtained from the diplomatic or consular officer of the United States 
nearest his or her place of residence a certificate of admission as shall 
be hereinafter provided for. Upon receipt of application for such cer- 
tificate the diplomatic or consular officer shall furnish the applicant 
with a copy of the United States immigration laws, as well as of the 
regulations governing the admission of immigrants under the provisions 
of this act, which shall be translated in the language of the government 
to which he is aceredited, and he shall require said applicant to fill 
out and execnte under oath a formal application in triplicate, to be pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, setting forth the 
reason of the applicant's desire to become a citizen of the United States; 
his or her trade or occupation; date and place of birth; names óf his or 
her grandparents, parents, brothers, or sisters; if married, name of 
his or her wife or husband and of children and grandchildren, if any; 
present and previous residence; state of health; his or her intende 
destination in the United States, and intentions upon reaching there; 
and whether he or she is the owner of real or personal estate, and if so, 
of what description and value. With said formal application the 
diplomatic or consular officer shall also require a certificate, also in 
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triplicate of the chief officer or minister of police where such . 
resides to the effect that the applicant is under no charge of crime or 
violation of law, and has not n for a period of five erg Upon 
receipt of such application and certificate the diplomatic officer shall, if 
same in proper form, communicate (and the consular officer shall 
so act through the proper diplomatic representative) with the foreign 
office of the anne to which he is accredited with a view to ascer- 
taining whether for any reason said applicant would not be 88 
to emigrate. Upon sat g himself as to whether or not the appli- 
cant is in every Bag ay rod under the provisions of this act entitled to 
admission into e United States the diplomatic or consular officer 
shall forward the original and duplicate (retaining the triplicate for the 
records of his Aa, application and certificate, with complete 15 
to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, with h 


vested the po h 

any person not entitled to admission under the provisions of this act, 
and also, in his discretion, to persons whose intentions are to take up 
his or her residence in any cow or town having a population consist- 
ing of over 80 per cent of foreign-born residents: Provided, That such 
person is not a grandparent, parent, wife or husband, brother or sister, 
or child or grandchild of a parent already in the United States and shall 
have come after having been sent for, as herein provided; and any 
allen who shall take up his or her residence at a place other than that 
described in his or her 1 shall be guilty a misdemeanor and, 
when apprehended, shal deported in accordance with existing law. 
If the Secretary of Commerce and Labor decides that the applicant is 
entitled by law to admission he cause to be issued in duplicate 
a certificate containing a complete and accurate description of the 
applicant, his or her des tion in the United States, and the 
names of his or her DRN rents, brothers, sisters, wife or 
husband, and children and grandchildren, if any, granting to the appli- 


cant admission into the United States at an me within the period of 
ninety days after thirty days from the date thereof, provided said appli- 
cant shall be found, upon examination by immigration officers at the 


port of arrival, entitled physically and mentally to admission under the 
provisions of this act, and these shall be forwarded to the diplomatic or 
consular officer to whom the application was made. The enna a or 


consular officer shall no applicant of their eats and immediately 
prior to said applicant's 1 and upon receipt of a fee, to be 
rescribed by the Sec- 


reported and accounted for by said officer, to be 
retary of State, in the currency of the Pog a 
equivalent as is possible to $1.50 United States currency, and also of 
a certificate of good health ued by an officer of the United States 
Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service at the port of departure, 
he shall forward the original certificate to the applicant and at the 
same time the duplicate to the immigration officer at the port of arrival 
of the immigrant, for his information and guidance. No alien shall be 
admitted into the United States without a certificate provided for in 
this act, and any alien arriving without such certificate shall be re- 
turned to the country from whence he or she came, at the expense of 
the steamship or railroad company which brought him or her. 

Mr. Chairman, under this bill all that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts has been contending for is provided. A rigid 
examination is made on the other side of the water by United 
States diplomatic or consular officers. 

That is where the examination should be made and the re- 
strictions take effect, and then if the applicants for immigration 
make any false statements, or if they settle in any city or town 
having a population consisting of over 30 per cent of foreign- 
born residents they can be deported for making such false state- 
ments or settling in places from which they have been restricted. 
The gentleman states that he was not desirous of simply keep- 
ing out a few thousand indesirable aliens, but he wanted to cut 
this great influx of immigration in two. Let him help me pass 
this measure, and if it becomes a law I will guarantee that he 
will see a cut of at least 75 per cent. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAINES]. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, on yesterday the 
gentleman from lowa [Mr. Lacey] made a statement which I 
think if allowed to stand in the Record as it now reads will not 
only mislead the living, but will do grave injustice to the 
memory of the dead. On page 3496 of the Recorp the objec- 
tionable statement in question is found in the words of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey], as follows: 


oan [Andrew Jackson] was almost as good a protectionist as Henry 
ay. 


e applicant as nearly 


To get the connection I will read the RECORD, as follows: 


Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lacey. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. In the days of Henry Clay nearly all Con- 
gressmen wore homespun, didn’t they? 

Mr. Lacey. They did pot pele themselyes upon it. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. didn't they? 

Mr. Lacey. Because they did not have the American spirit Henry 


Clay had. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Was Henry Clay the only man in the United 
States at that time that had the American spirit? 

Mr. Lacey. No; Andrew Jackson decla in favor of protection to 
American industries. He was almost as good a protectionist in his 
ve Pe Henry Clay. 

r. CLARK of Missouri. I know, but the gentleman undertakes to 
make the remark on the floor of the House that riage? Clay was a 
great natural curiosity use he wore homespun othing, when 
everybody wore it. 

Mr. LACEY. Why, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who addresses me 
now has American clothing on. He also stands in American shoes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly I have, and any man who has any 
sense will buy an American suit if he can get the same quality cheaper 
than he can a foreign suit. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, I have no desire in the world to get into 
a war of words with any gentleman on the floor of this House 
for the purpose of simply warring with words or otherwise; but 
I do think that when Members of Congress—and I do not mean 
to be severe in my criticism—discuss these great questions, 
knowing the confiding public will read them, they ought not to 
voice statements that are calculated to mislead the people. I 
myself may be guilty of that which I may be indirectly accusing 
others, but I am sure it is not intentional, and am satisfied that 
with my friend from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] it is the same way; but 
the fact is that the gentleman is charging, in effect, that Henry 
Clay was always a protectionist like the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Lacey] is now; that Andrew Jackson was practically the 
same kind of a protectionist. These utterances are misleading, 
and I shall try and state the facts. 

I believe the gentleman makes a limitation by using the words 
“almost as good a protectionist in his day as Henry Clay.” 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I deny that Henry Clay either lived or 
died the kind of protectionist that the gentleman from Iowa [ Mr. 
Lacey] is now living. He was no stand-patter,“ and he, in his 
later years, when, in substance, he saw that the American man- 
ufactories were no longer “infants,” proceeded to join hands 
with the Democratic reformers, and finally he got down to 
where he used language in substance such as this—that he was 
ready to frame a tariff along the “revenue” lines of his Demo- 
cratic opponents. 

Mind you, now, I am not claiming that Mr. Clay at the begin- 
ning, say 1810, and along there when we framed a tariff for 
the purpose of excluding foreign imports to build up infant 
manufactures at home, to furnish our people with homemade 
clothing and other things, but I speak of Mr. Clay’s latter-day 
record.. In 1840, Mr. Chairman, he used this language: 

No one, Mr. President, in the commencement of the protective policy 
ever supposed that it was to be perpetual. 

The gentleman from Iowa wants it “perpetual.” He has 
associated himself, as he had a right to do, with Henry Clay as 
his foster father in protection. But Mr. Clay says it was not 
intended to make perpetual protective tariffs. Mr. Clay con- 
tinued : 

We hoped and believed that temporary protection extended to our 
infant manufactures would bring them up and enable them to with- 
stand competition with those of Europe. If the protective policy were 
entirely to cease in 1842 it would have existed twenty-six years from 
1816, or eighteen from 1824, quite as long as at either of these periods 
its friends supposed might be necessary. 

Again, in 1842, Mr. Clay 


That he said sixty-six years ago. 
said: 

Let me not be misunderstood, and let me entreat that I may not be 
misrepresented. I am not advocating the revival of a high protective 
tariff. I am abiding by the principles of the compromise act. 


No revival of a “high” protective tariff, said he. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in 1833, when Andrew Jackson was 
President, Mr. Clay in part said this: 

Now, give us time— 

Now, that sounds a little like the gentleman from Iowa in 
1906. Give us time” until our infant giants come to be major 
giants to control all the markets of the world, and then we will 
let down the tariff bars. 

Mr. Clay said: 

Now, give us time; cease all fluctuation and agitations for nine years, 
and the manufacturers in every branch will sustain themselyes against 
foreign competition. 

That was seventy-three years ago, Mr. Chairman, but still 
the gentleman from Iowa is a “stand-patter.” He would have 
protective tariff nine hundred and ninety-nine years, and have 
the tariff wall nine hundred and ninety-nine feet high. 

Away back in the early framing of our tariff laws, in 1810, 
amot at the beginning, Mr. Clay used language that reads 
thus: 

But it is important to diminish our imports, to furnish ourselves 
with clothing made by our own industry, and to cease to be dependent 
for the very coats we wear upon Torelgn: ana perhaps inimical country. 


The nation that imports its clothin abroad but little less de- 
pendent than if it imported its bread. 


Mr. Chairman, in 1810 our manufactories were “infants” if 
they ever were. But compare the tariff rates then with those 
of 1906—a mouse to a white elephant gives you a fair com- 
parison. 

The manufacturers were not to be always on infantile legs, 
and did not expect them to continue to be so, so that in 1833 
Mr. Clay says that nine years of protection is all they need. 

Once having had a good taste of protection, the manufacturers 
contended for more and “ perpetual” protection at that, which 
Mr. Clay says was not contemplated. 

Why, you let the manufacturers come in and make a part 
of one of our tariff bills, I think it was the McKinley bill. 
Senator McCreary told me himself that the manufacturers came 
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into the committee room, and he saw the handwriting of the 
manufacturers where they wrote into the face of the McKinley 
bill some of the rates of that measure. 

This was charged upon the floor of this House by the lamented 


and gifted son of West Virginia, Mr. William L. Wilson. It was 
not denied by anyone. Go read Mr. Wilson’s speech and you 
will find I quote him correctly in substance. 

In 1833 Mr. Clay, in urging the “ compromise tariff” in lieu 
of the “tariff of abominations ” of 1828—made by the wise men 
and manufacturers, and with the making of which Mr. Clay had 
nothing to do, because he was then Secretary of State, Mr. 
Clay said: 

I am anxious to find out some principle of mutual accommodation to 
satisfy, as far as practicable, both parties; to increase the stability of 
our bie, boa tian; and at some distant day—but not too distant, when we 
can take into view the magnitude of the interests which are involved 


to bring down the rate of duties to that revenue standard for which our 
opponents have so long contended. 


Yes; Jackson was a good revenue reformer; so was Henry 
Clay. Neither was a “stand-patter;” and I stand here to-day 
to remind my friend from Iowa and other “ stand-patters“ 
that they do violence when they refer to Henry Clay and claim 
he clung to anything like stand-pat protection or held any 
tax rate as sacred. 

Mr. LACEY. When Henry Clay and the other gentleman 
figured with him on the immediate effect of the compromise 
act of 1833, with an annual reduction of the tariff down to 
the revenue point, which had to run to 1837, does the gentleman 
remember what happened in 1837? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Oh, now, you want to go off on 
the question of finance and State-bank issues and panics. I 
want to discuss this one thing—tariff and Henry Clay and An- 
drew Jackson. If you want to discuss panies or finance, I will 
go back into the miserable time when the McKinley tariff pro- 
duced a deficit in 1893 or 1894 and after the Harrison Admin- 
istration had gone out and the Cleveland Administration had 
come in the Cleveland Administration on account of this deficit 
which it found had to issue bonds. I have discussed that ques- 
tion here for nine years, until I have grown gray and feel that 
I have seriously taxed the patience of the House. 

Mr. LACEY. I was going to ask the gentleman if it was not 
true that the fruits of that Clay compromise, which took away 
protection, resulted in the panic of 1837 and the worst ruin this 
country ever saw prior to the Democratic panic of 1894? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Why didn’t you go into history 
yesterday and prove that, instead of simply stating it as you 
do now in the House? You will notice that on these questions 
of such importance I do not simply get up—and I say it re- 
spectfully to my friend—I do not simply get up and say so 
and so and leave it with my own unsupported statement, but 
I go and get the records and read the proof to the House. 
There are none so deaf as those who will not listen when you 
are giving them what Paddy gave the drum, to wit, the truth. 
There is none so blind as an Iowa stand-patter. [Laughter.] 
They will not see the truth even if neighbor Governor Cummins 
states and restates it. 

Let me go a little further. 
said: 


If there is any truth in political economy, it can not be that result 
will agree with the prediction, for we are instructed by our experience 
that the consumption of any article is in proportion to the reduction of 
its price, and that, in general, it may be taken as a rule that the duty 
upon an article forms a part of its price. 


Now, I see my friend from Iowa is not listening again. 
[Laughter.] Here I find Clay totally disagreeing with my dis- 
tinguished friend from Iowa. I will read that clause again: 


And that, in general, it may be taken as a rule that the duty upon 
an article forms a part of its price. 


Senator Sherman and Mr. Reed, our late Speaker, said the 
same thing. 

Now, in the nine years I have been hearing my distinguished 
friend from Iowa hold this House spellbound in defending trust- 
making tariffs he never made any such statement as that, and 
you might wait nine hundred and ninety-nine years and the gen- 
tleman never would agree that the tariff tax became a part of 
the price of an article. 

- So, gentlemen, I have read a lot of utterances here from 
Henry Clay, who, in his early days in the jungles of dear old 
Kentucky, was glad to wear any kind of clothes that he could 
get, a condition that, I dare say, my distinguished Iowa friend 
never found himself in at any time. I dare say he always had 
whatever he wanted. I hope he always will; but sooner or 
later Henry Clay saw, and this is the point I make, that manu- 
facturers were not always infants, always needing mammies to 
put pap in their lips. He saw that manufacturers from 1810 to 
1833, about twenty-three years, had risen to a point where they 
only needed nine years’ more protection for the infants to stand 


Here, again, is what Mr. Clay 


alone. And yet here is my dear Iowa friend, who, sooner or 
later, will be gathered to his fathers, wanting, in 1906, to stand 
by these giants, to help up the same giants that stood by Henry 
Clay in their majestic strength sixty years ago. 

Now, my friend, who is familiar with these facts, had for- 
gotten them yesterday, and I wanted then to correct him, but 
I would not interrupt my friend from Mississippi [Mr. Wir- 
LIAMS], who was making his usual magnificent defense of a 
revenue tariff, keeping up a good Democratic contribution to 
the Recorp, to go alongside of the bad reading (from our stand- 
point) of the gentleman’s good speech (from his standpoint), 
and so I have deferred it until to-day to reply to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

So now we haye Henry Clay coming to where he is almost 
as good a tariff Democrat as Andrew Jackson. I insist neither 
was a “stand-patter.” 

Just a word, in passing, on Jackson getting the Government 
out of debt. In 1832 he said to Congress: 

I can not too cordially congratulate Congress and my fellow-citizens 
on the near approach of that memorable and happy event—the extinc- 
tion of the public debt of this great and free oson: Faithful to the 
wise and patriotic policy marked out by the legislation of the country 
for this object, the present Administration has devoted to it all the 
means which a flourishing commerce has supplied and a prudent 
economy preserved for the public Treasury. 

Now, let us see what President Andrew Jackson said in his 
“ farewell address ” to his country. After he had gone through 
the great struggle with Nick Biddle and his corrupting mo- 
nopoly, and crushed both, what else did he do? He approved 
a great number of tariff-reform laws. He reduced the tariff. 
What else? He crushed every thing else that undertook to 
run“ Congress, defy the law, and outrage the people of this 
country. 

Jackson was a great private citizen, an illustrious soldier, a 
great, clean, and upright and fearless President, so much so 
that even the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] alludes to him 
with pride and pleasure, as we all do. His experience with tariff 
makers and monopolists for eight years had reimpressed him 
with the evils that flow from such sources, and when he came to 
lay down his high trust he wrote a farewell address, among 
other things commending the Farewell Address of George Wash- 
ington, which I may say here you did not think enough of the 
other day—Washington’s Birthday—to have read. I was up in 
Connecticut making a speech to the Sons of the American Revo- 
lution that day, and they asked me, having seen in the papers 
the action of the House, what in the world the House meant 
by not reading Washington’s Farewell Address. I told them I 
Wasn't allowed to know. [Laughter.] 

Now, this illustrious President, Andrew Jackson, in his fare- 
well address, speaks of the duties of the citizen and lawmaker 
thus: 

In the legislation of Congress, also, and in every measure of the Gen- 
eral Government, justice to every portion of the United States should 
be faithfully observed. 

No free government can stand without virtue in the people and a 
lofty spirit of patriotism, and if the sordid feelings of mere selfishness 
shall usurp the place which ought to be filled by public spirit the legis- 
lation of Congress will soon be converted into a scramble for personal 
and sectional advantages. 

Under our free institutions the citizens of every quarter of our 
country are capable of attaining a high degree of prosperity and happi- 
ness without seeking to profit themselyes at the expense of others; 
and every such attempt must in the end fall to succeed, for the people 
in every part of the United States are too enlightened not to under- 


stand their own rights and interests and to detect and defeat every 
effort to eee undue advantages over them; and when such designs are 


discover it naturally provokes resentments which can not always 
be easily ir Spe 
Justice—full and ample justice—to every portion of the United 


States should be the ruling principle of every freeman, and should 
guide the deliberations of every public body, whether it be State or 
national. 

Mr. Chairman, these are wise and lofty sentiments that we 
should live up to to-day. 

Again, he spoke of unjust tariffs in part thus: 

There is perhaps no one of the powers conferred on the Federal 
Government so liable to abuse as the taxing power. 

The most productive and convenient sources of revenue were neces- 
sarily given to it, that it might be able to perform the important duties 
imposed upon it; and the taxes which it lays upon commerce being 
concealed from the real payer in the price of the article, they do not 
so readily attract the attention of the people as smaller sums demanded 
from them directly by the taxgatherer— 

He says the tariff tax is “ concealed” from the “ real payer.” 
How? “In the price of the article.” But the gentleman from 
Towa will deny that; yet Clay also admitted, in effect, this as 
a fact + 


But the tax imposed on goods enhances by so much the price of the 
commodity to the consumer— 


Mr. Chairman, the gentleman will dispute that— 


and as many of these duties are im on articles of —— which 
are daily used by the great body of the people, the money raised by these 
imposts is drawn from their pockets. 
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Congress has no right under the Constitution to take money from the 

ple unless it Is required to execute some one of the specific powers 
ntrusted to the Government; and if they raise more than is necessary 
for such purposes, it is an abuse of the power of taxation, and unjust 
and oppressive. 

It may indeed happen that the revenue will sometimes exceed the 
amount anticipated when the taxes were laid. 

When, however, this is ascertained, it is easy to reduce them, and in 
such a case it is unquestionably the duty of the Government to reduce 
them, for no circumstances can justify it in assuming a power not given 
to it by the Constitution nor in taking away the money of the people 
when it is not needed for the legitimate wants of the Government. 


Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa says: “Touch not, 
handle not, ‘reduce’ not a single tariff rate. Stand pat; these 
rates are sacred.” Neither Jackson nor Clay ever uttered a 
“stand-pat ” sentiment. 

Continuing, Andrew Jackson further said: 


The result of this decision has been felt in the rapid extinguishment 
of the public debt and the large accumulation of a surplus in the 
Treasury, ede the tariff was reduced and is now very far 
below the amount originally contemplated by its advocates. 

But, rely upon it, the design to collect an extravagant revenue and 
to burden you with tares beyond the economical wants of the Govern- 
ment is not yet abandoned. The various interests which have com- 
bined together to impose a heavy tariff and to produce an overflowing 
E mh are too strong and have too much at stake to surrender the 
contest. 

The corporations and wealthy individuals who are engaged in large 
manufacturing establishments desire a high tariff to increase their 


ns. 
Designing politicians will support it to conciliate their favor and to 
obtain the means of profuse expenditure for the purpose of purchasing 
influence in other quarters; and since the people have decided that the 
Federal Government can not be permitted to employ its income in in- 
ternal improvements, efforts will be made to seduce and mislead the 
citizens of the several States by holding out to them the deceitful pros- 
et of benefits to be derived from a surplus revenue collected by the 
eneral Government and annually divid among the States; and if, 
encouraged by these fallacious hopes, the States should disregard the 
principles of economy which ought to characterize every republican 
government, and should indulge in lavish expenditures exceeding their 
resources, th will before long find themselves oppressed with debts 
they are unable to pay, and the 8 will become irresistible to 
support a high tariff in order to obtain a surplus for distribution. 


[ Applause. ] 

Mr. Chairman, Jackson warned his countrymen against “ cor- 
porations and wealthy individuals engaged in large manufac- 
turing establishments ” and “ high tariffs and designing politi- 
cians.” Was he a false prophet? 

I continue to read Jackson's address: 

Do not allow yourself, my fellow-citizens, to be misled on this sub- 
ject. The Federal Government can not collect a surplus for such pur- 

without violating the principles of the Constitution and assum- 
powers which have not been granted. 

It is, moreover, a system of injustice, and if persisted in will inevi- 
tably lead to corruption, and must end in ruin. 

The surplus revenue will be drawn from the pockets of the people— 
from the farmer, the mechanic, and the laboring classes of society; but 
who will receive it when distributed among the States, where it is to 
be disposed of by leading State 1 who have friends to favor 
and political partisans to gratify 

It will certainly not be returned to those who paid it and who haye 
most need of it, and are honestly entitled to it— 


He speaks, Mr. Chairman, of the “ safe rule ”— 


There is but one safe rule, and that is to confine the General Gov- 
ernment rigidly within the sphere of its appropriate duties. It has no 
power to raise a revenue or im taxes except for purposes enumer- 
ated In the Constitution, and if its income is found to exceed these 
wants it should be forthwith reduced and the burden of the people so 
far lightened. - 

In concluding his address Jackson said: 

In presenting to you, my fellow-citizens, these parting counsels, I 
have brought before you the leading principles upon which I endeavored 
= SADNE the Government in the high office with which you twice 

ono: me. 

Knowing that the path of freedom is continually beset by enemies 
who often assume the disguise of friends, I have devoted the last hours 
of my public life to warn you of the dangers. 

The progress of the United States under our free and happy institu- 
coer has surpassed the most sanguine hopes of the founders of the Re- 

ublic. 

. Our 1 has been rapid pona all former examples in numbers, 
in wealth, in knowledge, and all the useful arts which contribute to 
the comforts and convenience of man, and from the earliest ages of 
history to the present day there never have been 13,000,000 of ple 
associated in one 5 body who enjoyed so much freedom and hap- 
piness as the people of these United States. 

You have no longer any cause to fear danger from abroad; 12 
strength and power are well known throughout the civilized world, as 
well as the high and gallant bearing of your sons. * 

It is from within, among yourselyes—from cupidity, from corruption, 
from disappointed ambition and inordinate thirst for power—that fac- 
tions will be formed and liberty endangered. 


It is against such designs, whatever disguise the actors may assume, 
that you have especially to 8 yourselves. 
You have the highest of human trusts committed to your care. 


Providence has showered on this favored land blessings without num- 
ber, and has chosen you as the guar of freedom to preserve it for 
the benefit of the human race. 

May He who holds in His hands the destinies of nations make you 
worthy of the favors he has bestowed and enable you with pure hearts 
and pure hands and sleepless vigilance to 5 and defend to the end 
of time the great charge He has committed to your keeping. 

My own race is nearly run; advanced age and failing health warn 
me that before long I must pass beyond the reach of human events and 
cease to feel the vicissitudes of human affairs, 
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I thank God that my life has been spent in a land of liberty and 
that He has given me a heart to loye my country with the affection of 
a son. And filled with gratitude for your constant and unwavering 
kindness, I bid you a last and affectionate farewell. 

ANDREW JACKSON. 


[Loud applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. CURRIER, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 15331— 
the Indian appropriation bill—and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

THE LATE BENJAMIN F. MARSH AND JOHN M. PINCKNEY. 


Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of an order fixing a day for memorial 
addresses on the life, character, and services of the late Hon. 
BENJAMIN F. Marsa, of Illinois. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would like to add 
the name of the late Hon. Jonx M. PINCKNEY, of Texas, to the 
resolution offered by the gentleman from Illinois. It will be 
perfectly satisfactory to haye the addresses follow those on the 
late Representative MARSH. 

The SPEAKER. That can be added to the order, if there be 
no objection. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That a session of the House be held on Sunday, April 15, 
1906, and that the day be set apart for addresses on the lives, charac- 
ters, and public services of Hon. BENJAMIN F. MARSH, late a Member 


of the House of Representatives from the State of Illinois, and Hon, 
JoHN M. PINCKNEY, late a Representative from the State of Texas. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the order which the Clerk has just reported? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. The question is on agreeing to 
the order. 

The question was taken; and the order was agreed to. 


PURE-FOOD BILL. 


Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I filed to-day from the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce a report on the bill (S. 88), 
known as the pure-food bill. I ask unanimous consent that the 
minority have until a week from to-morrow to file its views. 

Mr. BARTLETT. That is to include to-morrow week, the 
whole of the day? 

Mr. MANN. A week from to-morrow. 
include the whole of the day. 


SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON BILL FOR RELIEF OF P. S. CORBETT. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous con- 
sent as chairman of the Committee on Claims to make a supple- 
mental report in connection with the bill S. 1804. There was 
left out of the report as originally made by the committee some 
important matter which should have gone in the report for the 
information of the House. > 

Mr. WILLIAMS. To what bill does this apply? 

Mr. MILLER. To a bill for the relief of P. S. Corbett. It 
is a Senate bill which has passed the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no objection. 

There was no objection. 


DAM ACROSS CHOCTAWHATCHEE RIVER. 


Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the bill H. R. 14808. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of a bill, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 14808) authorizing the Choctawhatchee Power Company 
to erect a dam in Dale County, Ala. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Choctawhatchee Power Company, its 
successors and assigns, be, and is hereby, authorized to erect, build, have, 
and maintain a steel and concrete dam, or dam of other material, 
on the Choctawhatchee. River at a point above the Atlantic Coast 
Line Railroad bridge near Newton, on said river and in Dale County, 
Ala.: Provided, That the plans of said dam shall be submitted to 
and be approved by the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War 
before construction is commenced; and the Secretary of ar ma 
at any time require and enforce, at the expense of the owners, suc 
modifications in the construction of said dam as he may deem ad- 
visable in the interests of 5 Provided further, That there 
shall be placed and maintained in connection with said dam a sluice- 
way so arranged as to permit logs, timber, and lumber to pass around, 
through, or over said dam without unreasonable delay or hindrance and 
without toll or charges; and suitable fishways, to be approved by the 
3 gaus Fish Commission, shall be constructed and maintained 
on sa am. 

Sec. 2. That this act shall be null and void unless the dam herein 
authorized is commenced within one year and completed within three 
years from the date hereof. 


Of course that would 
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Sec. 3. That the right to amend or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 

Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I desire to inquire if the gentleman will inform the House how 
Pe a “steel” and how the word “dam” is spelled in the 

ill? 

Mr. CLAYTON. They are spelled in the usual proper way. 
When a bill is as clean as this the word “steel” is spelled cor- 
rectly, and when the bill is so honestly and clearly drawn the 
word “dam” is spelled properly. 

Mr. SHERMAN. What is proper under those circumstances? 

Mr. CLAYTON. The spelling is in accordance with the rules 
of good English. “Dam” is spelled without an “n.” 

Mr. SHERMAN. I wanted to know what was the rule for 
good English in the gentleman’s country. 

Mr. CLAYTON. The word “steel” is always spelled with 
the double “e™ in a clean bill like this. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I have not any interest in the 
orthography of the bill, but I would like to inquire whether the 
Government has spent any money on this riyer where this dam 
is located? 

Mr. CLAYTON. Not one cent. This dam is to be constructed 
ou this river at a point where it is not navigable. It is above 
a railroad bridge and neyer will be navigable at the point 
where it is proposed to erect this dam, and the War Department 
has approved the bill. I hold here in my hand the report ap- 
proving it and it is the desire of the citizens of that neighbor- 
hood to utilize this power that is now going to waste. 

Mr. PAYNE. On the statement of the gentleman I think I 
am in favor of the bill. : 

Mr. CLAYTON. I am glad the gentleman is. It is on the 
Choctaw-hatchee River and not the Chocta-whatchee, as the 
Clerk insists on calling it. If he was acquainted with Indian 
nomenclature I suppose he would know the difference between 
Choctaw-hatchee and Chocta-whatchee, 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the bill be put upon its passage. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Crayton, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 648. An act granting a pension to Charles Falbisaner ; 

. 2108. An act granting a pension to Mattie Settlemire; 

3250. An act granting a pension to Harrison White; 
3502. An act granting a pension to Morris Osborn; 
3983. An act granting a pension to Blanche Douglass; 

An act granting a pension to Leola V. Franks; 

An act granting a pension to Richard H. Kelly; 

An act granting a pension to Anna M. Case; 

An act granting a pension to Harry W. Omo; 

. An act granting a pension to Mary E. Scott; 

An act granting a pension to Thomas J. Stevens; 

An act granting a pension to Eva B. Koch; 

An act granting a pension to Glawvina A. Pinnell; 

An act granting a pension to John J. Meeler ; 

An act granting a pension to Vollie A. MeMillen; 

. An act granting a pension to Catherine B. Casey; 

. 10457. An act granting a pension to Lizzie Bremmer ; 

. R. 10459. An act granting a pension to Alta M. Westen- 
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0476. An act granting a pension to Charles T. Hesler; 
An act granting a pension to James Gallt; 
An act granting a pension to John J. Brewer; 
An act granting a pension to George Larson; 
X . An act granting a pension to Henry T. McDowell; 
. 11630. An act granting a pension to Harriet E. St. John; 
11846. An act granting a pension to Clara M. Thompson; 
R. 12285. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Kirkland; 

II. R. 12297. An act granting a pension to Estelle Kuhn; 

II. R. 524. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylvenus 
A. Fay; 

H. R. 650. An act granting an increase of pension to Felix G. 
Stidger ; 

II. R. 1032. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth 
Phillips ; 

H. R. 1043. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
Hounsom ; 

II. R. 1200. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Parker; 
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13 R. 1287. An act granting an increase of pension to John D. 
oore; 

H. R. 1359. An act 
M. Robinson; 

H. R. 1483. An act granting an increase of pension to Jose- 
phine E. Quentin; p 
‘an 15 1484. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 

vell; 

H. R. 1485. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan J. 
Williams ; 

H. R. 1585. An act granting an increase of pension Geo: 
N. Dutcher ; 8 ra x 155 

H. R. 1658. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
M. Drake; 

H. R. 1859. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
T. B. Carr; 

H. R. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Shultz; 
r Sa R. 1902. An act granting an increase of pension to Gilbert 

ord; 

H. R. 1909. An act granting an increase of pension to Alex- 
ander Miller; 
5 R. 1975. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

ouse ; 

H. R. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Harry, 
C. Thorne; 
4 Sea 1979. An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
8 H. R. 2048. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph J. 

ooper ; 

H. R. 2054. An act granting an increase of pension to Ralpli 
A. Adams; 

H. R. 2059. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Washburn ; 
See An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
8 R. 2116. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 

ays; 
1 1 2156. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel 

. Ware; 

H. R. 2174. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan- 
iel Buchanan ; 

H. R. 2204. An act granting an increase of pension to Dexter 
E. W. Stone; 
ean 1 An act granting an increase of pension to James 

7. Stell; 

II. R. 2307. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Jones Martin; 

II. R. 2478. An act granting an increase of pension to Asa M. 
Foote ; 
3 H. R. 2595. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter D. 

utton ; 
H. R. 2703. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 

veeks; 

H. R. 2709. An act granting an increase of pension to Juliug 
D. Rogers; 

II. R. 2762. An act granting an increas of pension to William 
Chandler ; 

H. R. 2823. An act granting an increase of pension to Orton 
D. Ford; 

H. R. 2849. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Harrison ; 

H. R. 2949. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Adamson ; 

II. R. 2954. An act granting an increase of pension to Chaun- 
cey P. Dean; 

H. R. 3193. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Todd; 

H. R. 3220. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
Johnson ; 

H. R.3230. An act granting an increase of pension te Jameg 
H. Beulens 

H. R. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
L. Daugherty ; 

H. R. 3342. An act granting an increase of pension to Albin L. 


granting an increase of pension to Henry, 


Ingram; 

H. R. 3403. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
A Baker; 

H. R. 3425. An act granting an increase of pension to Warren 
A. Blye; 

H. R. 3483. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
P. Williams; 

H. R. 3500. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Martin; 
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H. R. 3544. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
M. Grier; 

H. R. 3552. An act granting an increase of pension to David F. 
MeDonald ; 

H. R. 3570. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
Whorton ; 

H. R. 3571. An act granting an increase of pension to Eber 
Watson ; 

H. R. 3679. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
M. Hunter ; 

H. R. 3966. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Jester; a 

H. R. 3973. An act granting an increase of pension to-Isaac P. 
Knight; 

II. R. 4179. An act granting an increase of pension to Owen 
Donohoe; 

H. R. 4192. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Cavanaugh, alias John Carpenter; 

H. R. 4202. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Umstead ; 

H. R. 4206. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Henry Ober; 

H. R. 4221. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Foat; 

H. R. 4246. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
D. Street; 

H. R. 4685. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Rich; 0 
II. R. 4741. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Dickerson ; 

H. R. 4751. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Sparling ; 

H. R. 4764. An act granting an increase of pension to Ahijah 
Brown; 

H. R. 4878. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
H. Witherwax ; 

H. R. 4886. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
De Lafayette Burket; 

II. R. 4957. An act granting an increase of pension to Elijah 
J. Snodgrass ; 

H. R. 4962. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Sturgis ; 

H. R. 5028. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
P. Carll; 

H. R. 5163. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
U. Mallorie; 

H. R. 5186. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Fulton ; 

H. R. 5212. An act granting an increase of pension to Giles Q. 
Slocum; 3 

II. R. 5605. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
S. Pelley; 

H. R. 5640. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham Mathews; 

H. R. 5647. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Wetterich ; 

II. R. 5656. An act granting an increase of pension to Darius 
H. Randall; 

H. R. 5658. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Nichols; 

H. R. 5692. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
G. Gardner ; 

H. R. 5708. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
T. Fallon; 

H. R. 5753. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
H. Murphy; 

H. R. 5830. An act granting an increase of pension to Syl- 
venus Hardy; 

H. R. 5855. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
L. Brown; 

H. R. 5909. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Bynon; 

H. R. 5938. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
J. McClaskey ; 

H. R. 5957. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
J. Steck; 

H. R. 6063. An act granting an increase of pension to Maria 
Dyer; 

H. R. 6065. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Crowe; 

H. R. 6085. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
C. Rardin; i 

H. R. 6098. An act granting an increase of pension to Sadie A. 
Walker; 


H. R. 6109. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Ackert; 
8 He R. 6115. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
arllis; 
H. R. 6117. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Dill; 
É oe R. 6133. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
agley ; 
H. R. 6137. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
S. Stowell ; 
5 6178. An act granting an increase of pension to Carl W. 
ock; 
H. R. 6226. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Bruner; 
H. R. 6340. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
D. Hatch; 
H. R. 6398. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Henry; 
5 R. 6399. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
anna; 
H. R. 6408. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Queman ; 
1 6494. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
ughes; 
aon R. 6516. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
ailey ; 
ants 6538. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Rice; . 
H. R. 6565. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Hatter; 
H. R. 6813. An act granting an increase of pension to Emsley 
Kinsauls ; 
H. R. 6873. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Phillips ; 
H. R. 6913. An act granting an ingrease of pension to John 
Gibbons; 
H. R. 6941. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice 
Gearkee ; 
H. R. 6947. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Washburn; 
H. R. 6962. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
Phillips, jr. ; 
H. R. 6977. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
S. Isaacs; 
DR R. 6992. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
ul; 
8 H. R. 6993. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Ar vis; 
H. R. 7001. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
M. Dunham; 
II. R. 7213. An act granting an increase of pension to Loucette 
E. Glavis; 
tent It: 7222. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi J. 
alton; 
r a 7224. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
is; 
2 5 i 7231. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Tool; 
H. R. 7238. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Campbell; 
H. R. 7241. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Allhands ; 
H. R. 7525. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
K. Spencer; 
H. R. 7576. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Brummett; 
H. R. 7599. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Holland ; 
„„ An act granting an increase of pension to John 
elch; K 
H. R. 7607. An act granting an increase of pension to Annie 
M. Smith; 
H. R. 7628. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorenzo 
D. Stoker; 
H. R. 7649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Leipnitz ; 
H. R. 7665. An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley 
J. Banks ; i 
H. R. 7680. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Shannon; 
II. R. 7711. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Dunnan ; 
H. R. 7721. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
V. Lowary ; 
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H. R. 7750. An act granting an increase of pension to Anton 
Reidmuller; 
H. R. 7838. An act granting an increase of pension to S. Har- 
riet Morris; 
II. R. 7941. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlon 
D. Osborn; 
H. R. 7048. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Reynolds, alias William Reynolds; 
5 II. R. (ees An act granting an increase of pension to Newton 
. Terrill; 
H. R. 7982. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Kellogg; 
H. R. 8043. An act granting an increase of pension to Lafay- 
ette Dodds; 
II. R. 8044. An act granting an increase of pension to Angel 
Hausker ; 
H. R. 8061. An act granting an increase of pension to Heart 
Echard ; 
H. R. 8156. An act granting an increase of pension to Loren 
H. Howard; 
H. R. 8169. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza C. 
Jones ; 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Silas G. 
lliott ; 
H. R. 8213. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Monteith ; 
H. R. 8216. An act granting an increase of pension to Philipp 
Cline, alias Francis Klein; 
H. R. 8233. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Power; 
H. R. 8242. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Alves; 
I. R. 8251. An act granting an increase of pension to Abel S. 
Thompson ; 
H. R. 8253. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Dolan ; 
H. R. 8288. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Carr; 
H. R. 8302. An act granting an increase of pension to Maurice 
Hayes; 
. R. 8317. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
pson ; 
H. R. 8406. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
W. Selfridge; 
H. R. 8494. An act granting an increase of pension to David A. 
Jones; 
H. R. 8520. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
F. White; 
H. R. 8541. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
H. Pinney; 
H. R. 8556. An act granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett ; 
H. R. 8562. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Ostermann ; 
H. R. 8596. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Messerschmidt ; 
H. R. 8649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Bode ; 
H. R. 8663. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick A. Amende; 
H. R. 8664. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Wascher ; 
H. R. 8714. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Gibson ; 
H. R. 8794. An act granting an increase of pension to Stout 
Shearer ; 
II. R. 8846. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Todd ; 
H. R. 8847. An act granting an increase of pension to Philip B. 
Thompson ; 
H. R. 8918. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Hull, alias Spencer J. Hull; 
H. R. 8926. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Keller ; 
H. R. 8939. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
A. Chauncey ; 
H. R. 8944. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Lorance; : 
H. R. 8949. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Richard Clark ; 
hain R. 9051. An act granting an increase of pension to Asher §. 
uden ; 
Was s 9052. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan 
004; 
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H. R. 9059, An act granting an increase of pension to Ebenezer 
S. Edgerton ; 

2 h = An act granting an increase of pension to Georga 

. Brail; 

1 TE 9077. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

Engle ; 

8 I. R. 9104. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry, 
rown; 

H. R. 9122. An act granting an increase of pension to Phil- 
ander Bennett; 

H. R. 9142. An act granting an increase of pension to Herman 
A. Kimball; 

4 a R. 9146. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 

. Jones ; 

955 s 9209. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 

. Cohen ; 

H. R. 9234. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. McDonald; 

H. R. 9237. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Dachrodt: 

8 a R. 9279. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
urley; 

H. R. 9351. An act granting an increase of pension to Marie 
G. Bondham ; 
ae An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 

urns ; 

H. R. 9416. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
M. Longsworth ; 

H. R. 9567. An act granting an increase of pension to Hen- 
derson Rose; 

5 x 9579. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
arris; 
S H, R. 9651, An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 

Word; 

II. R. 9789. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
Nicholson; 

H. R. 9795. An act granting an increase of pension to Emory 
Edward Patch; 

H. R. 9851. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Richardson ; 

at 9906. An act granting an increase of pension to Hinman 
Rhodes ; 

H. R. 9929. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlean 
De Witt; 

H. R. 10007. An act granting an increase of pension to Apple- 
ton Gibson; 

H. R. 10175. An act granting an increase of pension to Mat- 
thew A. Knight; 

H. R. 10216. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
Longstaff ; + 
TER 10256. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 

Diehl; 

. R. 10258. An act granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Smith; 

II. R. 10266. An act granting an increase of pension to WII- 
liam H. Morris; £ 

H. R. 10269. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew. 
Ricketts ; 

H. R. 10297. An act granting an increase of pension to Nich- 
olas Hercherberger ; 

Hf. R. 10307. An act granting an increase of pension to Milton 
A. Saeger ; 

H. R. 10308. An act granting an increase of pension to Dillon 
F. Acker; : 

H. R. 10823. An act granting an increase of pension to Pat- 
rick J. Donahue; 

H. R. 10362, An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Chenoweth ; 


H. R. 10437. An act granting an increase of pension to Casper 
Yost ; 

H. R. 10439. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Ann Gaunt; 

H. R. 10477. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Babcock ; 

H. R. 10521. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
F. Cluley ; 

H. R. 10522. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Everitt; 

II. R. 10551. An act granting an increase of pension to Ezekial 
Polk; 

II. R. 10552. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Wilkinson ; 

H. R. 10564. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi 


N. Bodley ; 
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H. R. 10582. An act granting an increase of pension to Oscar 
B. Caswell ; 

H. R. 10588. 
H. Parker; 

H. R. 10628. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
L. Bostwick; 

H. R. 10687. 
Shipman ; 

H. R. 10720. 
F. Caldwell; 

H. R. 10722. 
H. Flint; 

H. R. 10741. 
Clark; 

H. R. 10807. 
J. Long; 

H. R. 10872. 
J. Hill; 

H. R. 10883. 


Lee; 

H. R. 10918. 
W. Josselyn ; 

H. R. 10925. 
©. Dennis; 

H. R. 10954. 
D. Watkins ; 

H. R. 10969. An act granting an increase of pension to Cala- 
way G. Tucker; ‘ 

H. R. 11061. An act granting an increase of pension to Reanna 
Pile; 

II. R.11096. An act granting an increase of pension to Sion 
B. Glazner; 

H. R. 11101. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Baker; 

H. R. 11105. An act granting an increase of pension to Michael 
Comer ; 

H. R. 11132. An act gratning an increase of pension to Horace 
B. Lydy 8 

II. R. 11144. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
Pratt; 

H. R. 11145. An act granting an increase of pension to Melvin 


An act granting an increase of pension to John 


An act granting an increase of pension to Levi I. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 


An act granting an increase of pension to Letitia 


J. Lee; 

H. R. 11160. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
Herbert ; 

II. R. 11205. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice; 

H. R. 11302. An act granting an increase of pension to John R. 
Cotton; 

H. R. 11320. An act granting an increase of pension to Adam 


ok; 

II. R. 11343. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch 
Bolen; ! 

II. R. 11501. An act granting an increase of pension to Egbert 
P. Shetter ; 

H. R. 11020. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Quimby ; 

H. R. 11658. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Jordan ; 

II. R. 11658. An act granting an increase of pension to Gould 
E. Utter; 

H. R. 11672. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
lin J. Fellows; 

H. R. 11724. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
A. Conley; 

II. R. 11777. An act granting an increase of pension to Manson 
B. Scott; 

H. R. 11808. An act granting an increase of pension to Web- 
ster Thomas; 

H. R. 11842. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Noble; 

H. R. 11908. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
V. Sturtevant; 

H. R. 11916. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
L. Kimball; 

H. R. 12008. An act granting an increase of pension to James 


D. Blanding; 

H. R. 12016. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cassady ; 

H. R. 12027. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
©. Bradley; * 

II. R. 12038. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Burleigh ; 


H. R. 12054. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Hallowell; 


H. R. 12102. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
helmina Healey ; 
H. R. 12156. An act granting an increase of pension to Edwin 


Billing ; 

H. R. 12290. An act granting an. increase of pension to David 
L. Kretsinger ; 

H. R. 12384, An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Dunning; 

H. R. 12388. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
T. Dunn; 
aie B 12506. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 

owell ; 

H. R. 12507. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Collier ; 

II. R. 12510. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McWhorter; 

H. R. 12583. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 


beth L. H. Labatt; 

H. R. 12640. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus Walker; 

H. R. 12713. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus F. Bradbury ; 

H. R. 12754. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Eversole; 

H. R. 12837. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
Miller; 

H. R. 12839. An act granting an increase of pension to Kath- 
ryn G. Hayt; 

H. R. 12937. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hoover ; 

H. R. 13037. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Jane Kearney ; 

H. R. 13050. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Crockett ; 

II. R. 13078. An act granting an increase of pension to Bliza- 
beth F. Partin; 

a R. 13084. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Dixon ; 

H. R. 13129. An act granting an increase of pension to Pink- 
ney W. H. Lee; 

H. R. 13141. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Southworth ; 

H. R. 13457. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. McCay ; 

H. R. 13586. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Cline; 

H. R. 13579. An act granting an increase of pension to Amon 
Miller; 

II. R. 13582. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Sutherland; = 

H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of G. F. Tarbell; 

H. R. 14344. An act for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin; 

H. R. 8493. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
F. Sheffield ; 

H. R. 10080. An act to provide for sittings of the United 
States circuit and district courts in the southern district of 
Florida at the city of Miami, in said district ; 

H. R. 10697. An act providing for the issuance of patents for 
lands allotted to Indians under the Moses agreement of July 7, 
1883 ; 

H. R. 13542. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to lease land in Stanley County, S. Dak., for a buffalo pasture; 

H. R. 13673. An act to extend the provisions of the home. 
stead laws to certain lands in the Yellowstone Forest Reserve; 

H. R. 13674. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
amend an act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws relat- 
ing to the disposition of lands, etc., approved March 8, 1901,’ 
approved June 30, 1902; ” 

H. R. 14590. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Cum- 
berland River; and 

H. R. 14589. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 4094. An act to amend section 4426 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, regulation of motor boats—to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 4348. An act for the relief of Augustus Trabing—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

S. 4129. An act to regulate enlistments and punishments in 
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the United States Revenue-Cutter Service—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3433. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to divide 
the judicial district of North Dakota,” approved April 26, 1890— 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 4860. An act for the relief of Peter Fairley—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 4593. An act for the relief of Francis J. Cleary, a midship- 
man in the United States Navy—to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

BRIDGE ACROSS TUG FORK. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill H. R. 15263. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HoP- 
KINS] asks unanimous consent for present consideration of a 
bill, of which the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 15263) to authorize William Smith and associates to 
bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near Williamson, W. Va., 
where the same forms the boundary line between the States of West 
Virginia and Kentucky. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The bill and committee amendment were read at length. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the bill as amended? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, this bill is in the usual form. 

Mr. HOPKINS. And is unanimously reported by the commit- 
tee and indorsed by the War Department. 

There was no objection. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hopkins, the vote by which the bill was 
passed was laid on the table. 

VIEWS OF MINORITY. 

Mr. GILLESPIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ask unanimous con- 
sent to file views of minority of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency on the bill (H. R. 8973) to amend section 5200, Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, relating to national banks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

RAILROAD DISCRIMINATION. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House a message from the 
President of the United States relative to joint resolution in- 
structing the Interstate Commerce Commission to examine into 
the subject of railroad discrimination and monopolies in coal 
and oil and report on the same from time to time; which was 
read, and referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

[For message see Senate proceedings of March 7, 1906.] 


REPRINT OF BILL. ` 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
reprint of the bill H. R. 15331, known as the “ Indian appropri- 
ation bill.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock p. m.) the House adjourned. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Attorney-General submitting an esti- 
mate of appropriation for pay of regular assistant attorneys, 
United States courts—to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let- 
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur- 
vey of Duwamish River, Washington—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let- 
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examinations of 
westerly side of Arthur Kill, New York and New Jersey—to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the 
following titles were severally reported from committees, deliv- 
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. MANN, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 


Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 
88) for preventing the manufacture, sale, or transportation of 
adulterated or misbranded or poisonous or deleterious foods, 
drugs, medicines, and liquors, and for regulating traffic therein, 
drugs, medicines, and liquors, and for regulating traffic therein, 
and for other purposes, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2118) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. NEVIN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15434) to regulate 
appeals in criminal prosecutions, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2119); which said bill and 
report were referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. ESCH, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
14591) to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Cumberland River in or near the city of Clarksville, State of 
Tennessee, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 2120); which said bill and report were referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MONDELL, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12323) to per- 
mit the State of Utah to select lands in any abandoned military 
reservation in Utah, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2123) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. TIRRELL, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11029) to au- 
thorize the holding of a regular court of the district and circuit 
courts of the United States for the western district of Virginia 
in the city of Big Stone Gap, Va., reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2166); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. MEYER, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5651) for the relief of 
William H. Beall, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2121); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1889) granting an 
increase of pension to Arthur Thompson, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2122); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
1895) granting a pension to H. Edward Goetz, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2124); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AMES, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2202) granting a pension 
to Ellen Harriman, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2125); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2697) granting an increase 
of pension to R. G. Childress, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2126); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 4593) granting a pension to William C, 
Short, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2127) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5252) granting 
an inerease of pension to Thomas Howard, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2128); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5485) 
granting a pension to Horace D. Mann, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2129); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
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bill of the House (H. R. 5936) granting an increase of pension 
to Caroline Neilson, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2130); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7495) grant- 
ing a pension to Susie M. Gerth, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2131) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Ile also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 7588) granting an increase of pension 
to Thomas Dowling, reported the same with amendment, ac 
companied by a report (No. 2132); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 9661) granting a pension to Charles R. 
Hill, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2133); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10448) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George M. Frazer, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2134); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10900) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Arthur R. Dreppard, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2135); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOGG, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11691) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John Clark, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2136); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12651) granting 
a pension to Louis Grossman, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2137); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

‘Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13079) granting an in- 
crease of pension to James H. Griffin, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2138); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 13255) granting an increase of pension 
to W. J. Hayes, reported the same with amendment, accompa- 
nied by a report (No. 2139); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14472) granting 
a pension to Thomas Cheek, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2140) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. . 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 14532) 
granting a pension to Augusta N. Manson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2141); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14547) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Thomas Chapman, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2142); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14655) 
granting a pension to Henry Gilham, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2143); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14718) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Joseph A. Jones, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2144); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
14875) granting an increase of pension to Mary A. Witt, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2145) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 14951) granting an increase of pension 
to James Nunan, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2146) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 


Mr. DRAPER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15110) granting an increase 
of pension to John Green, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2147) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15192) grant- 
ing a pension to John J. Meredith, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2148); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15198) granting an increase 
of pension to Elizabeth J. Martin, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2149); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15276) granting an increase of pension to Wesley Smith, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2150) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15347) granting an increase 
of pension to John M. Love, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2151); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15382) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary C. Moore, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2152) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15870) grant- 
ing a pension to Mary Palmer, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2153); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15893) 
granting an increase of pension to Volney P. Ludlow, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2154); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15940) granting a pension to James M. 
Carley, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2155) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15941) granting an increase of pension to Lydia A. Keller, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2156) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1273) granting an 
increase of pension to Eleanora A. Keeler, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2157) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2096) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathaniel R. Kent, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2158); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2142) granting an increase of pension to 
Adelle D. Irwin, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2159); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. ; 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2735) granting a pension to Marcelina S. 
Groff, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 2160) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 2968) granting a pension to George W. 
Hale, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2161); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3029) granting an increase of pension to 
Delia A. Hooker, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2162); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 3888) granting an incréase of pension to 
Susan E. Israel, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
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panied by a report (No. 2163) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4227) granting a pension to John H. 
McKenzie, reported the same without amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 2164); which said bill and report were re- 
ferred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 4595) granting an increase of pension to 
Amos McManus, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2165) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred, as 
follows: 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (I. R. 16306) to amend the act 
approved March 6, 1896, relating to the anchorage and moye- 
ments of vessels in St. Marys River—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WATKINS: A bill (H. R. 16307) authorizing the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to have a survey made of unsurveyed pub- 
lic lands in the State of Louisiana—to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 16308) for a reconnois- 
sance and preliminary survey of a land route for a mail and 
pack trail, and to determine the feasibility of a railroad from 
the navigable waters of the Tanana River to the Seward Penin- 
sula, in Alaska, and for other purpose —to the Committee on 
the Territories. 

By Mr. GREGG: A bill (H. R. 16309) to establish a fish- 
hatching and fish-culture station in the county of Houston, 
State of Texas—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 16310) to regu- 
late the retirement of certain veterans of the civil war—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 16211) to incorporate 
the Industrial Educational League of the South—to the Com- 
mittee on Education. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H..R. 16312) pro- 
viding for the administration of the operations of the act of 
Congress approved June 17, 1902, known as the reclumation 
act—to the Committee on Irrigation or Arid Lands. 

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 16313) to amend section 54 
of chapter 106 of the act of the Thirty-eighth Congress entitled 
“An act to provide a national currency secured by pledge of 
United States bonds, and to provide for the circulation and re- 
demption thereof,” approved. June 3, 1864—to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. > 

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 16314) providing that the 
State of Wyoming be permitted to relinquish to the United 
States certain lands heretofore selected and to select other lands 
from the public domain in lieu thereof—to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mr. WEBB: A resolution (H. Res. 358) referring to the 
Court of Claims the bill H. R. 16303—to the Committee on War 
Claims. . 

Also, a resolution (H. Res. 359) referring to the Court of 
Claims the bill H. R. 168302—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. AIKEN: A resolution (H. Res. 360) providing for the 
printing of 10,000 copies of the Report on Trade with China and 
the Orient—to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. BIRDSALL: A memorial of the legislature of the 
State of Iowa, recommending the enactment of the pure-food 
law—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: A memorial from the legislature of 
Iowa, recommending the enactment of the pure-food law—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16315) to 
correct the military record of William R. Walsh—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 16316) for the relief 
of the heirs of John B. Graham—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16317) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Newton Moore—to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 


By Mr. CALDER: A bill (H. R. 16318) for the relief of the 
heirs of those killed by the explosion at Fort Lafayette Feb- 
ruary 19, 1903—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: A bill (H. R. 16319) granting an 
increase of pension to Orrin D. Nichols—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COCKRAN: A bill (H. R. 16320) granting a pension 
to Esther M. Noah—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CONNER: A bill (H. R. 16321) granting an increase 
of pension to Alem B. Shipman—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 16322) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to George C. Limpert—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CURTIS: A bill (H. R. 16323) granting a pension 
to Mary C. Finlay—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16324) granting a pension to Jacob Goehr- 
ing—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16325) granting a pension to Desemer 
Mawdsley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16326) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Flynn—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16327) granting an increase of pension to 
John Kuhn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16328) granting an increase of pension to 
Monroe J. Cook—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DOVENER: A bill (H. R. 16329) for the relief of 
Elias E. Barnes—to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16330) granting 
a pension to Martin J. Helmick—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16331) for the relief of the heirs of Samuel 
B. McClung—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 16332) granting a pension 
to Kate F. Hoffman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOLLIDAY: A bill (H. R. 16333) granting a pension 
to Joseph II. Glover—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16334) granting an increase of pension to 
Enos Day—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16335) granting an increase of pension to 
John A. Bryan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16336) granting an increase of pension to 
Willis W. Dawson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 16337) granting a pension 
to Henry Richey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAMB: A bill (H. R. 16338) for the relief of the 
estate of William B. Todd, deceased—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16389) granting an increase of pension to 
Mack Harris—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LITTAUER: A bill (H. R. 16340) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William M. Harris—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LLOYD: A bill (H. R. 16341) granting a pension to 
Sarah J. Ridgeway—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 16342) granting 
a pension to Matilda Foster—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16343) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis D. Matheny—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 16344) granting an increase 
of pension to Jacob Meek—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16345) granting a pension to A. F. Bun- 
ton—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16346) granting an increase of pension to 
Amos W. Pelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16347) granting a pension to Jacob Bow- 
ersmith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16348) granting a pension to Forest Me- 
Bride—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16349) granting an increase of pension to 
James Demick—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16850) granting a pension to Day Wheeler— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16351) granting a pension to Jeremiah 
Dotter—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16352) granting an increase of pension to 
C. W. Bugbee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16353) granting a pension to Thomas B. 
Asher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16354) granting a pension to George G. 
Sherlock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16355) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles W. Pool—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 16356) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Wyant—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16357) granting an increase of pension to 
Harrison Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16358) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin V. B. Barron—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16359) granting an increase of pension to 
Wyatt Botts—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16300) granting an increase of pension to 
William Faulkner—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16361) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis W. Dennen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16362) granting an increase of pension to 
Green B. Hill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16363) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Fickle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16364) to correct the military record of 
James E. Neely—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16365) to correct the military record of 
John Bailey—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MAYNARD: A bill (II. R. 16366) for the relief of 
Mary Cornick—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PARSONS: A bill (H. R. 16367) providing for the 
adjudication of the claim of Walston H. Brown, sole surviving 
partner of the firm of Brown, Howard & Co., by the Court of 
Claims—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PAYNE: A bill (H. R. 16368) for the relief of Ed- 
ward W. Clark, of Penn Yan, N. Y.—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. REEDER: A bill (H. R. 16369) granting a pension to 
Joseph A. McElroy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16370) granting an increase of pension to 
W. B. Fleming—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: A bill (H. R. 16371) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Peter Eberts—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16372) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Andrew Dorn—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SIBLEY: A bill (H. R. 16373) granting pensions to 
honorably discharged soldiers who served in Captain Kemp's 
or Captain Brown’s company, Department Troops of Mononga- 
hela Infantry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 16374) for the 
relief of the estate of T. H. Goodloe, deceased—to the Commit- 
tee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16375) granting a pension to Julien D. 
Bond—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16376) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Joseph Muncher—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16377) to correct the military record of 
George W. Spencer—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WILEY of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 16378) to au- 
thorize John A. Ockerson to accept decorations tendered him 
by the Government of the French Republic, the King of Italy, 
the King of Sweden, the King of Belgium, the Emperor of Ger- 
many, and the Emperor of China—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9909) granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Lennon——Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 13258) granting a pension to Nicodemo De 
Salle—Committee on Invalid Pension discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15675) granting an increase of pension to Har- 
ley Mowrey—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15907) granting an increase of pension to Louis 
De Laittre—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 3474) for the relief of J. B. Chandler and D. B. 
Cox—Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on War Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 
By Mr. ANDREWS: Petition of the Oragrande Times, against 
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the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League 
of San Francisco, Cal., against the Foster bill—to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of George C. Henry, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. i 

Also, petition of Mrs. C. F. Scott, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: Petitions of the New York 
A. C. Journal, the Seventh Regiment Gazette, the Building 
Trades Employment Association Bulletin, and the Nautical 
Gazette, et al., against the tariff on linotype machines—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BIRDSALL: Petition of citizens of Iowa, against re- 
ligious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Press, against the tariff on linotype ma- 
chines—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. BROWN: Petition of Der Gefiuegel-Zuechter, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of George C. 
Henry and Mrs. C. F. Scott, for repeal of revenue tax on dena- 
turized alcohol to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: Petition of citizens of 
South Dakota, against religious legislation—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of the New York Lumber Trade 
Journal, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: Petition of the National Asso- 
ciation of Cement Users, for an appropriation for experiments 
by the United States Government—to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

By Mr. CURTIS: Petition of the Horton Headlight, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Kansas, against bill H. R. 8022— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Kansas, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Sarah E. Hopkins—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of citizens of Ellenburg Center, 
N. Y., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DRESSER: Petition of the Daily Journal, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: Petition of Frank H. Hale and the Na- 
tional Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alco- 
hol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of citizens of Wisconsin, against bill 
H. R. 7076—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Wisconsin, against religious legis- 
lation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FLACK: Petition of residents of Ellenburg Center 
and Colton, N. Y., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alco- 
hol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of the United Travelers of 
America, for amendment to the bankruptcy bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. f 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: Petition of the Star-Messenger, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of citizens of Morris, III., for the 
Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Chicago Medical Society, for the pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion Leagne, 
for present Chinese law—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Also, petition of the Commercial Law League of America, for 
consular reform—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of James S. 
Steele et al., of Gloucester, Mass., and William H. Jordan, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: Petition of the Journal-Ga- 
zette, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAFF: Petition of Council No. 112, of the Com- 
mercial Travelers of America, for amendment to the bankruptcy 
law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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Also, petition of merchants of Armington, III., against the par- 
cels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. £ 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the Protective Tariff League, 
against any change in the tariff schedules—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Builders’ Exchange League of Pittsburg, 
against the Gilbert anti-injunction law—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pittsburg, Pa., against religious 
legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for forest reseryation—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Thompson & Co., of Mount Jewett, Pa., 
against a parcels post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania 
Women, for the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylyania 
Women, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. GRANGER: Petition of Division No. 18, Ancient Or- 
der of Hibernians, of Providence, R. I., for a statue to Commo- 
dore Barry—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Ottaquechee Grange, of Tafts- 
ville, Vt., and D. G. Spaulding et al., of Woodstock, Vt., for re- 
peal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: Petition of the Rockford Register, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of citizens of San Francisco, Cal., 
against passage of bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of San Jose, Cal., for relief for cer- 
tain Indians in Alaska—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: Petitions of citizens of Clarinda, Page 
County, and Decatur, Iowa, against religious legislation—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Osceola, Iowa, against religious 
legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of Frank C. 
Wright, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of Parley P. Jensen, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of citizens of Iowa, against 
religious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of George C. Henry, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of Loyalty Council, No. 314, Junior Order United 
‘American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration—to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans of 
the State of Missouri, for increase of pensions—to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the Equal Suffrage League, for 
the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of Fort Sutter National Bank, of Sacramento, 
Cal., for bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Also, petition of F. N. Longer, for a White Mountain forest 
reserve—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Fort Sutter National Bank, of Sacra- 
mento, Cal., against certain provisions of the bill for postal 
savings banks—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, petition of Alexander Hamilton Council, No. 35, of 
San Francisco, Cal., Junior Order United American Mechanics, 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of George D. Cooper, of San Francisco, Cal., for 
the ship-subsidy bill—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Wilmerding-Loewe Company, for amend- 
ment of the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Division No. 115, Order of Railway Conduct- 
ors, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 
Also, petition of the Union Company, of San Francisco, Cal., 


against certain provisions of the pure-food bill—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of J. A. Parry, of San Francisco, Cal., relative 
to legislation for the tobacco interest—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: Paper to accompany Dill for 
relief of John P. Wishart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN: Paper to accompany bill 
1 5 relief of Louise Lindley—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. KNAPP: Petition of citizens of Colton, N. Y., for re- 
peal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: Petition of the Industrial’ News, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of 8. Demorritah, of New York, 
for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, 

Also, petition of Edward J. Wheeler, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ellenburg Center, N. Y., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LONGWORTH: Petition of the Catholic Knights of 
America Journal and the Pythian Monitor, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. McCALL: Petition of citizens of Malden, Mass, for 
forest reservation in the White Mountains—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Massachusetts, against free dis- 
tribution of seeds by the Government—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of the Farm Implement News, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MINOR: Petition of citizens of Sturgeon Bay and 
Seymour, Wis., against religious legislation—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of many citizens of New York 
and vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum 
disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of the Cypress (morning and 
daily), against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of citizens of Cambridge, Nebr., 
against religious legislation—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. : 

By Mr. OLCOTT: Petition of the Nautical Gazette, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Glasco, N. Y., and Jacob Van 
Vechten, for repedl of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of New York, for the pure-food bill— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PALMER: Petition of the Hazleton Sentinel, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PARSONS: Petition of the New York A. C. Journal, 
the Seventh Regiment Gazette, the Nautical Gazette, and the 
Building Trades Bulletin, against the tariff on linotype ma- 
chines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of citizens of Illinois, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Observer, against the tariff on linotype 
machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REEDER: Petition of the News, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: Petition of the Deutsche Wacht, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RIVES: Petition of citizens of New York and vicinity, 
for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. RUPPERT: Petition of citizens of New York State, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the New York Athletic Club Journal, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SHARTEL: Petition of the Neosho Times, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 
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By Mr. SHERMAN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Andrew Dorn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SIBLEY: Petition of the Citizen, against the tariff 
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Warren County, Pa., against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia, 

Also, petition of ladies of Franklin, Pa., for a forest reserve 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SIBLEY: Petition of the State Federation of Penn- 
sylvania Women, to preserve Niagara Falls—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: Petitions of the Exponent and the Ful- 
ton County Tribune, against the tariff on linotype machines—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition concerning allowance for clerk 
hire to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic—to the Com- 
mittee on Accounts. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Petition of members of the 
Creek Indian tribe, against allotment of lands and dissolution of 
their tribal government—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of Scammel Grange, of Dur- 
ham, N. II., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Scammel Grange, of Durham, N. H., for bill 
H. R. 180—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Scammel Grange, of Durham, N. H., for re- 
tention of the tax of 10 cents per pound on imitation butter— 
to the Committee on Agriculture, 

Also, petition of Scammel Grange, of Durham, N. H., for bill 
H. R. 10099—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. ; 

Also, petition of Scammel Grange, of Durham, N. H., for a 
parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, petition of Scammel Grange, of Durham, N. H., for bills 
H. R. 285 and 286—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Stephen J. Wentworth Camp, No. 14, Sons 
of Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: Petition of the North 
Carolina Society, Daughters of the American Revolution, for an 
appropriation to preserve the monument and grounds at Moores 
Creek battlefield—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. TIRRELL: Petition of many citizens of New York 
and vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum 
disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: Petition of the Tyler Publishing Com- 
pany, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of the Beardsley News, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WEBB: Paper to accompany bill for relief of estate 
of John K. Wells—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of estate of J. R. 
Crouse—to the Committee on War Claims. 


SENATE. 
Tuourspay, March 8, 1906. 


The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap- 
proved. 

MILEAGE TO ARMY OFFICERS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of War, transmitting an amendment to 
the provisions of the mileage law as embodied in the Army ap- 
propriation bill, providing that hereafter annual expenses only 
not to exceed $4.50 per day and the cost of transportation when 
not furnished by the Quartermaster’s Department shall be paid 
to the officers of the Army, etc.; which was referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, schedules of papers, documents, etc., on the files of the 
Treasury Department which are not needed in the transaction 
of the public business and have no permanent value or histor- 
ical interest; which, with the accompanying papers, was re- 
ferred to the Joint Select Committee on the Disposition of Use- 
less Papers in the Executive Departments, and ordered to be 
printed. 
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PETITION. 


The VICH-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Chamber 
of Commerce of Oklahoma City, Okla., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation granting joint statehood to the Indian and 
Oklahoma Territories without restrictions as to capital location 
beyond 1908; which was ordered to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. GEARIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 4704) granting a pension to Alice 
Rourk, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

Mr. GEARIN (for Mr. Carmack), from the Committee on 
Pensions, to whom were referred the following bills, reported 
them severally without amendment, and submitted reports 
thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 2150) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam E. Smith; 

A bill (H. R. 2151) granting an increase of pension to Lydia 
C. Wood; 

A bill (H. R. 1888) granting a pension to William T. Scand- 
lyn; and 

A bill (H. R. 18976) granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Staleup. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Commerce, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4886) to simplify the issue of 
enrollments and licenses of vessels of the United States, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. ALGER, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 4925) to amend the act approved March 6, 
1896, relating to the anchorage and movements of vessels in 
St. Marys River, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 


PUBLICATION OF COAL AND ISTHMIAN CANAL STATISTICS. 


Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I move that the papers which 
I hold in my hand, and of which I will prepare a memoran- 
dum, be referred to the Committee on Printing, with instruc- 
tions that the committee report a resolution for their printing 
for the use of the Senate. I make this motion under the in- 
struction of the Committee on Interoceanic Canals. I will ex- 
plain it in just a moment, so the Committee on Printing will 
understand what the Committee on Interoceanic Canals is try- 
ing to do. 

In certain reports made to the Secretary of the Navy or the 
Chief of the Bureau of Equipment there have been, commencing 
back in 1886, as I now remember, and continuing down to date, 
chemical analyses and examinations of all the steaming coals 
in the world, their location, and their ayailability to commerce, 
and the ports that may be opened up toward the different coal 
mines. The committee thinks it is very important to lay be- 
fore the Senate and Congress and before the coal miners in 
the United States these analyses, that they may see the value 
of their coal in respect of the commerce that is expected to be 
created by the opening of the isthmian canal. 

In the same connection, and as a further part of the resolu- 
tion, I will ask for the printing of a table showing the ex- 
penditures which have been made between certain dates in the 
construction of the canal for the purchase of material of every 
kind. Those dates are between February 1, 1905, and October 
31. 1905, inclusive. This paper was handed in by Mr. Ross, 
who is the general purchasing agent for the canal. It con- 
tains a classified statement of every purchase that has been 
made after the time of advertising, the amount paid, and the 
contract and the lowest bidder in accordance with the speci- 
fications. It is an important paper, and I ask to refer it to 
the Committee on Printing, with the memorandum which I will 
furnish, which I have not at this moment time to do without 
delaying the Senate too long, for their guidance in coming to a 
conclusion as to whether these papers ought to be printed. 

I now present the papers and ask their reference to the Com- 
mittee on Printing, with a memorandum to be prepared under 
the instructions of the Committee on Interoceanic Canals when 
it is ready. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Alabama? The Chair hears none. Without 
objection, the order will be made. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. DUBOIS introduced a bill (S. 4945) to enable the De- 
partment of Agriculture to conduct demonstration experiments 
for the purpose of eradicating pear blight in Idaho; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. ALGER introduced a bill (S. 4946) for the relief of cer- 
tain naval officers and their legal representatives; which was 
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read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4947) for the relief of Franklin 
L. Van Auken; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to tke Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. OVERMAN introduced a bill (S. 4948) for the relief of 
W. A. McLean; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4949) for the relief of Rufus 
Avery; which was read twice by its title, and, with the ac- 
companying paper, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. FORAKER introduced a bill (S. 4950) to grant an hon- 
orable discharge to Harvey Williams; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4951) for the relief of Erskine 
R. K. Hayes; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 


AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS. 


Mr. OVERMAN submitted an amendment authorizing and 
empowering the Court of Claims, upon final determination 
of the case or cases involving the claim of the intermarried 
white persons in the Cherokee Nation to share in the common 
property of the Cherokee people and to be enrolled for such 
purpose, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Indian 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND submitted an amendment granting the 
right of way for the construction and maintenance of canals 
and ditches for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, and other 
purposes over the Indian grazing lands upon the former Uintah 
Indian Reservation in Utah, intended to be proposed by him 
to the Indian appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. FORAKER submitted an amendment, proposing to ap- 
propriate $375,000 for the construction of a hospital at the 
Columbus Barracks, Ohio, intended to be proposed by him to 
the Army appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


AMENDMENTS TO STATEHOOD BILL. 


Mr. McCUMBBER. I submit an amendment intended to be 
proposed by me to the statehood bill. I ask that it may be 


printed and lie on the table. 
The amendment will be printed 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. TELLER. I submit an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by me to House bill 12707, the statehood bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I should like to have the title of both 
amendments stated, so as to indicate what they are. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There are no titles to the amend- 
ments. 

Mr. PATTERSON. As the amendments do not state in brief 
what the object is, will the Senator from North Dakota state 
the object of his amendment? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will state that the object of the amend- 
ment which I have introduced is to amend the bill so as to 
make Indian Territory a separate State. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado also 
offers a proposed amendment. 

Mr. TELLER. I propose to amend the clause providing that 
the capital of Oklahoma shall be at Guthrie and shall not be 
changed previous to 1915, by striking out “ fifteen” and insert- 
ing “eight.” My amendment modifies the suggestion of the 
bill that the legislature shall not establish a capital before 1915. 

Mr. BAILEY submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States; and to enable the peo- 
ple of New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States; which was ordered to lie on 
the table, and be printed. 

Mr. DOLLIVER submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 

by him to the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States; and to enable the peo- 
ple of New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States; which was ordered to lie on 
the table, and be printed. 


FISH-CULTURAL STATION AT BOOTHBAY HARBOR, MAINE. 


Mr. FRYE submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$5,000 for the purchase or construction of a steam launch for 
use at the fish-cultural station at Boothbay Harbor, Maine, in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation 
bill; which was ordered to be printed, and, with the accompa- 
nying paper, referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 


THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States; and to enable the peo- 
ple of New Mexico and Arizona to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, yesterday I asked that the 
Senate might meet this morning at 11 o'clock so that if the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Patrerson] and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Beverrpcr], who are to close the debate on the 
statehood question, should desire the entire day I for one would 
not be in the way. I am informed by the Senator from Colo- 
rado, who is to follow me, that he prefers to take up the subject 
a little later on, and for that reason I will take an hour prob- 
ably in making a few remarks on this subject. 

Mr. President, I myself can conceive of no legislation which 
should be approached with greater or more earnest care ot 
patriotic and unselfish purpose than that designed to create and 
establish a new State in the Union. I know of no subject which 
should be more free from partisanship, which all unconsciously 
seems to affect much of our labors here. 

In our ordinary legislative work we may be partially excused 
if we take some chances on what the future effect of our legis- 
lation may be. We may be partially excused if we are forced 
now and then to gamble somewhat upon the results of any 
legislation which we may enact, for in that case if we do make 
an error we can correct that error in the next Congress, or even 
the very next year. But our legislation in admitting a new 
State into the Union is one which becomes final in all respects. 
It not only binds our own hands for all future time, but it ties 
the hand of all future legislation on the subject, and binds the 
people of those States for all time to come. We therefore be- 
come responsible not only for the evil result that may follow 
during all of the years from an ill consideration of the subject, 
but also become responsible for the better result that might have 
followed to the people of any particular State or to the country 
at large had our work been more wise and just. 

I regret, Mr. President, that we have been unable to raise this 
great subject, so potent for good or evil, above political partisan- 
ship. I regret it because it seems to me that it unjustly affects 
a great measure of this kind. Political parties, in themselves 
transient, are only for the hour. It is probable that in less than 
another century both of our present great political parties will 
cease to exist. If the same parties continue they will simply 
be parties of the old name, but with new policies to meet new 
conditions of the country as those new conditions shall arise. 

But, Mr. President, while the political party may cease to 
exist, the States which we create will still exist; the Govern- 
ment, which is made up of those States, will still exist. The 
representation which we shall make to-day will continue as we 
have made it; but whether that representation in all the days 
of the future shall be just and fair according to resources, ac- 
cording to population, according to industries or territory, or 
whether it shall be unequal or unjust depends very much upon 
our legislation here to-day. 

It seems, therefore, to me to be as short sighted and as per- 
nicious for us to allow our partisanship, our fealty to any politi- 
cal party, to dominate or influence our judgment in the slightest 
degree in legislation which is to determine what amount of 
territory shall be made into a State or how many States shall 
be carved out of a given territory as it would be for us to 
perpetuate, were it possible to do so, our own political ideas 
and creeds for all time upon the people of any State which we 
shall make. 

That we are, as a rule, influenced more or less by party ties 
on this measure it would be folly for us to deny. The close 
division of party lines whenever the subject has been before us 
heretofore presents an insurmountable proof of that fact. The 
crack of the party whip, lashed more furiously on this subject 
than I have ever known before, still echoes through this 
southern corridor. I am not claiming for a moment that I my- 
self would be wholly free from this influence under any possible 
condition. If I believed that political conditions would remain 
indefinitely as they now are, requiring, as I believe they do ` 
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require, the continuance of that political power in which I 
believe, and I further believed that adding a new State might 
overturn that policy, it is possible that I might postpone the 
consideration of the admission of a new State which might 
threaten the continuance of our present Republican policies. 
But there could be no possible justification that should be ad- 
mitted with a view to keep this or that political party in power. 
I think we have a right to trust to the people of a State them- 
selves that they will know what will be for their best interest. 
If we can not trust them, we can not trust self-government 
whatever. 

Mr. President, if taxation without representation is per- 
nicious, it follows that taxation without equal representation 
must be pernicious to the extent of its inequality. But taxes 
are for the most part levied upon industries, either directly or 
indirectly. They become vicious to the extent that they may be 
unequally levied upon such industry. It therefore follows that 
industries should haye equality of representation in proportion 
to their importance; and as they would be important in propor- 
tion to the number of people subsisting upon them, this would 
practically mean equality of representation according to popu- 
lation. 

In the other House to-day we have substantially equality of 
representation upon the basis of population. In this body there 
is gross inequality. This inequality is due to conditions over 
which neither we nor our forefathers who adopted the Constitu- 
tion can or could have controlled. They did the best they could 
with the conditions they had to deal with. They were com- 
pelled to accept inequalities of representation in order to secure 
consent to form a compact and enduring government. But, Mr. 
President, while we have inherited those conditions of inequality, 
we are not confronted in legislating for the future with any such 
restrictions. We can not change the old relations, but we can 
legislate for the future with a view to correct these inequali- 
ties, not just for to-day. It follows, therefore, that we by our 
legislation should seek not to aggravate this inequality by mak- 
ing it more so in the future, but our legislation should be 
directed toward minimizing it as much as it is possible for us 
to do. 

Everyone will admit that the ideal United States might consist 
of fifty separate States, each of practically the same size, the same 
population, the same future prospects. But as that can not be 
done, then our duty is to approximate that ideal just as near 
as it is possible for us to do. 

There are but two great questions of prime importance to be 
considered in relation to this subject. First, would four new 
States created out of the four Territories still left west of the 
Mississippi River be for the best interest of the country itself 
and secure a more just and equitable representation of all the 
industries and all the people in the United States as they shall 
exist not to-day, but in fifty years or a hundred years? Second, 
would it be for the best interest of those several Territories to 
be admitted as four separate States into the Union? 

If both of these propositions are answered in the affirma- 
nro then there is but one clear road to duty; we should admit 

m. 

What do we mean by “best interest of the United States?” 
As long as the Territory is a part of the United States, part 
of the body politic, adding to the wealth and prowess of the 
country, it would make little difference whether such Terri- 
tory had two Representatives or eight Representatives, if this 
were all that was to be considered. The Government would 
have the same assets in either case, the population to make its 
wealth, the soldiery to fight its battles. 

But there is that in the case which does primarily affect the 
interest of the United States as a nation. The country is 
vitally interested in the highest development of its citizenship. 
Well, how are you going to secure this highest development? 
The answer is: By a State government that will best govern 
its people. But, again, what are the essentials of such a State 
government? They are, first, territory that is sufficient in 
wealth, population, resources and future prospects to support 
a respectable State government without overburdening the peo- 
ple with taxation; second, a State which is sufficiently limited 
in territorial area and in population to insure that close touch 
and relationship and understanding between the government 
and the governed and between all sections of the State 
necessary for proper legislation. 

The government and governed should always be in such close 
proximity that each understands the other fully, and each sec- 
tion of a State should know the wants and necessities of every 
other section. The lack of this proximity is the curse of co- 
lonial government. We have an example right in this country 
in the government of the Indian Territory by Congress, the 
worst governed Territory in the United States. Immense dis- 


tances, impassable mountain ranges, may separate people from 
the seat of government, or separate one section from the other 
and isolate them as surely as oceans and seas. The govern- 
ing power should be so close to every township within its 
borders that it will not miss a single heart throb of its people. 

I think, Mr. President, I do not err when I say that the States 
of Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont, in their past at least, 
more nearly approximate the ideal than any other set of States 
in the United States. I do not believe that I err when I say 
that those States have been governed, and governed well, with 
the least burden to their people of any of the great States of the 
Union. I believe I am equally correct when I say that those 
little States have been more free from political scandal than any 
other States in the Union. They are all of them small States, 
but I believe they have supported all necessary government insti- 
tutions with as little burden to the people as any section of the 
United States. 

Mr. President, if one were to pick up a school map of to-day 
and compare it with a geography of thirty or more years ago, 
he would find a metamorphosis that has kept exact pace with 
the change of sentiment of the American people. Our earlier 
maps. represented the United States with its clear-cut State 
lines. We saw and were impressed with the form, size, and 
location of each State and each Territory. They were marked 
with various colors to clearly distinguish the one from the 
other. This was in the days when the State was a much more 
important factor than to-day; when State attachment was more 
keen. That attachment and patriotism have been, to a certain 
extent, swallowed up or merged into the greater national at- 
tachment and patriotism. Our school geographies of to-day, 
while showing the border lines of each State, are so constructed 
and colored to manifest the great industrial sections whereby 
State lines become obliterated, and we see only the great belts 
represented by different colors, standing for commerce, for 
manufacturing, for cotton raising, for wheat raising, for coal 
mining, for iron industries, for cattle raising, for gold and sil- 
ver and copper mining, and for lumbering, so that at one glance 
at our up-to-date map, with its deeper and its lighter colorings, 
we get a comprehensive view of the nation and the country as 
a whole—an industrial view of the United States—and we lose 
the State in the industrial section. As we trace the map from 
ocean to ocean, our gaze first falls upon the textile manufac- 
tures, the great cotton spinning and weaving mills, the manu- 
facture of boots and shoes, the great commercial sections of 
New York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. As we press west- 
ward we cross the coal-mining section and, with it and beyond 
it, the great iron-manufacturing sections of the country. Still 
westward we are brought in contact with diversified agriculture 
and fruit raising, with the lumber industries of both the North 
and South. Then comes the great corn belt and, to the North- 
west, the great wheat-raising sections. Beyond this the cattle 
ranges, and beyond that the mining regions, and on the western 
coast the great lumber, agricultural, and fruit-raising sections 
again. 

People are living upon these great industries of the country, 
and they are great just to the extent of the number of people 
who subsist by them; and a just and proper and equal repre- 
sentation must necessarily be one which would give each indus- 
try and the population supported by it that voice in national 
affairs in both branches of Congress which would be its just 
proportion according to its prominence. If one-tenth of the 
people of the United States were engaged in coal mining, as dis- 
tinct and separate from all other business, then that industry 
should have one-tenth of the representation in both branches of 
Congress. That would be equally true of the cotton industry 
or of the iron industry. If one-tenth of the population of the 
United States were engaged in stock raising, then the stock- 
raising industry of the country would be entitled, under a just 
representation, to a voice equal in voting power to one-tenth of 
the entire voting power of Congress. And if the agricultural 
interest were equivalent to one-half of all other interests, then 
that industry should be so represented. 

I know, Mr. President, it has been said ‘heretofore, and may 
be said again, that each Representative and each Senator repre- 
sents the whole United States. This is true of the Representa- 
tives; it is partially true under our theory of government of the 
Senate. The two Senators, however, were supposed primarity to 
represent a sovereign State, and though that distinction has be- 
come to a considerable extent obliterated, still the proposition re- 
mains true that, whether Senator or Representative, that man 
best represents the industry with which he is best acquainted, 
and that means the industry which has surrounded his whole life. 
So that while some of our most populous States might complain 
that in proportion to population they have not equal representa- 
tion in this body, it can be well answered that their industries 
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are represented by Senators of other States having like indus- 
tries. For instance, the iron and coal regions of West Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and Virginia are represented by Senators from 
all of those States; so the manufacturing industries of Massa- 
chusetts, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and New 
Jersey. £ 

I do not claim to be a fair representative of either the iron or 
coal or the shipping industries of the United States. If I want 
information on the former, I go to the Senators of Pennsylvania 
or West Virginia or Virginia. If I want accurate knowledge 
concerning shipbuilding, its cost, the many things which hinder 
its development, I would not turn my attention to Wyoming or 
Colorado, but would go directly to the representatives of Maine 
and New Hampshire and Massachusetts. But if I want to 
know what legislation is for the best interest of the wheat- 
growing sections of the United States, I would first consult my 
own judgment and information and then those who come from 
States producing the same cereal. 

Again, it may be answered that the Senators represent the 
State in its sovereignty and the Representative represents his dis- 
trict; but, while all together represent the United States, we only 
get the equality of representation by having each industry repre- 
sented by those who are best acquainted with that industry. 

There are at present twenty-six States east of the Mississippi 
River, constituting about one-third of continental United States. 
There are nineteen States and four Territories west of the Mis- 
sissippi River, constituting about two-thirds of the United 
States. That section west of the Mississippi River in the future 
will be the great agriculture and stock-raising section of the 
United States. It should have a representation in the future 
equivalent to what its importance in the future will be. No one 
will deny, I think, that if one-half of the population of the 
United States in less than one hundred years will be west of 
the Mississippi that that section should have one-half of the 
representation, at least; in other words, if it has one-half the 
population and two-thirds of the territory to represent, it 
should have one-half of the representation in both branches of 
Congress. But, Mr. President, if every Territory west of the 
Mississippi should be created into a State it would still have 
but twenty-three States, and no matter how great its popula- 
tion, its representation would be in the Senate in the ratio of 
forty-six to fifty-two. Therefore, though our population may be 
double that of the East, we will never secure, no matter what 
we may do, an equal and just representation. And yet there 
seems to be an effort here to curtail that representation and 
make it even less than it is to-day. 

Now, Mr. President, will this west two-thirds of the United 
States ever have a population equal to that portion east of the 
Mississippi River? You must remember that if we eliminate the 
arid regions, which you say can not be irrigated, we will still 
have left more acres of land which can be cultivated and cropped 
than there are east ef the Mississippi. You must also remem- 
ber that while our soil, and especially upon the level plains, 
which is not washed away by floods, is practically inexhaustible, 
on account of denudation of the forests of your mountains and 
for other reasons your Eastern and Middle States are becoming 
more and more worthless as agricultural States. Large areas 
of once valuable farm lands in the States of Maine, Vermont, 
New Hampshire, Connecticut, and part of Massachusetts are 
being bought up for summer homes by the wealthy residents of 
the great cities. We have bills before us asking the Government 
to take possession of the Appalachian chain of mountains and 
create a park out of it for the conservation of the waters which 
pour unrestrained down the mountain sides in their terrific rush, 
which have taken away the soils of what were once fertile fields. 
He who travels from Chicago to Washington can not but observe 
the vast tracts of abandoned agricultural lands in the Virginias 
and in Maryland. As I go southward I am impressed with the 
numberless spots of red clay on every little mound or knoll pro- 
truding above the soil and manifesting the bald-headedness of 
agricultural senility. If I go still farther westward, I find the 
amount of fertilizer necessary to raise a crop almost equalizes 
the value and profits of raising the crop. 

Mr. President, let us go a step further. I find by looking at 
the statistics—and I believe I am correct in my figures—that in 
the last ten years the population of the States east of the Mis- 
sissippi has increased about 17 per cent—that is, from 1890 to 
1900. The population west of the Mississippi River in the same 
time has, I think, increased about 50 per cent. At the same 
ratio the population west of the Mississippi in from forty-five to 
forty-eight years will be greater than the population east of that 
same river. 

I find also, Mr. President, that, according to our last census 
report, the estimation of the population of the United States 
I believe is now about 87,000,000—almost 90,000,000—nearly 300 


per cent more than it was in 1860. Whether we follow this ratio 
or not, it is absolutely certain that in less than another century 
we shall have more than 200,000,000 people in the United States. 

What are you going to do with those people? Where are they 
going? Where will they make their homes? Where will 
their future life be spent? Mr. President, so long as there 
is a foot of earth that will produce an ear of corn there will 
be agriculturists, and so the great farms of the Dakotas 
and of Minnesota will necessarily be divided and redivided 
again; the millions of acres of land upon the western coast 
which are producing only timber to-day will necessarily 
be replanted with orchards, raising fruits and vegetables. 
Our great plains will be covered with the immense herds of cat- 
tle and sheep which will be necessary to support this mighty 
population of over 200,000,000. The greater proportion of this 
excess of population, Mr. President, will settle west of the Mis- 
sissippi River. 

Therefore, I again insist that, other things being equal, 
instead of cutting down the representation of that section of 
the country, we should make it greater, if possible, than it is 
to-day, and that certainly we should not combine any two of 
those Territories into one State which are capable of making 
great States of the Union. 

Mr. President, I want to call attention to a few matters in 
reference to the statistics of this statehood bill. I admit that 
I am at a loss just how to meet the arguments of the single 
statelod statesmen on account of their new and unique maxims, 
which govern them in their conclusions, and which they say 
must also govern us. Let me give a few of these maxims, taken 
from their own addresses upon this subject of statehood. I 
invite your attention, Mr. President, to this rather curious fact, 
that throughout their entire arguments they stand firmly by 
these two simple propositions: First, like produces like; second, 
like produces unlike. You will find that they always land on 
the same side, sometimes upon their feet, sometimes the reverse, 
but they always land on the same side of the fence. 

Now, let me give you by couplets a few of their theorems, 
and I take them either literally or by conclusion from their 
own remarks upon this subject. Here they are: 

1. New Mexico and Arizona will not have sufficient popula- 
tion for two States. Conclusion: New Mexico and Arizona 
should be joined. 

2. Oklahoma and Indian Territory will have a sufficient 
population for two States. Conclusion: Oklahoma and Indian 
Territory should be joined. 

1. New Mexico and Arizona have the same character of pro- 
ductions and industries. Conclusion: They should be joined. 

2. Oklahoma and Indian Territory have different characters 
of productions and industries. Conclusion: They should be 
joined. 

Again, 1. Oklahoma and Indian Territory together would be 
the size of the average Western State. Conclusion: They should 
be joined. 

2. New Mexico and Arizona will be twice the size of the 
average Western State. Conclusion: They should be joined. 

Again, 1. Each of the Territories, Indian Territory and Ok- 
lahoma, is now the size of the average State east of the 
Mississippi. Conclusion: They should be joined. 

2. New Mexico and Arizona would be at least four times the 
size of the average State east of the Mississippi. Conclusion: 
They should be joined. 

I do not know how to meet arguments which always mean 
“heads I win, tails you lose.” 

There is another one of those axioms that is fathered by the 
Senator from the State of Illinois [Mr. Hopkins]. He says in 
effect : 

1. Neither New Mexico nor Arizona nor both together are 
fit for statehood or ever will be fit for statehood. Conclusion: 
They should be joined and immediately admitted. 

2. But succeeding Congresses may not measure up in intel- 
ligence and patriotism with the present Congress. Conclusfon: 
They should be admitted before the next Congress can get hold 
of them. 

Let me see, Mr. President, if there is any warrant for this 
last assertion. The object of the argument of the Senator from 
Illinois was to belittle the future prospects of either the Ter- 
ritory of Arizona or New Mexico. At this point of his argu- 
ment the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hate], who has the smooth- 
est way of boring right to the center and getting to the meat of 
a proposition of any Senator upon this floor, immediately rose, 
and I want to quote a portion of the dialogue which ensued: 


Mr. Hate. Has it occurred to the Senator in what he is saying and 
what, I think, impressed other Senators, as has the speech of the Sena- 
tor from Illinois and the very lucid and admirable speech of the Senator 
from Ohio yesterday, that the logical conclusion is that we ought not 
to admit these two Territories at all? We are going very far, and I 
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am afraid too far, considering all the conditions, that of admitting 
these two Territories as one State. I think the wiser thing would be 
to let them remain where they are. 

He has good support in the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. Horxixs. Mr. President, there is some force in the position sug- 
pres by the Senator from Maine, but we do know that one of the po- 

tical parties of this country stands now for the admission of these 
two Territories as separate States. 

Mr. HALE. I do not mean to say that I will not vote for this propo- 
sition at all, for it may be the best in the emergency, but the logic, the 
figures, the conditions are all against admitting these two sparse, stray 
‘Territories as States. 

Mr. Hopxrns. Yet, Mr. President, for fifty years these Territories 
have been seeking admission as a State, and I think it is the consensus 
of opinion that if would be wiser to end that by admitting them as one 
State than to defer action. 


Mr. President, why is it better not to defer action? The 
Senator admits that neither New Mexico nor Arizona is fit for 
statehood. That suggestion is concurred in by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], as shown by his address of a year 
ago, and it is concurred in by every Senator who has spoken 
against the admission of these two Territories as separate 
States. 

Now, if the contention of these leading supporters of joint 
statehood is correct, if neither New Mexico nor Arizona has 
future prospects, if neither of them can eyer measure up to the 
standard which they lay down as necessary for the admission 
of a new State, if their prosperity is limited by the lines they 
have drawn, then certainly they are not fit for statehood, are 
they? Not only that, but they never will be fitted for state- 
hood, will they? Then, Mr. President, why not adopt the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Maine and-eliminate both of those 
Territories? The answer has meaning in it. “It would be 
wiser to end that by admitting them as one State than to defer 
action.” In that sentence is sounded the fear that some future 
Congress, taking this subject up again, may not be sufficiently 
qualified to deal with it, or that some future Congress, looking 
at the same facts, will come to the conclusion that an enormous 
injustice is being done to those States west of the Mississippi 
River, and especially to those two particular Territories. 

To me there is also another matter of significance. If they 
are not fit for statehood to-day, then why should we admit them 
at all? There is not a Senator, Mr. President, who has spoken 
upon this subject who has not, either by direct words or by the 
logic of his entire argument, admitted and proved conclusively 
that Oklahoma will make not only a State that will average 
up with the other States of the Union, but that it will make 
a State that will be greater than the average State of the 
United States. Every one of them has, either by direct words 
or by conclusive result from their argument, established the fact 
that the Indian Territory will not only make a State that will 
average up with the average State in the United States, but that 
it will make a better State than the average State of the Union. 

So, Mr. President, after their arguments, it is incompre si- 
ble to me how they can oppose separate statehood for these two 
Territories. 

The conclusion seems obvious that there is a determined 
effort that that section west of the Mississippi River shall never 
have its equal representation in the Senate of the United States. 

But, they say, the policy has been to make greater and larger 
and more important States out of this western country. Why 
has that been the policy? What is the spirit that has been back 
of that policy? Why should the Western State by necessity 
be a larger or more important State than the average Eastern 
State? Mr. President, from a child I have read the utterances 
of the great statesmen of the East, and until a few years ago 
the consensus of opinion of the entire East seemed to support 
the proposition that they regarded the western representation 
with some distrust; as not being sufficiently conservative; as 
being dangerous to the settled financial and industrial policies 
of the country. To what extent they have been justified in that 
assumption in the past I will not say. 

It is possible that the conditions in every new State where 
the population is pouring in from all other sections of the 
country, and sometimes from foreign countries, may be a little 
chaotic. Its representatives may, to a certain extent, while 
that condition lasts, represent those chaotic conditions in the 
Congress of the United States, but I do not think that condiion 
exists to-day. I want to say now, and I say it with all earnest- 
ness and with a sincere conviction, that, unless all political and 
industrial and sociological signs fail, in less than a quarter of 
a century the East will wish to Heaven that they had the 
western votes in the Senate of the United States to saye them 
from themselves, 

I have been watching for a few years past to see what effect 
the immigration of these millions of inhabitants of southern 
Europe—Slavonians, Roumanians, Italians, Sicilians, Silesians— 
that are pouring into this country at the rate of 1,000,000 a year 


and making up our population, especially in the great cities, 
will have upon the future of the great States in which those 
cities are situated. I have not been blind to the fact that only 
last spring the great city of Chicago voted to take the first step 
toward paternalism in goyernment by an almost overwhelming 
vote. I am not blind to the fact that in the last election in the 
city of New York there was a serious doubt if that great city 
did not elect a Socialist for mayor. I want to say to-day that 
the population and the conditions are changing. New York 
City is becoming more and more the dominant factor in the 
politics of the State of New York. 

That is true of all the great cities. The city of New York is 
becoming more and more Italian and Slay. The city of Boston 
is a conglomeration of all the foreign elements. The city of 
Chicago is much the same way. Baltimore is becoming Slav 
and Russian Jew, and even in the staid old State of New Hamp- 
shire the population is fast giving away to the “ Canuck” from 
the North; and the old stock, descended from our Revolutionary 
fathers and from the Pilgrim fathers, are leaving their native 
State, and, if you will glance at a report that is made as to the 
nationality of the people in the Territory of Arizona, you will 
find where they are going. 

In that Territory only about 1 per cent of the population is of 
foreign birth. Only about 2 per cent is of foreign birth and 
the children of foreign birth. The other 98 per cent is of the 
old American stock that have gone there. 

I want to say another thing. The time is coming, and it is 
nearly at hand, when we will need, unless we are going pell- 
mell into paternalism and socialism, the agricultural vote of 
the West to sustain this Government. I want to tell you fur- 
ther, Mr. President, that so long as a man owns his little flock 
of a hundred sheep and he herds them upon the plains of New 
Mexico and Arizona, that man will neyer become a socialist, 
an anarchist, or paternalist; that man will love the right of 
property; he will guard his sacred rights. So long as he owns 
one acre of land that is entirely his own, and tills it and culti- 
yates it, that man will never vote for Government ownership 
in any of the great properties of the country. That is the char- 
acter of representation and the character of the citizenship that 
we need in this country, and will need badly in the next quarter 
of a century. 

There ought to be some standard on which we are to rely in 
admitting new States into the Union. Those who support single 
statehood have so many different standards and have to have so 
many different and adverse premises in order to arrive at a 
conclusion that they leave us no guide. What should be the 
guide? I think that I can not be charged with an inconsistency. 
I make fiye simple propositions, and am willing to stand or fall 
by those propositions: First, Oklahoma has sufficient territory; 
it has sufficient resources and sufiicient population to insure a 
good stable State government that will be equal to or exceed 
the average State government of the United States; second, 
the Indian Territory will measure up about the same; third, 
that New Mexico, while it may not have the resources and 
future prospects to make-it measure up with the greatest States 
in the United States, will have sufficient population, sufficient 
resources, and sufficient prospects to make it one of the great 
States of the Union; and fourth, what may be said of New 
Mexico can be equally said of Arizona; and fifth, that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, in order to properly represent all 
of its industries equitably and justly, should, in less than one 
hundred years, have a greater representation west of the Missis- 
sippi River, and that section itself will be entitled to a greater 
representation than would be given by the bill which is sup- 
ported by a majority of the members of the Committee on 
Territories. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to refer briefly to some statistics, 
I know generally they are boring, but I am going to make them 
interesting, if I can. I will have them so few and to the point 
that I believe I can make them interesting. We have loaded 
our records up with all of the statistics that we could get and 
we have got to separate what is good and what is unimportant. 

It is said that New Mexico is incapable and will be incapable 
in the future of sustaining a good State government. Let us 
see how that is. New Mexico to-day is supporting a splendid 
Territorial government. It has a capitol costing $400,000; it 
has a penitentiary costing $500,000, If we are to take the argu- 
ments of some, the people of that Territory are too sleepy to 
get into the penitentiary, and they have no need for it, and there 
is no need for a capitol for those people who are not wide 
enough awake to become citizens of the United States. They 
have an agricultural and mechanical arts college, which cost 
$98,000 ; they have an asylum for the insane, which cost $79,000 ; 
they have a school of mines, which cost $65,000; they have a 
university, which cost $65,000; they haye a normal university, 
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which cost $58,570; they have a military institute, which cost 
$53,000; a normal training school, which cost $28,000, and an 
asylum for the deaf and dumb, which cost $6,000. 

Every one of those institutions was built by those Mexicans. 
Every one of those institutions is supported by those Mexicans, 
of whom we haye heard to much, and while they were being 
built there must have been something in the mind of the deni- 
zens of that Territory that they would be utilized, and, Mr. 
President, they are utilized to-day. 

The indebtedness that was created for those institutions was 
about $1,180,000 in 1901. In two years they had reduced that 
indebtedness $82,000 and had laid away $243,000 in addition. 

What are those institutions for if they are not for the people? 
But we had considerable talk yesterday upon the matter of the 
lack of education of these people. I want to call your attention 
to the matter of schools. The school population of New Mexico 
in 1901 was 53,000; in 1903, two years later, it was 68,000; in 
1901 the school enrollment was 21,000; in 1903, two years later, 
it was 37,000, and it has been increasing right along at that 
ratio. In 1901 there were 599 schools; in 1903, only two years 
later, there were 665 schools. It will thus be observed that in 
two years there was an increase in all of these matters of nearly 
50 per cent. Is there a State in the Union that can measure 
up to that? Can any of your older States do it? 

I want to call attention to another thing, and that is the area 
of coal lands. You say they can not sustain a population there. 
Let me ask the Senator who says that they can not sustain a 
population in that country sufficient to support a great State 
to tell me what will be done with 1,493,480 acres of coal lands 
already in sight and which have been prospected? Here is a 
table which I will insert: 


Coal lands of New Mevico. 
CH. R. Report 496.) 


Area of prospected coal lands acres 
Amount of coal in sight 
PEACE o i Sa —— 


1, 493, 430 
8, 813; 840, 000 
$10, 000; 000; 000 


Coal poaae from June 30, 1900, to June 30, 
ee Ee RSENS aS rly OS aR Ee tons 3. 710, 000 
nnn — eee $5, 000, 000 
—::: ͤ T.:. .... tons 94. 000 
SAI A I aaa aami a e e SMe i anea E anaia k aean a ea $250, 000 


What will be done with 8,813,840,000 tons of the best coal in 
the country already in sight and prospected? What will be 
done with the value of that coal in sight, amounting to more 
than $10,000,000,000? When our population reaches one hun- 
dred and fifty or two hundred million every foot of that coal 
iua will be utilized, and it will support an immense popula- 
tion. 

I will submit these statistics, because they are short, and 
merely run over them very rapidly. 

Statistics of New Mexico. 
PUBLIC BUILDINGS. 


CADNO SE See tate Oe . Ee NATE ey $400, 000 
Be OE ee ASE BALE BEATS ESAODS 500, 000 
College of mig TE and Mechanical Arts 98, 000 
Winner — 79, 000 
School of mines — 65,000 
University ...._ > 65, 000 
Normal university > 58, 570 
Military institute — 53,460 
NORMS: “Tre ining | BON OO ee a e a aa 28, 000 
Asvinm for. Geat ee. Sn peepee 6, 000 


INDEBTEDNESS. 


The indebtedness of New Mexico in 1901 for these buildings and 
otherwise was $1,180,800; in 1903 the indebtedness was $109,800—a 
decrease in two years of $82,000, besides increasing a sinking fund of 
$234,590. 

SCHOOLS. 


In 1903 (two years later) 
In 1901 the school enrollment was = 
In 1903 the school enrollment was. 2 
In 1901 the number of schools was — 
In 1903 the number of schools was 


RAILROADS IN NEW MEXICO. 


June 80) 0. ͤV:?! miles.. 1, 679 
r E ste ae epee A aa do. 2,520 
er Te a ay eee mR SIRE MeO per cent 41 
sTocK, 1905. 
Oy Se i a I Spe ER LIE mr head 1, 123, 000 
——— eS a ̃ ̃ ̃ — — ä ee do____ 5, 674, 000 
ENON a ic cae a vase eat ar eae as pa do 97, 500 
SHIPPED OUT IN 1905. 
/ a chs tes a Sp cd anes cml lem pr es a se tae 184, 602 
OO ee EN ie I ae BE L EY ee ate) OSS 5, 205 
Oe RR BA Eo E ORE Re aN age 17, 275 
CFC ys SE as eee ee Sat A ee eee eS. 422, 252 
WOOL CROP, 1902. 
The wool crop for 1902 was pounds 22, 000, 000 


NEWSPAPERS. 


On September 15, 1903, there were seventy newspapers published in 
the Territory. 


I wish to speak of the railroads. On June 30, 1900, there 
were 1,679 miles of railway in the one Territory of New Mexico. 
On June 30, 1902, there were 2,520 miles. There was a 41 per 
cent increase in two years. What are these railroads being built 
for? To run into a Territory that will produce nothing and 
can not support anything? The very fact of the increase of 41 
per cent in the mileage of the railways is indisputable evidence 
that there is a demand, a commercial and an industrial demand 
for these railways, and that means that there will be a popula- 
tion in that section of the country to produce the things which 
are to be hauled by the railways. 

Again, in 1905, there were 1,123,000 head of horned cattle, 
5,674,000 head of sheep, 97,500 head of horses. It takes men 
and property to care for that many head of stock. How many of 
the older States can make a showing that is equal to it? I have 
here a statement of the wool crop. In 1902 there was shipped 
out 22,000,000 pounds of wool from New Mexico. 

A little on the newspapers. On September 15, 1903, there 
were seventy newspapers in that little Territory. 

I have the advance sheets from the Census Department, bring- 
ing the statistics of manufactures right down to date. I do not 
think they are published yet. They show a wonderful advance- 
ment in the last five years in both Arizona and New Mexico. 
I will ask to insert them here: 


————fTTdfTTTTTT0PTdT0T—T—T—TT—T— 2, 160, 000 

5 ONS 11) Pe es a A a as 4, 638, 000 

Tc eet en NESS LE ELA es per cent 114 
8 officials, clerks, etc. : 


2, 153, 000 
79 


Statistics of Arizona. 
[Senate Document No. 216] 
SCHOOLS. 


1905 


414, 000 


44, 514, 894 
241, 400, 000 
600 


1 5 VALUE OF PRODUCTION. 
* 
Total mineral production for 1905 (exclusive 


zinc, and precious stones) 
LIVE STOCK, 1905. 


$1, 000, 000 
1, 000, 000 
$3, 000, 000 
oats 200, 000 
ELIT YY ES ee ae ae aera pt ee es — 5200, 000 


employed: 
P Pp ae a TA E 


Capital 
= 19 


9, 517, 000 
$14, 395, 000 
51 


2, 287, 000 
3, 969, 000 
73 


IRRIGATION PROJECTS IN ARIZONA. 

pars River project will increase area in Salt River Val- 
e 

Colorado River projeet 

Little Colorado River project 


Upper Gila project 
San Pedro AAA ra A Eee Ne ea d 20, 000 


Total amount which can be irrigated 0 887, 000 


Let us take the capital employed in manufacturing estab- 
lishments in 1900, taking it from the two censuses, 1900 and 
1905. The amount invested in those establishments in New 
Mexico was $2,160,000 in 1900; in 1905, $4,638,000—an increase 
of a hundred and fourteen per cent. The salaried officers were 
increased a hundred and fifty-four per cent. The wages paid 
increased from $1,199,000 in 1900 to $2,153,000 in 1905, making 
an increase of 79 per cent. I can give the same figures with 
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reference to the schools. In Arizona there has been an increase 
of a hundred and thirty-nine per cent in the school population 
in five years. There has been an increase of a hundred and 
twenty-three per cent in school property. There has been an 
increase in the copper. production of 600 per cent in the last ten 
years. In 1894 it was 44,514,894 pounds. In 1905 it was 241,- 
400,000 pounds. 

The value of the minerals produced, exclusive of lead and 
precious stones, in 1905 was $45,000,000, in round numbers. Is 
not that pretty good for a Territory? Will not that sustain a 
population? 

In estimating the population which will be supported by irri- 
gation, we must take into consideration the difference between 
a population supported by land when it is irrigated and in the 
usual method in which it is used. It is safe to say that when it 
is planted to fruits, as most of it is, and other things of like 
character, 1 acre will support one individual, and support him 
well. It is said there are 887,000 acres of land in New Mexico 
which can be irrigated. That means nearly a million of popula- 
tion, without taking into consideration at all these vast coal 
lands and without taking into consideration the vast acres 
which can be used for the purpose of stock raising. 

When the United States, by its Congress, advances to that 
position where it will give the same consideration to the beet- 
sugar manufacturing industry of the country that it has given 
to the other manufacturing industries of the United States, it 
will develop an immense area which will support a large popu- 
lation in all of these Western States. 

Mr. President, the saccharine matter in the average sugar 
beet raised in Colorado, Arizona, or New Mexico is from 20 to 
25 per cent. In Germany, from which we get most of our sugar, 
it is only 14 per cent. The land there which produces this 
sugar, which sugar pays the price that is necessary to bring 
it to the United States, is worth $300 an acre. Here we can 
raise twice as much per acre, and with proper protection the 
lands in the near future ought to be worth, at the same rate, 
nearly $600 per acre. 

Let us look a moment at this matter. In 1903 there were 
imported into the United States 4,216,116,000 pounds of sugar. 
We produced but 687,209,700 pounds. We produced, therefore, 
but 22 per cent of all the sugar that we used. The world’s 
product is 22,000,000,000 pounds, in round numbers. Now, we 
use 20 per cent of all the sugar that is raised in the world, and 
we can produce in this country every pound of sugar that we 
need, and when the industry bas the proper protection we will 
find use for all of the wild lands in that section of the country 
that can possibly be irrigated. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Netson] spoke rather dis- 
paragingly of the citizens of New Mexico. I do not mean to 
say that in speaking disparagingly of them he spoke in terms 
of unkindly feeling. But he gave the facts as he understood 
them. He states that they are-unfitted for statehood; but 
notwithstanding the fact that he insists that they are unfitted 
for statehood he comes to the conclusion that they ought to 
be admitted to statehood together with the people of Arizona. 

The Senator from Ohio differed with him, because in speak- 
ing of this same population—and I want to show again how 
they arrive at the same conclusion by absolutely different 
methods and different premises. Will the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Spooner] kindly give me his attention while I read 
just that part of the remarks of the Senator from Ohio? I 
want to show how he differs with the Senator from Ohio on 
the character of the Mexican people. The Senator from Ohio 
said. 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator refers to the Senator from 
Ohio. I should like to know to which Senator from Ohio he 
refers? 

Mr. McCUMBER, The junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Dick]. 
He said: 

New Mexico is taking on new life and Is becoming as aggressive and 
up-to-date as the rest of the United States. ‘The larger towns have 
electric-light plants. There are electric street railway systems. All 
the larger towns have waterworks. Three cities have mail delivery. 
There are three rural mail routes, and roads are being. built. Beautiful 
homes are being constructed. On every hand is evidence of prosperity, 
of civie spirit, and public and private progress. 

Every person who has appeared before either committee of Congress 
investigating this subject and who has testified on this particular point, 
bears testimony to the high character and sterling worth of this ele- 


ment in the population of New Mexico. They are beyond question as 
gocd citizens as can be found elsewhere in the United States. 


That is the tribute which was paid by the Senator from Ohio, 
who says that these people ought to be joined with Arizona, and 
he diametrically opposes the proposition of the Senator from 
Wisconsin and the Senator from Minnesota and others, who say 
they are disqualified for statehood. 

Then, it seems, there are some evidences of prosperity and of 
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public and private progress in this so-called “ God-forsaken 


country.” We find the Senator from Ohio declaring that these 
people are progressive, wide-awake, and wise; the Senator from 
Minnesota declaring that they are nonprogressive, sleepy, and 
otherwise, and yet both of them arrive at the same conclusion, 
that they should be joined and admitted—one because they do 
measure up to the standard of the average American citizen, 
and the other because they do not measure-up to the average 
American citizen. 

Mr. President, personally I believe they are making great 
progress. ` When I examine their schools and their school sys- 
tems, when I learn that they are now forcing education in the 
English language in all their schools, when I find that their 
schools and school-children are increasing at the rate of over 
50 per cent in every five years, I think the time is not far dis- 
tant when every one of these people will speak the English lan- 
guage, and we will not again have a case such as that cited by 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SPOONER], where a man was 
convicted of murder, as he says, by a jury only one of whom 
understood the English language. 

There are sections, even in the State of Wisconsin and in 
many portions of our large cities, where a foreign language is 
spoken, as I understand. I do not mean that no other lan- 
guages are spoken, but where a foreign language is used by 
the average citizen. I know it is true in some counties in my 
own State. The people nearly all speak a language which is 
foreign to us. But where we can not secure a jury by reason 
of their not understanding the language there can always be a 
transfer to some other section of the country where the lan- 
guage is understood. 

Now, Mr. President, to little advantage has been the accu- 
mulated knowledge of the past hundred years if it has not 
given us greater power to estimate the future prospects and 
development of any State or Territory, if it has not given added 
power and clearness to our perspective vision. 

Discovery of steam has increased our power of locomotion 
fiftyfold, the power of production a hundredfold. The dis- 
covery and use of electric power as a means of transmission 
of thought and information has given us added knowledge of 
the world on which we live that is akin to the added knowledge 
obtained through the powerful telescope of the starry heavens. 
And just in proportion as the telescope has added to our sci- 
entific knowledge of the universe, whereby we can foretell every 
eclipse and every comet—can follow its path without the varia- 
tion of an inch through billions of miles of space—so has this 
added knowledge of the last hundred years, obtained through 
these agencies unknown to our forefathers, given us a just 
right to speak somewhat definitely and with greater assurance 
and optimism of the future of any section of this United States, 

Our forefathers, before the dawn of these great possibilities, 
of these great aids to human knowledge and progress, might well 
be excused if they judged the future by their narrow environ- 
ments. They may be excused if they saw no use of any territory 
outside of what could be reached by a few days’ travel in a 
stagecoach. But we who are held in by no such narrow sur- 
roundings, we who can look as from a mountain top, have no 
right to close our eyes to future possibilities, and much less have 
we any right to assume that we have reached the apex of 
science in discovering means to make every portion of the 
earth yield fruits for the support of Aumanity. 

Mr. President, as we look back over a hundred and twenty- 
five years of national history it truly does seem as though the - 
Almighty had looked after this country and made us his 
chosen people, and that in our blindness we laid the foundation 
of a great national structure. Our greatness is due to our ex- 
pansion, but our expansion was not due to our foresight and 
calm deliberation as to what our inherent needs might be in the 
future. We have never acquired one foot of territory, unless 
Texas may be an exception, since we became a nation simply 
because we believed that our people would need it, but because 
we did not want anyone else to haye it. That has been true down 
to this very day. We made the great Louisiana purchase not 
because we thought or claimed that we would need the country 
ourselves, but because we wanted the undisputed control of the 
great Mississippi River. We did not want France to haye it, or 
England or Spain. That was true of the purchase of Alaska. 
We are holding to-day islands in the Pacific and islands in the 
Caribbean Sea, not because we wanted them for homes for our 
own people, but because we wanted them for strategic or com- 
mercial purposes. 

So we come now to the question, What are the possibilities of 
these great future States? In estimating their possibilities we 
have a right to assume that many things which are unknown to- 
day will be known in the future; that many things that are 
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necessary to develop this country, which are undreamed of to- 
day, will be thought out and will be found to be useful in the 
next hundred years, when there will be a demand for them. 

In estimating the future population of a State I claim that 
we have a right to assume, and in the light of past history and 
experience it is our duty to assume, that many things will be 
accomplished in the future which have not been accomplished 
in the past; that means mechanical and scientific will be found 
in the future to produce results which we may not even have 
dreamed of at the present time. 

Before any man dare utter the word “impossible,” or eyen 
doubt the feasibility of any contemplated project in irrigation 
in bringing the waters from the mountains to irrigate the sur- 
face or bringing the waters from the bosom of the earth for 
the same purpose, let him consider a moment what are the possi- 
bilities which he sees all around him to-day which were abso- 
lutely impossible yesterday. Let him consider, for instance, 
how long the great potent forces which now enter into all the 
commerce and industries of the world lay unknown and unused. 

How many thousands of years did our ancestors look upon the 
outcroppings of the coal deposits of the world as so much useless 
black bowlder? It is only to-day in the world’s life that we 
have learned the use of coal. The story of Aladdin and his won- 
derful lamp, the wildest imagination of the fanciful mind of 
the Orient, has been more than reproduced in the last fifty 
years. The magic touch of the hand of intelligence on the lamp 
of inventive genius has brought the black demon out of the 
earth, the giant with breath of fire and strength invincible, who, 
obedient to the command of the world, has given humanity a 
wealth undreamed of in all the days of oriental splendor. In 
the light of actual results, the tales of the Arabian Nights are 
tame and commonplace. In that black stone—coal—is concen- 
trated enough latent energy when transformed into steam or 
electric power to reverse the very rotation of the earth. One 
hundredth part of the coal in sight in New Mexico applied prop- 
erly would raise all of the waters out of all of the streams that 
pour from the mountain sides and hurry their course to the sea 
and spread them upon the surface of our broad lands. The 
coal is there, the rivers are there. 

Let us look for a moment at the matter of irrigation. Think 
how much the world has advanced in the last few years in the 
matter of irrigation. It took centuries of time from the first 
simple irrigation, from the carrying of water in buckets from 
the Nile, then by inundation, then by diverting a portion of 
mountain streams, and, finally, by creating vast reservoirs to 
hold the flow of waters in abeyance until needed. And here we 
have rested—stopped at the very simplest stage of irrigation, 
the storing and diverting of waters from mountain streams. 

But, Mr. President, this has required no great engineering 
feat or skill. It has required no extraordinary intelligence. 
Everyone knows that water will run down hill. Civil engi- 
neering can only lay claim to science in irrigation when it suc- 
ceeds by some method, not too expensive, in bringing the water 
uphill, raising it from a lower to a higher level, where it may 
be discharged upon adjacent lands. Is this not possible? Is it 
not feasible? Because it is in advance of present methods is 
nothing either against its feasibility or possibility. Is it less 
impossible than what we are achieving every day? If one 
could take a bird’s-eye view of this whole United States, even 
as he can look over a railway map, he would see a network of 
shining rails of steel traversing the country in all directions, and 
over thèm running at terrific speed hundreds of thousands of 
loaded trains. Now, every train that moves across this conti- 
nent is, by every rotation of its engine wheels, overcoming the law 
of gravitation, and so successful and so inexpensive that they 
have become almost the sole instrument of internal traffic. 
Every steamboat that plies our great rivers, by every stroke of 
its wheel in its course against the stream, is overcoming the law 
of gravitation. The force that carries a single train over these 
Territories has power enough to pull a mighty stream 200 feet 
over hills and plains. Is the project, therefore, for lifting 
rivers bodily out of their channels and scattering the waters 
over the earth less feasible or conceivable than that our very 
thoughts can be carried across the world in the flash of a second? 

Nor are steam and electric power, generated by the use of 
coal, the only instruments at your command. 

Five hundred years ago windmills pumped the sea out of 
Holland, and yet over those arid regions for centuries the 
breezes have sung the song of its immense productive wealth 
when water and soil should be combined and have incessantly 
sighed for work to do. 

Could we measure the pressure of the current of the Colorado 
or some of these great rivers we would find the power which 
needs but the proper harness to become one of the greatest bene- 
factors, This river annually deposits billions of tons of soil in 


the ocean. In the moving and flowing waters is a perpetual 
motion. Countless millions of tons of pressure annually fiow- 
ing over those lands and over those streams, and none of it 
utilized. x 

And until one or all of these simple energies which I have 
mentioned are converted into their most apparent use—that of 
lifting the wa®rs out of their beds and carrying them over the 
surface for irrigation—there is food for thought on the part of ` 
our engineers. There are immense chains of mountains, 
nearly one-third of the entire area, congealing the moisture to 
snow through summer and winter. There are mighty streams 
that are pouring down and flowing wasted to the sea. Who is 
it that dare utter in this age of science the word “ impossible” 
as applied to the theory that we will succeed in time in con- 
trolling every foot of this water? 

The Senator from Ohio, speaking of the Gila River, says 
there are times when 300,000 cubic feet per second are poured 
down toward the ocean. What right has he to deny the propo- 
sition sees the time will come when we can conserve all of that 
water 

Mr. President, there are two great forces that are limiting 
the so-called “arid belt.” The Reclamation Service, working 
from the mountain, taking the snows that are melted and go 
down in mountain streams and conserve them to discharge 
upon ‘the land, are moving that arid belt eastward. On the 
other hand, we have our agricultural colleges instructing how 
to raise cereals, and where it was thought a few years ago 
there was not sufficient precipitation to raise anything pro- 
ducing splendid crops in that semiarid section. These two 
forces are pressing these two lines closer and closer together, 
and the time is not far distant, in my candid opinion, when 
they will meet. 

In closing I wish to say one word for the cattle industry 
upon the great plains. It has been stated that you can not 
range cattle for a distance of more than 5 miles from water. 
Admitting that to be true, still you leave out of consideration 
the fact that there are little pools of water, little oases, over 
all the arid and semiarid region; sparse to be sure, but which 
answer that purpose. The great majority of our cattle are 
watered without running streams. 

You are assuming that we must have the same kind of irri- 
gation for cattle that we will have for land. In the near future 
we will need all of this land. When we do, the mountain 
streams can be brought hundreds of miles from their source. 
They will not have to overcome the topographical barrier that 
would be necessary for irrigation. The land can not go down 
into the valley to water itself, but the steer can, and the amount 
that is necessary to water a single thousand acres will water a 
million head of stock. So the possibilities of stock raising in 
that vast section are beyond comprehension. 

Mr. President, I merely wish to say in closing that I have 
dealt with the future possibilities of these Territories from at 
least a semiscientific standpoint, because it is from the scien- 
tific standpoint that we are to develop a great portion of them. 
But I believe, and candidly believe, that the result will be that 
we will have great States in the two Territories of Arizona and 
New Mexico. If that is true they are entitled to be admitted 
as separate States, if at all. 

I am not combating the theory of the Senator from Wis- 
consin or any of those that claim that they should not be ad- 
mitted at this time. If we have fear for their future progress 
and development, then in Heaven's name let us let them alone. 
Let them stay out if they are not fit to come in; but I for one 
want to protest against that kind of an argument which says, 
“You are absolutely unfit, either separately or together, for 
statehood, but notwithstanding that unfitness we will force you 
into the Union jointly.” It is a wrong to the country; it is a 
wrong to them. It has been the purpose of my argument sim- 
ply to elucidate as much as I could the fact that if we admit 
them at all we have a right to admit them as two great separate 
States, depending upon the future, and with an absolute assur- 
ance that the future will justify our action. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I desire to propose an amend- 
ment to the statehood bill. I move, beginning with the word 
“and,” in the first line on page 6, to strike out all down to 
and including the word “legislature,” in line 4 on page 6. At 
the suggestion of a Senator who sits beside me I will read what 
I move to strike out. Perhaps it would be clearer to read the 
two lines before the part I propose to strike out, which are 
as follows: 

The capital of said State shall temporarily be at the city of Guthrie, 
in the present Territory of Oklahoma. 

I propose to strike out the words following: 


And shall not be changed therefrom previous to A. D. 1915, but said 
capital may, after said year, be locat ently by the electors of 
sald State at an election to be provided for by the legislature. 
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The effect of my amendment, if it prevails, will be to strike 
out that portion of the bill which locates the capital until 1915 
permanently by the bill, and leaving the people of that State to 
locate it according to their own desire. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Texas will be printed and lie on the table. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Bnowxtxd, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed 
the following bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 14808. An act authorizing the Choctawhatchee Power 
Company to erect a dam in Dale County, Ala.; and 

H. R. 15263. An act to authorize William Smith and asso- 
ciates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near 
Williamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line 
between the States of West Virginia and Kentucky. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 16305) authorizing the Sec- 
retary of War to sell certain coal in Alaska, and for other pur- 
poses, and it was thereupon signed by the Vice-President. 


RAILROAD DISCRIMINATIONS AND MONOPOLIES, 


Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I was not present yesterday 
when the message of the President was sent to us and read in 
this body, commenting upon Senate joint resolution 32. That 
message is a very remarkable document and will need some 
discussion, but as the statehood bill is under discussion and 
Senators are waiting to speak on it, I merely give notice that I 
shall feel called upon, as soon as the opportunity offers, to ex- 
plain my views in regard to the scope of the joint resolution 
upon which the President commented, and to say something 
about those comments. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 
The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce: 


H. R. 14808. An act authorizing the Choctawhatchee Power 
Company to erect a dam in Dale County, Ala.; and 


H. R. 15263. An act to authorize William Smith and associates | 


to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near Williamson, 
W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line between the 
States of West Virginia and Kentucky. 


THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States; and to enable the people 
of New Mexico and Arizona to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, I would not address the 
Senate on the statehood bill were it not that no member of the 
minority of the Committee on Territories has as yet addressed 
the Senate in opposition to the measure. The minority mem- 
bers have insisted that some one shall represent them, and have 
urged that I do so. 

I will speak chiefly upon one phase of the bill—that which in- 
volves what I believe to be the unquestioned and the unqualified 
right of the people of Arizona to have separate statehood, with 
the consent of Congress. This is a right fixed by all the tradi- 
tions and uniform practice of Congress and by the express letter 
of the law under which the Territory of Arizona was organized. 

The bill that is under discussion provides for the joinder 
of Oklahoma and Indian Territory into one State and New 
Mexico and Arizona into another. So far as the uniting of 
Oklahoma and the Indian Territory is concerned, I do not agree 
with the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumprr]. I have 
no question but that it was the expectation and intention of 
Congress, when the Territory of Oklahoma was organized, that 
Oklahoma and the Indian Territory should at some time become 
one State. Oklahoma was carved out of the Indian Territory 
in 1890, with the consent of the Indian tribes to whom the 
entire Territory belonged; and the act organizing Oklahoma 
seems very clearly to anticipate that ultimately the Indian Ter- 
ritory and Oklahoma would be permanently united. I call 
the attention of the Sentae to the language of the act organiz- 
ing Oklahoma, upon which I base that conclusion. It reads 
as follows: 


Any other lands within the Indian Territory not embraced within 
these boundaries— 


Meaning the boundaries of the Territory of Oklahoma before 
set forth in the bill— . 


not embraced within these boundaries shall hereafter become a part of 
the Territory of Oklahoma whenever the Indian nation or tribe ownin 

such lands shall signify to the President of the United States in lega 

manner its assent that such lands shall so become a part of said 
Territory of Oklahoma, and the President shall thereupon make procla- 
mation to that effect. 


No one can read the act and consider in that connection the 
clause to which I have just called attention without reaching 
the conclusion that when Oklahoma was caryed out of the 
Indian Territory it was the intent and expectation of Congress 
that they would both at some future time be reunited. 

Then, again, Mr. President, by reason of the area of the 
united Territories being less than the area of any State that 
has been admitted for the past twenty-five years, and by reason 
of the identical character of their industries, productions, lan- 
guage, and customs, I was induced in the Fifty-seventh Con- 
gress to offer a bill for their joinder in statehood. 

The bill I introduced was, I believe, the only bill which has 
ever been introduced into the Senate to accomplish that end. 
Whenever either branch of Congress has acted with reference 
5 Oklahoma and the Indian Territory it has been in that direc- 
tion. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner], I think, was mis- 
taken in some remarks he made yesterday about the bill of the 
Fifty-seventh Congress for the organization of new States. He 
spoke of that measure as providing for four States. My recol- 
lection is that it provided for but three, for Oklahoma, Arizona, 
and New Mexico; but it did provide that the President might 
at any time in the future, by proclamation, annex the Indian 
Territory to Oklahoma, so that both Territories would, in the 
end, be a single State. 

So, Mr. President, under those circumstances, I have no 
hesitation and no reluctance in saying that I will vote for so 
much of the measure as I can that favors the union of Oklahoma 
and the Indian Territory. If I can not vote for so much of 
the measure as thus provides by itself, then I will be compelled 
to vote against the entire measure. But I believe the end 
intended by Congress from the time it commenced to deal with 
the Indian Territory 

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President, I ask leave to interrupt the 
Senator from Colorado. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. PETTUS. I would be very much obliged to the Senator 
if he would explain by what contract or agreement the United 
States acquired the right to put the Indian nations into a State 
with Oklahoma. Being on the Committee on Territories, I 
suppose the Senator knows that the United States contracted 
that it would not do it. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, I am simply dealing with 
results, not with reasons. I know that Congress assumes the 
right to deal with the Indian Territory; that it was dealing with 
it at a time when the tribal relations that have held the Indians 
together were being abolished, and the Indians were being made 
citizens of the United States. When those things are accom- 
plished, from the very necessity of the case it becomes territory 
of the United States, to be organized by Congress. 

J will not spend any more time upon Oklahoma and the Indian 
Territory. I simply wanted to say enough to give the reasons 
that moved me to support the union of those two Territories 
in a single State. That both are in every way qualified by popu- 
lation, by wealth, by the character of their people to be a State 
in the Union is conceded; and as to those two Territories, to 
admit them is simply the performance of a duty by Congress 
that the people of the country have a right to expect. 

There is a claim made—and I will discuss that a little later 
on—that the act of one Congress can not bind another Congress 
in dealing with the territory of the United States. I do not 
agree with that proposition altogether. If it is simply a ques- 
tion of power, then perhaps one Congress can not control a 
subsequent Congress, but if it is a question of right or duty, or 
of action from a sense of obligation, one Congress may by law 
pledge the country and then depend upon subsequent Congresses 
to observe in good faith the pledges given. Especially is that the 
case, Mr. President, when for a great number of years the people 
of the country have acted upon the faith of such a pledge as 
that given to Arizona, and upon the faith of which Arizona has 
acted for forty-three years, depending upon Congress recognizing 
that obligation when the proper time arrived. 

It is said, Mr. President, that those who oppose the union of 
Arizona and New Mexico are inconsistent in advocating ‘the 
union of Oklahoma and the Indian Territory. On the contrary, 
consistency requires, if respect is to be paid to acts of Congress, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Marcu 8, 


that the union of Arizona to New Mexico should be prevented, 
while the union of Oklahoma and the Indian Territory should be 
secured. 

The Territory of Arizona was created by act of Congress in 
1863. Those who have opposed the admission of Arizona into 
the Union as a State have insisted, by inference at least, that 
that legislation was hasty and ill advised, and that the unusual 
provision found in that law was incorporated into it by some trick 
or subterfuge; in other words, that Congress never intended that 
such a provision with reference to the subsequent statehood of 
Arizona should be incorporated into the law. 

Mr. President, an examination of the history of the bill or- 
ganizing Arizona into a Territory discloses that the measure 
had been in both branches of Congress for a very considerable 
time. It was a House bill. It was introduced in the first ses- 
sion of the Thirty-seventh Congress; reported back from the 
Committee on Territories at the first session with a favorable 
recommendation; certain amendments were also recommended, 
and as thus amended the House passed the bill. During the 
second session of the same Congress the Senate debated the bill 
very extensively. In the third session, after a yery considerable 
debate, after amendments of various kinds had been 
after amendments had been added to the bill and then by unani- 
mous consent reconsidered, after the need of a separate Terri- 
torial government for Arizona had been fully and thoroughly 
discussed, the act passed the Senate and was approved by the 
President. 

So it will not do, as the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Brverince] did at the last session, to urge that action upon the 
bill for the organization of Arizona was hasty or ill advised, or 
that it was the outgrowth of an oyster supper or of a combination 
between mere adventurers from the Territory of Arizona by which 
some ill-advised and unmerited and unwarranted action was 
taken by Congress. The truth is, Mr. President, the creation of 
the Territory of Arizona had been before Congress in various 
forms for nearly ten years, and, as I suggested, it was as thor- 
oughly and intelligently discussed as any such measure had 
eyer been discussed, so far as is shown by the annals of Con- 
gress. During the discussion Senator Wade, of Ohio, who was 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Territories, said : 

The question has been under consideration before the Committee on 
Territories ever since I have been a member of the committee. The 
committee agreed in 1853 or 1854, when Mr. Douglas was at its head, 
i roe it ought to be organized. For some reason or other it was not 

Upon the authority of such an eminent statesman and Senator 
as Benjamin F. Wade, of Ohio, the proposition to divide the then 
Territory of New Mexico into two, the western half to be the 
Territory of Arizona, had been before Congress for a period of 
ten years and had received the most thorough consideration by 
the Senate and the committee. 

Mr. President, if there were any doubt as to the thoroughness 
with which the law for the organization of Arizona was con- 
sidered, the personnel of the House and the Senate committees 
should have a most conclusive effect. The chairman of the 
House committee was James M. Ashley, of Ohio, than whom no 
more distinguished Member had ever had in charge the future of 
our Territories. James H. Cravens, of Indiana, with whose his- 
tory and qualifications the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
BEVERIDGE] should be well acquainted ; Owen Lovejoy, of Illinois, 
who earned a world-wide reputation for integrity and the zeal 
with which he combatted the institution of slavery; William A. 
Wheeler, of New York, who subsequently became Vice-President 
of the United States, and Aaron Harding, of Kentucky. 

Of the members of the Senate committee, there were at that 
time Benjamin Wade, of Ohio; John P. Hale, of New Hamp- 
shire; Reyerdy Johnson, of Maryland, and Henry Wilson, of 
Massachusetts—a quartette of as brilliant statesmen as ever 
guided the nation. Henry Wilson subsequently became Vice- 
President of the United States. 

When the names of those great and conscientious statesmen 
are mentioned, and it is known that this measure for the organ- 
ization of Arizona received in committee their most careful 
scrutiny, it will not do to say that any single provision found 
in that bill was there by inadvertence, by overreaching, or as 
the result of a trick of any kind. It follows, Mr. President, 
when we find in the bill organizing the Territory of Arizona a 
provision that had never before been incorporated in any bill 
for the organization of any Territory the proposition “that 
the said government [Arizona] shall be maintained and contin- 
ued until such time as the people residing in said Territory 
shall, with the consent of Congress, form a State government, 
republican in form, as prescribed in the Constitution of the 
United States, and apply for and obtain admission into the 
Union as a State on an equal footing with the original States,” 
that there was a reason for it. There was a reason, which 


appealed to the patriotism and sense of duty of those eminent 
Statesmen. It was a reason, Mr. President, that was never 
questioned in the House of Representatives, so far as can be 
discovered; it was not questioned on the floor of the Senate. 
While many amendments were offered and discussed, the pro- 
vision in mind was not questioned, and the necessity for it and 
its propriety was never denied. With all the evidences we have 
of the careful scrutiny given to the measure, we must conclude 
that there was some strong and overpowering reason that in- 
duced the committees of both branches of Congress and the Pres- 
ident of the United States to approve the clause in question. 

Mr. President, time and again the question has been asked, 
What was the reason for incorporating in the Arizona bill this 
provision as to the future statehood of the Territory? It has 
not been answered except in a somewhat tentative way. If we 
go to the debates of Congress, while there is no clear statement 
of the reason, a reason may be inferred from the nature of the 
debate that occurred. I will first suggest the reasons that may 
be extracted from the debates, and then reasons that we may 
deduce from the history of those times. 

It was shown in the debate, Mr. President, that the inhabited 
portion of Arizona Territory was more than 700 miles away 
from the seat of government in New Mexico; that there was a 
wild, barren, and uninhabited waste between; that the cost 
of travel between the two points was something enormous 
for those who sought to reach the seat of government. In 
that section of New Mexico, Mr. President, there were between 
15,000 and 20,000 warlike, savage Indians, with whom those 
mio lived in the Arizona section were in almost constant con- 

ict. 

As to the population of the New Mexican portion of the 
Territory in those early days, it was almost entirely Mexican. 
They spoke the Spanish language. Their customs and their 
institutions differed very seriously from those that were in 
process of development by the American settlers in the Ari- 
zona section of the Territory. Upon the testimony of Mr. Trum- 
bull, so strong was the opposition of the people of what was to 
be the Territory of Arizona to their New Mexican association, 
that they positively refused to send members of the legislature 
to the New Mexican assembly. They must have realized the 
extraordinary position they would be in in a legislature consist- 
ing almost exclusively of Spanish-speaking members, ignorant 
of their needs and of what in justice they required. 

It was under those circumstances that the law for the or- 
ganization of Arizona was passed by Congress. 

Then there is another reason which there is ample room to 
believe was controlling. Reference has been made to the fact 
that Arizona was organized at a time when this country was in 
the throes of civil war. That is true, Mr. President, and New 
Mexico was the theater, for a sparsely settled section of the 
country, and a far distant portion of it, of no mean part of 
the thrilling deeds of that great tragedy. For a long time it 
was a question of uncertainty as to whether New Mexico would 
in the end cast its fortunes with the Southern Confederacy or 
not. We know that in the spring of 1862 General Sibley in- 
vaded New Mexico from Texas, his objective point being Den- 
ver. His purpose was to control those two great Territories, 
New Mexico and Colorado, so that if those who were struggling 
for the Confederacy were successful those two Territories might 
be made a part of its possessions. We know that Sibley 
marched with a force of Texans up the Rio Grande River. In 
New Mexico he captured Forts Bliss and Fillmore. Two battles 
were fought, one the battle of Apache Canyon, in which a con- 
siderable number of combatants on both sides fell. The Union 
forces were comprised of the First Colorado Regiment and a 
battery of artillery, and the Confederate forces consisted of 
between 600 and 800 men under General Sibley himself. As 
the result of that battle fought after Sibley’s forces had taken 
possession of Albuquerque and of Santa Fe, when he was 
marching on Fort Union, farther north, in the expectation 
of invading from that point the then Territery of Colorado, the 
battle of Apache Canyon was fought. The Confederate forces 
were defeated, and they started on a retreat to Texas. 

But that did not end the danger, Mr. President, of New Mex- 
ico becoming a part of the Southern Confederacy should the 
efforts of those whe were fighting its battles be successful. We 
have no reason to believe, from the discussion in the Senate at 
that time, that the outcome of the war was considered certain. 
We have the right to conclude that Congress, in incorporating 
into the bill organizing Arizona a provision that would save at 
least one-half of the Territory to the North should the war end 
adversely to the northern cause, had that end in view. Ry 
organizing Arizona there was a central government provided 
for the one half of New Mexico organized into Arizona, the seat 
of government of which was far removed from the other half 
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of what was left of New Mexico. If New Mexico should ulti- 
mately be carried with the South, then the western half (Ari- 
zona) would be sayed to the Union. 

Mr. President, when we consider the time, the historical 
events, the dangers that were constantly menacing the Union 
cause in that section and the evils that such a course might 
avoid, we can understand why it was that Congress inserted in 
the bill organizing Arizona the provision about which there is 
go much controversy. 

But it is said, Mr. President, that Congress had no right to 
insert a clause of that kind in a bill organizing a Territory; 
that it had no right to attempt in any way to bind subsequent 
Congresses in dealing with the territory of the United States. 
On the contrary, I maintain that it had the right, and, while it 
is within the power of subsequent Congresses to ignore the ex- 
press will and pledge of the Thirty-seventh Congress in that 
and in other respects, that the Thirty-seventh Congress had the 
right to do what it did, and that it is the bounden moral duty of 
this and of other Congresses to respect it, I have no earthly 
doubt. 

Mr. President, it might as well be said that the confederacy 
of the States in 1787 had no right to declare that the Northwest- 
ern Territory should be organized into at least three States 
and into not more than five. That was but the Congress of the 
United States. There was no party with which that Congress 
was dealing except as you find it recited in the ordinance. All 
tbat we have on record is the discussion upon the subject and 
the fact that, by an act of Congress or in the terms of the ordi- 
nance, the great Northwest Territory was set apart and dedi- 
cated forever to freedom and that not less than three nor more 
than five States should be created from it. 

Does anybody contend that a subsequent Congress might not, 
if it would, have disregarded the ordinance of 1787? True, 
the moral sense of the country would have revolted at the act; 
true it was that there was no reasonable right to expect that; 
but we do find, Mr. President, that a subsequent Congress for 
a considerable length of time refused to be bound by the ordi- 
nance, and that fact is established in the history of the State 
of Michigan and its admission into the Union, 

We find, Mr. President, that after Michigan had 60,000 inhab- 
itants its people, as they had a right to do, met in constitutional 
convention, formed and adopted a constitution, and elected a 
legislature, which appointed two Senators for admission to the 
Senate of the United States, and that for three years Congress 
refused to recognize the obligation that was imposed upon Con- 
gress by the ordinance of 1787. During those three years Mich- 
igan was almost in a state of rebellion. It refused to recognize 
the right of the President to appoint a governor for it. It 
refused to receive or to permit the other officers appointed by the 
Administration to assume control and direct the affairs of Mich- 
igan. It claimed that its right was absolute, under the terms 
of the ordinance of 1787, to be a State in the Union, since it 
had more than 60,000 inhabitants, and that Congress, under the 
express language of the ordinance, had neither right, power, 
nor authority to refuse them participation as a State in the 
affairs of the Union. 

Here I may call attention to the language of the ordinance of 
1787 that states the population that would be sufficient to consti- 
tute a State. It has been charged over and over again that Con- 
gress fixed 60,000 as the population that must exist before any of 
the States carved out of the Northwestern Territory might be ad- 
mitted into the Union. Such is not the fact. Under the language 
of the ordinance of 1787 any one of the States named or for 
which it provided, when it had a population of 60,000, could not 
be excluded from participation as a State, but the ordinance 
further provided that Congress might admit as States parts 
of that Northwestern Territory with a less population than 
60,000 if, in its opinion, the welfare and interests of the coun- 
try would be subserved by it. I call the attention of the Senate 
to this language, which bears out precisely what I say. Read- 
ing from Article V of the ordinance, we find the following: 

And whenever any of the said States shall have 60,000 free inhabit- 
ants therein such States shall be admitted, by its delegates, into the 
Congress of the United States on an ual footing with the original 
States in all respects whatever, and shall be at liberty to form a per- 
manent constitution and State government: Provided, The constitution 
and government so to be formed thall be republican and in conformity 
to the principles contained in these articles ; so far as it can be 
consistent with the general interest of the confederacy, such admission 


shall be allowed at an earlier period, and when there may be a less 
number of free inhabitants in the State than 60,000. 


So that, under the Ordinance of 1787, the Congress of the 
Confederacy declared that when any one of the States provided 
for had 60,000 inhabitants its right was absolute; it should be 
admitted into the Union; its Delegates should take their seats 
in the Congress of the Confederacy, but that the Congress 
might, when the interests of the country seemed to require it, 


ae as States with a less population than the number 
nam 

Commencing with the Ordinance of 1787 and carefully scan- 
ning every act of Congress by which a Territory has been organ- 
ized since, we learn that no Territory has ever been divided 
except to create a greater number of States. We also find 
when Congress has been silent in the matter of division that 
the act organizing a Territory has been accepted as a pledge by 
Congress that that particular Territory should in the end be- 
come a State, and that by the act such a Territory is clothed 
with the inchoate rights of statehood. This has been declared 
to be the fact by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

I also find that no Territory has ever been merged into an- 
other Territory and that no two Territories have ever been 
united for the purpose of forming a single State. Under those 
circumstances, Mr. President, and in view of the traditions and 
the uniform practice of Congress as determined by its acts and 
in the language of the act organizing the Territory of Arizona, 
what room is there to say that the right exists in this Congress 
to annul the act of 1863 and to coerce the people of Arizona into 
a disagreeable, distasteful, and abhorrent union with the people 
of any other Territory? 

It is not because the union is to be with New Mexico that 
complaint is made, nor because the union might be with any 
other Territory, if there were some other contiguous Territory, 
but because the people of Arizona have developed that Territory 
under a pledge from Congress that they should form a State 
out of that Territory and be admitted, and because they are un- 
willing to share either the memory of their sufferings or the 
glory of their achievements with any other Territory. Real- 
izing that no such effort has ever before been made and that 
the provisions that are found in the several acts creating Ter- 
ritories do not contemplate the annihilation of a Territory, but 
their permanent preservation for statehood, how this or any 
subsequent Congress can vote affirmatively for this coerced 
union is more than I can understand. 

The Ordinance of 1787 marked out the policy of the country 
for all future time as to its course in dealing with the terri- 
tory of the United States. The territory was received for the 
purpose of creating it into States, not to hold it as provinces or 
colonies, but to give its people at the earliest practicable mo- 
ment, under Territorial government, a certain amount of self- 
government and control, and ultimately to allow them to be- 
come inhabitants of a State upon an equality with the other 
States of the Union. 

I find that following the ordinance of 1787 was the ordinance 
with reference to the territory south of the Ohio River. That or- 
dinance was exceedingly short. It simply established that terri- 
tory into a district and provided in terms that it should be 
governed by the same system that was provided for the terri- 
tory northwest of the Ohio. 

Then we have an act of Congress in 1798, organizing what 
was known as the Territory of Mississippi. That act expressly 
provided that Mississippi might at some future time be divided 
into two Territories, and we find that, following the authority 
conferred later, in 1817, Alabama was carved out of the Terri- 
tory of Mississippi. Then there existed two Territories, Missis- 
sippi and Alabama, and they were subsequently brought into 
the Union as States. 

Following the ordinance of 1787 the Northwest Territory was 
at first divided into two Territories—what we may call the Ter- 
ritory of Ohio, which really remained the Northwest Territory, 
governed under the system the ordinance of 1787 created, and 
that west of the Ohio, which became the Indiana Territory. 

In 1804, after the purchase of Louisiana and its cession under 
the terms of the purchase to the United States, the Louisiana 
Territory was divided into two Territories. One was the Ter- 
ritory of Orleans, the other the Territory of Louisiana. The 
Territory of Orleans subsequently become the State of Louisi- 
ana. The Territory of Orleans, as it was defined by the ordi- 
nance, was reserved for a State without interfering in any de- 
gree with the boundaries of the Territory, as the act of Congress 
defined them. Subsequently what was known as the Territory 
of Louisiana became the Territory of Missouri. I suppose that 
change in name was by reason of the admission of the Territory 
of Orleans into the Union as the State of Louisiana, which 
necessitated the change of name. > 

The Territory of Louisiana, transformed from the Territory 
of Missouri, was subsequently divided as it might be under the 
act creating it, and the Territory of Arkansas was carved out 
of the Territory of Missouri. 

Then we find that the Territory of Michigan was carved out 
of the Indiana Territory and became one of the five States for 
which the Ordinance of 1787 provided. The Illinois Territory 
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was also carved out of the Indiana Territory, and it became one 
of the five States the ordinance provided for. 

Florida was organized into a Territory after its cession to 
the United States by Spain. No mention was made in that 
ordinance of the division or curtailment of its boundaries in any 


degree. Florida, therefore, was admitted into the Union as a 


State. 

Next in order we have the Territory of Wisconsin. Wisconsin 
was the fifth State carved out of the Northwest Territory. 
When it was organized into a Territory -its Territorial limits 
extended beyond the Mississippi River and included what sub- 
sequently became the Territory of Iowa. 

After the organization of Wisconsin Territory, embracing 
both Iowa and Wisconsin, Iowa was set apart as a separate 
Territory. Then Wisconsin became a State and Iowa became 
a State a few years thereafter. The boundaries of Iowa as a 
State were identical with its boundaries as a Territory. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think the Senator is unintentionally in 
error on that point. The State of Iowa was made out of the 
Territory of Iowa, and that Territory, in its turn, was carved 
out of a larger territory after it was a Territory, had full Ter- 
ritorial organization, without any reference whatever to the 
people who were living in the portions that were left out, and 
without submitting it to the people of the Territory itself. The 
State of lowa—lI think the Senator from Iowa will verify that 
was made by carving it out of a larger Territory, it then exist- 
ing as a Territory, without submitting the question at all to 
the people. 

Mr. PATTERSON. What Territory was Iowa a part of at 
the time it was incorporated with Wisconsin? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There was a great deal more of the Ter- 
ritory of Iowa than there is of the State of Iowa. 

The point I make, if the Senator will pardon me a little fur- 
ther, is that the portions left out of the organized Territory of 
Iowa, when it was made a State, were left out without sub- 
mitting that question in any way possible to the people who 
were thus left out or to the people who were left in. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I will come to that after a while. What 
I assert is, that when the Territory of Wisconsin was organized 
it embraced the same territory of which the State of Wisconsin 
is now comprised and the territory of which the State of Iowa 
is comprised, and the territory west of the Mississippi, lying 
between the Mississippi and the Missouri, that was associated 
with Wisconsin as a Territory was a part of the Louisiana 
Purchase, which up to that time had been left practically un- 
organized, and what was subsequently the Territory of Iowa 
originally existed as a part of the Territory of Wisconsin. 
What became Iowa was taken from the unorganized territory 
of the Louisiana Purchase and united with part of the North- 
west Territory as the Territory of Wisconsin. Subsequently 
Iowa was severed from Wisconsin and organized into a Ter- 
ritory by itself, and Wisconsin became a State in the Union. It 
would have been impossible, under the provisions of the Ordi- 
nance of 1787, to associate Iowa with Wisconsin as a State, 
because the Northwest Territory was to be created into not 
more than five States, and no additional territory could have 
been added to it for purposes of statehood without violating its 
express terms. 

Minnesota was organized as a Territory in 1849. Minnesota 
came into the Union with its Territorial limits unimpaired. 
New Mexico was organized in 1850. At the time of its organiza- 
tion it did not embrace all of the territory that is now within the 
boundaries of New Mexico and Arizona. It was in 1853 that 
we acquired that part of Arizona known as the “ Gadsden Pur- 
chase.” Following that we had the organization of the Terri- 
tory of Utah, of Dakota, of Nevada, of Colorado, of Kansas, of 
Idaho, of Montana, of Wyoming, of Oklahoma, and Hawaii. 

In every one of the acts creating these and other Territories, 
after the act creating the Territory of Wisconsin, we find this 
provision : 

That nothing in this act contained shall be construed to inhibit the 
Government of the United States from dividing the Territory hereby 
- established into one or more other Territories, in such manner, and at 
such times, as Congress shall, in its discretion, deem convenient and 
roper, or from attaching any rtion of said Territory to any other 
Btate or Territory of the United States. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] very properly 
said in his address yesterday that these provisos recognized the 
right of Congress to divide a Territory, thereby creating two 
States out of what otherwise might be one. But there is no 
provision in a single one of those statutes which contemplates 
the possibility of the destruction of a Territory, the destruction 


of its government, its abolition, and the merging of one Terri- 
torial government into another existing Territorial government. 

I call upon the Senator from Indiana to point to a single in- 
stance—a single instance—in which one Territory has been 
united with another Territory; a single instance in which, in the 
creation of a State, two Territories have been united to form a 
single State. The history of this country will not afford an in- 
stance of that kind; and therefore we have the uniform and 
unquestioned practice of Congress to guide and support us in the 
position we take with reference to the Territory of Arizona. 

Mr. President, I call the attention of the Senate to the lan- 
guage of the ordinance of 1787, which states the purpose for 
which the territory was set apart: 

And for extending the fundamental: principles of civil and religious 
liberty, which form the basis whereon these republics, their laws and 
constitutions are erected; to fix and establish those principles as the 
basis of all laws, constitutions, and governments, which forever here- 
after shall be formed in the said territory; to provide also for the 
establishment of States, and rmanent government therein, and for 
their admission to a share in the Federal councils on an aqual footi 
with the original States, at as early periods as may be consistent wit 
the general interests: 

It is hereby ordained and declared by the authority aforesaid, ete.— 

This first act of Congress was for the purpose of creating 
States, of defining their-boundaries, by first organizing what is 
termed a Territory, authorizing the division of a Territory thus 
organized for the creation of more States, and for no other pur- 
pose. 

I wish to call attention to, and to analyze, the language of 
that part of the act that guarantees statehood to Arizona. The 
first section, in its first paragraph, sets apart the territory that 
is called the Territory of Arizona. It is that part of New 
Mexico that lies west of a line drawn from the northwest corner 
of the Territory of Colorado down to the border line of Mexico. 
Everything west of that was to be the Territory of Arizona. It 
then provides: 

And the same is hereby erected into a temporary government by the 
name of the Territory of Arizona. 

All Territories by the very terms of their acts were creations 
of temporary governments. Then follows the first proviso: 

Provided, That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall 


be construed to prohibit the Congress of the United States from divid- 
ing said Territory— 


As Territories had heen divided theretofore— 
from dividing said Territory or changing its boundaries in such man- 
ner and at such time as it may deem proper. 

Nothing was to prevent Congress from dividing the Terri- 
tory of Arizona. Nothing was to prevent Congress from chang- 
ing its boundaries. But then follows the second and the con- 
trolling proviso, which limits everything that preceded it: 

Provided further, That said government shall be maintained and con- 
tinued until such time— 

Until what time?— 
until such time as the people residing in said Territory— 

Not Territory spelled with a lower case “t, but with a 
capital “T,” the Territory for which the government was 
created, the Territory that remained after its boundaries might 
be changed, after a part might be taken off for another Terri- 
tory, the remaining part of Arizona. I will reread the whole 
of this proviso: 

Provided further, That said government shall be maintained and con- 
tinued until such time as the ple residing in said Territory shall, 
with the consent of Congress, form a State government, republican in 
form, as prescribed in the Constitution of the United States, Sna is 


for and obtain admission into the Union as a State, on an equal foot- 
ing with the original States. 


What is the difference between a pledge of Congress to the 
country and its people and to Arizona and its people and the 
pledge contained in the ordinance of 1787? I have no question 
that any subsequent Congress possessed the “power” to re- 
peal or modify the ordinance of 1787. So any subsequent Con- 
gress possesses the power“ to change or modify this pledge 
by Congress to the country and to Arizona: What is the 
material difference between the two pledges? It would have 
been considered sacrilege to have laid a vandal hand upon any 
part of the ordinance of 1787, and it is sacrilege now to lay 
a vandal hand upon a pledge made by Congress forty-three 
years ago to the people of the United States, to the United 
States, and to the people of the Territory of Arizona, that their 
government should continue and be maintained until they 
formed a State constitution and applied for admission into 
the Union as a State. 

To be sure, Mr. President, Arizona has not as yet formed a 
constitution, but the- equivalent of this language is that under 
no circumstances will the government of Arizona be taken from 
those people until they are admitted as a State with their own 
consent. 


“You shall continue a Territory; your borders may be - 
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changed; another Territory may be carved out of it; but the 
government that was created in 1863 shall continue over the 
Territory that remains, and it shall so continue until you vol- 
untarily appear at the doors of Congress either with a consti- 
tution already framed or to apply for permission to meet and 
form a State government.” And the wrong that is being done, 
the outrage almost unspeakable, Mr. President, is that after 
Arizona for forty-three years has existed with this pledge sol- 
emnly made by Congress, it, relying upon this pledge, after tens 
of thousands of American citizens haye moved into Arizona, 
relying upon the good faith of Congress to carry out this pledge, 
have taken with them their families, have invested their means, 
have helped to build up the institutions of that Territory—the 
unspeakable outrage is to declare to them, “ We will take your 
government from you and force you into statehood with the 
people of another Territory, no matter how abhorrent that asso- 
ciation may be.” 

- Mr. President, when you analyze this section you find there 
is a distinction between “territory” and the “government.” 
They are not altogether synonymous terms. I mean territory 
as an area of land. I do not mean the Territory as a govern- 
ment. A certain area of land was set apart and, with the goy- 
ernment, was to constitute the Territory of Arizona. The terri- 
tory might be divided into two parts or three if Congress so 
desired. The territory or the land might have its boundary 
changed. But that which is to continue and to be maintained is 
the government and so much of the land as should be left after 
Congress had exercised, in its discretion, the power reserved 
to it. 

Let me illustrate by Arizona what is meant by the power to 
change its boundaries. There is in the northwest part of Ari- 
zona a section of land lying to the north and west of the Grand 
Canyon of the Colorado. It is claimed by those who live in 
Utah that it is a place of refuge for thieves and other felons; 
that when Utah officers pursue them, after their having com- 
mitted depredations in Utah, the outlaws cross the line and the 
Utah officials have no authority to pursue them. They can not 
reach them in Arizona without a long detour, and it is almost 
impossible, except at one or two points, to cross the Grand 
Canyon to reach them. 

Now, if, under those circumstances, Congress should see fit, 
Utah remaining a Territory, to pass an act segregating the 
northwest corner of Arizona and attaching it to Utah, for the 
reasons I have stated—for the better government of Utah, for 
the better government of Arizona—it would be perfectly within 
the power of Congress to do so. But when you attempt to up- 
root the government; when you attempt to destroy it, root and 
branch; when it is proposed in the face of the solemn pledge 
by Congress to merge Arizona into another entire Territory and 
bind them together forever as a State, you violate the solemn 
pledge of Congress and do violence to the American sense of 
right and justice. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not know whether I understood the 
Senator aright. I will ask him to state whether I did. He 
maintains that it is within the power and right of Congress, if 
it deems it wise for the reasons given by the Senator, to detach 
the northwest corner of Arizona, the portion of land north of 
the Grand Canyon, and attach it to Utah. Am I correct about 
that? 

Mr. PATTERSON. If Utah were yet a Territory. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Then it would be within the power of 
Congress, in my judgment, under the clause of the first pro- 
viso—— 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. So far as Arizona is concerned. 

Mr. PATTERSON. So far as Arizona is concerned, to at- 
tach it to Utah. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Now I desire to ask the Senator the 
question. If we have the power to detach that area and attach 
it to Utah, would we not have the power, as a matter of power, 
to detach the entire northern plateau of Arizona? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Go ahead and finish your question. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is the question. Then, the next 
one. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I have not denied the “power” of Con- 
gress to destroy the Territory of Arizona. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Ah! Then the Senator admits that so far 
as the legal force of this matter is concerned it is nil, a nudum 
pactum. What then does the Senator argue with reference to 
that? If we have the power and the right, for reasons which 
appear sound to Congress, representing the nation and the 
whole American people, to detach a portion of Arizona, without 
saying anything to the people of Arizona, either those in the 
portion detached or those in the portion left, why have we 
not the power also to detach, for good and sufficient reasons, a 
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third of it, two-thirds of it, all of it? It comes down to the 
question as to whether the reasons are sufficient, does it not? 

Mr. PATTERSON. No; it comes down to the question 
whether the honor of the nation is involved 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then, Mr. President 

Mr. PATTERSON. Whether the obligations solemnly under- 
taken by the Congress of the United States forty-three years 
ago are to be repudiated. I raise no question about the 
“power.” I present the question of the moral obligation—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Ah, Mr. President 

Mr. PATTERSON. The moral duty, the rights that the 
people of Arizona acquired to insist that the compact shall be 
carried into effect. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then how far was the honor of the 
country impaired when after it was an organized Territory 
over 11,000 square miles were detached? The Senator says we 
have a right to detach all of the northwestern corner north of 
the Colorado Canyon. He now says we can not detach two- 
thirds, one-third, or any other portion—not as a matter of law, 
but as a matter of national honor. If, then, we were to do what 
the Senator says we may do, detach that portion north of the 
Colorado Canyon, how much of our honor would be impaired? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I will attempt to show the Senate and the 
Senator from Indiana, if the Senator from Indiana is open to 
reason. : 

The first proviso of the first section of the act organizing the 
Territory is as follows: 


Provided, That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall 
be construed to prohibit the Con of the United States from divid- 
ing said Territory or changing its boundaries in such manner and at 
such time as it may deem proper. 


There is the authority retained in the act in which the other 
pledge was made, reseryed to Congress, to divide the Territory 
into two Territories or to change its boundaries, not to anni- 
hilate it, not to destroy it. 

Mr. President, there is a second proviso that controls the first. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me to ask him 
a question before he takes up the second proviso? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Under the proviso he has just read, does 
he concede the power of Congress, if Congress deems it wise 
and right to do it, to split Arizona in the middle, at Phoenix, 
and unite all the eastern half of it to New Mexico? 

Mr. PATTERSON. All such provisions must receive reason- 
able construction. The act can not be so enlarged or so con- 
strued as to destroy its clear intent. I suppose, under the lan- 
guage of the act, that if Congress saw fit it might, in the exer- 
cise of the “ power” it possesses, cut Arizona in two. It might 
annex the eastern half to New Mexico, but whether that would 
not be in violation of the compact or its pledge would be a 
question that might well be discussed. 

Under the uniform rule that Congress has followed, Terri- 
tories haye been divided only to make additional States. Terri- 
tories haye not been diveded to enlarge existing Territories, 
and under a fair construction, as we would measure the words 
of Congress by all the previous history of its legislation, when 
it reserved the power to divide the Territory the power was 
reserved to divide it so that two States might be created and 
not that one-half of it might be returned to the Territory from 
which it had been previously detached or added to some other 
Territory. 

But, Mr. President, let us admit for the sake of argument that 
that extreme use might be made of the power that is lodged 
in Congress—to divide the Territory of Arizona in two and 
attach one-half of it to the Territory of New Mexico. The 
government of Arizona would still remain over the remaining 
half, and that remaining half could not be forced into an unwill- 
ing alliance with any other Territory or with any State, having 
in mind the clear and solemn pledge of Congress, 

Legislation of this kind must always receive a reasonable 
construction, and if, in the exercise of the power to divide Ari- 
zona or to change its boundaries Congress should destroy 
Arizona, Congress would break faith with the people of the 
country and with the people of Arizona. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him 
for a moment? 

Mr. PATTERSON. With pleasure. 

Mr. SPOONER. I desire to call his attention to the fact, as 
a matter of history, that the bill for the organization of Ari- 
zona originated in the House of Representatives with this 
proviso incorporated in it, and it clearly appears from the de- 
bate that one controlling motive which led the Senate to con- 
cur in that measure, as evidenced by the debates, was the neces- 
sity for the legislation in order to enable this Government to 
redeem pro tanto the pledge made to Mexico in the treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo. 
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It is stated in the debates that there were 2,000 American 
citizens; that there were 4,000 pueblos, Mexicans, who were 
civilized, and who, under the constitution of Mexico, were citi- 
zens of Mexico at the time of the cession, and that there were 
from 15,000 to 20,000 wild Indians. Under the treaty of Guada- 
lupe Hidalgo the 4,000 pueblo citizens had become citizens of 
the United States, with the treaty pledge that we would give 
them the protection of our laws. And it is recited in this de- 
bate that they lived 700 miles away from the capital of New 
Mexico, that almost impassable mountains intervened, that they 
were in danger of constant attack from the Indians, and that 
in no other way could the pledge made by this Government to 
Mexico in the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo be carried out ex- 
cept to give them the protection which could be given only by 
enacting and creating this Territorial form of government. So 
the record shows, and the truth is, and the history is, that this 
pledge was made in part redemption of the treaty. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, I had referred to all of 
the reasons suggested by the Senator from Wisconsin, except 
the fact that the act organizing Arizona was in part influenced 
by the obligation resting upon the Government to carry out the 
obligations of the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. But there 
were other reasons. Those I attempted to give, and whether 
they are sound or unsound must be left to the Senate. 

Mr. President, I will not consume any more time in discussing 
the obligations of the act of 1863. I desire briefly now to refer 
to the claims that are made that neither Arizona nor New 
Mexico is fit for statehood. While I oppose the enforced union 
of these Territories, I have no question but that each is entitled 
to statehood, and that if Congress should do its duty it will 
with as little delay as possible pass an act admitting both Ari- 
zona and New Mexico into the Union. 

But I am reminded by the denunciation of these two Terri- 
tories by the able and eloquent Senators who oppose their ad- 
mission as States of the wonderful similarity between the views 
taken of the western country in the year 1906 and the views 
entertained of all the country west of the Mississippi River in 
1838. In that year Congress attempted to make an appropria- 
tion to establish a mail route between Independence, Mo., and 
the mouth of the Columbia River, on the Pacific coast. That 
attempt naturally led to a discussion as to the character of the 
country which the mail route must traverse. Daniel Webster, 
then in the Senate and at the zenith of his glory, crystallized 
the opinion entertained by most eastern people at that time of 
the character of the country that has since developed into a 
vast and valuable empire. Webster, in discussing the proposed 
mail route, thus described the country as he conceived it: 

What do we want with this vast, worthless area; this ion of 
savages and wild beasts, of deserts, shifting sands and whirlwinds of 
dust, of cactus and prarie dogs? o what use could we ever hope to 
put these great deserts or those endless mountain ranges, impregnable 
and covered to their very base with eternal snow? What can we ever 
hope to do with the western coast—a coast of 3,000 miles, cheerless, 
rockbound, uninviting, and not a harbor on it? What use have we for 
such a country? Mr. President, I will never vote one cent from the 


Public Treasury to place the Pacific coast one inch nearer to Boston 
than it now is. 


Those are practically the views, Mr. President, entertained by 
the Senators who now oppose the admission of New Mexico and 
Arizona to statehood. They decry their population. They de- 
mean and belittle their productions. They regard them as great 
wildernesses, not yet even partially reclaimed and never possible 
of full reclamation from the state of wildness and worthlessness 
that Senator Webster consigned all the Louisiana Purchase to. 

But, Mr. President, they are as much mistaken now as to Ari- 
zona and New Mexico as were Webster and the rest who decried 
all the country secured through the Louisiana purchase more than 
one hundred years ago. I have insisted for years that both New 
Mexico and Arizona are fitted for statehood and should be 
admitted as States. I recollect when Colorado was admitted by 
the Forty-third Congress, of which the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. ELKINS] was a member as a Delegate from the Terri- 
tory of New Mexico, that by the sheerest accident New Mexico 
was not at that time admitted. I am inclined for the sake of 
history and to relieve myself from a charge that has been made 
to give that history a most interesting chapter and one that 
should teach a valuable lesson. 

It is claimed, and has been claimed very industriously since 
1876, that had it not been for me Mr. Tilden would have been 
inaugurated President of the United States; that because in 
1873 I had been elected Delegate to Congress from the Territory 
of Colorado, I repaired to Washington at the close of the Forty- 
third Congress, in 1874, and had Colorado admitted as a State 
in time for the election of 1876; that I had represented that 
Colorado was certainly Democratic, but when the Presidential 
election was held Colorado went Republican, casting its vote for 
Hayes and Wheeler; that had it not been that Colorado was 


thus admitted Hayes would not have received Colorado's three 
votes and Tilden must have been declared elected. 

Mr. President, these are the facts of Colorado’s admission, and 
in that connection is the tragedy of New Mexico. It was in 1873 
that bills for the admission of Colorado and New Mexico were 
introduced into the Forty-third Congress. To a certain extent 
they were political measures. The fortunes of the two bills 
were tied together. The bills for the admission of Colorado 
and New Mexico passed the House at the same time and by 
practically the same yote. The bills then went to the Senate 
together. There was a decided opposition in the Senate then, 
as there is now, to the admission of new Western States. 

It was the plan to amend them in the Senate and trust to the 
House, under the rules then existing, to prevent them from being 
brought to a final vote. They passed the Senate together, were 
amended in identical particulars and passed the Senate by the 
same vote. 

The two bills as amended were sent back to the House. The 
last day of the Forty-third Congress was approaching. Both 
bills went to the Speaker’s table, instead of being referred to 
the committee? and by arrangement they remained there to be 
called from the table and passed when the propitious moment 
arrived. But it required a two-thirds vote to secure that result. 

About a week before the close of Congress, while the force 
bill of that session was under discussion, the now Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Burrows], then a Member of the House, 
made a speech that for eloquence and arousing partisanship has 
rarely been excelled. I was standing behind the rows of seats 
while that speech was being delivered. So powerful and over- 
whelming was the eloquence of the now Senator from Mich- 
igan that when he concluded there was a universal burst of ap- 
plause from the Republican side of the Chamber, in which the 
galleries strongly united. My friend from West Virginia, the 
then Delegate from New Mexico, was standing close to the 
speaker when he concluded. He was then as now intensely 
Republican, more emotional then than now, and, carried away 
by his feelings, he was among the first to rush to the Repre- 
sentative and seize his hand and congratulate him upon the 
power and splendor of his address. 

Mr. President, on the other side of the Chamber were num- 
bers of Democrats aroused to high resentment as the Member 
from Michigan proceeded with his speech. While it aroused 
the enthusiasm of the Republican side of the House, it deeply 
angered the other side. When some of the Democrats, who had 
stood by New Mexico and Colorado for their admission into the 
Union, witnessed the then Delegate, Mr. ELkins, rush to and 
congratulate Mr. Burrows, they clenched their teeth and men- 
tally said.“ Wait until your bill comes up, and we will pay you 
for this demonstration.” 

Mr. President, the scene shifts to the last night of the ses- 
sion. It was about 2 o’clock in the morning. Mr. Blaine was 
Speaker. It had been prearranged with the Speaker that at 
the proper time a motion would be made to take the bill for the 
admission of Colorado and then the bill for the admission of 
New Mexico from the Speaker's table, to concur in the Senate 
amendments, and put the bills*on their final passage. At the 
time agreed upon a Member rose. He was recognized by the 
Speaker, Mr. Blaine, and moved that the bill for the admission 
of Colorado be taken from the Speaker's table, the amendments 
concurred in, and the bill put upon its final passage. A roll 
call was ordered; the two-thirds vote necessary was given, with 
five or six additional votes; and Colorado became a State in the 
Union, awaiting only the signature of the President to the bill. 

Immediately the same Member rose and moved that the bill 
for the admission of New Mexico be taken from the Speaker’s 
table and the amendments concurred in and the bill passed. A 
roll call was ordered, but enough of the Democrats whom the 
Senator from West Virginia, then a Delegate, had so incensed 
yoted against New Mexico, and it lacked a few votes of the nec- 
essary two-thirds. Had it not been for Mr. ELRINS's impulsive 
congratulation of Mr. Burrows New Mexico would have re- 
ceived every vote that had been cast for Colorado. 

So from that day to this New Mexico has been a Territory, 
while Colorado has been enjoying all of the benefits of state- 
hood; and the Senator from West Virginia, realizing that New 
Mexico had lost the fight he had struggled for years to win and 
that it could not be successfully renewed for many years, 
changed his domicile, and has been honorably representing the 
State of West Virginia in this body almost ever since. 

I mention this historical fact, Mr. President, for the purpose 
of showing that thirty-three years ago, had it not been for so 
trifling a matter as congratulating another on a fine speech, 
New Mexico would have been a State now for more than thirty- 
three years. On what a slender thread hangs the fate of States! 

If New Mexico was fitted for statehood thirty-three years ago, 
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-in the opinion of the House of Representatives and of the Senate 
of the United States—and it must be believed that both Senators 
and Representatives acted conscientiously at that time—why is 
not New Mexico fitted for statehood at this time? Why should 
it be thrown in the teeth of the people of New Mexico that they 
are so lacking in intelligence, in industry, in morals, in educa- 
tion, and material prosperity that in the year 1906, notwith- 
standing statehood was practically pledged in the treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, they are not yet fitted for statehood? 

But, Mr. President, why does Arizona now object to a union 
with New Mexico in statehood? As I suggested, it has its own 
history and its own achievements. The Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. BEVERIDGE], in a speech he made in the last Congress, 
called the attention of the Senate to the State of Texas, a 
great imperial State that had a right to be divided into five 
States and be represented on this floor by ten Senators, and 
yet it declined to accept that privilege. He referred to Cali- 
fornia and the other great States, and because those great 
States would not be divided, he insists that Arizona and New 
Mexico should not object to being united. 

Suppose some one should suggest to the Senator from Indiana 
that Indiana and Illinois were too small and should be united 
as one State, or that Ohio and Pennsylvania should be united 
as one State; suppose some one should suggest to the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Lone] that Kansas and Colorado should be 
united as one State; if there were serious danger of the ac- 
complishment of either the one proposition or the other, the 
people of every one of those States would be up in arms ready to 
resist it with force, if necessary. 

Mr. President, when a people have lived together for many 
years, when they have built up the institutions of their State 
or Territory, when they have shared the common dangers and 
have earned the common glories, there are feelings that will 
unite them and prevent them from being disunited. Such is the 
case with Texas, such is the case with California and other 
great States. But how different is that from taking two Com- 
monwealths, let us say, for illustration, two great Territories, 
with a half century of history behind each, each entitled to 
separate statehood, each haying fought and suffered and en- 
dured the dangers and privations of building up their country 
for half a century in expectation of ultimate separate statehood, 
then seek to unite them as one State by force! You would 
arouse precisely the same resentment, the same feeling of ab- 
horrence that would exist should the attempt be made to unite 
two States that had been free and independent for a half 
century. 

So, Mr. President, there are reasons quite independently of 
the act of 1863, quite independently of the unifors ~ractice of 
Congress in the creation of Territories and the samission of 
such Territories as States, why Arizona objects to being united 
with New Mexico in statehood. The Senator from Indiana 
gave reasons strong, eloquent, comprehensive, and overwhelm- 
ing. Let me call the attention of the Senate to the report made 
by the majority of the Committee on Territories to the Fifty- 
seventh Congress, of which the Senator from Indiana is chair- 
man, in which report the conditions in New Mexico and Arizona 
were dealt with most exhaustively. First, let me read what 
the report says about the population of Arizona, and then what 
it says of the population of New Mexico. It says: 

Arizona has a population of 122,931 (census 1900). Of these the 
considerable majority are Americans, as distinguished from the native 


or “Mexican” population, although nearly 30,000 (28,931) are 
* Mexicans.” 


That is, there are about four Americans to one Mexican in 
Arizona according to the census. 

Schools are conducted in English with few or practically no excep- 
tions, and, while interpreters are used in the courts, it is to a limited 
extent, compared with New Mexico. 

Then the report says as to educational progress of the Ter- 
ritory of Arizona: 

As to the educational progress of the ple of the Territory, taken 
as a whole, it may be considered fair. f course, in towns like Pres- 
cott (population, 3,559), or Phoenix (population, 5,554). or Tucson 
(population, 7,531) the schools are altogether admirable. School bnild- 
ings in these three towns compare favorably with much larger towns 
even in the best portions of the entire country. It is also true that 
nowhere in the Republic are to be found men and women of higher 
quality in all that makes good citizenship than the people in these 
localities. 

Such was the testimony not only of the Senator from Indiana 
in the last Congress, but of the entire Republican membership 
of the Committee on Territories. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. PATTERSON. With pleasure. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will italicize the force of what the 
Senator is saying when he reads from and comments upon that 


portion of the report by pointing out that in the last session, 
when I was closing the debate upon this question, I again af- 
firmed my high regard and exalted esteem for the people living 
in those two towns in the Territory of Arizona and living else- 
where throughout those Territories. I am particularly glad to 
do it, Mr. President, in view of the fact that because a man has 
taken a position upon a question of statesmanship it has been 
represented in private conversation and elsewhere that he has 
slandered the people of those Territories, 

I am very glad indeed to italicize what the Senator is saying, 
and every word he reads, and to tell him that I said it not only 
there, but that I have said it elsewhere at other points and in 
the debates upon this floor; but, Mr. President, that is no reason 
for statehood. There must be quantity as well as quality. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, I knew the Senator from 
Indiana would italicize what he had said two years ago about 
the people of Arizona, for I doubt if there is a more intelligent, 
a more patriotic, a more industrious, or a more ambitious people 
to be found upon the face of this continent than is the popula- 
tion of Arizona, and that population, according to his own fig- 
ures and the census reports, stands about four to one—four 
parts being what is denominated “American population“ and the 
one being Mexican.” 

Now, Mr. President, we will go to his statements about the 
people of New Mexico. You will discover that there is a vast 
difference in the quality of the people of the two Territories, 
according to his report. It says: 

The great majority are native New Mexicans of Spanish and mixed 


Spanish and Indian descent, and of these practically all speak Spanish 
in the affairs of daily life, and the majority speak nothing but Spanish. 


That of itself would be almost enough to compel the people of 
Arizona to refuse voluntarily to be added to New Mexico as a 
State; but, he continues: 

Courts are conducted through the medium of an interpreter, and it is 
impossible to conduct the machinery of justice without this official. 

Then he continues: 

The interpreter interprets the testimony of witnesses to the jury, the 
5 of counsel to the jury, and the charge of the court to the 

That is the way justice is administered in the Territory of 
New Mexico—foreign-speaking juries and lawyers compelled to 
address juries through interpreters. You will find a little 
further on that the court is often compelled to send some person 
who speaks both Spanish and English to the jury room to let 
the jury know what the testimony was. According to the testi- 
mony of the Senator from Indiana and the other members of the 
committee : 

Occasionally the interpreter must be sent by the judge to the jury 
room in order to enable the jury to reach a verdict, since it sometimes 
happens that some of the members of the jury are English speaking, 


some Spanish speaking, and no member on the jury can speak bot 
languages. 


A little further on he says: 
In the majority of cases it is true that some member of the 


bene to speak both languages and can then act as interpreter 
others. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Of course. ; 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will not ask the Senator any further 
questions, because I do not wish to take up the Senator's time, 
but I will ask this one: Did the Senator from Colorado indorse 
that report when it was made to the Senate upon the bill then 
pending? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, 
from my observance I think the Senator from Indiana, through 
want of information or for some other reason, exaggerated the 
condition, — 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator, then, did not 

Mr. PATTERSON. I am simply attempting, now, to give the 
reason why the people of Arizona declined to be annexed in 
statehood to the people of New Mexico as stated under the 
solemn obligations of a Senator of the United States by the 
Senator from Indiana, the six members comprising the majority 
of the committee uniting with him. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, the Senator evades the 
question. I ask him again, Did he then indorse the report from 
which he now reads? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I have answered that question, and I do 
not have to answer it again. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; I do not think the Senator in fair- 
ness has answered it. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Then I will answer it again. I believed 
and felt from my personal knowledge that there was a grave 
exaggeration at that time by the majority of the committee in 
dealing with the people of New Mexico. 


ury is 
babs the 
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then the Senator did not at that time 
indorse the report? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Well, the Senator ought to be content 
with what I have said. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Has the Senator changed his belief from 
that time until now? $ 

Mr. PATTERSON. The Senator is now quoting the Senator 
from Indiana. Let me ask the Senator from Indiana—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator can not quote the Senator 
from Indiana with approval one day and with disapproval 
another day, when on both days he quotes exactly the same 
words. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, I am simply quoting the 
Senator from Indiana without approval or disapproval. I 
credit the Senator from Indiana with stating in this report and 
elsewhere what he honestly believes were the conditions, and I 
am not now affirming my own views. But will the Senator 
from Indiana answer this question: Did he believe, when he 
made these statements, that the statements were true? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I suppose the Senator will hardly put 
that question to me or to any other Senator. ` 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? . 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will answer the Senator from Colorado, 
though, of course, Mr. President, such a question requires no 
answer. We all know that every member who signed that re- 
port believes what it says. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. What I want to know is not whether the 
Senator from Indiana believed at the time he wrote that report 
what he said. We all know he did, or otherwise he would not 
have written it. But does he believe it now? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes, Mr. President, I believe it now con- 
cerning the conditions when it was written. I believe it now 
as modified by the conditions that have since occurred. I do 
not want, Mr. President, to take up any more of the Senator's 
time, but I will say this: I think the Senator is using the time 
very well in reading from the report which I had the honor to 
draw, but when he reads certain statements concerning certain 
things and then applies them to an entire Territory as though 
that were all the committee had said concerning that Territory, 
and then takes up something else which is derogatory concern- 
ing portions of any Territory and applies that to the rest of 
the Territory without reading the whole thing,.he hardly in- 
forms the Senate or does himself full justice. I am not going 
to suggest to the Senator that he shall read all of the report, 
since it is somewhat extensive, and as he is to close the debate 
on that side this afternoon I will apologize for asking him a 
question concerning his consistency on this subject. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I will now read what the Senator says 
about the character of the people, both Mexicans and white, or 
I will do so if I am given the time. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not want the Senator to occupy too 
much time. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Now I will continue. The Senator fur- 
ther says in the report: 

In political campai; almost all political speeches are made either 
in Spanish or in nglish through an 1 and interpreters are 
used in practically all (it may even be said in all) political conventions. 

An interpreter was used in the last Republican Territorial conven- 
tion, which nominated the reser Delegate to Congress, and nominating 
speeches were made through that medium. 

An interpreter is used in the legislature, and both council (senate) 
and house have official Interpreters. 


Until recently (historically speaking) no English was taught in the 
common schools. At present both Spanish ane, English are taught in 


So that when you annex Arizona and New Mexico the first 
thing you must do is to establish schools to teach the Arizoniäns 
the Spanish language, in order that they may engage with the 
rest of the population in the active affairs of life. The Senator 
says further: 

Of all schools (save, probably, the high schools at Albuquerque and 
East Las Vegas and the purely “American" towns of Carlsbad, Ros- 
well, and Rowan) the children at play during the recess or going home 
from school weak Spanish instead of English. 


I might read many other things, but I will skip some. But 
to quote the Senator on the subject of illiteracy in New 
Mexico: 

The remainder of the 195,310 people in New Mexico are called in 
that Territory “Americans,” as contradistinguished from the class 

ve spoken of, who are there termed “ Mexicans,” But the “Amert- 
cans” are made up from ey other nationality except Mexicans. 
Germans, W e French, and all other nationalities are called 
Americans.“ And yet of the entire population of New Mexico 33.2 
per cent are Iilliterates—that that portion can neither read nor 
write Spanish, nip yen or any other language. 15 5 of 1900.) 

If the test of illiteracy were confined to the English language osiy 
fhe committee is of opinion that the percentage of illiterates would 
be much more than doubled. 

So that, according to the testimony, if the test of illiteracy 
is to be confined to the English language, 66.4 per cent of the 
population of New Mexico are illiterate. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to read what the Senator says 
about the Americans. I want to read, as I said, all that he 
said about the Mexican and the American population. This is 
his estimate of the American population: 

As to the remaining, or “Americans,” some of them are not as good 
citizens as the Mexican element. (Testimony of Judge Mills, p: 2.) 

to use the expression of United States Jud, 


Such are the “ riffraff,” 
Mills (testimony, p. 1), who first follow the introduction of railroads, 


and certain other elements always seen on any country’s e. 
frontier, but these are, of course, disappearing. The 3 
“Americans,” however, are material for citizenship, and of a 
number of them absolutely too much can not be said. 

Aside from these towns, practically all development is Mexican. 
For example, the Mexican population universally live in adobe or mud 
houses, just as they did a hundred years ago. ven in the capital city 
of Santa Fe practically all the residences and most of the schools are in 
these earth structures. These houses are built of, mud (sometimes 
88 of bricks of sod (this is not the true adobe house, however). 

hese to-day resemble to a striking extent the common and usual 
homes of the Chinese people, both in city and country. 

That does not require any comment. It is with people such 
as he describes that the Senator from Indiana proposes to force 
the people of Arizona into an unwilling alliance. 

Now, let me read his estimate of the moral caliber of the New 
Mexican, of his indifference, his ignorance, and gullibility. This 
is an interesting description : 

It is the further belief of the committee that a large portion of the 
people are indifferent to and ignorant of the question— 

That is, statehood. Now, think of it, Mr. President. Here is 
the all-absorbing question of statehood—statehood for a Terri- 
tory with a population of somewhere between 200,000 and 300,000 ; 
statehood for a Territory that has been seeking statehood now 
for more than sixty years. If there is a question upon which 
a people, however ignorant, should be informed, it is that of 
statehood when they had been seeking it for sixty years. But 
I continue reading from the Senator’s report: 

It is the further belief of the committee that a large portion of the 

ple are indifferent to and orant of the question. 33 of 

artinez Amador, p. 105.) If it be said that y voted in favor of it, 
the answer is that nothing ts easier than to appeal to a pespie like the 
native New Mexican with a statement that there is something whi 
he has not (and which will be of value to him) in order to make him 
desire it, without understanding in the least just what it is that he 
is deprived of. 

This, Mr. President, is the character of the people of New 
Mexico as outlined, painted in, and described by the Senator 
from Indiana and the majority of that committee; and these are 
the people with whom they are seeking to force the people of 
Arizona into an alliance with. Will the Senator say that the 
people of Arizona are not justified, taking what the Senator 
from Indiana says to be true, in saying, “ No; we would rather 
remain outside of the Union for a half century than be forced 
into the Union as a State with such a population as this to 
overwhelm ours with the mere weight of numbers.” 

Why, Mr. President, here is a population of 250,000, a majority 
of them Mexican and Spanish people, and here is a population 
of 125,000 or of 150,000, three out of four speaking the English 
language. What show would the people of one section have in 
contest with the people of the other? Sending their representa- 
tives to a general assembly in which, according te the report, 
two-thirds of those from New Mexico would be Mexicans, how 
would such divergent peoples get together in establishing schools 
and other institutions, institutions to fit a live, wide-awake, 
progressive, aggressive, and ambitious American population? 

But, Mr. President, the people of New Mexico no more want 
joint statehood than do the people of Arizona. I will send to 
the Secretary’s desk and have read resolutions that were adopted 
by the Republican central committee of the Territory of New 
Mexico upon this subject. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have no purpose to hasten the Senator 
at all, but I desire to call his attention to the understanding 
that the Senator was to go on after the morning business, and 
that at 2 o’clock, or as near that time as possible, I should be 
allowed to take the floor. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I will soon be through. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not want to cut the Senator off, but” 
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. L suggest that if the paper will consume much time in being 
read, it may be printed in the Recorp without reading. 

Mr. PATTERSON. There was some interference with the 
understanding and arrangement, as the Senator from Indiana 
knows. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read as requested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

[Republican central committee of New Mexico.] 
At a regularly. called meeting of the Republican central committee 


of the Territory of New Mexico, held at Santa Fe, November 10, 1905, 
at 3 . po p. m., the folowing resolution was passed by a vote of 29 
ayes to 6 nays: 

“This committee, representing the sentiment of the Republican part, 
of this Territory, renews its declaration in favor of single state 1 i 
The Leake mh of joint statehood never emanated from the people of 
either this Territory or the Territory of Arizona, and the majority 
sentiment of the ple of both Territories is decidedly against it. 

“We look upon the joint statehood measure, so far as it affects this 
Territory, as an attempt at legislative coercion. We again invite the 
attention of the National Con to the repeatedly expressed senti- 
ment in our national and Territorial conventions of the two great politi- 
cal parties in favor of single statehood for this Territory, and express 
the hope that our Territory will get a square deal, and be honored 
with an early admission as a State within its present boundaries.” 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a 
resolution pa by the Republican central committee on the date 
above given, and that the vote on the same was 29 for and 6 against 
its adoption. 

H. O. Bursum, d 
Chairman Republican Central Committee, 
Territory of New Mezico. 


Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, I have here an interview, 
clipped from the Washington Post of this morning, with Fran- 
cis G. Tracy, of Carlsbad, N. Mex., at the Riggs House, in which, 
in the most unmeasured terms, he denounces joint statehood in 
behalf of the people of New Mexico. I will not take up time 
by reading it, but ask that it may be inserted in the RECORD as 
a part of my remarks. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it will be so 
inserted. 

The article referred to is as follows: 


“As a citizen of New Mexico, I'd like to say a word on this state- 

17 uestion,” said Francis G. Tracy, of Carlsbad, N. Mex., at the 
s House, 

“It has been repeatedly stated in Washington that the people of 
New Mexico are clamoring for joint statehood. I know this to un- 
true. With our prone there is the serious question of the great size 
of the proposed State, the inaccessibility of large portions of it, the 
be of communication, and the lack of homogeneousness of the 
population. 

“TI live in southeastern New Mexico, and I can reach Chicago easier 
and only a few bours later than I can get to Santa Fe. The cost is 
about the same. 

“We of eastern New Mexico know nothing of the ple of Arizona 
and they know as little of us. My home is in the Pecos Valley, the 
great American settlement of the Territory, where the population has 

n doubling annually for several pne This is the part of the Terri- 
tory that Senator BEVERIDGE and his colleagues passed through in the 
night. Here are more than 100 miles of irrigated farms, orchards, 
vineyards, the greatest roming artesian wells in America, if not in the 
world; two big Government irrigation projects, and the promise of a 
population as dense as that of southern California. Mr. BEVERIDGE 
would not stop to look at this lest his argument for the future growth 
of our Territory could not be based on the census of 1900, in face of 
the facts that he and his colleagues would have to admit. 

“There is scarcely an unprejudiced or fair-minded man in America 
who will not agree that the English-speaking people of New Mexico and 
Arizona ought to have the right to vote separately whether they want 
statehood at all upon such terms as the Hamilton bill proposes. It 
is the vote in New Mexico which is expected to bring in Arizona against 
her will, and it is the enormous land grants—20,000,000 acres—which 
are expected to influence the New Mexican politicians who control the 
pet Yota. Afterwards the Anglo-Saxon is supposed to look out for 

mself.” 


Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President, a statement contained in 
the resolutions of the Republican Territorial central committee 
is pregnant with suggestion. It is that the idea of joint state- 
hood did not originate with either the New Mexican people or 
with those who reside in Arizona. Joint statehood for New 
Mexico was not even thought of in the Fifty-seventh Congress. 
The House of Representatives passed the act admitting Arizona 
and New Mexico as separate States. That bill came to the 
Senate, and, even in opposing that measure, no suggestion was 
made that Arizona and New Mexico should be united into a 
single State. The measure was fought during the entire ses- 
sion upon the theory that neither one Territory nor the other 
was fitted for admission into the Union. Then will the Senator 
from Indiana tell the Senate where this proposition for joint 
statehood originated? Is it his child, or was it born of some 
Member at the other end of the Capitol? Will he kindly tell 
when it originated, what was its purpose, and what was sought 
to be accomplished? Did those who first gave it life and have 
since adopted it realize at the time that in insisting upon joint 
statehood for those two Territories they were flying in the 
face of a solemn compact existing between Congress and the 
people for more than sixty-three years, that such a thing as 
that should not be done, but that the government of Arizona 


should continue until the people applied for admission as a 
State into the Union? Are either sectional or political emer- 
gencies or exigencies so great that this solemn pledge must be 
disregarded and a thing done in the creation of a State that 
has never before been done by Congress in all the history of 
the Union? 

Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, I protest against the 
commission of this grave moral crime by the Senate of the 
United States. I insist that the pledge made to the country by 
a solemn act of Congress shall be kept by all succeeding Con- 
gresses, unless some stronger reason than in this case is shown, 
unless there is a preponderating reason existing, one that affects 
the life of the nation itself; otherwise the compact must be kept. 
Unless the people of Arizona are permitted to say at a free 
and untrammeled election whether or not they are willing to be 
joined in statehood with New Mexico, or whether they will 
insist upon the pledge given by Congress being carried out, then 
it is the duty of every Senator to vote against the measure. 
If the people of Arizona are permitted to vote, and will say: 
“Yes; we are so anxious for statehood that we will unite with 
New Mexico,” then I ought to be content; but even then I feel 
that a gross wrong would be done to the minority of the people 
of Arizona and also to the people of New Mexico. The adop- 
tion of the amendment offered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
FORAKER] is a proper solution of the controversy. Before a 
constitutional convention is called the question shall be sub- 
mitted to the voters of each Territory as to whether they favor 
the joint-statehood proposition. That will be in strict accord- 
ance with the act of 1863. The good faith of Congress and 
the good faith of the Senate require that that pledge shall be 
religiously kept, either in the way proposed by the Senator 
from Ohio or in some way that is its full equivalent. 

I apologize to the Senate for occupying so much of its time, 
but feel that the importance of this question has justified me in 
doing so. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, the Senator from Colorado 
says, as though it were a noteworthy fact, that the idea of joint 
statehood did not originate with the people of either Territory. 
Why should it? Statehood is not a question to be settled by 
the people of the Territories alone; it is a question for the 
nation to settle. It is not a local matter; it is a national 
matter. It is not a temporary arrangement for the benefit 
alone of the people living in these Territories; it is a permanent 
arrangement, which fixes their relation and that of their pos- 
terity with all the multiplying millions who shall live in this 
Republic till the end of time. 


STATEHOOD A NATIONAL QUESTION. 


So, Mr. President, we can not deal with this matter as though 
it were an affair of district or state politics or the interests of 
friends whom we should like to accommodate, or even the tem- 
porary views of the people of the territories. We, as Senators 
of the United States, can look upon this question only from the 
view point of the Nation, whose Government is forever affected 
by it, and of all the American people, whose interests now and 
for all time to come are vitally concerned. 

Mr. President, when Congress creates new states out of “ter- 
ritory belonging to the United States,” to use the exact lan- 
guage of the Constitution, the people living within those bound- 
aries cease to be local communities and become national com- 
monwealths. They begin not only to completely govern them- 
selves, which is important; but they also begin, and forever con- 
tinue, to aid in the government of the remainder of the Republic, 
which is more important. When a new state is created, it is in- 
stantly endowed with indestructible power over every citizen 
that anywhere dwells beneath the shadow of our flag. There- 
fore, because a state helps to govern the remainder of the Nation 
forever, the question of its creation should be left to Congress. 


LOCAL SENTIMENT NOT A TRUE GUIDE. 


Congress acts, or is supposed to act, from the view point 
of the Nation; the people living within the territory naturally 
and necessarily act from local and temporary considerations, 
Congress represents, or ought to represent, the settled views of 
the whole people of the Republic. The people in the territories 
necessarily, naturally, and unavoidably represent local, personal, 
selfish, and changing opinions. For example, three years and 
a half ago, when the Committee on Territories reported the 
bill to admit Oklahoma and the Indian Territory as one state, 
it was then met with a bitter hostility, as the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. NELSON], who reported it, can testify. But it has 
since won the approval of nearly every thoughtful and patriotic 
man. When that bill was-proposed, the people of those two 
territories were almost unanimously against it. To-day the 
people of those two territories are almost unanimously for 
it; a change in view on the part of a million and a half in- 
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telligent American citizens in three years as to what was best 
for them in that locality. 

And so we see there, Mr. President, from an illustration im- 
mediately before us, that the opinion of the people living within 
a territory as to statehood—as to that unchangeable condition 
which must last forever—is necessarily too temporary, too local, 
too interested, and therefore too changeable to be any sort of a 
guide in telling the Congress of the United States what it should 
do in such vast business. 


POWER OF CONGRESS TO CREATE STATES UNLIMITED. 


Mr. President, it was for these reasons that the Constitution 
gave Congress absolutely unlimited power over the creation of 
new states. The Constitution does not contemplate that the 
people living within the boundaries of the proposed new state 
shall be consulted at all. If the Constitution had considered 
this a local matter and not a national matter, it could have 
added seven words which would have settled the whole contro- 
versy. The Constitution now reads: ; 

New states may be admitted by the Congress into this Union. 

If the fathers who drafted that instrument had meant that 
the people living within the territory should be consulted about 
it, they would have added seven words and made the Constitu- 
tion read: 

-New states may be admitted by the Congress into this Union swith the 
conscnt of the people thereof. 

But the fathers refused to write those seven words into the 
Constitution and left Congress the sole and absolute arbiter of 
the destiny of territory belonging to the United States.” 


CUSTOM OF CONSULTING PEOPLE WISE AND AMERICAN. 


But, Mr. President, while this is true, there has grown up a 
custom of consulting the people living in the territory within the 
boundaries of the proposed new state upon the question as to 
whether or not they will accept the invitation of the Nation into 
full membership in the republic. It is a wise custom, an 
‘American custom, and one which meets my hearty approval, 
as I have no doubt it meets the hearty assent of every American 
citizen. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am very glad to. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I do not intend to interrupt the Senator 
yery much, but the clause of the Constitution to which he makes 
reference is an interesting one—that Congress may admit new 
states into the Union. Does not that imply upon the applica- 
tion or with the consent of the people of the territory? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not at all; quite the reverse. 

Mr. PATTERSON. One word more. Congress may admit 
new states. Suppose Congress insists that there shall be a 
state in the Union against the will of the people; who is going 
to coerce the people of the state into operating and acting as 
citizens of a state? There is no coercive power; therefore 
there must be consent. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There is absolutely no question whatever 
of the power of to create a state out of territory be- 
longing to the United States, and to admit it, no matter what the 
people may say. A custom has grown up to consult the 
people, but it is a custom which is so American, which is so in 
accord with the genius of our institutions, that everybody ac- 
cepts it. But the Constitution did not so put it. The Constitu- 
tion left it in the hands of Congress for undoubtedly wise and 
far-seeing reasons, which it is not necessary now to take time to 
discuss, though I will cite one. 

It is conceivable that a community of people might be living 
within “territory belonging to the United States,” living under 
peculiar institutions, enjoying the protection of our flag, and yet 
who did not want to come into the full membership of the Union. 
There is no question whatever that Congress would have power 
to make that a state. But the discussion on this point is more 
or less academic, and was brought out by the remark of the 
Senator from Colorado. Since the Constitution can almost 
always be said, except in extraordinary cases, to be interpreted 
by a long continuous custom 

Mr. PATTERSON. I wish to interrupt the Senator simply 
to elucidate the constitutional proposition that Congress may, 
whether the people of a territory desire it or not, make the 
territory a state. Suppose Congress should, as in this case it 
does, declare that a certain area of the territory of the United 
States shall be a state and should order an election for mem- 
bers of a constitutional convention to form a constitution. 
What power is there in the Federal Government to coerce the 
people into electing delegates to form a constitution? 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. It would be quite within the power of 
Congress, under the power given— 
to make all needful rules 
: 9 re and regulations respecting the territory be- 
to provide all laws that might be necessary. But no person 
could compel the people to elect Senators or Representatives un- 
der it. If all the people united in not doing it, it could not be 
done. It would be a state de jure, but not de facto. 

But the Senator’s hypothesis is unthinkable. It is unthink- 
able that there will be in any community large enough to be a 
state an absolute unanimity of opinion upon that subject. There 
would always be somebody to vote for the Senators and the 
Representatives which Congress, in creating the new state, pro- 
vided for. While this academic discussion is interesting, time 
flies, and, as I said, it perhaps is not greatly pertinent, except 
to show that, in the opinion of the fathers, the question of creat- 
ing a state is a question for Congress to settle and not for the 
people of the territories to settle. Let me reiterate for the third 
time that the custom has been unbroken since the Ordnance of 
1787 until now to consult the people about it. And that is just 
what the bill does as it comes to us from the House. 


BILL SUBMITS QUESTION OF STATEHOOD TO VOTE OF THE PEOPLE. 

What does this bill provide for, Mr. President? First, it 
describes the boundaries of the proposed new state. Second, it 
describes the limitations of the constitution of the proposed 
new state. Third, it provides certain conditions, certain limi- 
tations, certain benefits that will be conferred upon the people 
of the new state. And then finally it submits to a majority of 
all the people living within the boundaries of the proposed new 
san ee question whether or not they will accept the provisions 
of the bill. 

But, Mr. President, those who oppose this measure are not 
content that a majority of all the people living within the 
limits of the proposed new state shall say whether or not they 
will come into the Union. They insist that a majority of a 
small minority living in a portion of the proposed new state 
shall control the opinion of all those living within its borders. 
Those who oppose this bill are not willing that all American 
citizens living within the boundaries of the proposed new state 
shall vote at one common general election, as though they were 
all common American fellow-citizens, but they insist that they 
shall vote at separate elections, as though they were citizens of 
foreign countries. 

SHALL THE MAJORITY OR THE MINORITY SETTLE THE QUESTION OF 

STATEHOOD. 

Those who oppose this measure take the position, and it was 
voiced in the argument of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. PAT- 
TERSON], that the people who live within Arizona and the people 
who live within New Mexico shall vote as though those terri- 
tories were already states. I have heard and read in times past 
and recently something about states rights. I know in common 
with everybody else of the great history that clusters around 
that idea and has so limited and modified it that but a fragment 
of the original idea now remains. But this is the first time I 
ever heard of territorial rights. 

Now, let us bring this down to a question of figures, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and see where it leads us. There are in New Mexico 
and Arizona, to take a low estimate, something like 300.000 
white people. Of these, 200,000 are in New Mexico and 100,090 
are in Arizona. Both New Mexico and Arizona are within tre 
limits of the proposed new state whose boundaries Congress in 
this bill fixes. The opponents of this measure insist that these 
300,000 American fellow-citizens shall not vote together in a 
common or general election, but that they shall vote separately. 

Now, if all these people voted, fifty thousand and one in 
Arizona would control the remainder of the entire 300,000 if it 
went the other way. But 50,000 is one-sixth of 300.000. So that, 
as the Senator from Kansas so lucidly pointed out the other day, 
we have the proposition, novel in American history, that in the 
proposed new state one-sizth of its people shall control the des- 
tiny of five-sirths of its people as though they cere foreigners. 
Yet just that is what the enemies of this bill propose. 


SHALL 10,000 VOTES FIX THE DESTINY OF 300,000 PEOPLE? 


Let us reduce this to a question of votes, Mr. President, be- 
cause to a question of votes at one time or another this great 
business comes at last. There was at the last election in Ari- 
zona, I think, something like 21,000 votes cast. A little over 
10,000 votes is a majority of these. So if in the election which 
is advocated by the opponents of this bill 10,000 yoters can be 
persuaded or purchased or cajoled or coerced, or in anywise, 
properly or improperly, influenced, they put an absolute veto 
not only upon the will of the other 350,000 people and the des- 
tiny of their descendants for all time to come, but they negative 
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also the will of the Congress that represents the entire American 
people. 

Very well! There is one mining company in Arizona alone 
that employs 10,000 men, and it employs in all of its enterprises 
almost 10 per cent of the entire population of Arizona. 

So, Mr. President, we see the nature of the proposition to “ let 
the people of the territories vote separately,” which upon its 
face seems so fair, so much like a “ square deal,” so much like 
common justice, but which is, after all, the yery gravest of 
injustices to the people of the Nation and to the people of the 
territories as well. Mr. President, such a proposition was 
never heard of before in all the history of American state mak- 
ing, and I intend, before I am through with this argument, to 
examine it critically and extensively. But before we go to the 
question as to how the people should vote upon this measure 
let us examine some of the large questions of statesmanship for 
and against the measure itself. 


I. 
AFFIRMATIVE REASONS FOR THE BILL. 


What are the reasons why we should create these two states 
out of this remaining contiguous “territory belonging to the 
United States“ so that from ocean to ocean there shall hereafter 
be nowhere a single American citizen unrepresented on the floor 
of this Congress? Ah, Mr. President, there is a thought worth 
the attention of every Senator—from ocean to ocean let there be 
no longer an American citizen unrepresented in the Congress 
that governs him. 

What, then, are the reasons for this measure? The com- 
mittee does not come before the Senate with the bill passed by 
the direct representatives of the American people in the House 
of Representatives as an idle proposition or without reasons, 
Let us first take up Oklahoma and the Indian Territory. Very 
little need be said about that proposed state, 

Mr. PATTERSON. Will the Senator from Indiana state 
what company in Arizona employs 10,000 men? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes, sir; I will. I have it right here, It 
is in the House hearings. There is a statement from James 
Douglas, who is manager of the Copper Queen Consolidated Min- 
ing Company, which was presented to the House committee by 
one of the most earnest opponents of this bill, Mr. B. A. Fowler, 
one of the most honorable gentlemen I know. I disagree with 
him heartily upon this question, but I admit his high char- 
acter and great intelligence. And the statement is made by Mr. 
Douglas himself that they (Phelps, Dodge & Co., owners of 
“The Copper Queen”) “employ fully 10,000 men, about three- 
fourths of that number in Arizona and the balance on the rail- 
roads and in the coal mines in New Mexico; and,” he goes on to 
say, “since more than 10 per cent of the population of Arizona is 
either employed in or dependent upon our various enterprises,” 
he thinks they have a right to say what should be done down 
there on the question of state making, which affects every citi- 
zen of this Nation and the prosperity of all the citizens of this 
Nation to the end of time. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly; go ahead. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Without raising any question of veracity 
as to anybody I only want to say that I am informed by one 
whose opportunities for knowing are of the best that the com- 
pany employs about a thousand men in its mines and about 
fifteen hundred otherwise. 

Mr. CLARK of Montana. Fifteen hundred in the mines. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Ahout fifteen hundred in the mines and 
about a thousand otherwise, making a total of about twenty- 
five hundred. I put that statement against the other. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In answer to that I will merely say that 
this appears in the testimony of Mr. Fowler before the House 
committee at a public hearing, and is given upon authority 
and by one of the men of greatest weight and character in the 
entire Southwest. I do not know whether it is true or not, but 
I do know this, and shall discuss it a little later on, that con- 
siderable numbers of men are employed by the mining com- 
panies. 

GROWTH OF AN IDEA. 

Now, a word about Oklahoma and Indian Territory. Very 
little need be said. Three years and a half ago the Committee 
on Territories proposed that idea. But it was then resisted with 
a fierceness and an unreasoning vigor which astonished every 
member of the committee. It has won its way since that time, 
and now is receiving the hearty applause of those who at one 
time attempted to defeat it. 

This new state composed of Oklahoma and Indian Territory 
will make a state 11,000 square miles smaller than the state of 
Kansas, a state smaller than Missouri, smaller than Nebraska, 
smaller than South Dakota, equal about to the state of North 


Dakota, It is a parallelogram, like Colorado, It is an economic 
unit, balancing its waving fields of grain and its timber with 
its inexhaustible mines of coal, zinc, lead, and marble, and its 
wells of natural gas and oil. 

This great economic unit and industrial unit was once a polit- 
ical unit. The present unnatural, absurd, zigzag, and bizarre 
boundary line is the result of accident, as I shall show before I 
get through with this argument, when I come to the question of 
territorial boundaries. This bill proposes to destroy that ab- 
surdity, that anomaly, and to inclose this noble dominion in the 
original boundaries which it once had. 

When thus reunited Oklahoma will have a million and a half 
people, a people drawn from the best and bravest citizenship of 
this country in every section of the Republic, a people who in 
Oklahoma have grown rich and great, even under a territorial 
government; who in the Indian Territory have grown rich and 
great without any government at all, and who in both territories 
have surpassed in material and moral upbuilding every portion 
of this Nation in the same space of time. 

THE GREATER OKLAHOMA. 

That is a broad statement, I know, Mr. President, but I make 
it knowing how broad it is. For it is an inspiring fact that civ- 
ilization reached the climax of its effort in civic affairs in the 
making of the Greater Oklahoma of this bill. The American's 
capacity for self-government, his instinct for the building of a 
state erected there his noblest monument to free institutions. 
On wind-swept prairies, in savage forests, the sons and daugh- 
ters of the Republic have created in the Greater Oklahoma of 
this bill a matchless commonwealth in a shorter space of time 
than was ever done before in all the history of this world before. 

When they went there they had no habitations, these settlers 
of this great new land. They built them in a day—built them 
of the prairie’s sod and of the forest’s logs. They were rude 
huts to be sure. But the magie of the American woman, who 
always has helped the American pioneer carry American civil- 
ization into the Nation’s waste places and wildernesses—the 
magic of this queen of the Republic transformed these rude huts 
in a moment, aye, in an instant, into American homes. 

They had no food. Almost with the passing of a single sun 
they won it from the soil, and with the succession of the seasons, 
by systematie and untiring labor, they sent from their fertile 
fields food for the feeding of the Nation. 

THE BUILDERS OF GREATER OKLAHOMA. 

They had no schools. Where the law permitted they built 
hundreds of schools at the common charge almost as quickly as 
they raised the rooftrees of their homes, and where the law did 
not permit they provided by private subscription for the edu- 
eation of their children. 

They had no capital, no railroads. They compelled capital to 
look their way, seek their friendship, and pour its golden treas- 
ures at their feet. Capital, looking ever for those regions where 
multitudes of people must finally abide and great resources are 
to be transported, built railroads all over this splendid land; 
and these railroads were built not out of subsidies voted by the 
people, but out of the money of legitimate investors; not leaving 
behind a burden for coming generations to carry, as was the case 
in Kansas and Nebraska, but bringing an asset second only to 
the fertility of the land and the energy and intelligence of the 
people who developed it. 

This great, splendid million and a half of American citizens 
have earned the right to statehood, and it should be given to 
them, not only as a matter of justice to them, but as a matter of 
justice to the Republic as well. For, Mr. President, when Okla- 
homa rises in the councils of the Nation her voice will be 
strong and commanding with the numerical equality of her 
sisters. Her interests are so varied, her industries are so 
numerous, that when her representatives address the Ameri- 
can Congress or give advice in its committees or speak any- 
where they will speak for a miniature United States itself, and 
that is the condition which Senators ought to represent upon the 
floor of this Senate instead of the condition which the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumner] spoke of this morning. 

So, Mr. President, we find a practical unanimity in favor of 
the Oklahoma of this bill, although three years ago it could not 
have mustered 15 votes on this floor and hardly any in the 
House, and the people of the two territories were unanimously 
and yigorously against it. All were against it then; all are for 
it now. 

ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO AN ECONOMIC UNIT. 

What about New Mexico and Arizona? What are the reasons 
why these territories should be reunited and their original bound- 
aries restored? In the first place they are an economic unit, an 
industrial unit, a unit as Oklahoma and the Indian territory area 
unit. They are a unit in their productions—one supplying what 
the other does not have. For example, Arizona has copper, Ari- 
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zona has gold, Arizona has silver. New Mexico has very little 
copper and yery little gold and silver. But Arizona has no coke 
or coal to smelt her copper; ne coke or coal to work her mines. 
New Mexico has some of the best coal fields in the world. New 
Mexico has splendid material for coke. They raise in New Mexico 
the products of the Temperate Zone; in the southern portion of 
Arizona they raise the products of the Semitropical Zone. And 
so the people of those two territories when united—no, not 
united, but when reunited—will supply each what the other 
lacks and make an industrial unity as it will be a political 
unity. 
VARIED INDUSTRIES FOUNDATION OF A PROSPEROUS STATE. 

Second, they have when combined numerous industries. It 
has become a truism that no people can become prosperous and 
great whose resources are not varied, whose interests are not 
numerous, I should not want any state to be exclusively agri- 
cultural, any state to be exclusively mining, any state to be ex- 
clusiyely anything. The fundamental doctrine of the party to 
which I am proud to belong—and it has now become the faith 
of the entire country, so much so that there is no dispute about 
it any more—that if a people or a community are to be prosper- 
ous they must be diverse in their industries and make more nu- 
merous their resourses. 

Very well. Arizona is chiefly a mining country. New Mex- 
ico has mining, too, in some respects, but she has grazing also; 
she has agriculture. But if you put the two together, you have 
a great state made up of a large number of industries instead 
of having two small states each largely made up of one in- 
dustry, and in each of which one industry controls. It is not 
good for any commonwealth to be dominated by manufacturing 
industry. It is not good for any commonwealth to be domi- 
nated’ by the mining industry, or any other industry. But all 
industries ought to be so interwoven and interdependent that 
they will always be checks and safeguards upon each other and 
contribute to each other’s strength and welfare. 

So the second material reason for reuniting these terri- 
tories, which once were one and which got along for twelve 
years as one and got along splendidly, considering their frontier 
condition, is that the new state will have varied industries and 
varied interests. 

SHOULD NEVER BE TWO STATES; NOW PREPARED TO BE ONE STATE. 

I think it is now conceded by most that these two territories 
should not at present be two states, and that they should never 
be two states as long as present conditions continue. There 
must be more people. i 

Mr. President, the question is whether we are going to have 
two states or one state permanently out of these territories. 
Speeches have been made here during the last three years, and 
repeated here recently—and we would have been very glad 
three years ago to have had all the help on that proposition that 
we could get—to show that these two territories ought not to 
come in as two states, because they lack the necessary number 
of people to make their admission a matter of justice to the rest 
of the Nation. 

Three years ago we of the committee, supported gallantly by 
the Republican majority, fought for that proposition to a finish. 
But we get no help from some who urged us on to combat when 
there was immediate danger of the admission of these territories 
as separate states and who now grow impassioned against 
separate statehood for these territories separately when there is 
no immediate danger. But let the inexplicable conduct of in- 
dividuals pass. This is a national matter. 

I propose to show a little later on in my analysis of the popu- 
lation of Arizona and New Mexico just what that population is. 
But I will now state the total number and then refer to the 
fact that so far as science now sees it can not be greater, as the 
comparative population of other parts of the Nation has grown 
greater. 


LIMIT OP ALL POSSIBLE FUTURE POPULATION IN NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA 
COMBINED. 


By the last census and the governor’s report there are in 
Arizona a hundred and twenty-three thousand people, of whom 
about 92,000 are white. In New Mexico, by the Governor's 
report, over 300,000 people, of whom the very greater percent- 
age are white. These people are engaged in grazing or mining 
or agriculture. 

We have heard beautiful dreams described concerning irriga- 
tion and the possibilities of the future. I took occasion last year 


to have made the most generous estimate which the wisest and 
best-informed scientist could give upon that subject, and I have 
found that in the territories of Arizona and New Mexico there 
is not now irrigated—and there never can be irrigated, so far as 
science, giving the most generous estimate, can tell—more than 
a million and a half acres. To show what this means I 
have had a diagram made, by which, in comparison with the 


whole area of both territories you can see just what that means. 
There, for instance [indicating], is the amount irrigated in the 
little black space, and here [indicating] is the amount that is 
irrigable in the territory of Arizona. Here [exhibiting] is a 
similar condition in New Mexico. Here [indicating] is the 
amount as to both. 

POSSIBILITIES OF IRRIGATION. 

It must not be thought that irrigation can be spread beyond 
the estimated amount here given. It must not be thought that 
this is a region of country where, by some sort of magic, rainfall 
can be made to increase; where the streams can be made to 
swell and flow steadily. They have had observations upon that 
subject for a good many decades, and the rain has not come in 
greater abundance nor have the streams permanently risen. It 
is the statement of the Geological Survey (and there are not a 
more friendly set of men in the world to irrigation) that— 

As shown by the approximate estimate, it may be ible within the 
next decade or generation to bring under irrigation in theese two terri- 


tories 750,000 acres, or about one and one-half times as much land as is 
now irrigated, 


Again: 

There are in the more densely settled irrigated countries localities 
where the irrigated lands support a person to the acre, and with a 
million acres under irrigation in the future in these two territories 
it is only reasonable to expect that there will be portunities to 
furnish homes for a million white inhabitants, a population as large 
as that now living in the state of Nebraska. 


In other words, Mr. President, there are in these two terri- 
tories now, if you grant the largest claims of those who are en- 
titled to speak, perhaps, at the outside and extreme estimate, 
400,000 people. There are in Arizona 92,000 white people. 
That is not enough to send one Representative to Congress. 
Very well, if the most extreme claims for all the plans of the 
Reclamation Service are carried out, if every spot that has 
been surveyed (and every spot in the territories has been care- 
fully surveyed) should be irrigated and all the plans should be a 
success which now are problematical, nevertheless the amount 
of land that will be brought in under irrigation in the two 
territories will some future day support not more than 1,000,000 
people at the outside. Such is the testimony of science. 

Is that too many, Mr. President? If not, we must not admit 
them as two states, because they have too few people; nor 
should we wait, because the time never will come when there 
will be too many people. 

LET NO AMERICAN CITIZEN BE UNREPRESENTED. 

There is another reason why we should not wait. While I 
have resisted the coming into the Union of these territories as 
two states, I nevertheless profoundly sympathize with the view 
that where it is possible to do so in justice to the rest of the 
Republic there should not remain any large number of un- 
represented American citizens in this Republic. 

Mr. President, it is a pretty serious thing to keep 400,000 
American citizens out of this Union. It is a pretty serious 
thing to tell them that because some absurd words were fraud- 
ulently introduced into the organic act away back fifty years 
ago (and I am going into that quite fully later on) they can 
not come into the Union as one state. It is a pretty serious 
thing not only to them but much more to the Republic itself 
to deny representation to the 400,000 American citizens living 
in these territories when for sixty years they and their an- 
cestors have thus been living. 

NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA MIGHT LONG AGO HAVE BEEN ADMITTED AS 
ONE STATE. 

Mr. President, there has not been in the history of this 
Republic a tutelage that long, nor would it have been that long 
if the two territories had not been separated. If they had 
remained in one terrtiory as they were up to 1863, when they 
were divided, that territory would long since have been a state, 
because no person could have resisted the appeal of 400,000 
Americans or of 300,000 Americans to full citizenship in this 
Republic. 

So first of all they must not be brought in as two states. 
Even the Senator from Colorado [Mr. PATTERSON] indorses that 
view, because he read with very great approval the report of 
the Committee on Territories upon that subject. It is approval 
on his part now, but it was disapproval then. However, I do 
not blame men for changing their minds. 

MINING NECESSARILY TEMPORARY; STATEHOOD ETERNAL. 

Mr. President, I have shown that irrigation is not a basis 
for a very greatly increased population. Neither is mining. 
The Senator from Montana [Mr. CLARK] appeared before a 
committee of the House and testified that a mine might give out 
at any moment, no matter how flattering its prospects. The 
statement of the governor of Arizona in one of the best reports 
that I have ever read is that whether a mine is short or long 
lived its continuous operation will sooner or later result in its 
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exhaustion. Then he goes on to a considerable extent to show 
that mining does not develop the resources of a territory or a 
state. Mining exhausts the resources of any region where it is 


practiced. One day there may be a great population. The next 
day that mine's life may be exhausted and the population leave. 
Population goes where work is. 

Some three years ago, with a friend, I went to a deserted 
city. One year before it had been eager with the thronging 
life of 5,000 human souls, who were dependent upon a mine 
hard by. But when we went through it twelve months later the 
grass was growing in the streets, the windows were broken, 
and through them swept the howling wind. The doors hung 
upon rusty hinges and the homes of men had become the 
habitation of beasts. In one twelvemonth a population of 
5,000 people had ceased to be, so far as that locality is con- 
cerned, 


WHEN MINES GIVE OUT THE PEOPLE THEY SUPPORT DISAPPEAR. 


The other day I read that the mountain which is opposite the 
hotel in Bisbee and which belongs to one of the mines, the Cop- 
per Queen—and there are those here who ought to know about 
that—had been exhausted. They had followed the veins of 
ore to their last extremity, so that the mountain which once 
teemed with richness and supported thousands of people was 
now only a network of empty tunnels of exhausted wealth. It 
was honeycombed with galleries from which all the ore bad been 
extracted. And when that ore is gone the people go, if mining 
is the only industry. So, Mr. President, mining can not be said 
to be a basis of population. * 

After all, we have got in the end to come back to the 
soll and to the manufacturing of the articles which the soil 
produces. So these two territories should not come in as sep- 
arate states. On the contrary, not only as a matter of justice 
to them, but, as I repeat for the third time, as a matter of 
greater justice to the Republic, they should be brought in because 
it is not good for any country to have within its borders nearly 
half a million citizens not participating in its government. I 
think there is not a Senator here, aye, or a spectator here, who 
has lived in a territory, who has stood without the gates of that 
city of civic Paradise called the American Republic and knocked 
for admission, who will not agree with me in the statement that 
it is an injustice longer to keep as large a number of people as 
that out of the Union. 

So, on the one hand, it is clear we ought not to admit them as 
separate states, since that would be an injustice to the people of 
the remainder of the Republic; and, on the other hand, it is 
clear we ought to admit them as one state, because to do other- 
wise would be an injustice to the people of that state. 


THIS BILL GIVES GREAT BENEFITS TO THE PEOPLE. 


Mr. President, what is the next reason for bringing these two 
territories in as one state? First of all is the benefit to the 
people in the bill itself. This bill, during the progress of its 
development—for the bill is a development—has been perfected 
until it is one of the most generous measures of statesmanship 
ever proposed for any people. It proposes to give them $5,000,- 
000 of school funds in cash. We are giving them four sections 
of land—poor land, it is true; but we endow the proposed 
state with an educational fund in keeping with the advancing 
educational ideas of the American people and in keeping with 
their generosity. That is one of the benefits to the people. 

Under this bill the entire state debt, which is composed of the 
territorial debt of the two territories, can be funded, and the 
bonds can be bought by the board of education so that the debt 
of the state will be owned by the people of the state, and they 
will school their children out of the proceeds upon the interest 
of the debt which they themselves have purchased. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do. 

Mr. TELLER. While the Senator is discussing that point, 1 
wish he would tell us why it is thought necessary to give these 
people the great bounty that was never giyen to any other 


State. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I shall be very glad to do so. In the 
first place, Mr. President 

Mr. TELLER. Let me call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that no other state has ever been treated as the Senator 
says they propose to treat this state. I should like to know 
why this state is to have the benefit of provisions that have 
been denied to every other state that has been admitted. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In the first place, the Indian Territory— 
don’t interrupt me, please—I know that is not the one the Sena- 
tor is talking about; he is talking about New Mexico—— 


Mr. TELLER. I am not talking about Oklahoma territory. 
I am talking about New Mexico and Arizona. 

THE SCHOOL FUND PROVIDED BY THE BILL FOR THE NRW STATE. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I understand that; but I am beginning 
with the other to answer the question fully. Indian Territory 
was without any school lands whateyer. Oklahoma had been 
given a most generous school grant. Indian ‘Territory was 
given $5,000,000 flat as an endowment to balance. When we 
came to examine the educational situation in New Mexico and 
Arizona, the quantity of land which was taken up for forest re- 
serves, the quantity liable to withdrawal under the Reclamation 
Service, we found that even if we gave this new state as much 
land as was given to Utah, to wit, four sections, we would be giv- 
ing it a very uncertain school equipment indeed, because no 
human being can say, with any approximation to the truth, what 
is the value of these four. sections. 

It is not as if we were creating a state that has not been 
settled for a long time. It is not as if we were creating a state 
where the lands were still open to settlement. As the facts 
show, valuable land has been taken by private land grants 
and that land which may be made valuable can be withdrawn 
under the irrigation act, which I think the Senator approves 
of, and other valuable land is in the forest reserves. 

So, Mr. President, even giving four sections, as was given to 
Utah, we still endow this new state with a much more limited 
school fund than we endowed Utah with. So we made it up 
by making a cash appropriation, such as we made to the people 
of the Indian Territory. To have done anything else for those 
people would have been one of the greatest pieces of injustice 
we could have perpetrated upon them, because 
| Mr. TELLER. May I interrupt the Senator? 

REASONS FOR LARGE EDUCATIONAL GRANT. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In just one moment. Because by and 
large the educational situation there is not only one of difficulty, 
but of very great importance. They can not depend upon the 
problematical value of acres and acres of sand, which some day 
may be valuable, but which to-day no human being could assess 
for taxation at anything like a fair approximation. That is 
why this money was given. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from Indiana must know that 
since 1863 in Arizona there have been reserved the sixteenth 
and thirty-sixth sections. For fifty-five years there have been 
reserved in New Mexico the sixteenth and thirty-sixth sections, 
That is all that was ever reserved for any State heretofore. 
The Senator knows that fact. 

He also knows the fact that the Reclamation Service does not 
withdrew the sixteenth and thirty-sixth sections from the terri- 
tory when it becomes a state. He knows the Reclamation 
Service does not withdraw land and has no right to do it, and 
ean not do it. The title is in the state or territory, for the 
territory takes just as well as the state to the sixteenth and 
thirty-sixth sections. Mr. President, the Senator has not yet 
told us—and I will venture to say he will not give us a satis- 
factory reason—why New Mexico gets 20,000,000 acres of land 
when other States when admitted to the Union got compara- 
tively nothing. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am sorry that my reason is not satis- 
factory to the Senator. I have stated to the Senator the facts 
in the case, and the reason inheres in the facts, 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I should like to say that I 
think I know the reason, but the proprieties of this place pre- 
yent me from stating them. 


AMERICAN POLICY OF EDUCATING AMERICAN CHILDREN. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not know what the Senator means, 
Mr. President. I am stating the reasons that appealed to the 
committee. Every provision of this bill has been drawn with an 
eye single to the interests of the people of that territory and of 
the people of the United States, of which they are a part. One 
of the most beneficent provisions of the bill is that provision 
which endows them generously, I wish I might say richly, for 
the education of their children for all time to come. 

I do not think the American people, the most generous in the 
world in educational matters, have been too generous. I call 
the attention of the Senator to the fact that from the very begin- 
ning of the history of this country as a Republic until now we 
haye grown in our dealings with the question of education more 
generous every year. It has been the policy of increasing liber- 
ality. I think, perhaps, this is the first time that a voice has 
ever been raised in the American Congress against generously 


providing for the education of the children of a proposed new 
state. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I think I am entitled to say 
that I find no objection to a proper appropriation of the public 
lands for schoc! purposes, but I believe the interests of the 
schools were not paramount when that policy was entered upon. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Well, Mr. President, the Senator’s refer- 
ence is not understood or, if understood, it is not approved, to 
put it mildly. I trust the Senator will permit me to answer him 
courteously. You could not sell these lands immediately. If you 
sold the lands immediately you would sell them at a shameful 
loss, which would amount to a robbery of the people of that state. 
Nor can you lease these lands. They are mostly what are called 
“ desert lands.” 


HOW COULD THE NEW STATE GET MONEY FOR ITS SCHOOLS EXCEPT AS 


. PROVIDED IN THE BILL. 

Where, then, Mr. President, I will ask the Senator, was this 
new state to have gotten its immediate cash available for the 
immediate necessities of its schools? They are not lands such 
as there were in Colorado and the Indian Territory, not lands 
such as there were in the state of the Senator from Ohio or my 
own, but they are lands which I have taken up a good deal of 
time in describing and in correctly describing, which can not be 
immediately sold without an injustice to the people, which 
amounts to robbery on the one hand, and which can not be 
leased on the cther hand. Those are the reasons, 

Mr. TELLER. Will the Senator allow me? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly I will. 

Mr. TELLER. I will admit that these lands can not be sold 
now. Neither could the lands be sold in Colorado, Wyoming, 
Montana, or the Dakotas, and yet there were not such dona- 
tions made to those states when they came in. 

Mr. President, I deny that there is any necessity for any 
immediate donation of land to this state any more than to any 
other, because the territories of New Mexico and Arizona are 
able to maintain, and do maintain, schools suitable, proper, and 
necessary for the education of their children, just as all the 
western states have done in the very beginning of their ex- 
istence as territories, not waiting for statehood for that purpose. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, as I have stated two or 
three times, the policy with reference to education in this 
country has been a policy of increasing generosity. It began 
originally with one section, then two sections. Utah got four 
sections of much more valuable land than this. The condition 
of Spanish land grants in New Mexico, to which the Senator from 
Ohio referred three or four years ago; the condition of the 
Reclamation Service, which is problematical, giving to these 
lands their full value—I say we are not dealing too generously. 
Speaking personally to the Senator, I will say that I believe 
in the most rigid economy. I think whenever a public repre- 
sentative is guilty of negligence on the question of economy, 
he is dealing dishonestly by his people. But believing as 
rigidly as I do in economy, I say, personally speaking, I would 
vote to give $5,000,000 to every new state that may be created. 
I do not think that you can too richly endow the educational 
equipment of a new member of the sisterhood of the American 
Republic. 

GREAT STATE AND LOW TAXES; SMALL STATE AND HIGH TAXES. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to go on to another reason, a 
substantial reason, for the creation of this new state. It has 
been said that it will be a large state. Well, Mr. President, it 
will. It must ultimately be either one state or two. All will 
concede that. We must take into consideration the welfare of 
the people themselves now and in the future as well as the views 
inspired by the interests of some ambitious men who live among 
them. Jf you create a great new state, you have saved the people 
to-day and for all the future a large part of the expense of their 
state government. You have reduced the burden of taxation 
which rests upon the people of the proposed new state if you 
make it a large state instead of a small one. 

I have had prepared by the statistical department a list of 
the taxes, total and per capita state tax levied for 1902. I 
find a singular fact, that wherever a state has large numbers 
of people, and especially if it has a large area, its taxes, with 
one or two exceptions, are low. Wherever the reverse is true, 
its taxes are high. For example, Arizona per capita pays of 
territorial taxes $3.615; Minnesota pays 53 cents; New Mexico 
pays $3.57; New York pays 9.9 cents. Rhode Islands pays 
$1.454, and Pennsylvania pays 65.6. This last comparison 
shows that this great difference in taxation applies to old as 
well as new. 

JOINT STATEHOOD MEANS ONLY HALF TAXATION. 

So if two states are made you double the tages of the people. 
If one state is made you divide the taxes of the people—you 
put upon their shoulders in the future just one-half of the 
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burden if you make these two territories one state that you put 
upon them if you divide it into tico states, which the opponents 
of this bill wish to do. 

For example, Mr. President, the state of Texas has as its ex- 


penses for state government about $2,850,000. If Texas were 
divided into the five states, which it has a right to divide into, 
these expenses would be something like eight or ten million 
dollars. The people would have to pay per eapita, as I 
have shown by this list—and I shall ask to include the whole 
list in my remarks—not one time, not two times, but three 
times, sometimes five times as much as they would have to pay 
if the state were as it is a consolidated Commonwealth. 
The table is as follows: 


Per capita State tav levies for 1902. 


Estimated | State tax 


Fake, ie! 
une 1, 1902. 


‘ 827 
1,801,757 ( 9-801 


a 8 
o SE RTA 2 122.051 8.615 
TCT 1.848.242 575 
1.181.641 4.111 
See 555, 282 2.621 
940, 165 
288,881 10.487 
556, 906 9 
2,202, "983 
a 154, 00] 7.850 
170.550 1.438 
8,020, 50 "896 
2) 581,274 1.001 
2.205.845 055 
1.464. 1 363 
2) 204" B82 1.358 
1,434, 233 1.157 
701142 1.823 
1,217,174 800 


s 
* 
a 
22 
= 
a 
= 
— 


2475.45 1.070 
16.1 500 
1.008.004 805 
2.0, 20 Tas 
250,245 1.748 
1,067,778 1.059 
42) 235 5.541 
415. 000 1.015 
1,971,417 770 
250,000 3.570 

7, 525, O42 “099 
North Carolina. 1,945, 982 878 
North Dakota 7.00 2.434 
4.254, 501 { 3 
401,134 1.413 
430.618 2.113 
5, 167, 882 658 
445,105 1.454 
1,386,718 701 
396. 871 1.814 
2,071, 26 52 
8,210, 312 a 
290,307 3.172 
805. -116 
1, 893, 524 1.171 
548.051 3.618 
998, 701 
2.142.304 1.086 
7 1 2511 


a Population in 1900. 


è No general state tax levy. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. This is the experience of the entire 
American Republic. So as a matter of economy it is wise for 
the people of those territories to be made into one state. Ari- 
zona the Great, and low taxes; Arizona and New Mexico sepa- 
rate states and high taxes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Right upon that subject I should like to 
ask the Senator if the taxation—not per capita, but the taxa- 
tion per dollar—is less in New York than it is in Maine or New 
Hampshire or Vermont? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The taxation per dollar? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes, sir; of property. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Decidedly, Mr. President. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Higher? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The state taxes are decidedly 
where the population is small. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I am not speaking of per capita, but upon 
the value of property. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is what I am speaking of. 


higher 


| | 
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Mr. McCUMBER. Are the state taxes less in the state-of 
New Yerk than in the state of New Hampshire? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. They are. 

Mr. McCUMBER. How much less? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will give you the exact figures. 

Mr. FORAKER. You mean per capita? 
` Mr. McCUMBER. No; I do not mean per capita; I mean 
on the dollar. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Those are all the figures I have, but the 
same thing would undoubtedly be true. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, no; not necessarily. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think it would be true. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Let me call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that in most of the Western states and in the mining sec- 
tions, for instance, the value of property 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am going to come to that. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Compared to the number of inhabitants is 
very much more; but what I want the Senator to state is 
whether the taxation that is paid upon property in New Hamp- 
shire and Maine and Vermont is greater than it is in the state 
of New York or any of the large states. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Right in this connection, I should 
like to ask the Senator if it is not the universal rule to com- 
pute the taxation upon the assessed value instead of per capita? 
ONE STATE HALF THE OFFICIALS AND HALF THE SALARIES; TWO STATES 

DOUBLE THE OFFICIALS AND SALARIES. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No matter, this is a fair illustration. 
Note this further fact, which is the argument I am now making, 
that two state governments cost more than one. For example, 
there are in the state of Ohio about 500 state officers and 
employees, all told. For that matter offices are multiplying 
everywhere. The whole country is running to commissions. 
There is not a legislature that meets in a single state of this 
Union that does not create a lot of commissions, and all of 
them have salaries. These commissions are increasing every 
day. We are in an age where we have a craze for commis- 
sions. It is not a government any more by governors or 
legislatures; it is a government by commissions. All over the 
land there is a very great increase in the number of state 
officers and therefore in the expense of the state governments. 
And if you divide Arizona the Great into two states you load 
upon the people Twice as many officeholders and make the 
people pay TWICE as many salaries. 

II. 
OBJECTIONS TO THE BILL CONSIDERED. 
RACIAL DIFFERENCES, 

Now, Mr. President, what are some of the reasons given 
against this bill? In the first place it is said that there is a 
difference in population. I have heard that more in the last 
two years than anything else. The cry which, perhaps, has had 
most influence has been, “It is unjust to load upon the Ameri- 
cans of Arizona the ‘ greasers’ of New Mexico.” *“ Greasers of 
New Mexico” is a title which is as offensive as it is unjust and 
untrue. 2 

I propose to show by referring to the report of the governor 

of Arizona that the people of Arizona, though her people are 
excellent, are not “unmixed Americans” so called, but a per- 
centage in Arizona are foreigners almost as large in proportion 
as the number of those in New Mexico who are of foreign 
birth or even of Spanish descent. In the first place the gov- 
ernor says on one page of his report: 

Of the 92,903 white persons returned by the census of 1900, 38,137 
were of forelgn birth or of foreign parentage. 

Now, mark that! There were 92,000 white people in the ter- 
ritory and of these 38,137 were of foreign birth or of foreign 
parentage—of these more than 14,000 are Mexican immigrants; 
more than 14,000 of the total of 92,000 were Mexican immigrants. 

“ MEXICANS * IN BOTH ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO, 

Not people of Mexican descent, Mr. President, of which also a 
large number of the people of Arizona consist, because when 
the division was made in 1863—the unnatural and, as I shall 
show later on, the inexcusable division—between New Mexico 
and Arizona the 6,500 of her people were practically all “ Mexi- 
cans,” and a fair percentage of the people of that territory are 
the descendants of people of Spanish blood. 

So, in Arizona, according to Governor Kibbey’s reporf, there 
are 14,172 Mexican immigrants. I hold in my hand here a 
notice, which was posted in Phoenix, and it is printed in the 
Spanish language. Any Senator may see it. There is in 
Phoenix a Spanish newspaper and there is in Tucson a Span- 
ish newspaper. Here are four of the “great registers” of 
the voters of various counties in Arizona [exhibiting]; and 
I wish I had time—I wish it were not so late in the 
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afternoon—for I should like to read to the Senate the regis- 
ter of the voters of these various counties in Arizona, show- 
ing what the names of the voters are—the Spanish names indi- 
eating their Spanish blood. In Arizona they are, while not as 
numerous as they are in New Mexico, very nearly so in some 
places, and I want to say for the American citizens of Spanish 
extraction in both New Mexico and Arizona, that they are as 
good, as true, and as loyal and make as good citizens as those 
of any other blood in our citizenship. 

Here [exhibiting] are the “ great registers ” of the voters of the 
counties of Apache, Pima, Yuma, and Santa Cruz. If it were 
earlier in the day, I should read the names of the voters in these 
and various other counties, and names which occur in various 
letters, to show the truth of the governor’s report that there is 
almost as large a percentage of Spanish population in Arizona 
as there is in New Mexico. . 


‘SPANISH AMERICANS ” NOT UNDESIRABLE CITIZENS. 


I do not think that that is anything against Arizona; but it 
proyes that it is not true, as has been said time and again 
in public speeches, in reported interviews, and in private con- 
versations, that 95 per cent of the people of Arizona are 
“Americans” and that it is an outrage to force on them the 
“ Mexicans ” of New Mexico. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Les. 

Mr. SPOONER. Is the statement of the total population of 
New Mexico and Arizona, which the Senator has read, true at 
this time? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes, sir. I am quoting from the last re- 
port of the governor of Arizona and the last report of the gov- 
ernor of New Mexico. 

Mr. SPOONER. It is from those reports the Senator takes 
his figures? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes. Those figures are given in the last 
report, that of 1905. The governor says he thinks the number 
of people is greater. It is a very able report, from a man vio- 
lently opposed to this bill. The governor of New Mexico esti- 
inates that there are in New Mexico, at a conservative estimate, 
350,000 people. And that is too many; but still there has been 
an increase. The increase is due to immigration largely into 
the Pecos Valley. The governor says that 158,000 people came 
to New Mexico from other states and territories; probably 
125,000 are of Spanish descent. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator pardon me a moment? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. $ 

Mr. SPOONER. I did not understand the Senator's state- 
ment as to the present population of Arizona. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I read that from the governor’s report. 

Mr. SPOONER. The last report? 


ANALYSIS OF POPULATION OF ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes. The population of Arizona by the 
last census, given in the governor's report—he uses the census 
tables; so it is the same thing—was 92,903 white people. 

Mr. SPOONER. Can the Senator state the number of immi- 
grants? 

Py ak BEVERIDGE. According to the last census there were 

Mr. SPOONER. Does the Senator mean by the last census, 
the census of 1900? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes. The governor says there is immi- 
gration, and the goyernor’s report shows where some of the 
immigration came from. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Indiana 
allow me to interrupt him? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. I wish to inquire whether the statement 
which I shall now read in a pamphlet, which I have before me, 
is correct, as the Senator understands it? It is as follows: 

The report of the governor of New Mexico to the Secretary of the 
Interior for 1902 (page 4) shows eight Spanish-Americans to five of all 
other races. A roster of the legislature of New Mexico also proves the 


predominance of Spanish-Americans In New Mexico, while Arizona, on 
the other hand, shows but one. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have no doubt that that statement was 
true at that time as to the legislatures of those respective ter- 
ritories—not otherwise. 

Mr. FORAKER. I read this from a document which has just 
been printed. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Well, I think I recognize the document 
which the Senator has in his hand, It is a document issued by 
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what is called the “ Anti-Joint Statehood League of Arizona.” 
While I admire the vigor and energy of those gentlemen, I do 
not rely upon the entire accuracy of their statement. 

Mr. FORAKER. The inquiry I make is to ascertain whether 
the Senator can give us any information as to this statement, 
which shows that where there is one Spanish-American in Ari- 
zona there are eight in New Mexico, as I understand. 


“ MEXICANS” IN BOTH TERRITORIES. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; that must have been a mistake, 
undoubtedly. I answer no. I can only give the Senator my 
opinion ; but I think if he will read it again he will find that the 
document states that where there is one Mexican in Arizona 
there are eight Mexicans in New Mexico; and their proportion 
to the entire population is given—and that is inaccurate. The 
question is as to the proportion. I think the Senator will find 
that there is only one Mexican in the legislature of Arizona, and 
that Mexican, I think, comes there from Tucson regularly. 

Mr. FORAKER. That is true; there is but one Mexican in 
that legislature. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I think there has been 
some immigration into both territories, not a great immigra- 
tion, such as poured over Oklahoma and Indian Territory, but 
as many people as the water there will permit. It is a ques- 
tion of water, not of railway fare. People are not going to live, 
eyen under a model government, if they have not got water 
to drink or suitable land on which they can raise their food. 

It is shown by the report of the governor of Arizona and by 
these “ great registers ” of the voters of Arizona counties, which 
are official, and which I hold in my hand, that there is a con- 
siderable percentage of Spanish-speaking people in Arizona itself. 
I call the Senator’s attention to this distinction, that whereas the 
descendants of Spanish people—of people of Spanish blood—in 
New Mexico are the descendants of people who have lived there 
for generations, the 14,000 and more “ Mexicans” to which the 
governor of Arizona in his report calls attention are Mezican 
immigrants who have come there within the last few years. 

To these you must add Arizona’s percentage of Spanish de- 
scendants as found in these registers. Here, for instance, is 
one for Apache County [exhibiting], one of the counties where 
Mexican immigrants do not go. Yet it shows a heavy propor- 
tion of Spanish names. And there are heavier proportions in 
other counties. 


PEOPLE SIMILAR IN BOTH TERRITORIES. 


So, Mr. President, we find that the people of Arizona and 
New Mexico are not unlike in racial characteristics. We find 
it is not true that you are loading upon a pure American strain 
of Arizona the Spanish stock of New Mexico. 

Do not Senators know that if New Mexico had not been 
called “ New Mexico” pecple would not have been imbued with 
the idea that all the pe-ple of New Mexico were Mexicans? 
Suppose for the last sixty years the territory had been called 
Lincoln,“ or, as one Senator upon the other side suggested to 
me, that we should call it “ Hamilton,” no one would believe 
that the people there are “ greasers,” “ Mexicans,” any more 
than the people of Arizona are greasers” and “ Mexicans.” 

We know perfectly well that the word“ greaser” and“ Mexi- 
can” has largely adhered to the people of New Mexico because 
of the name of that territory, when something of the same con- 
dition is true in Arizona; but because it is called Arizona, and 
because the mistake has been made, and because the evidence 
is not inquired into, everybody takes it for granted that every- 
one in Arizona is an “American” and nearly everybody in New 
Mexico is a “ Mexican,” when, as a matter of fact, there are 
more Americans in New Mexico than there are Americans in 
‘Arizona. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I have been absent from the Chamber for 
a short time, and did not quite understand what the statement 
of the Senator from Indiana was about the relative population 
of Americans, so called, and Mexicans in the Territory of 
Arizona. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have cited the last reports of the gov- 
ernor of Arizona and the governor of New Mexico. It is stated 
that 92,300 white people live in Arizona; but of those 24,233 
are people of foreign birth; out of these, 14,172 are immi- 
grants from Mexico. Now, if you add to these 14,172 immi- 
grants from Mexico the percentage of people in Arizona who 
have descended from Spanish stock and whose names occur 
all through the “great registers,” the voting registers, you 
haye, in my judgment, a population of Spanish stock in Ari- 
zona which approaches, but does not equal, the amount of 


the same stock in New Mexico with this difference, that in 
New Mexico there are scarcely any Mexican immigrants. 
DISTINCTION BETWEEN “ MEXICANS” AND SPANISH AMERICANS. 

Most of the people who are called “ Mexicans ” in New Mexico, 
and who are not Mexicans at all, by the way, are descendants of 
the purest strains of Castilian and Andalusian bleod. There are 
perhaps 20,000 people who are “ Mexicans.” But the remainder 
of the 125,000, who are contemptuously called“ greasers,” are 
men and women who draw their blood for four hundred years 
from the very proudest Nation on this globe. That is the differ- 
ence between Mexican immigrants and Spanish-Americans. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I want to call the attention of the Sen- 
ator to this report as to the population of Arizona, made two 
years ago, which states that Arizona has a population of 
122,931, and that, of course, a considerable majority are Amer- 
ican as distinguished from the native or Mexican population. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I say that now. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Then I should like to call the Senator's 
attention 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator must go further than that. 
That is three years ago, and the world moves if the Senator 
does not. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes; it is true that the world moves. I 
will call the attention of the Senator to a statement made by 
the House Committee on Territories three years ago, by a 
majority of the committee, which included the chairman and 
the Republican members of the committee. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Of course it would be a majority if it 
was a Republican committee. 

Mr. PATTERSON (reading): 


Population.—By the national census of 1900 the population of Ari- 
zona is placed in round numbers at 125,000, but the census was con- 
fessedly badly taken. i 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Do not read it all. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I will only read a little—only enough to 
give the figures in it. 

Mr. BEVERI DGE. Let us get to the point. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I would have been through if the Senator 
had not interrupted me. 

The wide range of territory over which the enumerators were com- 
33 to go to take a proper census, and the low price paid for takin 


e census, prevented the possibility of accuracy. The population o 


Arizona, from the best obtainable statistics, school census, number of 


„ This population has a greater propor- 
tion of native-born inhabitants than probably any other subdivision of 
the United States. Arizona maintains a splendid common school system, 
as well as normal schools, and a splendid territorial university. 


Then, one other sentence— 

The inhabitants in the territory are as well educated, if not better, 
than in any other Congressional district In the United States. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Now, will the Senator tell me, without 
going into these ancient tapestry details, when was that report 
made—three years ago? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That was a report made by the House 
committee four years ago, when they attempted to do what 
the Senate prevented by availing itself of the rules of the 
Senate at a time when we would have been glad to have had 
help from certain sources to have prevented the making of 
four states out of these four territories. Mr. President, that 
report of 1902 might just as well have been a Democratic re- 
port. It is quite as bad as that. [Laughter.] 

I am giving my figures from the latest possible sources, and, 
what is more, I am going to the original sources. Here they are. 
[Exhibiting.] Any Senator who wishes may see them. It is a 
list of the voters in the various counties in the territory of 
Arizona. : 


NEVER A RACIAL DISTURBANCE IN NEW MEXICO OR ARIZONA. 


Suppose there are what are called “ Mexicans” there; sup- 
pose there are what are called “ Americans” there. Nobody 
will doubt, since the governor of Arizona states it, that there are 
14,000 Mexicans—immigrants—in Arizona. Nobody will doubt, 
since everybody knows it as an historical fact, that quite a per- 
centage of its population is of Spanish descent. Nobody doubts, 
because we all assert it, that the majority are Americans. 
There are about 60,000 Americans, according to the governor's 
figures, in Arizona—a fewer number of people than there are in 
some of the wards of our cities—and these include the de- 
scendants of the old Spanish settlers. 

But now, Mr. President, suppose that is true; has there been 
any difficulty in Arizona between men of Spanish blood and men 
of what we call American blood—not Anglo-Saxon blood, be- 
cause American blood is not Anglo-Saxon blood? The basis of 
it is Teutonic blood, to be sure; but there, is the Celtic and there 
is the Latin and there is every blood mingled in this great, 
splendid people that inhabit these United States. Burbank says 
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that, on account of the mingling of these bloods, we will pro- 
duce the highest type of men and women the world has ever seen. 
„ MEXICANS” AND “AMERICANS” HARMONIZE, 

But, Mr President, down in Arizona or down in New Mexico 
has anybody heard of anyone being burned at the stake? Down 
in New Mexico or in Arizona has anybody heard of any racial 
wars between the Americans“ and the Mexicans?” Has any- 
body heard of any of the difficulties, of which so much has been 
said but of which no one instance has been produced, about the 
inability of the Americans“ and the “ Mexicans,” so called. to 
get along? Do not the Mexicans” and the “ Americans” of 
Arizona harmonize in all the walks of life? Is not the same 
thing true of New Mexico? Mr. President, if they got along 
well when they were together in the first place, why can not they 
get along well now? 

There has never been a disturbance of a racial kind in 
either Arizona or in New Mezico. That being true, what be- 
comes of the argument that these people can not live together 
in harmony? I shall be glad to have some Senator rise in his 
place and answer that. Since the argument has been put in- 
siduously and incessantly through the press, by conversation, 
and in public speech that it was impossible for these people 
to get along because of their racial differences, I should like 
to have some Senator explain why, if that is so, there has 
not been a single instance of a racial war or of racial dishar- 
mony between what are called the “ Americans” of New Mexico 
and the Mexicans” of New Mexico and between what nre 
called the“ Americans“ of Arizona and the“ Mexicans” of Ari- 
zona, 

AMERICAN AND SPANISH AMALGAMATION, 

It is a peculiar fact that men of American blood and men of 
Spanish blood get along together better than men of any other 
blood. Americans, when we were regenerating Cuba under 
General Wood, got along better with the Cubans than the 
Cubans are getting along with themselves. The people of New 
Mexico get along together; the people of Arizona get along 
together. When California was made a State a large portion 
of its population were descendants of the Spaniards—not “ Mexi- 
cans,” but Spaniards. Their descendants and the descendants of 
the Forty-niners and the other American immigrants who have 
gone there haye amalgamated into a stock that honors the 
state of California to-day. They have amalgamated also in 
‘Texas, as they have wherever they have mingled. 

I want to point out a singular fact. I want to dwell some- 
what upon this argument, because whatever excuse any Sen- 
ator may give, the argument most insistently urged is that it is 
an “outrage” to mingle these racial elements, which are so ab- 
solutely antagonistic and dissimilar. It is said there are Ameri- 
cans in Arizona, and there are very excellent ones there, too. 
I will use this map, because it can be seen better, I think. 
They live here [indicating], from Phoenix, in the valley of the 
Salt River. It is said that we must not burden them by uniting 
them with the “ Mexicans ” just across the imaginary line which 
divides the two territories. 

IF WRONG TO REUNITE ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO EQUALLY WRONG TO 
KEEP PECOS VALLEY IN NEW MEXICO. 

Very well! ‘The total population of the valley of the Pecos 
River, in the eastern portion of New Mexico, are Americans. 
If, then, it is an outrage to unite the Americans“ who live in 
the valley of the Salt River with the “ Mexicans” who live in 
the valley of the Rio Grande, why is it not also an outrage to 
keep united the “Americans ” who live in the valley of the Pecos 
in the same territory with the “ Mexicans” who live in the val- 
ley of the Rio Grande? If you are not going to unite these for 
the reason that it is an outrage to unite “Americans ” who live 
in one river valley with“ Mexicans ” who live in another, then 
ahy do you not introduce a bill to split off the valley of the 
Pecos River and add it to Texas? 

I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that all this country 
west of the Pecos River, which is shown upon the map and then 
east for hundreds of miles into Texas, is the same kind of country, 
populated by the same kind of people, an absolutely pure and 
unmixed American breed coming from the same source. If this 
bill is bad because it unites Americans who live in one river 
valley in Arizona with Mexicans who live in New Mexico, 
why is it not equally wrong to keep Americans who live in the 
Pecos Valley, in the Territory of New Mexico, united with Mexi- 
cans who live in the Territory of New Mexico? 


AMERICANS OF NEW MEXICO SATISFIED WITH SPANISH ELEMENT. 
Why do we not split them off and add them to Texas? If it 
is an outrage in one case, it is an outrage in the other case. 
I will tell you one reason why we do not. One reason why we 
do not is because we have heard no complaint from the Ameri- 
cans who live in the Pecos Valley; we have heard no complaint 
from Roswell, which is the equal of Phoenix, and more numer- 


ous in its population; we have heard no complaint from Carls- 
bad, or from any of the American cities or from any cf the 
American population in New Mexico. Yet, although they are 
burdened with what is incorrectly and offensively called this 
“greaser government.“ there are in that part of New Mexico 
as happy, thrifty, and prosperous people as live beneath the 
Stars and Stripes. If you are wrong in one case, you are 
wrong in the other. If you are right in the case of Arizona, 
then why, I ask, shall we longer keép the people of the Pecos 
Valley in the territory of New Mexico, and why does not some 
Senator rise here and propose to join the Pecos Valley to Texas 
on the east, where the land and people are absolutely the same? 
IF NEVER DIVIDED NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA WOULD NOW RESIST DIS- 
MEMBERMENT. 

To show how shallow, as well as untrue, this argument is, I 
may cite the fact, which every Senator will admit, that if this 
unnatural division of this territory had never taken place, and 
if they were the same people who now inhabit that great do- 
minion, and if they should come knocking at the door for state- 
hood and some person representing them were to propose that it 
should be divided into two lesser and comparatively insignifi- 
cant commonwealths, that man would not be permitted to go 
home again. They would fight before they would permit division. 
So we see it is a question of temporary sentiment. 

Suppose it is true; suppose all the absurd assertions of the 
opposition are true. What a splendid thing it is sometimes to 
puncture an assertion with a fact, Mr. President. I think that 
possibly nearly every Senator here in his heart thought that 
really this bill did propose to pour a flood of so-called “ Mexi- 
cans” upon a lot of charming American gentlemen and ladies 
down in Arizona until he found the truth from their own 
reports. But, suppose it is true; suppose there had been racial 
antagonisms in New Mexico, where we hear that this condi- 
tion exists; suppose that the two peoples are unlike in race, 
in ideals, and in laws, as one of the bombastic phrases in one 
of the untrue publications that I have seen states; suppose that 
is so; will not the proposed new state be able to deal with that 
condition ? 

“AMERICANS ” GREATLY OUTNUMBER “ MEXICANS” IN NEW STATE. 

The Americans would outvote the Mexicans two to one. Upon 
the basis of population, there would be in the constitutional 
convention more than two Americans to every Mexican. Where, 
then, would the interests of this more numerous, as well as this 
deminant American majority suffer at the hands of a Mexican 
minority? I haye never before heard of such an insult to Ameri- 
can manhood as to suggest the possibility that twice as many 
Americans would be abused, outraged, and overridden by half 
the number of “ Mexicans.” I have always understood that. man 
for man, the American citizen was the equal of any human being 
who ever lived or ever will live. But the arguments of the 
Senators upon the other side is that these more numerous 
Americans are absolutely going to be subdued by half their 
9 of “ greasers.” But to a desperate cause any argument 
8 good, 

If these things be true, where will the Mexicans hurt? Under 
the new state government will not the various counties of the 
new state elect their county officers? Will they not elect their 
lecal judges? Will they not send their members to the lezis- 
lature? The New Mexican part of the new state can not elect 
the county officers of the Arizona part of the state, or the re- 
verse. So the people will absolutely control their own destiny 
after all. Not only that, but Arizona has a Congressman in 
this new proposed state. So has New Mexico. Each will haye 
one Senator. Each will have half of the state officers. 

EACH HALF OP NEW STATE WILL HAVE HALF THE STATE AND FEDERAL 
OFFICERS, 

The absurd argument has been advanced to me seriously— 
advanced to me, as I have no doubt it has been advanced to 
each Senator—that in this proposed new state New Mexico 
would take all the offices from Arizona. Mr. President, that is 
based upon the assumption that politics has ceased to be run on 
common sense and politicians have lost their cunning. Do you 
suppose the Republican party or the Democratic party in a close 
election would be willing to risk the loss of all the votes in Ari- 
zona by nominating all the state officers from the other portion 
of the state? Such a party or such politics would not endure 
very long. They would have in their own folly a cure for that 
condition. 

Mr. President, if the two territories are made into one 
state, political parties are not going to quit business. The 
argument that New Mexico will take all the offices from Arizona 
is based upon the assumption that while all over this country you 
find parties with their candidates, with their platforms, ap- 
pealing to the people for their votes, upon principles and policies, 
in this new state political parties are to be abolished—that 
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there is to be just one party consisting of Americans and 
“ Mexicans ” on one side of the line and another party made up 
of the people on the other side of the line; and that there will 
not be a Republican and Democratic party in the new state, but 
only an Arizona party and a New Mexico party. That is re- 


ductio ad absurdum. It is plain, old-fashioned buncombe. Po- 
litical parties will continue in this new state and will continue 
to appeal to the people on the stump, and they will give half the 
nominees- to each half of the state, in order not to offend the 
people of the other half. 

Would it not be suicide for a political party to gather in con- 
vention and nominate its officers from one portion of any state 
because they had most of the votes? Would not the politicians 
know that they would lose to the other party all the votes of the 
other half of the state? The people would say: This is not a 
square deal. We will show you. We will vote for the other 
party this time.” ‘Therefore, does not every Senator know, to 
use the mildest phraseology, that it is utter nonsense that the 
people of New Mexico can take all the offices away from Ari- 
zona? And yet that argument has been advanced repeatedly and 
seriously. 

NO “ MEXICAN ” OR OTHER FOREIGN STATE IN THIS REPUBLIC, 

Mr. President, I come to a far graver reason. I think that 
the gravest reason, assuming what has been said against this 
bill to be true, why it ought to become a law, a reason which 
in all that makes statesmanship, so far transcends every other 
reason that they are not to be mentioned is this: It is said there 
are a lot of “ Mexicans” in New Mexico and some Americans in 
Arizona whom we ought not to join, but that we should 
finally bring them in as an “American” state, and a “ Mex- 
ican” state. This Nation can not tolerate the existence of that 
theory for a moment. We can not admit that ever there will be 
in this country a Mexican state or a German state or a Norwe- 
gian state or a French state or any other state except an Amer- 
ican state; and if conditions exist where, either now or in the 
future, there is likely to be a state dominated by a foreign ele- 
ment, then we had better put aside all our rate bills and all our 
other measures of the day and look toward curing that profound 
and fatal defect. 

THIS BRILL AMERICANIZES THE WHOLE NEW STATE. 

I have here [exhibiting] a map. The Mexicans who are re- 
ferred to—they are not Mexicans, as I have told you; they are 
people of Spanish descent—live along the valley here, I have 
had this made scientifically. These portions [indicating] are 
where the so-called American element is. Of course they are not 
as thick in some portions as in others. But, generally speaking, 
they are in these portions [indicating]. Thus we see that if 
this new state be created, and if it be true that there are many 
people of Spanish descent down in this valley [indicating] 
(and there is where they all are, such as they are), you have 
them surrounded by this greater mass of Americans upon the 
east and the south and the west, who will shoot the filaments of 
their social activities, of their commercial and business activi- 
ties backward and forward until the whole Mexican mass, of 
which so much complaint has been made, is Americanized. And 
when we have accomplished that we shall haye done a thing 
of profound National benefit to the American Republic if the 
arguments of the opposition be true. 

It can not be tolerated for a moment that there is such a thing 
as a racial division in this country, and I am amazed to hear the 
proposition advanced to an American Senator or by an American 
Senator that we shall make an eternal piece of legislation or de- 
feat it, because there are racial considerations which defeating 
it will tend to continue, when if we enact the measure we will 
overcome them. 

Mr. President, I think I have fully answered every point in 
this connection, and if I have not I shall be glad to have any 
Senator ask me, because I have been speaking in order to pre- 
sent facts to Senators, so that when they make up their minds 
on this matter they shall have as much information as I have. 
Doubtless some Senators have more, but such as I haye I wish 
to give it. 

So much for the racial difficulty and objection. We find, in 
the first place, it is not true; and we find, in the second place, 
that if this serious condition does exist, then the greatest duty 
we can perform to the American people is to eliminate it; and 
there is nothing that will be done in the next ten years which 
will be an act of statesmanship so far reaching as to wipe out, 
eradicate forever, the possibility of having a Mexican state, so 
called; and that is what this bill does. 

NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA NOT SEPARATED BY NATURE. 

What are the other objections? It is said that these two ter- 
ritories are separated by nature. It was declared by the Sen- 
ator from Georgia in a speech last year—I do not see him here 
at present—that the Continental Divide separated these territo- 


ries. I had this map made and exploded that. It has been con- 
tended by some that these territories were naturally divided; 
that the hand of God had marked them as separate and inde- 
pendent territories; and yet we find the Continental Divide is 
way to the east of the boundary line [indicating]; and I pre- 
sented a letter from the Director of the Geological Survey, who 
said that the dividing line—this arbitrary line—runs chiefly 
through a sandy plain. 

But it is said that between the “ settled portions” of Arizona 
and New Mexico there is a range of very difficult mountains, 
That is true—between some of the settled portions of New Mex- 
ico and Arizona there are some mountains. But I call the atten- 
tion of the Senate to the fact that it is more difficult to get 
from the eastern counties of Arizona to Phoenix, its capital, 
than it is to go to Santa Fe, the capital of New Mexico. It is 
more difficult for the man who is grazing or mining in the 
western portion of Arizona to get to Phoenix, its capital, than 
it is for the people of the eastern portion to get to Santa Fe. 


SETTLED PORTIONS OF ARIZONA NEARER SANTA FE THAN ARE PORTIONS OF 
NEW MEXICO. 


It is as difficult for the people of the Pecos Valley, who live 
in the eastern part of New Mexico, to get to Santa Fe as it 
is for the people of Phoenix to get to Santa Fe. The people of 
the Pecos Valley here in eastern New Mexico, in order to get to 
the capital of their territory, must go around 900 miles through 
Colorado and come down or else go below 900 miles. The truth 
is that there are four ranges of mountains in these territories, 
two of them in New Mexico, two of them in Arizona. But the 
territories are quite as compact physically as most moun- 
tainous states. So far as concerns these territories being 
divided, it. is more convenient to get from Arizona to New 
Mexico than it was until a late day to get from one portion of 
Colorado to the other. 

I think I shall stop at this point upon the question of there 
being a dividing line, because I am going to show that these 
gentlemen, Mr. Poston and the other gentlemen who drew the 
line in 1863, did not draw it because of any question of nature. 
The natural line between New Mexico and Arizona is not a 
north and south line at all. Jt is an east and west line. It is 
a line that runs across the parallel that Jefferson Davis had in 
his bill when he first proposed a division of these two territories. 

ORIGINAL AND NATURAL BOUNDARY LINE HAST AND WEST. 

Here [exhibiting] is a map made in 1860. It is said by Syl- 
vester Mowry, who signs his name here, to be the best map ot 
that country ever drawn, and he knew more about this terri- 
tory than any other man. This was for a proposed new state, 
and here [indicating] is New Mexico and down here Arizona, 
and that is a natural and scientific division, because the upper 
portion is a great plateau, with the temperature, the climate, 
and the products of the temperate zone; the southern portion 
is lower, nearer the level of the sea, and has the same physical 
configuration and the products of the climate of the semitropical 
zone. So that the natural, the scientific division, considering 
means of communication, is a line not north and south, where 
it is now arbitrarily, but east and west. 

NATURAL OBSTACLES DIVIDE OTHER STATES, 

Mr. President, these are the answers to the physical difficul- 
ties. You can go from Phoenix to Santa Fe much more easily 
than you can get from some of the eastern counties of Arizona 
to Phoenix. But is this the only state which is thus divided? I 
wish to call the attention of the Senate to Colorado. We have 
heard a good deal about a state being divided by a mountain 
range, about one portion being of one kind of land and one 
kind of country and another portion of another kind. Here is 
Colorado [indicating on map]. Here are the Rocky Mountains, 
constituting the Great Divide. There are mountains clear up here 
to the west [indicating]. But in the east, as the Senators from 
Colorado will tell you, there are no mountains. We have all 
been more or less over the eastern portion of Colorado, a splen- 
did plain, rising up to the mountains almost without hills, a 
great grazing and agricultural country. And then it comes to 
this great mass of the Rocky Mountains. 

COLORADO SPLIT IN THE MIDDLE. 

Until recently, until within a very, very short time, a very few 
years, years so few that they are hardly worth mentioning, 
there was no pass in the Rocky Mountains by which the peo- 
ple could conveniently go from that portion of the state [in- 
dicating] to this portion [indicating]; but, as is the case in 
New Mexico and Arizona to-day, the people had to go to Pue- 
blo. If they came down from this side east [indicating] or 
from this side west, still they went down to Pueblo. I believe 
that now the Moffatt road is digging a great tunnel through 
these mountains by which there will soon be direct means of 
communication. But until recent times it took longer to go 
from Routt County in this portion of Colorado [indicating] to 
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Denver than it now takes to go from Yuma, in the extreme 
southwestern part of Arizona, to Santa Fe, in New Mexico. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do. 

Mr. TELLER. I dislike to correct the Senator, but Routt 
County had two good wagon roads across the range (I have 
traveled them both on a great many occasions and know) at 
least thirty-five years ago. One of them was built in 1865. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator tell me how long it took 
by wagon.road to go from Routt County to Denver? 

Mr. TELLER. It took just as long as it takes now. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. How long does it take now? [Laughter.] 
How long does it take to go from Routt County to Denver? 

Mr. TELLER. I want to say to the Senator there is no rail- 
road running into Routt County now. 


DISTANCES IN COLORADO. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. How long does it take by wagon road? 

Mr. TELLER. A railroad has been built a hundred and ten 
miles from Denyer within the last two years, which will prob- 
ably enter Routt County some time next summer. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not next summer, but now. [Laughter.] 
How long has it taken, during all the history of the state, to go 
from Routt County to Denver? 

93 TELLER. That would depend upon where in Routt 
unty—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I can enlighten the Senator on that. I 
am delighted to give the Senator a lesson in the geography of 
his own state. There [indicating on map] it is, in the north- 
western corner of the Senator’s state. How long has it taken, 
since the Senator has been here, to go from Routt County to 
Denver? 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator will give me a chance, I will an- 
swer the question. Routt County is a great big county. It is 
bigger than the state of Massachusetts. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then why not make it a state by itself? 

Mr. TELLER. I know that for many years a stage line ran 
across into Routt County. I presume it ran there last summer, 
although I was not there and do not know. But it did for many 
years. Now, I suppose it would take the stage line to go from 
the western part of Routt County a couple of days, perhaps 
three, if it ran day and night. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. To go by stage from here [indicating on 
map] to Denver? I am asking about how long it takes to go 
from Routt County to the capital of the state. 

Mr. TELLER. The top of the range is about 45 or 50 miles 
from Denver. There has been a road there, in fact, there have 
been two, 10 miles apart, and another road was built at least 
thirty-five years ago. There is no 25 miles of backbone of that 
Continental Divide which does not have a road, which you can 
go across in a wagon; and there has not been for thirty-five 
years. We built the roads across there before there was a rail- 
road within 600 miles of the state. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am interested, of course, in this lecture 
on the geography of Colorado, but taking the railroads and the 
wagon roads and horseback and every other conveyance, how 
long would it take to go from Routt County to Denver? 

Mr. TELLER. That would depend entirely. [Laughter.] 
I do not want the Senator to ask me any such conundrums. If 
a man rode a mule he would go 50 to 60 miles a day. If he 
drove a team, he would not drive quite so fast. If he went in a 
stage he would go a little faster. He can now leave Denver in 
the evening and the next day at 2 o’clock be to the western line 
of Colorado, 470 miles west of Denver. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is on the line of the railroad. 
But how about Routt County? I hope the Senator will not get 
| away from Routt County. [Laughter.] 

r TELLER. I can not tell the Senator any better than to 


ete. BEVERIDGE. I think that is so. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TELLER. That if a man took a team and drove, I think 
he would be probably two or three days going from Denver to 
Routt County. 

But the Senator said we had not any passes across. That Is 
a mistake. That is what I wanted to rectify. We have plenty 
of roads across the range. 

ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO AS ACCESSIBLE AS EASTERN AND WESTERN 

COLORADO, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If that is so, why is Mr. Moffatt boring 
one of the most expensive tunnels in the world in order to pierce 
that range? If that is true, why, until the building of the 
Colorado Midland, was it that no passes existed except by way 
of Pueblo? If that is true, why is it that during the Senator’s 
life, since there has been a railroad in Colorado, he has had to 


go from Denver to the western portion of the state by the 
southern route, around Pueblo? 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator does not know anything about 
the geography of Colorado. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not think the Senator knows much 
about it. 

Mr. TELLER. I may not, but if any man has seen more 
acres of Colorado than I have I should like to hunt him up. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Still there is Routt County. [Laughter.] 
Seriously, Mr. President, I will tell the Senator 

Mr. TELLER. I just want to say that there never has been 
any complaint that we could not get across the Continental 
Divide. It is unlike the divide between New Mexico and Ari- 
zona, where to-day there are not over three places where a man 
can drive across in the whole 350 miles. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will say to the Senator, and then I must 
go on, that to-day in this new state of Arizona—I say that be- 
cause New Mexico and Arizona is a state which, I think, will ul- 
timately be created—there are already three railroads right across 
that divide and one is extending. I call the attention of Senators 
to the fact that there is one here [indicating on map], one 
across there [indicating]; then there is the one here [indicat- 
ing], and then there is the one building by the Santa Fe—I 
have forgotten the name of the town—oyer to Phoenix. 

Mr. TELLER. By the side of each of those roads there is 
a wagon road, and unless they have built some in the last year 
they are all the wagon roads there were across that divide— 
875 miles long. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to take up one or two more illus- 
trations, and then I propose to conclude my argument upon this 
point. 

I will say to the Senator before going further that I do not 
think it makes very much difference how far Routt County is 
from Denver in point of time, or how impracticable it is to get 
to it, because in these modern days 

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator did not think it was worth the 
while, he need not have put the question. 

NATURAL DIVISIONS UNIMPORTANT UNDER MODERN CONDITIONS. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But the conclusion is worth while, be- 
eause while the Senator seems to think, and rightly, that the 
question of getting from one portion of the state of Colorado 
to another, through mountain passes and over plains, is not a 
large matter, neither is it a great matter to-day to do the same 
thing in the proposed new state of Arizona. It takes a good 
while to go from Routt County to Denver and a good while to 
go from Yuma to Santa Fe, but neither in modern conditions 
amounts to anything. 

I wish to use one or two illustrations to show that the argu- 
ment that the territories are physically divided and that it is a 
matter of great inconvenience to go from one to another is not 
sound, as compared with other states. I have used Colorado, 
and I haye done so probably to the satisfaction of the Senate 
and the Senators from Colorado themselves, Here [indicating 
Colorado on map] is a state that is more completely divided 
than is the new state of Arizona. Not only that, but the eastern 
half of it is agricultural and the western half of it is mountain- 
ous and mining. 

NORTHERN MICHIGAN A NATURAL PART OF WISCONSIN, 

Let us take the states of Michigan and Wisconsin. The staté 
of Michigan is actually split in twain by one of the world’s 
greatest lakes, and what is called “the Peninsula of Michigan,” 
and what ought naturally to belong to Wisconsin, is now a 
part of Michigan. I cite this not to show that this is any 
very great matter of difficulty, but simply to show that this 
argument that states are divided hy mountain ranges or by a 
great inland sea is, in these days of steamboats and rail trans- 
portation, of electricity, of the telephone, and the telegraph, a 
matter of no consequence at all. But I shall show in a moment 
that it is as difficult to get from Houghton, Mich., to Lansing, the 
capital of the state of Michigan, as it is to get from any portion 
of the territory of Arizona to Santa Fe. 

Yet pages have been written and hours of talking and argu- 
ment have been used to show the physical difficulties that were 
said to be insurmountable in the making of this new state. I do 
not know why it was that this peninsula was taken away from 
Wisconsin, to which geographically it belongs, and made a 
part of Michigan. To be sure, there are some copper mines 
up there. [Laughter.] That is the portion of the great north- 
western country where copper mines exist, and I believe their 
existence was known away back there when the state was 
created. 

NATURAL DIVISIONS IN MONTANA. 

Mr. President, the next state I will use to illustrate this 
point is Montana. Montana is also split by one of the worst 
crests of the Rocky Mountains. I haye some figures here which 
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show that it is as hard to go from one portion of Montana 
to the other and takes as long as it does in this proposed new 
state of Arizona about the physical difficulties of which we have 
heard until really some of us began to believe them. 

It was stated last year that the waterflow was in the terri- 
tory of Arizona toward the Pacific and in the territory of New 
Mexico toward the Gulf. As I pointed out a moment ago, in 
the state of Wisconsin I was on the watershed last summer, 
and a portion of its streams with their muscallonge flowed into 
Lake Superior and a portion of its streams with their bass 
flowed into the Mississippi. For that reason let us make two 
states of Wisconsin. 

Mr. SPOONER. A muscallonge state and a bass state? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; a muscallonge state and a bass 
state. There would be just as much statesmanship in it, Mr. 
President as to say that we shall make two states of these 
territories, and that is what the defeat of this bill means, It 
means the making of two states of these two territories. In 
the state of Ohio a part of its waters flow into the Ohio and a 
part into the Lakes. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Senator from Indiana knew that if 
this bill were defeated there would be no application from either 
New Mexico or Arizona during the next ten years for admission 
to the Union, would he be in favor of combining the territories 
and admitting them now as one state? 

WE CAN NOT BURDEN THE FUTURE WITH THE DUTY OF TO-DAY. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; with all my heart I would be in 
favor of this bill. Ten years! What is a decade in the life of 
a Nation? What are ten years as history runs? I have shown 
the Senator by scientific proof, the truth and accuracy of which 
can not be denied, that not in ten years nor in a hundred years 
will either of these territories be developed so much more than 
it is now that it will be entitled to separate statehood. 

Ten years, says the Senator. Oh, no; I can not excuse my 
conscience and my duty to the American people by postponing to 
a later day the trouble which it is my duty to help settle now. 
Because I hold that a Senator is not an ambassador of a state, 
as we have recently heard; but he is a Senator of the United 
States, from a state, representing the whole American people. 

There is another reason, Mr. President. I do not want to go 
into the intimate history of this bill and tell how it came about, 
how it grew up—there are Senators here who know—but after 
I accepted the idea of the joint statehood of New Mexico and 
Arizona I, with every member of the majority of the Committee 
on territories, became convinced, after careful study, that this 
measure ought to be passed on its own merits, and not to pre- 
vent some catastrophe which the Senator intimates is ten 
years off. If it is a catastrophe, it was pretty close to us three 
years ago, and I remember that this committee and the majority 
on this side, fighting day by day and week by week and month 
by month, tried to the extent of our own strength to defeat that 
catastrophe, if catastrophe there be. At that time we were pray- 
ing and begging for aid from every source to prevent that catas- 
trophe. 

BILL RIGHT ON ITS MERITS. 

Answering again, I say yes; I should be in favor of the bill 
with all my heart if the question of the admission of the two 
territories as separate states was not inyolved at all, because 
as a matter of statesmanship that is the thing to do. I have 
shown that these two territories as one state will never have 
more than a million people, so far as science with the most favor- 
able forecast can tell, no matter how long in the future you 
project your imagination. 

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Pardon mea minute. I have shown that 
there is a mass of Mexicans there, it is the larger question of 
statesmanship before the American people to surround them 
with Americans and Americanize the whole mass. That is the 
larger public question. Now, I will hear the Senator. 

Mr. FLINT. The Senator from Indiana has shown that the 
lands, when irrigated, will support a population of 1,000,000 
people, and that does not include the cattle industry and the 
mining industry of Arizona. Would it not be reasonable to 
suppose that if this land could be irrigated within a period of 
ten years and have a million of people, there would be at least 
another million engaged in the mining industry and the cattle 
business? 

MINING NO BASIS FOR STATEHOOD. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, there again is one charm- 
ing section of those beautiful rainbow dreams upon which dur- 
ing every year since I have been a member of this body cer- 
tain Senators have been attempting to erect an immortal struc- 
ture of statehood. No; I will say to the Senator. I was not 


honored by the Senator's presence when at considerable length 
I analyzed the irrigation possibilities of that country and 
showed also the inadequacy of mining as a basis of statehood, 
when I showed it from examples and called attention to Tomb- 
stone. Not many years ago Tombstone had a population of 
20,000, and in the last census it had a population of 600. To-day 
they try to pump water out of it. It may be it has got a 
thousand. The former Senator from Nevada, Mr. Stewart, who 
for so long a time added luster to this body by his eloquence 
and industry, made a speech last year, I think, in which he said 
that Carson once had a population of 40,000, and to-day it has 
3,000. Why? Because the surroundings of these towns were 
not as pleasant as before? No; but because the mines had 
given out. 

I read, during the Senator’s absence, from the report of the 
governor of Arizona, in which he stated the truth very lucidly, 
a statement made with almost scientific accuracy, that mining 
does not develop but exhausts the resources of a state. It is 
no measure upon which you can build statehood which is to 
stand when the mines shall have been exhausted. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Does not the Senator from Indiana 
know that in eyery mining state of the West, although they 
have been operating mines for over forty years, the output to- 
day is greater than it ever was? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly I do. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. And while individual mines may end 
and while individual mining camps may be abandoned the 
great industry itself has gone on increasing year after year? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Why, certainly. Who says otherwise? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. For instance, if the Senator will per- 
mit me, take Colorado, which is to-day producing over $30,- 
000,000. Ten years ago Colorado was not producing half that 
sum. Does not the Senator know that all the indications are 
in those states that the mining industry is going to last not only 
for ten years or twenty-five years, but perhaps for the next 
hundred years? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope it will last even longer, much 
longer, I will say to the Senator. I cheerfully agree to all that 
the Senator says. But what I am saying is that mining alone is 
not a basis for population. I will read to the Senator from the 
report of the governor of Arizona upon this very point. He 

! says: 

I entertain no doubt that the mines of Arizona will, as they have 
heretofore done, go on increasing their production in even an accel- 
erated ratio, but . that they will some time become er- 


hausted. It is to be hoped, and reasonably expected, that that time 
is many decades off. In the meantime, however, etc. 
I 


Then he goes into the question of taxation, schools, etc. 
quite agree with what the Senator says. What I mean to 
say is-—— 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Does not the Senator think that an 
industry which will last for at least a hundred years is proper 
to be taken into consideration when we build a state? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. To be taken into consideration, most 
assuredly, but not as one of the corner stones of the state, for 
the reason I gave. For I expect that this Republic, of which 
a state is an indestructible member, will live not for a hundred 
years but for a thousand years. 

OBJECTION OF GREAT DISTANCES IN NEW STATE ANSWERED. 

Mr. President, it is stated that the next difficulty is the 
question of distance; that the distances are too great; that it 
would be inconvenient to get from the various portions of this 
new state to its capital. I do not know who will want to go 
to the capital except the members of the legislature—and their 
expenses are paid; and the people who are interested in legis- 
lation—the lobbyists—and they ought to pay their own ex- 

enses. 

4 It has been stated with very great particularity that it took 
such and such a length`of time and so much money to go from 
Yuma to Santa Fe. You would have thought the entire popu- 
lation of Yuma was going to Santa Fe during the period of the 
sitting of the legislature there. 

I have, however, taken two lists of places here, first by the 
shortest line as the crow flies, and second by railroad lines. 


Miles. 
Prescott, Ariz., to Santa Fe, N. Mex __...---..-...--..-~-- +250. 420 
Phoenix, Ariz., to Santa Fe, N. Mex „„41„% 420 
Sacramento to San Diego, Cal 2 eek 540 
go OTR GP Re a WA icf bom x ES T 420 
Lincoln, Nebr., to west line 420 
Helena, Mont., to east line. 420 
Austin, Tex., to El Paso... 580 
Austin, Tex., to north line 540 
Tallahassee; Fla, to Key Wet —Lͤ%0 L 480 
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Miles. 
Lansing, Mich., to Houghton- -cnain riaa 400 
Richmond, Va., to southwest corner_______-_--_-__------_ — 380 
Santa Fe to west extremity of Arizona 540 
Sicramento tp: south) ⁰ꝗy 620 


Now, Mr. President, how is it by railroad? We have heard 
about these vast distances which are so serious an obstacle to 
this new state. 


Prescott, Ariz., to Santa Fe, N. Mex 
Phoenix, Ariz., to Santa * Bn OC TS Se Se 
Sacramento, Cal., to San ego, Cal. (via Southern Pacific, Los 

Angeles and San Diego Surf Line) „„ 
Boise, Idaho, to Sand Point, Idaho (via Oregon Short Line and 

Great: Norther}. oo —: — — 
Lincoln, Nebr., to Kimball, Nebr. (via Union Pacific) _-__------~ ae 
Helena, Mont., to Wibaux, Mont. (via Northern Pacific) 4 
Dex., to El Paso, Tex. (via Southern Pacific and Inter- 

and Great Northern) —— eee 
Tallahassee, Fla., to 5 West, Fla. (via Tampa and Gulf; Tampa 

to. kay WARE A MIS nooo se A e ae 
Houghton, Mich., to Lansing, Mich. (via Pere Marquette, Chicago, 

Milwaukee and St, Paul, and Lake Michigan) 

Richmond, Va., to Norton, Va. (via Norfolk and Western) 
Width of Arizona and New Mexico combmed See 
Length of Arizona and New Mexico combined. =. 

So, Mr. President, if distances are an obstacle in this state, 
why are they not also an obstacle in California, where they are 
greater? Why was it not also an obstacle in Texas, where they 
are greater? Why was it not also an obstacle in Idaho and 
Montana, where they are so great? 

Then we have heard a great deal about this enormous terri- 
tory. But, Mr. President, we will have to add to it the state of 
Ohio to make it as big as the state of Texas. 

If WRONG TO REUNITE NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA, ALSO WRONG TO KEEP 
5 TEXAS UNITED. 

Texas is the justification for this bill—the answer to all argu- 
ments against it; for as a policy of statesmanship Texas 
demonstrates the wisdom of great states, the folly of small ones. 
What citizen of Texas does not glory in its magnificent dimen- 
sions? What citizen of the state of Houston does not hold his 
Texas citizenship second only to his American citizenship in his 
heart’s pride? 

Texas, born within the memory of men not yet old, is al- 
ready fifth in numbers among all the states of the Union. Ina 
quarter of a century Texas will be the first among the sister- 
hood of the Republic. Hardly sixty years have passed since 
Texas came to us, and yet to-day her sons and daughters number 


almost 4,000,000, although she has not a city within her borders 


of 75,000 souls. Within the next three decades the people of 
this mighty state will number 15,000,000. Her influence on the 
affairs of this Nation will be the highest of all the states, as 
her place will be first among her sisters. 

In the conventions that name the Presidents of the Republic 
the voice of the single state of Texas, with her millions of 
electors, will be weightier than many smaller states, each with its 
handful of votes—weightier by far than would be the five com- 
paratively petty commonwealths into which Texas has the right 
to be divided. It is a great thing to represent any state, large 
or small, in the American Congress; but it is a greater thing 
to represent a state whose mighty people and incalculable 
wealth give dignity and power to every word uttered in the 
name of that state and in behalf of that people. 

I yield to no man in my admiration of the great men who 
founded this Republic and established its Constitution. But I 
should say that if there were men whose vision was eyen broader 
and hearts even more unselfish, they were the men who guided 
the destinies of Texas when it became a republic. Ten Senators 
might have come to this Chamber from Texas in 1840 instead 
of two; ten ambitious men might have crowned their lives with 
the glory of an American Senatorship; hundreds of politicians 
might have satisfied with state offices their lust for place. Be- 
cause Texas then, as now, had the right to come in as five states 
or as one. a 

THE UNSELFISH WISDOM OF THE FOUNDERS OF TEXAS. 

But the fathers of the Republic of Texas were great men 
indeed. They had a republic of their own; they loved Ameri- 
can citizenship more than their separate glory. They had shed 
their blood to place the Lone Star flag among the banners of 
the nations, and the nations had welcomed it—every power on 
earth had recognized the Republic of Texas. And yet these 
great lion-hearted men, as unsélfish as they were fearless and 
wise as they were brave, preferred absorption in the American 
Republic rather than the independent life of the republic which 
they had shed their blood to create. They preferred the Stars 
‘and Stripes rather than the flag they had shed their blood to 
raise and defend. And they chose to come in as one mighty, 
matchless, imperial state, with petty, personal, selfish ambi- 
tions of little men cast beneath their feet, than to come in as 
five comparatively insignificant communities with petty, per- 


sonal, and selfish ambitions of little men soiling their glorious 
purpose and destroying their splendid destiny. 

Divide the state of Texas? Ask any Texan what he thinks 
about that, Mr. President. The power to divide Texas into five 
states is reserved to the people of that commonwealth in the 
written law. And yet the men who most fiercely deny that that 
reserve power is valid are Texans. Let me quote the words 
of General Maxey, for they voice the sentiment of every Texan 
from the Rio Grande to Arkansas. General Maxey said that 
the power to divide Texas is not valid, and he plead for Texas 
the Great, for Texas one and indivisible, a Texas with two 
Senators and not a Texas with ten, Texas of and for the people 
and not Texas of and for the politicians. 


A CONTRAST. 

Contrast the attitude of Texas and her statesmen with the 
men who in Arizona and New Mexico are trying to prevent the 
reunion of a state which when reunited will be still smaller 
than Texas, though next to Texas in magnitude—the noble 
Commonwealth of Arizona the Great. 

Are not Californians glad to-day that those who proposed to 
make six states out of this Pacific Commonwealth did not suc- 
ceed? Are not Californians glad to-day that those who in the 
Senate of the United States proposed to divide California into 
two states, making one North California and the other South 
California, did not succeed? Is not every Californian glad to- 


day that the statesmanship of Stephen A. Douglas, Henry Clay, 


and William H. Seward saved the state of California and the 
Nation at large from such anerror? Are not California Senators 
proud of every inch of the magnificent land they represent? 
Are California Senators willing to lose a single foot of its 
golden soil? And if a state more than a thousand miles in 
length is good for the people of California, why is not a state 
of lesser distances good for the people of Arizona and New 
Mexico? If Arizona and New Mexico ought not te be reunited 
and made one state, why ought not Texas be divided, as the law 
provides, and made fiye states? If the size and distances of 
Texas are good for the people of Texas and good for the Nation, 
why should not the size and distances of the greater Arizona of 
this bill be good for the people of that greater Arizona and good 
for the Nation? ‘ 
GREAT STATES SOURCE OF PRIDE TO ENTIRE NATION. 

I live in the very center of the Nation—in Indiana—within 
whose borders is the country’s center of population. Yet I am 
as proud of California—that state from whose shores Ameri- 
can destiny looks out upon the waters of the future—as if I had 
always lived within sight of the Golden Gate. Magnificent her 
present possibilities, glorious beyond the measurement of hu- 
man speech her future. Humboldt, the prophet of science, fore- 
saw the hour when the world’s climax of civilization would be 
reached in that American wonderland that stretches between 
the Sierras and the sea. Surely God fashioned California for 
a career noble beyond precedent; equipped her for a place 
unique in the councils of the greatest nation that ever was or 
will be on this earth. Her mountains, matchless in majestic 
beauty, with their hearts of gold; her valleys shaming the 
fabled richness of the Nile; her great and ancient ‘trees, older 
than the everlasting hills, the monarchs of all the forests of 
the globe; her far-flung coasts, equal in extent to the sea line of 
an empire—all the elements of California's being make her 
splendid among American Commonwealths. 

What Californian, aye what American, would have California 
other than what she is? What American’s heart does not thrill 
with pride when admiring lips name this golden-browed guard- 
ian of our western seas? What citizen of that vast Common- 
wealth that would not take up arms to prevent her dismember- 
ment? Yet, only the wisdom ‘and courage of Henry Clay pre- 
vented that catastrophe. If men exactly like those who to-day 
are resisting the reunion of New Mexico and Arizona could have 
had their way California would not now be standing among the 
proudest of her sisters in the American Union, but would have 
been two or more lesser and weaker commonwealths. 


NO STATE TOO GREAT; NONE WILLING TO DIS MEMBERED. 


Thank God for California as she is. Thank God for the pro- 
phetic statesmanship of Henry Clay that made California what 
sheis. Thank God that the little men who, for sectional reasons 
and personal ambitions, would have dismembered California 
and shed her glory even as its splendid flame was lit 
thank God their plots and schemes were defeated and con- 
founded. And just as no Californian to-day will admit that any 
ancestor of his tried to assassinate the destiny of California 
by preventing her from being one state, so fifty years from 
now no citizen of imperial Arizona will admit that any ancestor 
of his tried to assassinate the destiny of Arizona hy preventing 
her from being one state. California on the west, Texas on 
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the east, present visible and immortal examples of what Arizona 
should be, aye! and will be. Laws and institutions similar and 
not antagonistic. 

LAWS AND INSTITUTIONS ALMOST IDENTICAL. 

Now, Mr. President, what is the next objection? We are told 
not only that they are different people in race, which I have 
shown is not true; not only that there is a physical division 
which is insuperable, which I have shown is not true; but that 
there is difference in laws and institutions. 

The answer to that is that it is not the truth. The organic 
acts are the same—everybody knows that. All the national laws 
are the same for those territories as for every other territory. 
The law of negotiable instruments is the same, the law of real 
estate is the same, the law of marriage and divorce, and inher- 
itance is practically the same, their code of practice is the 
same, their irrigation laws are identical. The irrigation laws 
of Arizona were taken bodily from the irrigation laws of New 
Mexico. It is said that the laws of Arizona are based upon the 
common law and the laws of New Mexico upon the civil law. 

That sounds plausible if you do not examine into it, because 
you are assuming that there are nothing but Americans in one 
territory, and nothing but Mexicans, so called, in the other. 
But that is not true, except as to the irrigation law, and that is 
the same in both territories. There was no irrigation law in 
the common law. The common law came from England, which 
is the land of rains and frogs, of streams bank full, flowing 
with fertility. But the civil law came from Italy where irriga- 
tion was practiced, then into Mexico and then into California. 

The laws of these two territories concerning negotiable in- 
struments, irrigation, descent, real estate, and their criminal 
code, excepting in their punishment, are almost absolutely the 
same. 

What, then, becomes of the statement that is presented to 
Senators and to the American people that we are attempting 
to coerce in an unnatural union two unlike peoples and welding 
together different laws and hostile institutions when the laws 
and institutions are almost identical? 

THE PROBLEM OF TERRITORIAL DEBTS SOLVED BY THIS BILL. 

It has been said that there is such a difference in the debts 
that they will be very difficult of adjustment. The bill provides 
that the new state shall assume the debts of the territories. 
The debt of Arizona is greater than the debt of New Mexico. 
If any person gets the worst of that, bargain, it is New Mexico 
and not Arizona. All told, their debts will not be over three 
and a half million dollars—something like that. As 1 have 
pointed out, the school fund will take care of that. The debts 
of counties will haye nothing to do with the state. The debts 
that exist against the counties will still exist against the coun- 
ties. That is not assumed by the state. Therefore there is ab- 
solutely no difficulty at all in the handling of their debts. 


THE ARGUMENT OF SECTIONALISM UNAMERICAN. 

But, Mr. President, we were told that there must be more Sen- 
ators west of the Mississippi River. Why? The interests of the 
people west of the Mississippi River are the same as the inter- 
ests of the people north of the Ohio and Missouri; are the same 
as the interests of the people south of the Ohio and Missouri. 
The interests of California and Maine are one. The people 
from the heart of the Republic in the Mississippi Valley will 
work and vote and fight to secure the prosperity of the people 
on our Atlantic seaboard, or the Gulf, or the Great Lakes, or of 
the mighty Northwest where rolls the Oregon. 

There are no sections in this Republic. This Nation is not 
split in twain by the Mississippi River, or the Ohio, or the Mis- 
souri, or the mountains of the East or the West. The people of 
this country are not divided into classes, their interests antago- 
nistic, their destiny hostile. No; this country is one country 
without sections, this people one people without classes, this 
Nation one Nation with a single flag and a single destiny. 

And yet it is claimed that Senators should be increased accord- 
ing to areas and not according to population. It is claimed by 
the advocates of sectionalism that the interests of the people 
of the West are hostile to those of the remainder of the Republic. 

That is not true, Mr. President. The interests of the West 
are not at war with the interests of the East. It is not true that 
the interests of Alabama are at war with the interests of 
Minnesota. That assertion is a denial of the great truth of 
the community of interests of all Americans, upon which this 
Republic rests and which, when destroyed, will cause this Re- 
public to crumble into ruin. 

AMERICANS NOT DIVIDED INTO CLASSES OR SECTIONS. 

The advocates of this twentieth century sectionalism de- 
clare that Congress ought not to represent numbers of people, 
but groups of industries. It is said that in one section of the 
country is located one group of industries, in another quarter 


of the country another group of industries, and that represen- 
tation in Congress ought to be determined by the geography 
of these industries and not by the number of people employed 
in these industries. The mere statement of that proposition 
is its answer. 

Every rational method of representation was discussed in 
the constitutional conyention, but this bizarre scheme was 
never suggested. No; the true basis of representation is people 
and not square miles, citizens and not acres, men and women, 
not factories and mines, human beings and not property. It 
is men who make industries, not industries which make men. 
And the prosperity of every industry of the Republie is based 
upon the prosperity of every other industry in the Republic. 

PROSPERITY OF ONE DEPENDS ON PROSPERITY OF ALL. 

The American farmer can not prosper if the American manu- 
facturer does not prosper. The fortune of the man in the mills 
rises or falls with the fortune of the man in the furrow. The 
destiny of Dakota and Georgia, of Oregon and Ohio are inex- 
tricably interwoven with the destiny of California and New 
York. The engineer on the locomotive, the brakeman on the 
cars behind it are involved with the cowboy on the plains or 
the ranchman who employs him in a common welfare or a 
common failure. $ : 

There is no peril before this Republic except one—the possi- 
bility that Americans will be divided into classes, hating each 
other, warring with each other, and, in their strife, destroying 
each other in common catastrophe. And the man who proclaims 
that one section is hostile to another section, one interest an- 
tagonistie to another interest, and that sections and not people, 
industries and not citizens, should be the basis of representation 
in the councils of the Nation, is weakening the foundations upon 
which the future safety, power, and glory of this Republic is 
building and must rest. 

The theory of this bill is that this Republic is a Nation and 
not an assemblage of sections, The theory of this bill is that 
the American people are a people and not a group of com- 
munities. 

THE SO-CALLED “ PLEDGE” OF STATEHOOD. 

Now I come to the subject which was first called to the atten- 
tion of the Senate by the then Senator from California, Mr. 
Bard, last year. In the first place, I do not think any Senator 
will maintain for a moment that any language in that act repeals 
the Constitution of the United States. I do not suppose any- 
body will claim that the power given Congress over this ques- 
tion by the Constitution of the Wnited States is in any wise 
limited by any act of Congress, po matter when, where, or how 
passed. So our power remains the same. Nor does it bind a 
subsequent Congress, which is merely stating the same legal 
question in different terms. We may make one law concerning 
territory to-day. We may repeal that law next year. 

So, Mr. President, if the language of the act is at all violated 
by this bill, and if there is any “ pledge” in the language of the 
act which can be violated, it is, if anything at all, a moral 
“pledge,” and that alone, is it not? There were not two parties 
capable of making a contract to begin with. But if it is a 
moral “ pledge,” then we have a right to inquire into its origin. 


THE LANGUAGE OF THE “ PLEDGE” NEVER EXPLAINED EXCEPT BY POSTON. 


I was interested in the colloquy this afternoon that went on 
here concerning the origin of the act. I heard much concerning 
the origin of the act, which excepting this language is like every 
other act, but not a word concerning the origin of this so-called 
* pledge,” which is unlike any other act. Not one word did I 
hear concerning the origin of this Janguage, and not one word 
ean be found in explanation of this strange “ pledge,” except the 
one I am going to quote in a moment. We have the remarkable 

cle of peculiar language being used, different from the 
language used in every other organic act since 1787, without 
one word in explanation being said about, it, either in the House 
or the Senate, or without any-word of it coming down to us. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. PATTERSON. The Senator from Indiana heard the 
statement that the language to which he refers was incorporated 
in the bill by the House Committee on Territories, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Well, I know that. 

Mr. PATTERSON. It was reported to the House and passed 
the House. It came over to the Senate, and it was satisfactory 
to the Senate Committee on Territories. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Did the Senator find any debate upon it 
or any reason given for the language? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Not a word—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not a word. 
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Mr. PATTERSON. Just one moment. Not a word with ref- 
erence to that particular language 

Mr. BEVERIDGE, That is the language we are talking 
about. 

Mr. PATTERSON. One moment. But there was a debate 
which showed very clearly that the unsettled condition of the 
territory, by reason of existing war and the contest over its 
possession by the southern army and the Federal Army—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; you stated all that; I remember that 
very well. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Probably led to the introduction of that 
language. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No, no; of course not! How would that 
language keep hostile troops away? The Senator will pardon 
me, but that explanation is puerile. Yet that is the best ex- 
planation the Senator can give. But I produce Mr. Poston’s 
journal as to why that language was put in, and the Senator 
or anybody else can draw the conclusion that seems to them 
most satisfactory. One conclusion may be more satisfactory to 
the Senator. For example, the Senator may think that the 
reason that language got in there, unlike any other language 
ever used, was the reason he gives. He may think so, but I 
do not think he thinks so. No! The reason that the language 
went in there was the facts which Poston states. I will show the 
reason later on, without the remotest reflection upon any of the 
members of either committee when the bill was passed except 
one man whom Poston names. 

WHY WAS ARIZONA “PLEDGED” STATEHOOD WHEN NO OTHER TERRITORY 
WAS EVER SO FAVORED. 

Look at this, Mr. President! This act was passed—and I 
will call attention in a moment to what was going on when this 
act was passed—on February 24, 1863. One week later, March 
8, 1863, the territory of Idaho was created; and just a little 
while before the territory of Dakota was created. Just a little 
bit later another territory was created. In all the organic 
acts from first to last, the one concerning Idaho being passed 
within a week of the one concerning Arizona, no such language 
was ever used. Where it was unique, where it was peculiar, and 
where nobody ever heard of it before, is it not astounding that 
no one ever mentioned it in debate? Is it not astounding that 
no person ever made a report from a committee concerning this 
one exception in all the organic acts that ever had been passed 
since the Constitution was adopted? Why did they put this 
language in the Arizona act and not in any other territorial act? 
I demand an answer to that question. That is a pertinent 
inquiry, because you admit that the only binding force it has is 
as a moral obligation. So if it is a moral obligation, we have a 
right to inquire into its origin. Let us see what this language 
is. Let us see what force it has. 

Provided further, That said government shall be— 

I want to call attention also to the fact that this was not 
drawn by a lawyer. This language was put in by an unskilled 
hand. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That all that part of 
the present territory of New Mexico situate west of a line running due 
south from the point where the southwest corner of the territory of 
Colorado joins the northern boundary of the territory of New Mexico 
to the southern boundary line of said territory of New Mexico be, and 
the same is hereby, erected into a temporary government by the name 
of the territory of Arizona. 

Down to that point, down to that colon, down to the proviso, 
it is merely a copy of previous acts. 

Provided, further 

This is the “temporary government,” mind you, so named in 
the act, so nominated in the bond— 


“ PLEDGE ” FULFILLED BY THIS BILL. 


Provided further, That said government shall be maintained and 
continued until such time as the people residing in said territory shail, 
with the consent of Congress, form a State government, republican in 
form, as prescribed in the Constitution of the United States, and apply 
for and obtain admission into the Union as a state, on an equal footing 
with the original states. 

That is the“ pledge ’—language never used in a territorial act 
before or since. Before I show its origin, before I show the 
fraud that produced it, let us see if this bill does not observe 
that pledge, no matter what its origin. 

We propose to bring them into the Union upon an equality 
with the original states. That we add New Mexico to them 
can not change that. Does anybody deny that we have got a 
right to add one county of New Mexico to them? If we have a 
right to add one county, we have a right to add all of the terri- 
tory, so far as right is concerned. The government will not be 
destroyed thereby. A new state government will be established 
and the “ pledge fulfilled. 


FRAUDULENT ORIGIN OF THE “ PLEDGE” OF STATEHOOD, 

Why was it that this provision was put in? I suppose most 
of the Senators here are familiar with the history of this act; 
but because there are some new Senators, even at this late 
hour I shall read what Bancroft, in his History of the Pacific 
states, gives as an explanation of this act. 

Senator Trumbull said, in debate, that the bill to split off Ari- 
zona looked to him like a scheme to create offices for somebody 
to fill, and it was; that it looked to him like a scheme to create 
salaries for somebody to draw, and it was. That is what the 
acute legal mind of Lyman Trumbull saw when this bill to split 
Arizona from New Mexico appeared. And this scheme was 
worked in the midst of war—for this bill was reported in 1862, 
soon after Shiloh had been fought, when the whole country was 
shocked and horrified and bathed in tears as well as blood and 
the minds and souls of men were stirred by mingled exultation 
and despair, by sorrow and rejoicing. Nobody was then think- 
ing very much about a territorial act for a territory thousands 
of miles off, especially when, as Poston says, “ Nobody knew 
where Arizona was.” 


“ PLEDGE” ENACTED AT CRISIS OF CIVIL WAR. 


There are Senators here who know very well that in ordinary 
legislation we leave it to committees, and there are only four 
or five Senators who sit day by day watching. Just such things 
as that occurred at that time. What time did Senators who 
were here during the Spanish war have to pay attention to the 
details of each ‘little act that came from some committee? 
Were you not instead considering the safety of American sol- 
diers and sailors? Were not your whole souls engrossed with 
the great cause of liberty for which our Army and our Navy 
were fighting? If that was true during the Spanish war, what 
must have been the conditions when this bill was introduced 
in 1862 and when it finally passed in 1863? It was passed 
about the time of Chancellorsville; it was passed not far from 
the time of the great, historic, and horrible battle of Fredericks- 
burg; it was passed not long after the Merrimac and the Mon- 
itor had met in terrible conflict. 

The people were not thinking about Arizona then. The people 
were not thinking about the effect of any bill that came from the 
Committee on Territories. McDougall, of California, said he 
could not get the Senate to pay attention to anything. He said 
he did not know that anybody knew where Arizona was. No- 
bedy thought anything about it. I have read from the history 
of this bill that nobody was very much interested in this terri- 
tory. It was thousands of miles away from their homes and a 
million miles away from their thoughts. It is said that nobody 
is interested in the present act—and that is not far from true, 
except as to the mining companies, the railroads, and politi- 
cians, they are interested. Very well. If Senators are not 
interested in the present bill in time of peace; if railroad rate 
legislation takes the attention of Senators more than statehood 
does now, after an earnest agitation, at a time when there are 
400,000 people down there, if we are not interested in this state- 
hood bill now, do you suppose that at the very climax of his- 
tory’s bloodiest conflict, during one of the greatest wars that 
was ever fought, this Arizona territorial act received much of 
the attention of the Senate? That is how it was possible that 
what I am going to read came about. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Is it the contention of the Senator from 
area that by reason of the war and the battles and the vic- 
tories 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And all the rest—— [Laughter.] 

Mr. PATTERSON. That the Senators who comprised the 
Committee on Territories and the Members of the House were 
so overcome and overwhelmed or benumbed or paralyzed—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Or anything else—— [Laughter.] 

Mr. PATTERSON. That they did not know what they were 
doing, or that they were easily imposed upon, and that some 
scheming outsiders, without their knowledge or consent, suc- 
ceeded in having this provision introduced in the bill? 


CLIMAX OF CIVIL WAR ABSORBED ALL ATTENTION, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Without their knowledge or consent, 
either spoken or written. [Laughter.] 

My answer to that is just this: That sounds very nice; but 
we are human beings, and I think nobody was paying very much 
attention to anything else, except the greatest war that was ever 
fought, at the moment of this Nation’s greatest peril. Does not 
the Senator know that at that time it was a question as to whether 
the flag should continue to float in the heavens? Does he not 
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know that at that time it was a question whether Washington 
itself would not be captured? I do not think very many people 
were inclined to give that deliberation to the temporary terri- 
torial status of Arizona such as our committee has given to the 
everlasting question of statehood now in these placid times of 
peace. Anyhow, here is what occurred 

Mr. PATTERSON. I do know, Mr. President, that Senators 
discussed the bill with a great deal of particularity ; that amend- 
ments were offered, that amendments were discussed, and that 
amendments were voted on, and that amendments were then 
reconsidered, showing that the Senate was giving a great deal 
of attention to every one of the details of that bill. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do. : 

Mr. NELSON. I am informed that it will take about three- 
quarters of an hour for the Senator from Indiana to finish his 
remarks. I ask unanimous consent that he may be permitted 
to finish his speech to-morrow immediately after the conclusion 
of the routine morning business. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, under the arrangement that 
has been made, I think the Senator should conclude this after- 
noon. There are some Senators who want to speak to-morrow 
under the ten-minute rule. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Let me suggest this for the relief of the 
Senator from Indiana: Might we do in the morning as we did 
to-day—meet at 11 o’clock—and let the Senator from Indiana 
conclude his speech, say, by 12 o'clock. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I have not made this re- 
quest. It was suggested to me by several Senators. I am per- 
fectly willing to go on now, or I will go on in the morning, just 
as will best suit the Senate. 

Mr. FORAKER. I think it better that it should be deter- 
mined by the Senator himself, if he has any preference about 
it. I think, under the circumstances, we can accommodate our- 
selyes to suit his preference. I was about to suggest that, if 
he so desired, I should like to have the Senate meet at 11 o’clock 
to-morrow instead of 12. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is very kind and is appreciated, 
but my only objection to that is this: I would like very much 
to go on to-morrow, but not at 11 o’clock, for the reason that I 
have seen that done several times, and I have observed that we 
are human beings and we simply do not get here at 11 o'clock, 
it does not make any difference what the matter under discus- 
sion may be. We are to go on from 12 o’clock to-morrow under 
the ten-minute rule until 4. That is four hours. I would say 
that if the Senate meets at 12 o’clock and I could proceed with 
my remarks, I would be through considerably before 1 o'clock, 
which would give three hours’ debate under the ten-minute rule. 

Mr. FORAKER. The only objection to that is that we would 
have to change the unanimous-consent agreement, and that is 
something that has never been done while I have been a mem- 
ber of the body. I do not know, however, that that is a good 
reason why it should not be done. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I should like it very much, but the only 
point about it is that we do not get here at 11 o’clock. I have 
seen that several times. 

Mr. TELLER. I shall object to that. I will not object if the 
Senator chooses to occupy the time until 12 o’clock, but I will 
insist that at 12 o’clock the ten-minute rule shall go into operation. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think, on the whole, I had better go on 
now. Mr. President, here is what occurred. I read from Ban- 
croft’s History: . 

HOW CONSPIRATORS ORIGINATED THE “ PLEDGE.” 


Senator Trumbull led the opposition, and McDougall, of California, 


was an earnest advocate of the bill. 
* * * — . 


a + 
Charles D. Poston, Reminiscences, ores the following account of the 
8 wire pulling of 1862 at Was on: “At the meeting of 
n December, 1862, I returned to Washington, made friends 
the organization of the territory of Ari- 
gona. Oury (who, suppose, had been elected Delegate in 1862 to suc- 
ceed McGowan) was in Richmond, cooling his heels in the antechambers 
of the Confederate Congress, without ing admission as a Delegate 
from Arizona. Mowry was a prisoner in Yuma, cooling his head from 
the political fever which had afflicted it, and meditating on the decline 
and fall of a West Point duate. There was no other person in 

“ay save General Heintzelman, who took any interest in Ari- 
zona affairs.” 


I ask Senators to note that. 

“They had something else to occupy their attention 

I should think they had— 

“DID NOT KNOW WHERE ARIZONA WAS.” 

“and did not even know where Arizona was.” 

That was the “careful attention” given to this matter. 
“They had something else to occupy their attention, and did 
not even know where Arizona was.” 


Mr. PATTERSON. To whom does the writer of that refer? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator wants to ask me a ques- 
tion, very well; but in view of the lateness of the hour, I want 
him to omit details. I am reading from Charles D. Poston’s 
Reminiscences, as quoted by Bancroft. 

Mr. PATTERSON. But who does he say was so ignorant that 
he did not know where Arizona was? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will read it over again: 

Mowry was a prisoner in Yuma, cooling his head from the political 
fever which had afflicted it and meditating on the decline and fall of a 
West Point graduate. There was no other person in Washington, save 
General Heintzelman, who took any interest in Arizona affairs. They 


had something else to occupy their attention, and did not even know 
where Arizona was. 


Mr. PATTERSON. Does not that refer 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not know to whom it refers, but the 
Senator has heard it. He says, then, there was nobody in 
Washington who knew anything about Arizona affairs but 
General Heintzelman. The reason he knew something about it 
was because he had a command at Fort Yuma. He says: 

There was nobody else. They had something else to think about. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to know from what book the 
Senator is reading? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Bancroft’s History of Arizona. 

Mr, FORAKER. Bancroft’s History, but Charles D. Poston’s 
Reminiscences. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Charles D. Poston’s Reminiscences. 

Mr. SPOONER. Is the Senator able to enlighten us at all 
as to who Charles D. Poston was? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Indeed I am. 

Mr. SPOONER. Who was he? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Charles D. Poston and Sylvester Mowry 
were men who had roving dispositions; who had been down in 
Arizona and nearly every place else. Charles D. Poston was 
an adventurer, explorer, politician, and permanent office seeker, 
who acquired the habit early in life and never lost it to the 
day of his death. [Laughter.] It was his desire for office, 
as his own Reminiscences show, that got this bill through Con- 
gress; and he got the office which he planned to get, and he 
kept on seeking office until a short time before his death, for 
last year I got a letter that he had written to Secretary Lamar, 
whom he knew, asking for another job—a good man and all 
that sort of thing, and I do not object to him at all because he 
was an office seeker. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do, sir. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I want to ask the Senator whether he 
knows anybody else who has ever maintained that the world 
rested upon his shoulders, and that whatever Congress did was 
done through his agency, whether it was the creation of a state 
or a territory? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not know; but I have seen the Sen- 
ator from Colorado very recently take a good deal on his shoul- 
ders that he could not carry. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PATTERSON. And this Poston, or whatever his name 
may be, evidently assumed that he was “running” Congress. 
That is all that you can gather from his reminiscences. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator has any other question 
that is designed to bring out any information of which I am in 
possession or can correct any faulty logic that I may engage in, 
I shall be glad to hear it, otherwise I would be obliged if the 
Senator would not bother me. Poston goes on in his account of 
how this Arizona “pledge” was made. He says: 


There was no other person in Washington, save General Heintzel- 
man, who took any interest in Arizona affairs. They had something 
else to occupy their attention, and did not even know where Arizona 
was. Old Ben Wade, chairman of the Senate Committee on Territories, 
took a lively and bold interest in the organization of the territory, and 
Ashley, chairman of the committee in the House, told me how to 
accomplish the object. He said there were a number of Members of 
the expiring Congress who had been defeated in their own districts 
for the next term who wanted to go West and offer their political 
services to the “ galoots,” and if they could be grouped and a satis- 
factory slate made they would have influence enough to carry the dill 
through Congress. Consequentiy an “oyster supper” was organ 
to which the lame ducks were invited, and then and there the slate 
was made and the territory was virtually organized. So the slate was 
made and the bargain concluded, but toward the last it occurred to my 
obfuscated brain that my name did not appear on the slate, and, in 
the language of Daniel Webster, I exclaimed: Gentlemen, what is to 
become of me?” 1 politely replied, “Oh, we will make you In- 
dian agent.” So the bi assed, * and the oyster supper was 


paid for, and we were all appy, and ARIZONA WAS LAUNCHED UPON THE 
POLITICAL SEA, 


That is how the act happened to be passed. 

Now, Mr. President, do you begin to see some explanation for 
this unusual language of this act? This was in 1863. Trum- 
bull saw that something was the matter; and is anything more 
natural than that these gentlemen, knowing what was the mat- 
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ter, knowing that, as Poston wrote in his journal, they were 
creating offices for themselves, a Whole legislature, a full court, a 
governor, and a secretary of state over 6,500 Mexicans 3,000 
miles away, that, as soon as the war was over and Senators 
discovered that, they would be apt to repeal it, and therefore 
the language was put into the act. Whether it is that or whether 
it is something else, that is the explanation that exists in the 
record of the men who participated in it. So, Mr. President, if 
there be a moral “ pledge,” what becomes of the source of that 
morality? Who ever heard of morality flowing from fraud? 
AND THE AUTHORS OF THE ACT GOT THE OFFICES. 

As pointed out a moment ago, this “ pledge” is fulfilled by this 
bill, no matter what its origin. It originated in a fraud, of 
which Wade knew nothing, and in a fraud of which nobody 
but the conspirators knew anything. Members of Congress en- 
tered the conspiracy, and I call the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that every man who was a member of what Poston 
calls this scheme to create this new territory for the pur- 
pose of getting offices to fill and salaries to draw, not one of 
them ever came back to Congress, and every man of them got 
the offices that were apportioned out at the “oyster supper.” If 
they foresaw, as most men foresaw at that time, that the war 
would soon end, would not men who had places in a body like 
that, would not men who wanted to provide themselves with 
jobs like that, want to protect themselves in those offices? and 
what better could be provided to maintain themselyes in those 
offices than the exact language that we find in this act, being 
the first and last time it was used in the organic acts in the 
history of the Republic? 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator be kind enough to tell me 
the names of those ex-Members of Congress? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes, sir; Mr. Gurley was one. 

Mr. SPOONER. As given by Mr. Poston? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes, sir. I have one or two names. 

Mr. SPOONER. I will not trouble the Senator now. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But I bave them, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. NELSON. I would suggest that the Senator from In- 
diana answer the Senator from Wisconsin in the morning, so 
that he can go on and finish his remarks, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very. good. The idea that there is a 
“ pledge "—which can not be a legal pledge and if anything at all 
is only a moral pledge, if anything—has been shattered by the 
origin of the pledge. We know what the origin of the act 
was, but nobody has ever suggested why it was that this lan- 
guage was used. What public reason could there be why this 
language was used in this act only and never in any other act? 
Why was it not used in the Idaho act, which was passed only 
one week later? 

ONGY EXPLANATION THE ONE GIVEN BY THE CONSPIRATOR. 

If it were for the reason that it was in order to maintain 
government down there against the Confederate forces, that 
was a reason of national consequence, which would have cer- 
tainly been mentioned by some Senator or Member of the 
House in the debate, and yet not a word is said in explana- 
tion. Is it not extraordinary, Mr. President, that in a whole 
series of acts here was a change antagonistic to the policy of 
Congress, for which no explanation exists now or has ever been 
given, except the one of fraud, which Poston gives? I saw 
that the Senator from Colorado handed the Senator from 
Wisconsin a book. Is an explanation given there? 

Mr. SPOONER. That was a book which I had on my table, 
if I must explain it to the Senator, which contains the debate 
on this bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Does it give a reason for this language? 
I will be very glad to hear it if there is one. 

Mr. SPOONER. No, the bill was discussed in the Senate 
several days. The bill was pending a good while. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Over a year. 

Mr. SPOONER. Over a year. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And the reason it was pending was, as 
Lyman Trumbull says in his speeches, because he put it off. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, there were some men who 
took part in that discussion who did not derive their inspiration 
from the same source Mr. Poston derived his, and whose brains 
were not “ obfusticated.” 

Senator Wade, of Ohio, participated in that debate. He re- 
ferred to the amendments which had been offered to the bill 
in the Committee on Territories, of which he was chairman, and 
Senator Doolittle says this, if the Senator will permit me. The 
Senator asked me a question or I would not interrupt him. 
Senator Doolittle says this: 
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NO SENATOR GAVE A REASON FOR THE “ PLEDGE.” 


Mr. President, there Is another consideration which I confess presses 
pretty strongly upon my mind. It is well known that the traitors, the 
confederates, as they style themselves, have been trying to organize 
what they call the territorial government of Arizona. If we, who are 
under obligations to afford protection to these citizens, utterly abandon 
them practically to themselves, give them no government, no protection 
and the confederates organize a territorial 8 for Arizona, an 
send their agents and officers into that neighborhood, the influence they 
will exert over that population and those persons who are citizens of 
the United States may be very deleterious to our cause. Althon it 
costs us something to send officers to this territory, yet if we send offi- 
cers there, it is to be presumed they will be friends to the Government 
of the United States, and they will exercise a strong influence in that 
territory and among that people in keeping them loyal to the Govern- 
ment of the United States. hat, I confess, is one of the strongest 
arguments which operates on my mind. I shall support the bill, and 
shall vote against the motion to postpone It indefinitely. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. That was Doolittle’s reason, that was 
Wade's reason, that was Lincoln’s reason for the passage of the 
bill; but what was the reason for this peculiar language of the 
bill never used in any other similar act? What was the reason 
for this “ pledge” and, above all, why did nobody discuss it? 

Mr. SPOONER. I thought no one was attending to the bill? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Nobody said that. Is it not strange 
that nobody who was attending to the bill gave any explana- 
tion of this“ pledge — this unheard of language, the most nota- 
ble and important and novel in the whole act? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I think I can tell the Senator, if he will 
permit me. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I suggest that the reason is found in ar- 
ticle 9 of our treaty with Mexico. Would the Senator regard 
it as an encroachment upon his time if I read that article? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No, I would not. I am going to con- 
clude in the morning, anyway, as it is impossible for me to 
finish this evening. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Article IX of our treaty with Mexico pro- 
vided : 

The Mexicans who, in the territories aforesaid— 

That is the land which passed to us under the treaty— 


shall not preserve the character of citizens of the Mexican Republic, 
conformably with what is stipulated in the preceding article, shall be 
incorporated into the Union of the United States and be admitted, at 
a proper time (to be judged of by the Congress of the United 

ates 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am familiar with that treaty. 

Mr. HEYBURN (reading)— 
to the enjoyment of all the rights of citizens of the United States ac- 
cording to the principles of the Constitution, and in the meantime 
shall be maintained and protected in the free enjoyment of their lib- 


erty and property, and secured in the free exercise of their religion 
without restriction. 


That was the inspiration of the provision. 

WHY WAS NOT THE “PLEDGE” ALSO MADE TO NEW MEXICO, COLORADO, 
UTAH, ETC. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator has not contributed to the 
enlightenment of this question, although at first blush I have no 
doubt he thought he did, because if that were the reason it 
would have been put into the act which organized the territory 
of New Mesico also, and Colorado and Nevada and Utah and 
all other territories carved out of the Mexican cession. Why 
was it put in the act organizing the territory of Arizona and 
omitted from the act organizing the territory of New Mexico 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will answer that. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Wait a minute—which was passed imme- 
diately after the treaty? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will answer that; because part of the 
territory of New Mexico did not come with the Spanish treaty. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But all of this did. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Part of it came under the Louisiana pur- 
chase. 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator from Indiana says it is im- 
possible for him to conclude this evening, and that he would be 
yery much obliged if the Senate would now adjourn to con- 
vene at 11 o'clock to-morrow morning. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to make a statement to supple- 
ment that of the Senator from Ohio. 

I expected to get started to-day at 2 o’clock. That was the 
agreement, as it appears of record, between the Senator from 
Colorado and myself. I did not get started until twenty 
minutes after 3. The reason why I do not like to go on at 11 
and prefer to proceed at 12 is that at the latter hour the Sena- 
tors are here, and at 11 o’clock they are not, and I am trying to 
say something on this subject, and I should like to have an audi- 
ence, 

Mr. FORAKER. That is the only way I know of to avoid 
conflicting with the unanimous-consent agreement we have 
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made and to overcome the objections of some Senators who 
are anxious to have the ten-minute rule effective from 12 
o'clock. 

Mr. TELLER. As most Senators khow, I am opposed to this 
system of fixing a time for closing debate. I have consented to 
it because it has grown up to be a custom here. But an agree- 
ment having been made, I have never known it to be changed, 
and if you once begin to change them you might as well give up 
the custom. I am willing to come here at 11 and give the 
Senator from Indiana until 12 o’clock, because it was not 
anticipated that we would meet before 12 o’clock. But I am 
going to insist that after the close of the morning business the 
order shall be speeches of ten minutes. 

Mr. DICK. Then do we understand the Senator from Col- 
orado to object? 

Mr. TELLER. I do object. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado ob- 


Mr. TELLER. I thought I made myself plain. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator does not object to the Senate 
meeting at 11 o’clock. 

Mr. TELLER. I do not object to adjourning until 11 o’clock, 
and to giving the Senator from Indiana from 11 to 12. 

Mr. FORAKER. I move, then, that when the Senate adjourn 
to-day it be to meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow morning. 

Mr. BACON. I understand the purpose is that we shall meet 
at 11 o’clock, and that the morning hour shall not begin until 
12. I suggest that the Senator had better include that in his 
request. 

Mr. FORAKER. I will modify the request to that extent. 

Mr. ALLISON. Suppose we take a recess until 11 o’clock? 

Mr. BACON. That would be better. 

Mr. ALLISON. I suggest that we take a recess, and then 
this legislative day will continue until 12 o’clock to-morrow. 

Mr. FORAKER. Then I withdraw the motion to adjourn. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Before the motion is acted upon I wish to 
submit some amendments, which I ask to have printed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendments will be printed 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. FORAKER. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
to-morrow morning at 11 o’clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, March 
9, 1906, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


The Senate reassembled at 11 a. m., Friday, March 9, at the 
expiration of the recess. 


THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution and 
State government and be admitted into the Union on an equal 
footing with the original States, and to enable the people of 
New Mexico and of Arizona to form a constitution and State goy- 
ernment and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I have shown with at 
least a conclusiveness which did not challenge dispute, that the 
supposed and oft-repeated objection to size is not an obstacle in 
the way of the reunion of these two territories, and the claim 
that physical difficulties were in the way, that racial antago- 
nisms existed which rendered it impossible, did not have a 
foundation either in fact or reason. 

With reference to the “ pledge,” I showed yesterday before the 
recess was taken that, first, the language employed does not 
repeal the Constitution from which we get our power; that it 
does not bind a subsequent Congress, and that if it has any force 
at all it is a moral pledge which compels an inquiry into its 
origin. That inquiry I made on yesterday, establishing con- 
clusively the reason for the passage of this act, and especially 
the reason for the peculiar language of the “ pledge.” 


SO-CALLED “PLEDGE” TO ARIZONA NEVER EXPLAINED. 


Last year I challenged an explanation of the singular circum- 
stance that in all the organic acts which have been passed by 
the American Congress since the adoption of the Constitution no 
such language as this has ever been used. I have asked Sena- 
tors to tell the Senate and the country why it was that the 6,500 
Mexicans living in the territory of Arizona should have been 
considered entitled to greater rights than the people who were 
living in Idaho when they were made into a territorial govern- 
ment within seven days thereafter, and I have not yet heard an 
answer; why it was that the 6,500 Mexicans living in Arizona 
when the territorial government was established should be en- 


titled to special favor when it had never been given to people 
living in any territories before, and I was not answered. 

Now, Mr. President, I have pointed out the further fact that 
Mr. Poston was the originator of this particular and peculiar 
measure; for the first bill to make Arizona and New Mexico 
separate territories was for an east and west division. Finally 
that it was passed in war times, passed at a time when the 
flames of the greatest conflict of history were lighting up the 
entire Republic. 

COMMITTER ON TERRITORIES COULD GIVE LITTLE ATTENTION TO IT IN 1863. 

Something was said yesterday about the high character of the 
Committee on Territories of the Congress which reported that 
bill favorably. They did not mention the fact that they were 
absorbed in weightier affairs. That did not deny the fact Mr. 
Poston stated, that “nobody knew where Arizona was.” 

Let us see whether the members of the Committee on Ter- 
ritories in 1862 and 1863 could in the nature of things and in the 
nature and circumstances of the case have been giving attention 
to this business. I wish to repeat before I read the names of the - 
men who were members of the Committee on Territories in 1862 
and 1863, that in all of the debate upon this question, although 
this was the significant language employed in this act, not one 
word of explanation was given of it by any Senator. No person 
said why they were inserting into this act the peculiar provision 
which gives a right to these people never given before to any 
American citizens in a territory. Is not that an extraordinary 
circumstance? Time and time again I have asked Senators for 
an explanation of that, and no explanation has ever been forth- 
coming. 

THEY WERE ON COMMITTEES ON CONDUCT OF WAR. 

Now, let us see what the Senators on this committee were 
doing that they overlooked this language. Mr. Wade was chair- 
man of the Committee on Territories, but what else did Mr. 
Wade have on hand at that time? He was also a member of 
the District of Columbia Committee, which had not only, as the 
present District of Columbia Committee has, the government of 
this District, but also in a large measure was in charge of its 
defenses and provisions for the safety of the city itself, 
That is not all. Senator Wade was also a member of the 
House and Senate Joint Committee on—what? On the Conduct 
of the War, a committee which had, practically, charge of all 
military operations in the field and that was daily in consulta- 
tion with President Lincoln. Do you think, therefore, it is ex- 
traordinary that Mr. Wade did not give any particular attention 
to this peculiar language? 

Mr. Wilkinson, another Member, was a member of the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, and the Indians were then giving this 
country infinite trouble. Mr. Hale, of the same name as the 
present chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, was the 
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, and the Navy 
at that time was in greater peril and was doing greater service 
for the Republic than ever before in history. The members of 
the Commitee on Naval Affairs during the Spanish war thought 
that they were busy then. What do they suppose these men 
were in the days when the greatest conflict in the history of the 
world was being carried on? It was these men who reported 
this measure, which Mr. Poston said was fixed up beforehand. 

Does that give some explanation, Mr. President, why it was 
that peculiar language, which it is admitted does not legally 
bind, was not debated on this floor or even mentioned? 

INTERPRETERS IN NEW MEXICO, 

Mr. President, I want to break into the current of my argu- 
ment to say just a word or two concerning statements in the 
report about Spanish population, interpreters, etċ., because I 
see one or two Senators here who have asked about that. I 
made very diligent inquiry from very authentic sources since 
yesterday, and I find, to put it briefly, because I must pro- 
ceed with rapidity, since my time is limited, that California 
absorbed and assimilated her population of Spanish extraction; 
Texas did the same; Colorado did pretty nearly the same, and 
that in the State of Colorado to-day there are six counties that 
are called Spanish counties,” in which counties many of the 
citizens speak the Spanish language, and nothing else. They 
are the counties of Montezuma, La Plata, Archuleta, Conejos, 
Costilla, and Las Animas. 

I read for the benefit of the Senate also a list of the cities 
of New Mexico that are altogether or very largely American. 
They are Roswell, Las Vegas, Raton, Silver City, Carlsbad, Gal- 
lup, Albuquerque, Deming, Springer, Clayton, Folsom, Elizabeth- 
town, Socorro, Magdalena, Rincon, Aztec, and Lincoln, and there 
are several other towns and villages where the population is 
about equally divided between the two races. 

PROSPECT OF JOINT STATEHOOD ALREADY AMERICANIZING NEW MEXICO, 

There are twenty-five counties in New Mexico. Of the 
twenty-five counties of New Mexico, at the present time Inter- 


1906. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3533 


preters are neyer seen or heard of in the courts of thirteen of 
those counties. In eight of those counties, where the Spanish 
population has kept its solidarity by reason of not having the 
very legislation we are providing in this bill, interpreters are 
used. In four counties they are sometimes used, and in all of 
them they are gradually disappearing. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I find that the report of the com- 
mittee, which is now read with such approval by gentlemen 
who then resisted it, had very great effect upon the people of 
New Mexico. I find that since then no interpreter has been 
used in ahy territorial convention, and they were used before. 
I find that the law compelling English to be taught in the 
schools is now enforced all over the territory. I find, generally, 
that the prospect of joint statehood with Arizona is arousing 
those people from their hundred years of isolation and has made 
them in three years take on more American characteristics than 
they did in fifty years before. 

EVEN IF SO-CALLED “ PLEDGE” IS LEGAL IN EFFECT AND FREE FROM FRAUD 
IN ORIGIN, STILL NO ONE KNEW ABOUT IT. 

Now, then, Mr. President, I return to my argument concern- 
ing this “pledge,” and I wish the attention of every Senator upon 
whom this specious and unreal objection has made any im- 
pression. Suppose it did not have the origin that Poston, its 
author, said it had. Suppose it was not passed in war times. 
Suppose that Ben Wade and Hale and everybody else were 
not giving their time night and day and burning out their lives 
in taking care of the safety of the Republic. Suppose it was 
passed in a Congress such as we have now, with alert men, the 
keen debaters, intent upon the subject. 

Suppose it was passed in that way. What then? Is a man to 
hold another man to a pledge about which he, the pledgee him- 
self, knew nothing at ali? Who has gone to the territory of 
Arizona because he read in the organic act that there were these 
peculiar words—this so-called “pledge?” Who has made any 
investments in the territory of Arizona because he had examined 
the organic acts of the territories of this country and then found 
that there was peculiar language in the Arizona act, and 
therefore there was a “ pledge” and he would go down there 
and invest and live? 

Is there a Senator here who will insult the intelligence of 
this body by insisting on that? Every one of us knows that the 
men who went to Arizona went there for human reasons, They 
went there because there were mines or other opportunities, 
or because there was a beautiful climate. They went there be- 
cause of wealth, they went there because of adventure, and they 
went there moved by all those motives that inspire human beings 
everywhere with action; but no man will dare to say that any- 
body went there or invested there because he had read about 
this so-called “ pledge,” and upon this pledge made up his mind 
to go and cast in his fortunes with this territory. 


SO-CALLED “ PLEDGE” NEVER HEARD OF UNTIL 1905. 

So, as.a matter of fact, this Congress is not bound in any 
way by a “pledge” which, first, is not legal, which, second, 
was the result of fraud, and which, in the third place, the peo- 
ple in the territory never knew anything about. It has been a 
year since I asked a man to be produced who would tell me—not 
make an oath, but simply state to me that he had gone down to 
Arizona because of this pledge, or that he had even ever heard 
of it; and the pledge was never heard of until the former Sen- 
ator from California, Mr. Bard, after a patient research of about 
two months, of which he told me, finally discovered it; and 
upon this discovery we have had built up a great moral obliga- 
tion to people who absolutely-knew nothing about it. 


PROPOSITION OF SEPARATE VOTER: NOT SEPARATE PEOPLES—ALL 
AMERICANS. 


Now, Mr. President, I come to the amendment of the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Foraker], the amendment based upon the prop- 
osition that these people are separate people, with separate 
origin, separate institutions, and separate destiny, and that 
therefore they ought to vote not at one general, common Amer- 
ican election like common fellow-American citizens, but, as I 
said in opening my remarks, to vote as though they were citi- 
zens of foreign nations. 

That is based, I believe, upon the idea that a territory is an 
“entity ;” that when it has a legislature and a governor and other 
territorial officers it becomes an entity“ which Congress can 
not interfere with except by the consent of the people of that 
territory, or its legislature, or in some way by its authority. 

Of course, Mr. President, that is the introduction of a new 
and advanced corollary of the old extreme doctrine of states’ 
rights. I believe that in the entire history of this country no- 
body has ever before suggested such a thing as territorial 
rights in the sense that the territories were entities like states 
having territorial rights which could not be interfered with. 
One brilliant Senator came near it once. One of the greatest in- 


tellects that ever graced American public life, fired by his ambi- 
tion to be on the winning side, Stephen A. Douglas, announced 
the principle of squatter sovereignty ; and that went down, Mr. 
President, not only in defeat before the ballots of the people, but 
in defeat upon the field of battle. That is the nearest that has 
ever been advanced to the idea that a territory is an entity and 
that it is beyond the power of Congress to interfere with it 
except with the consent of its people. 
TERRITORIAL “ ENTITY” A CONTRADICTION IN TERMS. 

Now, Mr. President, if this be true, if it is an “ entity,” if that is 
the reason they should vote separately, and not some other 
reason that I will examine in a moment, I wish to ask Senators 
this question. New Mexico was organized as a territory before 
and included Arizona. It had a full complement of territorial 
officers; it had a full legislature; and if a territory is ever an 
entity it was an entity. Yet in 1863 Congress split off Arizona 
from New Mexico, without consulting her legislature, her people, 
her governor, or considering her in any way. 

If a territory is an “entity” which Congress can not interfere 
with except by the consent of the people, then the act of 1863, 
establishing Arizona, is null and void, because that act destroyed 
an “entity.” How absurd! 

If a territory is an “ entity,” I wish to call the attention of the 
Senate to some significant facts. I asked the Senator from 
Colorado yesterday, and I will ask any other Senator the ques- 
tion, whether we have the power to take off one-third of New 
Mexico and add it to Arizona, and he said he did not question 
it; whether we have the power to cut off one-half of New Mexico 
and transfer it to Arizona, and he said he did not question it. 
If, then, we have the power to destroy two-thirds of an entity, 
why have we not authority to unite the two “entities?” If we 
have the power, without consulting the people, to divide one 
entity into two entities, as was done when New Mexico and 
Arizona were separated, why have we not the power to reunite 
those two entities into one, as this act proposes? 

SIMILAR INSTANCES CITED. 

Let me show what Congress has done. The territory of Utah 
was formed. It had its legislature; it was a full territory. So 
was the territory of Arizona formed. Utah had its full ter- 
ritorial government. Yet the Congress of the United States, 
without consulting the people of the territory, without consult- 
ing their legislature even, cut off an entire degree of longitude 
from the territory of Utah and added it to the state of Nevada. 

They asked the consent of the people of Nevada. Why? Be- 
cause Nevada is a state. They did not ask the consent of the 
people of Utah. Why? Because Utah was a territory in the 
United States. They asked the consent of one, because it was 
an entity. They did not ask the consent of the other, because 
it was not an entity. If the territory is not an entity, then 
what becomes of the theory that we must give the people living 
in separate territories separate rights of voting and not a com- 
mon right of yoting? 

Here is an old map of the territory of Arizona soon after 
its organization. It was duly organized and it was divided into 
counties. There is Piute County [indicating] and there is 
Mohave County. Those two counties at that time were em- 
braced in this portion of that territory [indicating]. Yet Con- 
gress, without consulting the people of those counties or the 
people of the territory or anybody clse, also added those coun- 
ties to Nevada. But they consulted the people of Nevada. 

I could go on all over this map. For example, a portion of 
Idaho was taken off and a portion of Utah was taken off again 
and added to the territory of Wyoming. Congress has three 
times taken territory from Utah and added it to Wyoming or 
Nevada or Colorado without consulting the people either of 
Wyoming or of Utah or Colorado, 

The Senator asked the other day whether or not an instance 
could be cited where two territories or portions of territories 
had been taken off without the consent of the people and united. 
Another Senator was debating, and I could not answer. But 
the history of our country is full of such instances, and this 
instance here is an example where territory was taken from 
two territories after a full organization and added to another 
without the consent of the territories from which the portions 
were taken or the consent of the territory to which it was 
added. - 

BOUNDARY LINES MOVED. 

Mr. President, take the case of Idaho. Idaho when admitted 
to the Union had a large portion of land up there [indicating 
on the map]. Congress made up its mind that that was not 
a proper boundary line, and therefore Congress established the 
present boundary line. Did they submit it to the people of 
Idaho whether they would accept it? No. But the question 


was submitted to the people in the remaining portion of the, 


territory of Idaho whether they would come in as a state, and 
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the people who were left out were not consulted at all as to 
whether they would be left out. 

So, Mr. President, not only the legal aspect of the case, not 
only the reasonable aspect of the case, but the historical aspect 
of the case absolutely settles that question. 

Let us take the boundary line in the organization of Utah at 
first. The boundary line was the line of the Rocky Mountains, to 
which I pointed yesterday and about which the senior Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] had some difficulty. It was organ- 
ized as a full territory. Later on the,territory of Colorado was 
organized. Then, without asking the consent of the people of 
the territory of Utah, or the consent of the people or the legis- 
lature of the territory of Colorado, all that portion of Utah 
where the line now runs, making one-half of the present state of 
Colorado, was taken from one and added to the other with- 
out the consent of the people of either territory or of their 
legislatures. 

And yet we are told that the language of the Constitution, 
that for territory or property belonging to the United States 
“ Congress has power to make all needful rules and regulations,” 
is obsolete. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator submits a number of cases 
where territory has been detached from a Territory and united 
to some other State or Territory. Has he discovered uny case 
where the entire entity has been wiped out by legislation with- 
out the consent of the people of the Territory? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Let me add that the Senator cites cases 
where territory has been taken away and not where the entire 
political entity has been destroyed, and it seems to me that 
it is very much like the difference between amputating a man’s 
toe and putting a knife into his heart. 

“TERRITORIAL ENTITY -A NEW DOCTRINE, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. On the entity question I have asked 
Senators time and again if we did not have the right, if we 
could take one-third and two-thirds of Arizona, to take the en- 
tire territory. A new, doctrine is proposed here, a doctrine that a 
territory is an “entity ”— in other words, that it is like a state, 
with which the Congress of the United States can not interfere. 

I say that in the making of the states, the Western states 
particularly, Congress has continually exercised this power. 
Take, for instance, the illustration of Oklahoma. Oklahoma, 
when it was first opened to settlement, was a yery small tract 
of land. The next year Congress gave it a territorial govern- 
ment, Did that make it an entity? A year or two afterwards 
some more land was added. That made the bizarre boundary 
line of the present territory. Was the land it inclosed an 
entity? If so, by what authority was the original entity en- 
larged without the consent of the entity itself? How could it 
be diminished without the consent of the entity itself? 

CAN FRAUD OR ACCIDENT DETELMINE STATEHOOD. 

We have taken land from the territory without its consent 
and added it to another without its consent, but never from 
a state. That is a difference between states and territories. 
States are indestructible entities with whose existence Con- 
gress can not interfere. Territories are property “ belonging to 
the United States“ over which the Government has absolute au- 
thority, and an authority which we have exercised even when 
affecting the most fundamental and sacred rights of citizens. 

Will Senators say, if it be true that Poston is correct and 
this boundary line was established by fraud, that an entity 
was created by fraud; that an entity which binds this Nation, 
which this Nation can not interfere with, was established by 
fraud? The entity of Oklahoma was established by accident, 
the accident of settlement and opening of lands for that pur- 
pose. Can it be said, therefore, that accident creates an entity 
which it is beyond the power of the Nation to interfere with; 
that a situation is created which binds this Nation for all time, 
which will help to govern this Nation for all time? 

WHAT PEOPLE SHALL BE CONSULTED? 

Now, that is the legal aspect.of this case. What is one of 
the practical aspects of the case? It is this:. Nobody questions 
the right of Congress to create states out of “territory be- 
longing to the United States.” Everybody concedes the right 
of Congress to do that without the consent of the people if it 
wishes. But the custom has grown up ef consulting the peo- 
ple. What people, Mr. President? Arr the people living within 
the boundaries of the proposed new state. But here is a propo- 
sition, not that all the people living within the boundaries of the 
new state shall settle their destiny, but that a majority of a 


small minority living in one portion of the proposed new state 
shall control the destiny of all. 

Mr. President, it looks remarkably fair, plausible, and even 
winning, to say, Let these people vote separately ; and some em- 
phasis is given to that by calling that method the “ referendum,” 
which is always an attractive phrase to every man who believes 
in progressive liberty. But this bill proposes the only true refer- 
endum. This bill submits the provisions of the bill itself to 
the people themselyes—to all the people. It does not merely 
say, Here is one proposition in the bill, vote on that alone and 
vote separately; but it says, Here are all the propositions in 
the bill—all of you vote on them at the same election, and not 
separately. 

SO CALLED “ REFERENDUM.” 

Mr. President, if it is right that a minority of the people 
living in one portion of the proposed state should control all the 
people living in the whole new state, will Senators tell me 
why it is that the people living in one of the counties of 
either one of the territories should not themselves vote sepa- 
rately? If you make a so-called “referendum” for the terri- 
tories separately, why do you not also do it for the counties 
separately? It is undeniable and undenied that certain counties 
of Arizona are in favor, and overwhelmingly in favor, of this 
joinder. If Arizona should vote alone, why should not a county 
vote alone? If the majority must control this political “ entity,” 
this county in Arizona, then why should not the majority of the 
whole new State control the minority in Arizona on the question 
of statehood, assuming that they were for it? Why do you 
make an “entity” in one instance and deny it in the other in- 
stance? 

Mr. President, is it right for Congress to say to a people liv- 
ing in a proposed new state, Here are the conditions upon which 
we invite you into the Union, but you shall not vote on it at 
one general election? It is not right; and so this bill fixes 
it that a majority of all the people shall control, not that a 
minority of the people living in one portion of the proposed new 
state shall control the will and destinies of the great majority 
living in the remainder of the state. 


NO FAIR ELECTION POSSIBLE IF TERRITORIES VOTE SEPARATELY. 

I showed yesterday that there are 21,000 voters in Arizona. 
There are, perhaps, between three and four hundred thousand 
white people in both the territories. So if you get by any 
means a little more than 10,000 votes in Arizona you control 
the present condition and the entire future destiny of 400,000 
people and their descendants. You propose to let 10,000 voters 
in one portion of this new state fix the relationship for all of 
the entire 400,000 to the remainder of the 80,000,000 people who 
live in this Republic. Does that look so fair as it looked when 
you said, Don't coerce them. Let them vote separately?“ 

Mr. President, there are also some other reasons why either 
one of the amendments offered to permit the people living in 
the so-called “entities” to vote separately is ill advised. That 
applies to both amendments, both to the one which proposes 
that the election for constitutional delegates, as provided in the 
bill, and that all the provisions of the biH shall be laid before 
the people separately ; and also the last amendment, which pro- 
vides not that the constitution itself, or the provisions of the 
bill, or that Congress’s proposal to these people shall be laid 
before them, but only that an abstract question, Will you be 
joined? shall be laid before them without reference to the con- 
ditions of joinder, and laid before them separately. 

The objections that I am going to point out of a practical 
nature are objections to both. There will be opposing this 
measure when it comes to a vote before the people in any form 
certain elements, notably in Arizona. I do not know that they 
are to be blamed for it. Perhaps it is merely human nature. 
Some of the same elements bitterly assailed the first part of the 
bill, when the Committee on Territories introduced it into the 
Senate, uniting Oklahoma and Indian territories. The politicians 
of those territories were a unit in fierce opposition to the bill. 

OFFICE SEEKERS AGAINST THE BILL. 

Now, that is true in Arizona, though not so much in New 
Mexico—already joint statehood is making progress in New 
Mexico as it did in Oklahoma and Indian territories. There 
will be simply twice as many offices to fill; there will be twice as 
many Senators to send, but not twice as many Representatives, 
because one side of the state has not enough people for one 
Representative now. There would be twice as many state 
offices and twice as many commissions. If I had time, I have 
here a Jong list of state offices and commissions in various 
states that I should like to read to the Senate. Therefore there 
would be twice as many places for ambitious gentlemen to fill 
if this bill should be defeated as there would be if the bil) were 
not defeated. 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3535 


So, Mr. President, if these territories were to vote separ- 
ately—if you do not get the combined vote of the whole people 
if you segregate the people or put them more and more in the 
power and under the influence of men who have personal ambi- 
tions to serve. Senators may get indignant at that, but that is 
the simple truth of human nature. 

CATTLE INTERESTS WILL OPPOSE BILL AND WHY. 

In the second place, it has appeared that the whole cattle 
industry of those territories will be organized against this 
measure. It is useless to say that they do not have influence 
upon their employees and other people, because they do. They 
are against it for a very excellent business reason, one which 
no doubt appeals to them as a perfectly proper reason, to wit: 
That the grazing lands now feeding and fattening their herds 
and from which they derive their wealth will largely be taken 
up by the school grants made by the bill for the benefit of the 
children of the people of that territory. 

TERRITORY RAILROADS WILL FIGHT BILL AND WHY. 

Mr. President, in the next place, the railroads of the territory 
will be absolutely against the bill. If the so-called“ referen- 
dum,” the false referendum, is submitted to the people, all the 
influence of the railroads in the territory of Arizona or that 
run through it will be against the bill. Let me read to you a 
list of roads in Arizona that pay absolutely no taxes. They are, 
under territorial laws, totally exempt from taxation. 


Date of ene 
0 ex- 
Name of road. - filing. ents 
Phoenix and Eastern Sept. 14, 1897 15 
Arizona and California. Sept. 12, 1903 10 
Prescott and Eastern. Sept. 14, 1897 

Arizona and U pr. 20, 1899 10 
Arizona Southern Sept. 14, 1891 20 
Santa Fe, Prescott and Phoenix . 30,1898 4 20 
Grand Canyon Sept. 14, 1897 15 
Bradshaw Mountain Aug. 16,1901 10 


* Exemption commencing with year 1891. 


This is under the territorial law. Perhaps it ought to be so, 
but this one thing is pretty sure. If you examine carefully into 
the history of that territory you will find that they will be ex- 
empted just as long as the proprietors of those railroads ask 
that they shall be exempted. 

I shall come in a moment, if time permits, to the report of 
Governor Kibbey upon the whole pitiful question of taxation in 
Arizona. I am not making statements outside of the record. I 
am making statements that are made with much greater vigor, 
with much greater positiveness, with much greater assurance 
by Governor Kibbey, of Arizona, himself. 

MINING INTERESTS WILL TRY TO DEFEAT BILL, AND WHY. 

In the third place, Mr. President, the mines of that terri- 
tory and the whole mining industry of that territory (and we 
have heard it repeatedly said that it is the greatest interest in 
the whole territory) will be against the bill when it comes be- 
fore the people, as they have been against the bill from the time 
it was proposed here two years and a half ago. I presented a 
statement yesterday to the Senate made before the House com- 
mittee, from the manager of the Copper Queen Mine, showing 
that that mine alone employs 10,000 people, most of them in 
Arizona, and that one-tenth of the entire population of Arizona 
is employed in that company’s enterprises. 

Now, let us see what the mining situation is. I hold in my 
hand the Copper Handbook. It is a standard authority upon the 
subject of copper production and copper mines in the United 
States and, I believe, in the world. I will read from it con- 
cerning three or four mines. On page 794 it appears that the 
United Verde mines produce and refine of pounds of copper, and 
I run down here—this is the last year—43,995,932 pounds. The 
net value of dividends paid was $4,495,932, in 1900. Its capital- 
ization upon those dividends at 5 per cent is $89,918,640, and 
yet it is assessed for taration at only $895,425, including its 
plant and machinery, and its plant and machinery alone are 
said to be worth $2,000,000 or $3,000,000. 

OUTPUT, VALUB, AND ASSESSMENTS OF ARIZONA COPPER MINES. 

Now, Mr. President, let us go to the Copper Queen. I have 
the report for several years, but I will give the last year’s pro- 
duction from the Copper Hand Book, page 884. Its production 
in 1904 was 58,605,000 pounds. The yalue at the current price of 
copper was $6,000,000. A capitalization of 5 per cent is $120,- 
000,000. Yet that mine is assessed for taxation at $56,513.50. 

The Calumet and Arizona Mining Company produced 31,634,- 
895 pounds of copper. Its value at the current price is $3,000,- 
000. Its capitalization at 5 per cent is $60,000,000. It pays 
taxes on $67,719, 


I have here a long list of the last year where there is data 
(1904) and the assessed valuation for the last year—1905. 
Perhaps I had better put them in as a table. They are all 
authentic; they are not on rumor. They are taken from stand- 
ard authority and from the records of taxation. 

REAL VALUE AND ASSESSED VALUE OF ARIZONA MINING PROPERTIES.® 


Value if cap-| 


Net value 3 Value as as- 
Name. 9 annual | italized at 5 sessed for 
refined cop- per cent of 
per). dividends. output. tion. 
United Verde Mines. 43,995, 982 498,680 | $80,973,600 | $895, 425.00 
C r Queen Mining , u, 
— — 58, 605, 000 6,000,000 | 120, 000, 000 56,513. 50 
Calumet and Arizona 
Copper Co 81,634, 895 8,000,000 | 60,000,000 67,719.00 
Imperial Copper Co .... 3,030, 682 800,000 6,000, 000 75, 000. 00 


a Stevens's Handbook on Copper. 


Of course, Mr. President, these are not all even of the larger of 
the copper mines of Arizona. There are many others, but the 
above -will do as illustration. As I have said, this does not 
include the gold mines, for which I have not been able to find 
any standard authority. But this undertaxation, or rather 
failure of taxation, applies to all the mining interests of the 
territory. In other words, while the mining companies are 
taking from Arizona its chief source of wealth they are not 
helping to bear their just share of the burdens of taxation. 

I ought to repeat again that the above estimate of their value 
is merely a calculation based upon their actual annual prod- 
ucts; and these estimates are much below what common re- 
port says the value of these mines is. For example, it is the 
universal belief, sustained by the opinion of well-informed men, 
that the United Verde mine is worth $150,000,000; yet, as I 
have shown, it pays taxes on less than $1,000,000; that the 
Copper Queen mine, with its associate properties, is worth 
$200,000,000, and so on. 

GOLD MINES AND TOTAL MINING OUTPUT AND ASSESSMENTS. 

It is also common report that the Congress gold mine is 
worth, at a low estimate, $5,000,000; but of course I can not 
give that authoritatively or even as an estimate, yet the Con- 
gress mine is assessed for taxation at only about $112,000. 
The Congress mine is a gold mine, and this proportion is true of 
other gold mines of the territory. 

For several years last past the bullion production of Arizona 
has almost equaled the entire tax return of the Territory. Last 
year the bullion production of Arizona, including copper and 
other metals, amounted to about $43,000,000. That was almost 
as much as the entire tax returns, which was put at about 
forty-eight millions. In the entire tax returns of Arizona all 
the property in the whole territory was put in at about only 
$48,000,000. 

Governor Kibbey, in desperation, endeavored to get the mines 
taxed at something like a reasonable figure and had to remove 
arbitrarily one of the members of the board of equalization in 
order to have that done. The board then raised the tax returns 
of the territory up to $57,000,000, the raise being almost entirely 
upon mining property, but the supreme court of the territory, to 
which the question was carried by the mine owners, reversed 
the action of the board of equalization and reduced the tax 
assessment of the territory back to forty-eight millions, 
PROPERTY AND TAXATION IN TERRITORIES; PEOPLE OPPOSED, 

TIONS ESCAPE. 

It is said on reliable authority that Arizona possesses, sub- 
jects of taxation, more than $400,000,000 worth of property, 
and yet returns less than fifty millions’ worth on the tax list. 
The railroads are worth about $70,000,000 and are returned for 
less than seven millions. In New Mexico, at a moderate valua- 
tion, the property of the territory has been calculated to be of 
a value of $350,000,000, yet but forty millions are on the tax 
list. The railroads in New Mexico are valued by the Secretary 
of the Interior at $90,000,000, but are on the tax rolls at eight 
and one-half millions. 

I can not tell what the gold mines are worth because I have 
not a gold-mine handbook. I do not know the value of the 
Tombstone mines and Congress mine, but this is true all over 
the country. That is the condition which Governor Kibbey at- 
tacks so bitterly, because the people themselves are beginning 
to complain of the conditions that exist there. 

OUTPUT TAX ON MINE PRODUCTS, LIKE THAT OF MINING STATES, 
DEFEATED IN ARIZONA. 

Mr. President, for years down there—and I speak again by the 
record—there has been an attempt to have an output tax on the 
product of the mines, but it has never succeeded. I have a letter 
here, which I find I am not going to have time to read, from a 
man of eminence and authority and reliability in that territory, 
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who tells me how it was defeated the last time in the legislature. 
Please remember that in these two territories the upper ‘house 
consists of only twelve members, and seven are a majority. 

Now, Mr: President, in the state of Montana, in the state of 
Nevada, in the state of Colorado, and nearly every mining state 
there is an output-tax law which does not oppress the mine 
owners. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I would not oppress them any more than 
I would excuse them from paying their just share of the taxes. 
I will hear the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. CARTER. The Senator is dealing with a very interest- 
ing question in all the world—that is, the question of taxation. 
To the end that he may advise the Senate as to the basis of 
mining operations, I wish to make a brief explanation. In the 
state of Colorado—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator is to take a long time, I 
will ask unanimous consent that it be not taken out of my time, 
as I am limited now. 

Mr. CARTER. I will take less than two minutes, if the Sen- 
ator will yield. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. All right. 

Mr. CARTER. In all the mining states the mines are as- 
sessed at the Government price of the land primarily—that is, 
$5 per acre is the valuation. The assessments upon the output 
are properly attached to the net, and not the gross. We have 
mines in the Rocky Mountain country yielding millions of dollars 
per annum and yet being run at a loss. Therefore I suggest to 
the Senator, in the course of his analyses, that he differentiate 
between the gross and the net income, because if the gross in- 
come of the mine should be assessed all the mining ventures of 
the country would be ruined by taxation. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Nobody claims anything different, but 
does not the Senator think that the mining law upon the net 
output in his own state is a good law, that the one in California 
is, that the one in Colorado is, and those in other states are? 
Nobody insists upon anybody else paying more taxes than he 
ought, but everybody insists that he ought to pay as much as 
he should. I have not a bit of objection to wealth in any form; 
but I do not want it to escape its just burdens any more than I 
would eyer consent that any unjust burdens should be laid upon 
it. I would fight as earnestly to defend any form of capital 
engaged in honest enterprise from unjust assaults upon it, which 
would make it pay more than its fair share of the public bur- 
dens, just as much as I would insist that it should pay its full 
share. : 

RAILROADS WOULD PAY MORE TAXES UNDER JOINT STATEHOOD. 

Now, Mr. President, in the case of the Santa Fe road, we, of 
course, all know that there is a flat rate of $175 a mile. I have 
figures, which I intend to present, as to the mortgage indebted- 
ness of that road, the basis upon which modern states make up 
their tax returns, which show that it ought to pay vastly- more 
and that this $175 is little less than robbery of the people. If 
they paid their just taxes, all the roads of the territories would 
have to pay, perhaps, $2,000,000 a year, under a state govern- 
ment, more than they pay now. 

The question will be put, If that is true under a territorial 
government, would it not be true under a state government? If 
they have influence upon their laborers under a territorial 
government, will they not have the same influence under a 
state government? Yes; if it is a single state. And so we 
see that the very men who three years ago were most earnestly 
urging the admission of Arizona as a separate state, are now 
resisting its admission as a joint state, and, in some instances, 
declaring that they do not want it to be a state at all. Some 
of the men who three years ago were insisting to me that Ari- 
zona ought to be made a state by itself have for the last three 
months been insisting to me that it ought not to be made a state 


at all. 


JOINT STATEHOOD CORRECTS UNJUST TAXATION. 

If, on the other hand, the question is put to me: Well, if that 
is true of the single state, how will it be remedied by making a 
double state? I answer, this is how it will be remedied: 
There is a great deal of difference between 400,000 people en- 
gaged in various industries, interwoven with each other, and 
scattered over a vast area of country, than when there are a 
few people congested in small towns and depending upon one 
industry. Where one industry dominates a community, it is 


easy for that industry to influence elections; but when you scat- 
ter 400,000 people over a territory where it is not easy to reach 
them, where some are grazers, where some are agriculturists, 
where some are miners, where some are lumbermen, where some 
are engaged in other industries, where they are not very ac- 
cessible, as is the case in Texas, you find them less subject to 
the influence of any interest or industry. That is plain on the 
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face of it. So it happens, Mr. President, that in the case of the 
state of Texas, it is perhaps the best governed state in this 
Union in respect to its control of its industrial affairs. 

Therefore, it is not fair to submit this proposition to a vote of 
the people of each territory, because they would be subject to the 
earnest efforts of the most powerful interests in that territory, 
and among them are the most powerful interests in all this 
country. That is not what produces a fair election. The mam- 
moth mining interests in Arizona, taking hundreds of millions 
from the territory and paying little tages; the mighty railroad 
interests paying scarcely any tares; the cattle and lumber inter- 
ests; the politicians, and every element that influences elections, 
will do all they can to influence the necessary 10,000 votes in 
Arizona against joint statehood. And so no fair election could 
be had. Of course I am speaking always of proper influencing. 

SEPARATE ELECTION ON ABSTRACT QUESTION NO ELECTION AT ALL. 

But suppose that that were not true. The last amendment 
offered by the Senator from Ohio was not drawn by the Senator, 
as he said the other day. I know perfectly well by whom it was 
drawn. But no matter; the question is, What is the effect of 
that? It is not necessary to go into a question of what the pur- 
pose is; the question is, What is the effect of the amendment 
which the Senator last presented? 

Last year this proposition was that when this constitution 
was submitted to the people, when they elected delegates to a 
constitutional convention—in other words, when the provisions 
of this bill, when the conditions upon which Congress made its 
invitation to them to come into the Union were presented to 
them—that they should vote separately. That was the propo- 
sition then. Now the proposition is, not that they shall do that, 
not that they shall vote for delegates to a constitutional conven- 
tion, not that they shall consider the propositions of this bill, 
but that at a special election, held before the other elections, 
they shall vote upon the sole, abstract proposition, Shall we be 
joined? and that upon that they shall vote as if they are sepa- 
rate peoples. 

How would such a plan get anybody to the polls, except those 
whom certain men wanted to get to the polls? It has no human 
elements to get people out to vote. Nearly every man in this 
Chamber, or all the men in this Chamber, have had practical 
experience in politics, and we know that it takes the machinery 
of the party; we know that it takes all the enthusiasm of can- 
didates upon opposite tickets, contending for the mastery; we 
know that it takes literature and everything else to finally get 
votes to the polls, even in our most earnest state and Presiden- 
tial elections. But where a mere abstract proposition is pre- 
sented to the people, without any of the human elements that 
ordinarily accompany an election, how is it to be expected that 
people in the short space that will be given by this amendment 
will ever get to the polls? They will not. We know perfectly 
well they will not. 

LET THE PEOPLE vorn ON THE BILL ITSELF; DO NOT TRY TO KEEP THE 
CONDITIONS OF THE BILL FROM THR PEOPLE. 

No such proposition was ever before submitted—and I have 
looked the matter up—since this Government was founded. 
When we were proposing to admit other territories as states 
the question never has been put to the people, Will you come in 
as a state? Always there was an enabling act passed, or the 
people passed upon a constitution which they themselves had 
drawn. Always they were considering, not only the abstract 
question as to whether they would come in as a state, but also 
the grounds, the conditions, and the provisions under which 
they were to come in as a state. Why is an exception now 
made? Why is a mere abstract proposition put to them while 
the benefits of the bill and its defects are not to be considered 
or presented to the people? 

Now, how are those people to get to the polls? That is an- 
other thing of practical importance. This election is put so 
that it will surely fall just in the hot season. It appears 
by the testimony taken before the committee that at that time 
nearly half of the people of Arizona—all the people in prosper- 
ous circumstances—are away at the seashore over near Los 
Angeles or San Diego, or some place of that kind; and a great 
many of the people of New Mexico go away also. So that here 
are practical difficulties in the way of the proposed amendment. 

No matter what the intention was—and the Senator's inten- 
tion in introducing the amendment was of the highest and best; 
I say nothing about the intention of the men who drew it—Mr. 
Hurd and Mr. Goodrich—but the fact is undeniable that the 
news of this election would not get to half the people of those 
territories, and in New Mexico, in my judgment, not to a third 


of them. 
THE PLAN WILL DEFEAT ANY REAL ELECTION. 
We are presenting here a grave question which is to affect 
the whole American people, and yet it is not only proposed that 
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the people shall vote separately, as if they were “entitles ”— 
something never heard of before in the whole history of the 
American Republic—but it is actually proposed that they shall 
vote upon an abstract proposition of which they will know noth- 
ing. How will they know it? There will be no political parties 
to present it to them; there will be no candidates to present it 
to them; there will be none of the usual machinery by which 
issues get to the people. 
ARIZONA THE GREAT A FUTURE CERTAINTY. 

Now, Mr. President, I have about concluded. Twice this 
measure has come to us from the House of Representatives, the 
direct agents of the American people. Your Committee on Ter- 
ritories are rejoiced to find that that portion of the bill reuniting 
Oklahoma and Indian territory which three years ago we re- 
ported amidst such a cannonade of disfavor has now won such 
general acceptance. We believed then, Mr. President, that it 
would win, and it did win, over politicians and interests—won 
the approval of the people and Congress and the Nation; and 
just as surely as we then believed joint statehood for these two 
territories would win, we now believe that immediately or 
ultimately there will come the triumph of that portion of the 
bill reuniting New Mexico and Arizona about which now the 
battle rages. 

The thought has been planted in the minds of the people; the 
cause has been started, and no power on earth can ever per- 
manently turn back the wheels of a cause. No, Mr. President, 
it may be defeated now; but if it should be, it will confront us 
again next year with greater power, like another Antæus, gath- 
ering additional strength with every fresh overthrow. 

Finally, Mr. President, when the greater Arizona of this bill 
shall have had statehood conferred upon it, every Senator who 
by his vote helps to bring about that blessed and happy consum- 
mation will be prouder of that vote than of any act of his entire 
Senatorial life. Yes, Mr. President, statehood for Arizona and 
New Mexico reunited is inevitable, now or soon; and when 
finally this Arizona the Great shall take its place among the 
“seats of the mighty,” with its grand resources, its splendid 
people, its glorious and ever brightening destiny, it will be 
forever one of the noblest of the American states. 

THE PROGRESS OF A CAUSE. 

As joint statehood for Oklahoma and Indian Territory won its 
way against interests and influences and machines, so, ulti- 
mately, joint statehood for Arizona and New Mexico will win 
its way in spite of like interests and influences. The committee 
of which I am chairman originated the idea of joint statehood 
for Oklahoma and Indian territory. Everybody says every- 
body is for that part of the bill now. Yes, Mr. Fresident, I 
have observed that it is easy to be for a measure after it has 
won. But when the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], 
on behalf of our committee, reported the bill to unite Oklahoma 
and Indian Territory three years ago nobody was for it. It 
was resisted with a fierceness that made men gasp—resisted by 
some who now say that “ everybody is for it.” 

So, Mr. President, will it finally be with joint statehood for 
New Mexico and Arizona; so will it finally be with Arizona the 
Great. For remember, you who now resist, that the thought, the 
idea, has been planted in the minds of the people and you can 
not prevent its growth. You fight the very processes of nature, 
and in the end you can not win. You can not stifle an idea by 
preventing the people from voting on it. The interests in those 
Territories may succeed for a time, but the people will succeed 
in the final reckoning; and Arizona the Great will break her 
chains and rise in her majesty and strength to protect and bless 


her children. 
ORIGIN OF ARIZONA THE GREAT. 

The idea of Arizona the Great—of joint statehood for Arizona 
and New Mexico—like most great measures of statesmanship, 
did not originate with any one mind. No! Like most great 
measures of statesmanship, it was the composite result of the 
thought of many minds, and those the ablest minds in the legis- 
lative world—the oldest, wisest, most experienced men in legis- 
lative life. The Committee on Territories accepted it, and every 
hour of our almost constant study of this measure for the last 
two years has strengthened our belief and conyiction in its 
wisdom and in its justice. 

What more, Mr. President! This—it has come to us, not once 
but twice, from the House, which, I repeat, is the direct agent of 
the American people. Twice it has had the approval of the 
most popular President who has sat in the seat of Washington 
since Washington’s day—the last time with the emphasis of a 
formal and emphatic recommendation in his message—and now 
it has grown into a great national policy, and that policy is just 
as sure of realization in the end as the progress of the Republic 
itself. ; 
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THE GOOD_OF THE NATION. 

For a long time the Committee on Territories has borne the 
battle, in the front of which circumstances have placed us. 
We have borne it with patience and fortitude and courage and 
an increasing pleasure, born of our faith in its wisdom and in its 
righteousness. Always in considering it we have thought of the 
nation and what was just to and best for it; we have thought of 
the whole American people and what was just to and best for 
them; aye, and we have thought of the people of the territories 
themselves and what was best and just for them. For, Mr. 
President, every member of the Committee on Territories is the 
earnest friend of the people of these territories and holds the 
people of these territories in his heart’s affections as dear as 
the people of the states who send us here. 

Ah, Mr. President, we heard much said about sectionalism, 
about rivers and mountains separating the American people 
into sections. The American spirit is not divided by mountains; 
it is not divided by rivers or divided by lakes; but that spirit 
of American brotherhood which bids every American, wher- 
ever he may be, to be the friend and brother of every other 
American, exists all through the Republic, and that is the spirit 
which inspires the Committee on Territories. 

Mr. President, thinking of the nation and its good, we ap- 
prove this bill; thinking of the nation and its good, we ask this 
Senate to ratify this measure as recommended by the most. 
typical of American Presidents and as it came to us twice from 
the House of Representatives, that body which, in our scheme 
of government, is the direct and immediate representative of 
the people. [Applause in the galleries.] 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that applause 
is not permitted in the galleries under the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, it is only two or three min- 
utes till the Senate must adjourn, but I take the floor in order 
that when the debate under the ten-minute rule begins I may 
have an opportunity to address the Senate. I will make a mo- 
tion to adjourn now, or a minute later, just as Senators may 
prefer. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to call the Senator’s attention to 
the fact that debate under the ten-minute rule begins after the 
morning business, not at 12 o'clock. 

Mr. FORAKER. I understand that it begins after the morn- 
ing business, but I want to say a word, however, so that I may 
be started in the remarks which I desire to submit. 

If there be anything unusual in the amendment I haye 
offered and upon which the Senator from Indiana has been 
speaking, it is due to the fact that the proposition which the 
Senator advocates is itself unusual. Never before in the his- 
tory of this Government, from the time our Constitution was 
adopted down until this moment, has there been a proposition 
made in the creation of a new State to join together two Ter- 
ritories without regard to whether they desired to be joined; 
and, Mr. President, never before in the history of this Govern- 
ment down until this moment has a proposition been presented 
in Congress to admit to statehood in this Union a Territory 
that had not first applied for admission. 

Of those propositions I will speak when I again get the 
floor. It is time now for me to make the motion that has been 
suggested, and I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate adjourned until 
to-morrow, Friday, March 9, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Tuurspay, March 8, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry D. Coupen, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap- 
proved. 

COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION, 

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the immediate consideration of Senate con- 
current resolution No. 14. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks for 
the present consideration of the Senate concurrent resolution No. 
14, from the Speaker's table, which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of i, Slog gy concurring) 
That the Secretary of the Senate be authorized in the enrollment of 
the bill (S. 4229) “to authorize the sale and disposition of surplus or 
unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Reservation, in the 
State of Washington, and for other pur to change the words 
“section seven " to “ section six" where they occur in line 40, page 3, 
of the enrolled bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 


There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the concur- 
rent resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 


CONSULATES IN THE ORIENT. 


Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I am instructed 
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs to report House resolution 
No. 348, with amendment, which the committee recommends be 
adopted as amended. ' 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and is hereby, directed to 
send to the House of Representatives, for its information. pees made 
to the 8 of State, or to the President of the Uni States, by 
Herbert H. D. Peirce, Third Assistant Secretary of State, as a result of 
his inspection of United States consulates in the Orient, and especially 
in Shanghai and In other Chinese cities, 

The amendment recommended by the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs was read by the Clerk, as follows: 

In line 2 strike out the word “ directed” and insert the words re- 
quested, if not incompatible with the public welfare.” 

oe SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
men 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion as amended, 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 


WESTERN JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TEXAS. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 6977, with Senate amendment, 
of which the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

An act to create a new division of the western judicial district of 
Texas and to provide for terms of court at Del Rio, Tex., and for a 
clerk for said court, and for other purposes. 

The Senate amendments were also read. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The question was taken, and the Senate amendments were 
agreed to. 

SPECIAL EMPLOYEES. 


Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I move to reconsider the vote by 
which House resolution No. 145 was passed. 

3 TALBOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move to lay that motion on 
table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia moves 
to reconsider the vote by which House resolution No. 145 was 
passed. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The resolution was read, as follows: 


House resolution 145. 

Resolved, That hereafter Arthur Lucas, L. W. Pulles, Robert Coates, 
and Albert Scott, “ cloak-room men” in charge of the Republican and 
Democratic cloak rooms, House of Representatives, shall be classified 
as sna laborers and. their compensa’ shall be at the rate of $840 

` r annum, 

Pe enoi; That the Clerk of the House of Representatives is hereby 
authorized and directed to ie of the contingent fund of the 
House, to Arthur Lucas, L. W. les, Robert Coates, and Albert Scott, 
respectively, the difference between their pay as “cloak-room men,” at 
the rate of $60 per month, and the rate of $70 per month each as 
skilled laborers during the remainder of the present Congress, and the 
Committee on Appropriations is hereby authorized to provide, in one 
of the general appropriation bills, for said increase from and after the 
adjournment of the first session of the Fifty-ninth Congress. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia en- 
tered a motion to reconsider the vote by which the resolution 
was agreed to. He now calls up that motion, and the gentle- 
man from Maryland moves to lay the motion to reconsider on 
the table. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is in doubt; but it seems to the 
Chair that the noes have it. 

Mr. TALBOTT. Division! 

The affirmative yote was counted. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, can we not have the question 
again stated? 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Chair will again 
state the question. The gentleman from West Virginia entered 
a motion some days ago, under the rule, to reconsider the vote 
by which the resolution which was reported at the Clerk’s desk 
was agreed to by the House. He calls up that motion to recon- 
sider for disposition this morning, and the gentleman from 
Maryland moves to lay that motion upon the table. 

Mr. FULLER. And the vote to lay it on the table approves 
the resolution as adopted? 

The SPEAKER. It will stand as agreed to. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, can not some arrangement be 
made by unanimous consent for ten minutes’ debate to explain 


this resolution? I ask unanimous consent that there be ten 
minutes on a side given to explain the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that there be ten minutes’ debate before the motion to 
lay on the table is submitted. Is there objection? 

Mr. TALBOTT, Regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland demands 
the regular order. 

The negative vote was taken. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, let me change my 
vote. 

The SPEAKER. Itis so close, the Chair will ask the House 
to divide again. 

The House again divided; and there were—ayes 96, noes 41. 

So the motion to lay the motion to reconsider on the table 
was agreed to. 

ST. ELIZABETH’S INSANE ASYLUM. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the following bill: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15643) to authorize the board of visitors of the Govern- 
ment Hospital for the Insane to summon and examine witnesses under 


oath, and making it a misdemeanor for any such witness to refuse 
to attend or tes or produce books and papers when summoned. 
Be it enacted, etc., That the board of visitors of the Government Hos- 
prar for the Insane shall, as a part of the supervision now required of 
em by law, have power to e such public investigations from time 


to time as shall, in their judgment, be necessary for the ascertainment 
and correction of abuses and for the pem well-being of the patients 
and the efficient and economical administration of the hospi in all 


its branches; and to that end the board of visitors are Moraig empow- 
ered t wi oath to 


be administered by the secretary of the board or any member thereof; 
and any witness who shall knowingly and willfully swear falsely as to 
any matter involved in any such investigation shall be deemed guilty 
ot perjury, as defined by section 5392 of the Revised Statutes of the 
U: States, and on conyiction thereof shall be punished as prescribed 
by said section; and any witness who shall refuse to attend any such 
investigation in obedience to a summons signed by the secretary of 
the board of visitors, or any member thereof, or who, being in attend- 
ance, shall refuse to testify or to produce any books or papers relating 
to any matter under inves tion shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor, and on conviction thereof shall be punished a fine not ex- 
ceeding $500 or by im t for not more than sixty days, or by 
both; and the fees and allowances of such witnesses shall be the same 


of the 


attend or testify or produce books or papers it shall be the duty of 
the board of visitors to certify such refusal to the district attorney for 
the District of Columbia, whose duty it shall be to bring the matter 
before the grand jury for their action, and if an indictment be found 
he shall prosecute the same with expedition. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ect——_ 

l Mr. GROSVENOR. If I can have order I will explain the 
bill. Mr. Speaker, the bill comes from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, with a unanimous report in its favor. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Reserving the right to object, I desire to ask 
the gentleman some questions. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I will state first what the purpose of the 
bill is in a very few words, if the gentleman desires. Some 
days ago a very severe attack was made upon the management 
of the lunatic asylum over on the other side of the river, and a 
publication made in the newspapers, and made in the form of 
a pamphlet, which appears emanated from some medico so- 
ciety—I do not know what it was—and thereupon the board of 
visitors, which corresponds to our board of trustees of beneyo- 
lent institutions generally, undertook to ascertain what there 
was is the charges that were published; and they requested 
these people to come forward and testify. They notified them, 
but they would not come; they utterly refused to come and 
bring the papers or anything of the kind. Thereupon the board 
of visitors procured the district attorney to draw up this bill, and 
the bill was brought here to introduce. I have no possible in- 
terest in it, and if the gentleman from Alabama is opposed to 
the bill, the bill can be withdrawn without a word. Some of the 
witnesses are disappearing and the evidence is being gotten rid 
of, and the board is anxious to proceed as rapidly as possible 
and try to ascertain whether there is anything wrong in that 
institution. 

Mr. CLAYTON. 
been printed? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. No. 

Mr. CLAYTON. I think the report ought to be printed and 
before us so that the House may have some information. As 
the House knows, very infrequently a matter comes from a com- 
mittee upon an ex parte representation, on an examination 
which was not full and complete; and in this case I am inclined 


The report of the committee has not yet 
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to the opinion that as a thorough investigation into the merits 
of this bill ought to be made, and at any rate the report ought to 
be printed, and therefore I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama objects. 

Mr. GROSVENOR.” I withdraw the bill, and so far as I am 
concerned it will neyer come up again. 


INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILI. 


Mr. SHERMAN. I moye that the House resolye itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the further consideration of the Indian appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 15331, the Indian appropriation bill, 
with Mr. CURRIER in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk (proceeding with the reading of the bill) read as 
follows: 85 

That no part of the moneys herein 1 for fulfilling treaty 
stipulations shall be available or expended unless expended without re- 


mre to the attendance of any beneficiary at any school other than a 
zoverument school. 


Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amend- 
ment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by adding at the end of line 17, page 2, the following: 

“ Provided, That in the administration and disbursement of funds 
held in trust for the Indian tribes by the United States that part of 
the act of June 7, 1897 (30 N 79), which provides and it 
is hereby declared to be the settled policy of the Government to 
hereafter make no appropriation Whatever for education in any sec- 
tarian school,’ shall apply to any trust fund or interest thereon held 
by this Government for the benefit of any Indian tribes by the United 
States, and no such trust funds nor any moneys appropriated by Con- 
gress shall be expended or used for the education or support of Indian 
children in any sectarian or denominational school.” 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order 
against that amendment that it is clearly legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chiar will hear the gentleman from 
Texas on the point of order. E 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to say that this is only a 
limitation on this appropriátion and it construes existing law. 
The law in question is the act of Congress approved June 10, 
1896, providing as follows: 

And it is hereby declared to be the settled policy of the Government 


to hereafter make no appropriation whatever for education in any 
sectarian schools. 


The reason of this amendment is that recently the Govern- 
ment, in violation of this law, in my judgment, has used $102,000 
of trust funds belonging to the Indians, a fund in the Treasury 
of the United States to the credit of the Indians, and out of that 
$102,000 the sum of $98,000 went to the Catholic Church and 
$4,000 to the Lutheran Chureh. In my judgment this is a viola- 
tion of the act that I have just read. 

In the pending bill we find the provision which has just been 
read by the Clerk. It is as follows: 

That no part of the moneys herein appropriated for fulfilling these 
stipulations shall be available or expended unless expended without 


regard to the attendance of any beneficiary at any school other than a 
Government school. 


It is difficult to understand the exact meaning of this lan- 
guage, but I do know that under this language trust funds be- 
longing to the Indians have been used; and this being so, the 
appropriations that we are now making should be limited and 
defined. We have a plain provision of law here reciting that 
since 1896 it has been the settled policy of this Government to 
make no appropriation whatever for education in any sectarian 
school. Now, these funds are used by the President, or through 
his direction, as I understand, for sectarian schools, and I de- 
sire to limit this bill so as to prevent the use of these trust 
funds, which in my judgment is unlawful. That is the object 
of offering this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I offer is only declaratory of 
the law as it is now, and I believe that when the Secretary of 
the Interior pays out or permits these trust funds to be paid 
out to sectarian schools the act of Congress approved June 10, 
1896, which provides as follows— 

And it is hereby declared to be the settled policy of the Government 
to hereafter make no appropriation whatever for education in any 
sectarian school. 
has been plainly violated, and my amendment would only carry 
out the policy of this law and prevent the use of these Indian 
trust funds to support sectarian schools. The following pro- 
tests from missionaries to the Indians, the Indian Rights Asso- 
ciation, and other well-known men fully set forth the reasons 
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why these trust funds should not be used in sectarian schools. 
These protests are as follows, viz: 
DECEMBER 9, 1905. 


The undersigned, whose occupations are given after their names, 
hereby most 1 respectfully present their petition against 
the use of Indian tribal funds of — 2 kind whatsoever, by contract or 
otherwise, for the purpose of conducting denominational schools: 

First. ause petitions for contracts, purporting to be signed b; 
Indians, are generally obtained by misunderstanding, if not by fraud. 
Everyone who resides in the Indian country knows this to be the fact. 

Second. Because such action will engender 3 and strife in the 
Indian country between heathen Indians and Christian Indians and 
between different denominations of Christians. 

Third. Because all the religious bodies in the country, with the ex- 
ception of one or two, have formally expressed their disapprobation of 
such contracts, on the ground that such contracts were contrary to 
the spirit of our institutions and the mind of the American people. 
These religious bodies could not consistently ask for such contracts, 
and it would be contrary to the spirit of our Government to show 
favoritism to the one or two religious bodies who would be willing 
to seek such pecuniary favors. 

William H. Hare, for over thirty-two years missionary 
bishop of the Episcopal Church among the Indians 
of South Dakota; Wm. J. Cleveland, for over thirty- 

two years a missionary of the Episcopal Church 
among the Indians of South Dakota; Isaac H. Tur- 
tle, an Indian, for twenty-two hg a missionary 
of the Episcopal Church among the Indians; Josep 
Marshall, an Indian, for ten years a missionary of 
the Episcopal Church among the Indians; Percy I. 
Phillips, an Indian, for six years a missionary of the 
Episcopal Church among the Indians; Aaron B. 
Clark, for sixteen years a missionary of the Episco- 
pal Church among the Indians; Dallas Shaw, an In- 
ian, for seven years a missionary of the Episcopal 
Church among the Indians; Amos Ross, an Indian 
clergyman, for twenty-seven pons a e of 
the Episcopal Church among the Indians; John Rob- 
inson, for over thirty-three years a missionary of the 
Bacon! Church among the Indians; Victor Ren- 
ville, an Indian, for ten years a missionary of the 
Episcopal Church among the Indians; John Flock- 
hart, for three hag td a missionary of the Episcopal 
Church among the Indians; Joseph Goodteacher, an 
Indian, for seven years a missionary of the sytney oo 
Church among the Indians; B. P. Lambert, an In 
dian. for twelve years a 1 of the Episco- 
pal Church among the Indians; William Holmes, an 
ndian, for twelve years a missionary of the Epis- 
copal Church among the Indians. 


AGENCY OF THE INDIAN RIGHTS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 27, 1906. 
Hon. Jonx H. STEPHENS, 
House of Representatives. 

Sir: The honorable Commissioner of Indian Affairs holds that— 

“Indian trust funds consist of money belonging to the Indian tribes, 
derived from the purchase or sale of their lands and held in the Treas- 
ury of the United States as trustee, in which they have the vested right 
and on which interest accrues by operation of law.” 

Treaty funds may be denominated those funds the principal of which 
is not deposited in the Treasury and for which an annual appropria- 
tion is made. The annual report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
(1904 p 535) shows the agi ate of Indian trust funds held by the 
United States to be $35,690,878.46, the annual interest thereon amount- 
ing to $1,762,412.16. 

In Seah en f out the authority granted by the President's letter of 
February 3, 1905, it was decided that the expenses incurred for main- 
taining Government schools should first bè deducted from the aggre- 
gate of tribal funds applicable therefor and a pro rata division struck 
ef the balance, such shares to be available for denominational schools 
if desired by individual Indians. Objection being made to this plan, it 
was finally determined to permit of such pro rata division of the whole 
fund, so that now whatever portion of the trust funds is used for sup- 
port of the Government schools it will be taken out of the balance re- 
maining of such trust funds after deducting 3 rata shares of the 
Indians who desire that their funds may be u for a certain denom- 
inational school. Since the schools provided by the Government for In- 
dians can with propriety be likened to public schools, it will be seen 
that the present plan is antagonistic to the principle involved in our 
public school system, which paitre that the whole population should 
contribute to the support of such schools. 

The plan determined upon works a hardship upon those Indians enti- 
titled to share in the trust funds who are content to have their children 
educated in the Government schools, by reason of their bearing the full 
burden of expense deducted from the trust fund, which is thus borne by 
a porton of the tribe instead of the whole membership. 

‘he burden of the Indians patronizing the Government schools is fur- 
ther increased from the fact that the children heretofore attending the 
denominational schools were supported wholly by the particular denomi- 
nation gorua such schools, while now these schools will receive for 
this class of pupils a pro rata share of tribal funds. 

As has been tersely stated by Rey. Lyman Abbott in the Outlook, this 
is “a policy which is un-American, which is in direct contravention of 
the constitutional provisions of many of our States, which violates the 
spirit of the Constitution of the United States, and introduces sectarian 
strife among the Indians by setting Protestant and Roman Catholic 
Indians signing antogonistic petitions.” 

Many of the Indians are objecting to the 
shares before the expenses for continuing 
taken out of the tribal funds. : 

Whether or not the same poies will be continued after the present 
fiscal year is uncertain. In the meantime Congress should take decisive 
action and settle the controversy. 

Very truly, 


pan of deducting pro rata 
e Government schools is 


S. M. BROSIUS, 
Agent Indian Rights Association. 


At a meeting of the Committee on Indian Afairs, United States Sen- 
ate, during the past year, 8. M, Brosius, agent of the Indian Rights As- 
sociation, said : 

“A statement has been made to me by an honorable Senator, which 
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Church organization would defeat him at the next election. I am au- 
thorized to make this statement to this committee, and the Member re- 
ferred to is Hon, Joun H. STEPHENS, of Texas." 

Hon. A. J. Bard, of California, thereupon said that he was the Sena- 
tor to whom Professor Scharf made the statement, and he added: 

“I believe, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, that it 
is a very dangerous thing to let such a matter go by unnoticed, and I 
therefore feel that it is my duty to make this statement before this 
executive session of the committee. I made a memorandum soon after- 
wards, so that I refer to that now; I am not trusting my memory at 
all with reference to it. I have tabulated statements here showing 
some twenty districts in the United States, and the names of the Mem- 
bers representing such districts, the total Catholic population in each 
district, and the total Catholic vote. 

“Mr. Scharf called on me and stated that he was authorized by 
his church authorities to offer a proposition to the Republican leaders 
in Congress to this effect: That he would guarantee these twenty weak 
Congressional districts to go Republican the next election provided 
Congress sed to the Roman Catholic schools an appropriation for two 
years, each of $200,000. These statements which I am referring to 
were handed to me by Mr. E. L. Scharf at the Hotel Normandie on 
the evening of March 20, 1902. But let me refer to a written memo- 
randum referring to the matter which I made on the following day. 
Mr. Scharf at that time delivered to me a letter from Bishop Mont- 
goreg, dated March 5, 1902, polating to the appropriations for the 

tholic Indian schools. The first tabulated statement was exhibited 
to me several weeks before by Mr. Scharf, he np ge « at that time that 
for a year or more he had employed to go through the country 
and get together the statistics therein shown; t he was author 
to propose to the Republicans in 8 that if the appropriation for 
the Catholic Indian schools shall continued for two years the 
church would guarantee that during that pane the Congressional 
districts named would be carried by aoe licans. 

“ He assured me over and over again that the church was able to 
secure such results. In his interview on the evening of March 20 he 
again reiterated the statement that the Roman Catholics could always 
command a sufficient number of Catholic votes to carry any measure 
or elect any man when they were informed by the authorities of the 
church that such a result would be for the benefit of the church. He 
further stated that arrangements had already been arrived at by which 
the reelection of the Member of Con from one of the districts in 
California would be assured, and that he had, in pursuance of his 

romises to this gentleman, written to the Roman Catholic clergymen 
the various counties comprising that district. 

“These papers were delivered to me by Mr. Scharf at my request for 
the purpose, as I explained at the time, of making copies thereof, the 
originals, to be returned to Mr. Scharf at 1531 I street NW., Washing- 
ton, I). C.“ 

Following this Lor 8 of Professor Schartf's activity along political 
lines came a prompt “ denial" from Cardinal Gibbons, who, under date 
of Februar, P 1905, declared that Professor Scharf “is not an agent 
of the Catholic Church or of the bureau of Catholic Indian missions, 
and nas never been 3 by the church or by the Catholic Indian 
bureau in any way whatever.” 

Yet in the re Se of the “ director of the bureau of Catholic Indian 
missions for 1903-4" is the following paragraph at the close of that 
document: 

“AN ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

“The bureau is indebted to Prof. E. L. Scharf, of Washington, D. C., 
for very valuable services which he rendered the cause of the Catholic 
Indian schools.” 75 

Evidently, It Professor Scharf was never “ employed" by the bureau 
of Catholic Indian missions, he was no stranger to its officers. 

Notwithstanding the repudiation by Cardinal Gibbons, Mr. Scharf 
contemplates a resumption of his activities. In the New York Evening 
Post of October 9, 1905, appeared a Washington dispatch—which, so 
far as we know, has not been contradicted—as follows: 

“Prof. E. L. Scharf, the so-called Catholic lobbyist, whose activities 
last winter in connection with the diversion of Indian trust funds to 
sectarian schools attracted so much attention, is in town again to look 
to the interest of his church and the legislation that will be considered 
this winter. He was at the White House this forenoon. Afterwards 
he told some correspondents on the steps of the Executive Office that 
he had seen the President and that Mr. Roosevelt had not changed 
his attitude, and still favored the use of tribal funds for the support 
oe capone schools on the reservations. Scharf talked with the utmost 

nkness. 

Fou know,’ he said, that last winter the Senate Committee on In- 
dian Affairs inserted in the Indian appropriation bill an amendment 

roviding that no on of the Indian trust or tribal funds held by 

Phe United States for the benefit of any tribe should be expended for 
the support of any sectarian or denominational school. The bill passed 
the Senate in this form, but we Knocked it out in conference, and the 
President's original order still holds. Though these moneys had been 
so used for several years, when the Democratic Administration came 
into power in 1892, though it had been elected by Catholic yotes, the 
appropriation was knocked out. 

The Catholics had been trying to get it restored by r to 
the fairness and justness about Congress, but they soon real that if 
they wanted to get the appropriation again, they would have to talk 
votes, so I prepared the tabulations of the Catholic vote in twenty close 
Congressional districts that caused so much comment last winter, and 
showed it to Senator Bard and others. The A. P. A. sentiment was 
not dead in the country, and that organization was active in certain 
sections. I told members of the two Indian committees that if any 
Congressman was afraid to vote for the bill, it would be mighty easy 
to rally the Catholic votes in his district to him. I knew what the 
A. P. x was doing use I have a relative who is a member of it, 
and he was telling me everything that was going on. 


„We expect the same fight this winter. Representative STEPHENS 
of Texas has prepared an amendment to the Indian bill to knock out 
ore appropriation, and we shall probably have our work to do all over 

„„ What will be the attitude of the Indian Commissioner?“ 

do not know yet. You know he used to work for the New York 
Evening Post, and that is a sort of A. P. A. paper. Some of his recent 
decisions have been very cautious, and he has not defined his attitude, 
so we can not tell exactly where he stands. Some of the questions 
relating to the disposition of these funds are now before the Department 
of Justice, but you know even the decisions of the Department of 
Justice are sometimes influenced by politics.’ ” 


{Extract from the platform of the Twenty-third Lake Mohonk Confer- 
ence of Friends of the Indian and other Dependent Peoples, held at 
Mohonk Lake, N. Y., October 18-20, 1905.] 


6. This conference respectfully petitions Con 
pas upon the question whether any funds held 
tates should be used for the s 

national or ecclesiastical control. d the conference records its con- 
viction that the decision repeatedly embodied in the legislation of Con- 
gress against the appropriation of any public funds for the support of 
such schools should also be law enfo. inst the use oF Indian 
tribal funds of which the United States Government is the trustee. 


s by legislation to 
trust by the United 
of any schools under denomi- 


[From ‘the Outlook, New York, February 3, 1906.] 
INDIAN CHURCH SCHOOLS—THE WAY OUT. 
As our readers will remember, all Congressional appropriations for 


Indian schools under ecclesiastical control were discontinu 8 
sional act, by a series of diminishing appropriations, and accord- 
ance with a policy settled and —— some years ago. Notwith- 


standing this, the practice grew up in the Department of allowing, 
under restrictions, the sppropria non of certain trust funds under the 
control of the Department to church schools sl sea the request of the 
Indians. After consideration, the President ordered this practice con- 
tinued until it was negatived either by the courts or by act of Congress. 
His recognition of the fact that it might be negatived the courts was 
tantamount to an acknowledgment that the 1 ity of such an appro- 
riation was doubted, and in point of fact this was the case. In 
ast rt the Commissioner of Indian Affairs prescribed very careful 
regulations to 3 the perpetration of frauds upon the Indians in 
the endeavor of church representatives to secure the consent of Indians 
to the use of thelr moneys in church schools, these regulations being 
ye in compliance with the President's direction that “care must 
taken, of course, to see that any. petition by the Indians is genuine, 
and that the money appropriated for any given school represents only 
the pro rata proportion to which the In s making a petition are en- 
titled.” It is our opinion that anyone reading these regulations would 
find an additional and weighty argument against the policy which the 
President is pursuing in this matter in the very fact that it is neces- 
sary to make such an elaborate provision to prevent fraud. We do not 
need here to repeat the more fundamental reasons which we have given 
to our readers from time to time inst that policy; it is enough to 
say that the true way out is indicated by two bills now before Con 
The first is the Stephens bill, which explicitly provides that no trust 
shall be used for pos of education in any sectarian or denominational 
schools. This bill is simply an extension of the proce that Congress 
has already adopted, and may almost be said to have been suggested by 
the President's phrase that the practice of fiving such 3 
“ will be continued unless the Congress should decree to the contrary.” 
The other measure is the Lacey bill, which authorizes the President, in his 
discretion, from time to time to designate such Indian tribes as he may 
deem to be sufficiently advanced in civilization to be prepared to man- 
age their own money, and shall thereupon cause the money held in 
trust for such tribes to be allotted in severalty to the members thereof. 
These two bills, ppan ans each other, would take this troublesome 
uestion out of politics. There is very good reason why the United 
tates Government should not, directly or indirectly, make, for the bene- - 
fit of church schools, any 8 out of any funds, however 
they may be held; but there no reason why Indians who are suf- 
ciently intelligent to determine how their money should be spent should 
not have their money given to them and be left to spend it in their own 
discretion. Strenuously as the Outlook is oppo: to any connection 
between the Government and the church schools, it is inclined to ad- 
vise Indians, where they can do so, to send children to schools of their 
own religious faith and to pay for the tuition out of their own funds. 


— 


{From The Outlook, April 8, 1905.] 
INDIANS AND SCHOOLS. 


To the Editors of The Outlook: 

I wish to commend you for the strong stand you are taking with 
respect to the Indian school question. our articles in the issues of 
February 18 and 25 are raga ed American in tone and conception. 
I believe that you are right in affirming that the action of the Presi- 
dent “violates a vital and fundamental principle of the unwritten 
constitution of the American Commonwealth, a principle incorporated 
in the written constitution of many of the States an implied in the 
written Constitution of the United States.” 

I am an ardent admirer of the President. I admire his remarkable 
courage, his keen insight. and his celerity of judgment. I agree with 
you in your statement concerning him in The Outlook of last October 
that “the celerity of his judgments is due to the fact that he deter- 
mines on certain well-considered principles of action, and by those 
principles determines particular questions before him.” On this occa- 
sion Mr. Roosevelt does not seem to have acted on fundamental prin- 
ciple. In this his friends are surprised. They are surprised because 
he has trained them to expect that he will always act in accordance 
with well-considered principles.” 

I consider the anions legitimate which you allege between the In- 
dian trust funds and the funds heid by the Government for white citi- 
zens. Furthermore, I am glad to note that you stiil retain your judg- 
ment “that any allotment of moneys out of the trust funds by the 
United States Government, as a trustee for the Indians, for denomina- 
tional schools is inconsistent with the fundamental principle that there 
should be no financial connection of any sort between the Government 
and ecclesiastical organizations.” Such a judgment is worthy of Mr. 
Roosevelt himself, and is exactly such as friends would expect him 
to give utterance to. ave 
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Mr. SHERMAN. If the Chair desires to hear me 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas, while in the form 
of a limitation, is not confined to this particular appropriation, 
and it deals with funds which are not covered by the law to 
8 the gentleman refers. The Chair sustains the point of 
order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That no purchase of supplies for which appropriations are herein 
made, exceeding in the a te $500 in value at any one time, shall be 
made without first giving at least three weeks’ public notice by advertise- 
ment, except in case of exigency, when, in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, who shall make official record of the facts constitut- 
ing the exigency, and shall report the same to Congress at its next ses- 
sion, he may direct that purchases may be made in open market in amount 
not exceeding $3,000 at any one purchase: Provided, That supplies may 
be purchased: contracts let, and labor employed for the construction of 
artesian wells, ditches, and other works for irrigation, in the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Interior, without advertising as hereinbefore pro- 
vided: Provided further, That as far as orem rey Indian labor shall 
be employed and poranse In the open market made from Indians, under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to reserve a 
point of order to each of the provisos, separately, contained in 
this paragraph, on the ground that it is new legislation, with a 
view to getting an explanation. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, either it is a limitation upon 
the appropriation herein contained or else it is law, because this 
exact provision has been carried in every appropriation bill since 
I haye been its chairman. If it is legislation, it is now enacted. 
If it is not legislation, it is simply a limitation upon the appro- 
priation herein carried. 
are CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 

ana. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I think it is clearly 
legislation. It is not a limitation upon the appropriation, and 
the fact that it may have been carried in a succession of appro- 
priation bills under repeated decisions of the Chairman of the 
ee of the Whole House does not give it the status of 

Ww. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit 
a suggestion right there? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. It has been carried in other bills. If it is 
legislation it is now the law, and it is a matter of no conse- 
quence whether or not it be repeated. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Carried in other appropriation bills? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes; every bill for ten years; so that if it 
is legislation, it is already law now. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The point I make is that each appro- 
priation bill in so far as it contains such provisions as this 
constitutes the law for the fiscal year for which that appro- 
priation obtains and no more. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Then it is but a limitation. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, that is a question. I under- 
stand the rule to be that the fact that a provision is contained 
in a succession of appropriation bills does not constitute law 
in the sense of the rules of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would state to the gentleman 
from Indiana that that is the opinion of the Chair in ordinary 
cases, but legislation can be enacted in an appropriation bill, 
and the Chair thinks that if this provision was carried in the 
last appropriation bill it would not be necessary in this bill at 
all; that it is existing law; and the Chair overrules the point of 
order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That the Secretary of the Interior, under the direction of the Presi- 
dent, may use any surplus that nay remain in any of the said appro- 
a herein made for the purchase of subsistence for the several 

ndian tribes, to an amount not exceeding $25,000 in the a; te, to 
supply any subsistence deficiency that may occur: Provided, That an 
diversions which shall be made under authority of this section sha 
be reported In detail, and the reason’ therefor, to 8 at the ses- 
sion of Congress next succeeding such diversion: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of the Interior, under direction of the President, 
may use any sums appropriated in this act for subsistence, and not 
absolutely necessa or that pu „ for the purchase of stock cattle 
for the benefit of the tribe for which such appropriation is made, and 
shall report to Congress, at its next session thereafter, an account of 
his action under this provision: Provided further, That funds appro- 

riated to fulfill treaty obligations shall not be used: Provided fu > 

hat in lieu of the milch cows, ma and implements to be issued to 
Sioux allottees under the provisions of section 17 of the “Act to divide 
a portion of the reservation of the Sioux Nation of Indians in Dakota 
into separate reservations and to secure the relinquishment of the In- 
dian title to the remainder, and for other purposes,” approved March 
2, 1889, the Secretary of the Interior may in his discretion, issue to 
any allottee entitled to benefits under said section who shall petition 
therefor an equal value in good stock cattle. 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to reserve the 


point of order on that just to find out something. 
Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which 


I would like to offer. I move that, in line 14, on page 3, the 
word “said” be stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. Against what provision does the gentle- 
man from Indiana reserve the point of order? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Against the entire paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire to be heard? 
The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to find out 
something about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like the attention of the 
gentleman from New York for a moment. Was this provision 
in these identical words carried in the last appropriation bill. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Not from line 4 to line 14, inclusive, on 
page 4. That is new, but I do not understand that the gentle- 
man from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] is so much desirous of 
pressing his point of order as he is of obtaining some informa- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state, then, to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana, in answer to a parliamentary inquiry, that 
a provision in the appropriation bill of last year changing exist- 
ing law, unless it applied to that appropriation only and did not 
extend beyond that year, is existing law to-day, and that same 
provision inserted in the identical words in this bill is a reen- 
2 of existing law, against which a point of order can 
not lie. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, Mr. Chairman, I beg to call the 
attention of the Chair to the fact that this paragraph is not 
the same as that contained in the former appropriation bill, 
because it has some provisos and conditions attached to it. The 
gentleman from New York admits that. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman is correct in his assump- 
tion and will point that out to the Chair, the Chair will sustain 
the point of order. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think the Chair does not 
understand the gentleman’s object in raising the point of order 
and reserving it. I understand the gentleman from Indiana 
desires information and desires to reserve the point of order 
until he obtains the information in order that he may determin 
whether or not he shall press the point of order. : 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The gentleman from New York hag 
stated my purpose quite clearly and correctly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I thought it good policy, 
to raise a point of order so if on explanation the paragraph be 
subject to a point of order it could be a good deal more easily, 
and surely disposed of than on a motion to strike it out. There- 
fore I reserve the point of order in order that I might get an 
explanation from the gentleman from New York respecting this 
policy of the diversion of funds. I had understood it to be the 
general policy of Congress to prevent the diversion, to require 
funds to be appropriated for the purpose to which they are 
specifically applied in the bill. It seems to me as a general 
policy it is a bad one; it may be under some conditions that 
good administration would justify the vesting of a discretion 
of this character in an administrative officer, provided it is 
sufliciently limited and safeguarded, but I think almost all of 
the abuses in the use of appropriations—I know practically all 
of them—arise where unlimited discretion is conferred on a 
Department that has control of the disbursement. I rose simply 
to raise the question that I have presented, with a view of 
finding out the reason. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman allow me a 
question? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Certainly. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I want to ask the gentleman 
what objection he has to the change of milch cows, farm imple- 
ments, etc.? 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is not the provision the gentleman is 
inquiring about. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I ask the gentleman why he ob- 
jects to the change? 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is not the change the gentleman is 
objecting to. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I am inquiring about this provision 
authorizing the diversion of appropriations from the purpose to 
which they are specifically intended. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I agree with the gentleman from Indiana 
in his statement, but not as to the general policy. I am fully 
in sympathy with the provision which the Appropriation Com- 
mittee has made in reference to diversion of funds; but this ap- 
propriation, this arm of the service, differs materially from any 
other service. This provision simply relates to the use of funds 
for the support of suffering Indians. This is different from the 
legislative bill, and it will not be possible to carry clerks or any- 
thing of that kind under this provision; it simply makes it pos- 
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sible where there is a fund left on hand which provided for the 
support of the indigent Indians. It provides that where one 
fund has been exhausted and another has not been exhausted 
the unexhausted fund may be used. Conditions vary from one 
section of the country to the other. A detailed report is re- 
quired to be made of the diversion of the specific appropriation. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I suppose I may ask about the succeed- 
ing paragraph, so that no explanation may be required later? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. š 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. In that paragraph the same power is 
given respecting the employment of labor, millers, blacksmiths, 
engineers, carpenters, physicians, and so on. Is it not possible 
to determine with practical certainty the amount of labor and 
clerical force that will be required at these various places? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes; with reasonable certainty; and yet 
there are certain treaty provisions which provide for black- 
smiths, which, under changed conditions, are not at all neces- 
sary. Changed conditions may make it advisable to use the 
funds for the employment of some other person, as, for instance, 
a farmer. Farmers are of great value, not only on reservations, 
but wherever Indians are congregated together. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. These provisions practically make the 
whole appropriation a lump-sum appropriation? 

Mr. SHERMAN. So far as certain gratuities are concerned 
and certain specific treaty provisions are concerned; yes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Is it the judgment of the gentleman— 
and I suppose it is, or he would not haye put the appropriation 
in the bill—that this provision is necessary to the successful 
and proper administration of this service? 

Mr. SHERMAN. It has been deemed advisable to have these 
provisions by all of the administrative officers in the Depart- 
ment with whom I have come in contact, although it has hap- 
pened that at no time has any considerable sum been diverted 
from specific appropriations. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. How long has it been the practice of 
Congress to confer this authority on the Secretary of the 
Interior? 

Mr. SHERMAN. For a dozen years, I should say, if not 
longer. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And these are substantially the same 
provisions as were contained in former bills? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Absolutely, except the provision in lines 4 
to 12. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is the last proviso of the para- 
graph under consideration. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw the 
point of order. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, in line 14, page 3, I move to 
strike out the word “ said.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In line 14, page 3, strike out the word “ said.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


That whenever after advertising for bids for supplies in accordance 
with sections 3 and 4 of this act those received for any article contain 
conditions detrimental to the interests of the Government, they may 
be rejected, and the articles specified in such bids purchased in open 
market, at prices not to exe those of the lowest bidder, and not to 
exceed the market price of the same, until such time as satisfactory 
bids can be obtained, for which immediate advertisement shall be made: 
Provided, That so much of the appropriations herein made as may be 
required to pay for goods and supplies, for expenses incident to their 

urchase, and for transportation of the same, for the year ending June 
50. 1907, shall be immediately available, but no such goods or supplies 
pani be distributed or delivered to any of said Indians prior to July 1, 
1906. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, on page 5, line 7, I move to 
strike out the words “sections 3 and 4” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “ the proyisions.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 5, line 7, strike out the words “ sections 3 and 4” and Insert in 
lieu thereof the words “ the provisions.” 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: A 

That the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, under the supervision of 
the Secretary of the Interior, is hereby authorized to investigate and 
report to Congress upon the desirability of establishing a sanitarium 
for the treatment of such Indians as are afflicted with tuberculosis, and 
to report upon a location and the cost thereof, and also Upon the feasi- 
bility of utilizing some present Government institution thereřor; said 
report to include, as far as possible, the extent of the prevalence of 
tabereulogin among Indians. 

Mr. CRUMPACKDER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to reserve the 
point of order against that paragraph. 


The CHAIRMAN. 
page 7? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. 
with line 20, page 7. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana reserves the 
point of order against the paragraph. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from South Dakota 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I reserve the point of order, so as to 
have an explanation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The gentleman in charge of 
the bill will probably explain it. I rosé for another purpose, 
and I will wait. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
question? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I am looking for the hearing of the Com- 
missioner upon the subject. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
permit a question? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will state to the gentleman that 
this proyision only requires investigation and a report, and it 
will not cost the Government one cent. It is well known that 
this disease has become widespread among the Indians, and 
some such institution has become a necessity. It has been 
urged by the Indian Department and recommended by various 
associations and individuals looking after the interests of the 
Indians of the United States. It does not cost the Government 
anything, but only authorizes the Commissioner of Indian Af- 
fairs to investigate and report to Congress the desirability of 
establishing a sanitarium for the treatment of such Indians 
as are affected with tuberculosis and to report upon a location 
and the cost thereof. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Has not the Secretary of the Interior 
that power already? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If he has, he has not exercised it, 
and we desire it to be exercised. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Has not he probably all the informa- 
tion that is necessary, and can not he embody his recommenda- 
tions in his annual report? The objection I see to the para- 
graph is this: It seems to me that it is in a sense a commitment 
of the Congress to the establishment of a tuberculosis sani- 
tarium, and of course if one should be established, it will be a 
creditable institution, and ought to be. I have been hoping 
all the time, and I have been led to believe, that the policy of 
the Department of Indian Affairs looked toward the ultimate 
dissolution of the tribal status of the Indians and the ultimate 
withdrawal of Federal guardianship. I fear if we provide for 
the construction of a sanitarium for the Indians, with reform 
schools, insane asylums, and institutions of that kind, we will 
be constructing governmental machinery of such tenacity of 
life and tenure that its tendency and influence will be to in- 
definitely postpone the time for the withdrawal of guardianship 
over the Indian tribes. Are not there sanitariums open to 
Indian patients—tuberculosis sanitariums in the country? 

Mr. SHERMAN. No; not unless the Government sends a 
patient there and pays for him. If the gentleman from Indi- 
ana was here yesterday he might have heard the gentleman 
from South Dakota make quite an extensive argument upon 
the subject of establishing a tubercular hospital. 

Here is what the Commissioner says upon the subject: 

Besides the danger of undermining the moral health of wholesome- 
minded children by introducing the unwholesome minded freely among 
them, it seems to me that we are making a mistake in not establish- 
ing somewhere—preferably in the Southwest—a school for children 
suffering from tuberculosis, the disease which is more 9 dis- 
seminated than any other among the Indians. In thelr own homes 
these little ones can have no sort of sanitary surroundings, and only 
in rare instances proper medical care. The most stringent rules, more- 
over, which the Office of Indian Affairs can prescribe for the protection 
of healthy children from perilous contact with those who have been 
stricken are bound to be only partly effective; for, though we ma 
weed every sign of the scourge out of the schools by excluding all 
children pronounced by the examining physician unsound, we are only 
segregating these in order to make them grow up—if they do grow 
up—in ignorance. The establishment of such a sanitarium as I have 
here suggested would insure to the unfortunates the special care and 
the chance for recuperation which is their due, as well as the school- 
ing needed to fit them for the serlous business of life, instead of 


being sent home to serve as centers of infection for both their own 
people and the whites of the neighborhood. 


Then the Commissioner at another time said at a hearing on 
the bill H. R. 8986: 


The prevalence of tuberculosis among the Indians is a matter of 
grave concern. While investigations made by this Office reveal an 


The paragraph beginning line 21, on 


The paragraph just read, beginning 


Will the gentleman permit a 


Will the gentleman from Indiana 


alarming situation, it is probably only in particular localities where 
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the scourge is worst among the Indians than among whites under 
similar conditions, A campaign of education has begun among our 
own people, and if it is necessary for them it is at least as important 
for our Indians. In their own camps and cabins they do not have the 
sanitary conveniences of a modern civilized home, and one consump- 
tive may become, through ignorance, a source of infection to number- 
less other persons. 

Then later on, in answer to my inquiry as to what extent 
tuberculosis does prevail among the Indians, he said: 


In a recent report by Dr. Joseph R. Walker, agency physician at 
Pine Ridge Agency, S. Dak., a number of statistical tables were given, 
from which It appears that in 1905 the full-blood Indian fi 

of the reservation was 4,875, among whom there were 56 
consumption a the year, of which 172 were new cases, 
recoveries, and 109 deaths. The mixed-blood population was 1,822. 
Among these there were 54 cases of tuberculosis, of which 22 were 
new, 13 recoveries, and 6 deaths. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, would it be feasible to admit 
members of the various Indian nations into one hospital for 
treatment? 
` Mr. SHERMAN. That is the theory, certainly. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Only one hospital for all of them? 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is the theory. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Is it not true that the Secretary of the 
Interior could make this investigation now and recommend in 
his annual report the advisability of the construction or estab- 
lishment of this hospital? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes; he could; without specific instruc- 
tions from Congress. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. So really this provision is not strictly 
necessary? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The Secretary has the authority, and he 
has the machinery under which he may do just what the gen- 
tleman indicates, ‘but it seemed to us, in view of the statement 
made by the Commissioner, and, I say it without disparage- 
ment, a gentleman who is more familiar with the Indians 
upon their reservations than is the Secretary, it was wise to 
order an investigation. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. This paragraph requires it, and seems, 
in a way, to commit Congress to the policy after the investiga- 
tion may be made. 

Mr. SHERMAN. It commits it to this extent: The expecta- 
tion is—and I want to be perfectly frank with the gentleman, 
because he is always so with everybody—the expectation is 
that the report will disclose a condition which will not only 
warrant, but substantially impel us to set aside one of the 
schools. The theory is not, you know, to establish a new insti- 
tution, but to take some one of the schools now existing and 
to take one in that portion of the country where the climate is 
supposed to be most beneficial to tubercular patients, and set 
aside that school for the care of these tubercular patients. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not like to insist upon an objec- 
tion to a provision in a bill of this character when gentlemen 
who have had charge of its preparation and who have been 
responsible for the investigation of conditions upon which it is 
made have recommended it. s 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the time of the gentleman from Indiana be extended five 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SHERMAN] asks unanimous consent that the time of the gentle- 
man from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] be extended five minutes, 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER, I say I feel greatly disinclined to in- 
sist upon an objection under the circumstances, as I am solici- 
tous for the welfare of these wards of the Government, and 
upon the statement of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SHERMAN], I am disposed to withdraw the point of order if 
he thinks this provision is necessary. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I think it is a very wise course to pursue. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And while a wise thing, a prudent 
thing for the Government to do? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I believe so. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point 
of order. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

I stated in my remarks yesterday that the subject of tu- 
berculosis among the Indians was a subject of grave concern. 
I referred to an article contributed to the Review of Reviews, 
and published In the March number, by Dr. D. W. Robinson, 
of Pierre, S. Dak., who has made the subject of tuberculosis 
among the Indians considerable of a study for some years. I 
now ask unanimous consent that the article referred to be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
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unanimous consent that the article to which he has referred be 
printed in the Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The article referred to is as follows: 


TUBERCULOSIS AMONG THB SIOUX, 


The great Sioux tribe, the most puissant of the American aborigines, 
= 3 to extinction with tuberculosis at the agencies along the 

uri. 

There are about 25,000 of these people, oc pe fair progress in 
civilization, living in houses, wearing citizens’ clothing, e children 
being educated. e families generally 8 Christianity, the able- 
bodied enga ed in some form of manual labor by which they earn the 
means of subsistence. 

The alarming extent of this dread Infection proren among them 
can not be overstated. Hardly a home but it found victims, and 
hardly a home where it does not still exist in some form. The dis- 
ease is usually quick in its deadly mission. A man, apparently healthy, 
leaves his work and goes to his trader and orders a suit of grave 
clothes. “I have the sickness,” he says. He is measured for the suit 
and by the time it is finished the buyer is often ready to wear it 
through the long sleep. The mother and the grownup son or daughter 
are apt to share a similar fate. 

Under such conditions and in such environment it will readily be 
understood that an atmosphere of gloom and depression abounds, par- 
alysing te ambition and further advancement. 

n the old wild life the Sioux were a healthy people. They were 
3 not wholly free from tuberculosis in some form, but if the 

‘ection was present, it was not general. 

From the beginning of the reservation system among the Sioux of 
the Missouri, in 1863, for a period of fifteen years, during which time 
the wild buffalo had been destroyed and all of the western Sioux had 
been brought under agency influences, the annual rts of the several 
agents were optimistic in relation to the health of their people, con- 
stantly affirming 8 health conditions as the Indlans came under 
civilized influences, lived in better houses, and accepted the attendance 
of the agency physicians. 

The first mention of consumption in these reports is in 1878. In 
1880 one agene reports that 5.26 per cent of the deaths resulted from 
tubercular troubles. In 1881 consumption is generally mentioned, and 
in 1884 it is said: Consumption has a firm hold upon them.” 

In 1886 the Indian Commissioner tabulated medical 
reports. From the tabulation for that year we find 2 gros the 


(glandular tuberculosis). 


ravages of the scourge. 
In 1880 there were in four of the leading bands 293 births and 208 
deaths. Last year in the same bands the deaths equaled the births. 
It is impossible to reduce the condition to tables of figures, though 
an experience of several years as State health officer and as physician 
to two Indian schools has convinced me that fully 60 per cent of the 
5 8 generation have some form of tubercular infection and that 
per cent of those above the age of puberty die of some form of the 
disease. ther observers place the percentage much higher. Miss 
Mary Collins, for twenty-five years missionary at Standing Rock, tes- 
tiles that 75 per cent of all deaths result from tuberculosis. Thomas 
Robertson, who has lived fifty years with the Sisseton, believes that 
50 per cent of them die of the disease, Rev. Matthias Schmitt, mis- 
sionary at Pine Ridge, says: “ We buried from our congregation last 
ear ten adults and eleven children, 80 per cent of whom died from 
berculosis, Whole families die of the terrible 
One of the striking instances in point is the destruction of the fam- 
fly of the noted and worthy chief, John Grass. In 1892 a white friend 
met him and his seyen sons at a convocation of the tribe. These sons 
were stalwart fellows and apparently well. In 1902, ten years there- 
after, the friend again met the aged chieftain, who at once ne 
the white man. “You saw my vs * he said. “All gone. All died 
of ‘the sickness.’ I have no child eft.” This is but one among man: 
families bereft of all children on account of this persistent and —2 
less scourge. What wonder the Indian considers it the white man's 
blight upon him—the white man's im bequest to him. 
The foregoing indicates the general condition at all of the agencies. 
What has brought a strong and virile people to this condition? Al- 
most every observer has a theory. Among these the more rational are: 
The radical change from the old life in the open, living in tents lo- 
cated where drainage was perfect and subject to almost daily removal, 
so that rarely was there an accumulation of filth, to permanent illy 
ventilated and illy kept houses where filth abounds; exposure in going 
upon winter tripe, passing from overheated houses to sleep in the open 
tepees; bovine infection from eating tubercular meat and refuse from 
about the 8 Government slaughterhonses; weakened con- 


stitutions from Ay Ar tagi 
ected; insufficient and badly pen food, and in 


lague.” 


The condition is strikingly pathetic and appeals most Lag! amt inn 
to the Government for its amelioration. Most justly do ese poor 
wards deserve some measure of relief. The Indians are not alone in- 
terested. The health of the white community is seriously menaced by 
the plague spots which surround the agencies, 
at is to be done; what course pursued? Advanced medical wis- 
dom would no doubt suggest: 
First. The establishment of sanitaria at convenient points to the 
reservations. 
nd. Field nurses who have special experience in the manage- 
ment of tuberculosis patients to instruct the Indians at their homes 
and to work in conjunction with the sanitaria. 
Third. Government supervision in building well-ventilated houses, 
and as rigid enforcement of proper sanitary conditions in their sur- 
roundings as possible, 
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Fourth. Careful inspection of their beef issues and the abandon- 
ment of the Government slaughterhouses at the agencies. 

At a 8 equip and properly conducted sanitarium patients 
tive quietly under conditions similar to those in which the Sioux lived 
in his native state. They may have the sun bath, the moon bath in 
the open, und invigorating air of the upland. To this is added plenty 
of good food, regular but quiet habits, and other health benefits under 
the necessarily rigid and constant care of a competent attendant. 
Then trained fleld nurses should be supplied to instruct the Indians in 
pases ventilation and other sanitary needs of his home; to teach 

im how to mana a consumptive member of his family, and the 
proper safeguards for those not yet afflicted. Such nurses should 
competent to select those suitable for sanitaria treatment, 

The breeding places of the plague upon the reservation should have 
the strong, regulating hand of the law. The average Sioux home is a 
log house 18 by 24 feet, provided with one-half window and a door. 
There are no partitions, and from five to twenty persons sleep nightly 
in this unventilated oven. 

Their food is illy prepared and insufficient. In the wild life and in 
the earlier reservation days their food was almost entirely beef killed 
in the open and dressed out on the greensward of the prairie. Rarely 
if ever were two animals slaughtered upon the same spot, so that the 
sanitary conditions about the butchering were the best possible. To- 
day the beef is killed in the agency slaughterhouse, and in their fre- 
7 0 famishing condition the Indians are compelled to resort for 
‘ood to the putrified offal scattered about these filthy butcheries. 

The sanitary conditions about agencies are such as to demand the 
exercise of the police power of the Government to compel the Indians 
to observe the ordinary laws of health. Their very existence depends 
upon it. They must be, with patience but firmness, taught that only 
through cleanliness and the observance of the devencies of life can 
one to live in the new condition which has been thrust uson 
Where shall the sanitaria for the Sioux be located? The Com- 
missioners of Indian Affairs suggests in his latest report that a 
Gest sanitarium for the object provided in the far Southwest. 

chen the extent of the contagion is considered, not omy among the 
Sioux, but other tribes, where the same condition is said to obtain, 
the impracticability of a single national sanitarium at once appears. 

Each tribe should be provided with its own retreat, at a point con- 
venient to the agencies, where patients, while isolated, should not be 
wholly removed from home and kindred. Fortunateiy, where proper 
sanitary conditions are observed almost any portion of the West is 
found healthy and adapted to the sanitarium treatment of con- 
sumptives. Every sentiment of humanity demands that the patients 
shall be kept as near to their friends as the probable restoration of 
their health and the safety from contagion of their families and 
neighbors will permit. 

Phe subject has been called forcibly to the attention of Congress 
by the recent report of the Indian Commissioner. Congresmau Buuke, 
of South Dakota, has presented a bill for a sanitarium, to be located 
in the vicinity of their reservations at a point to be selected by the 
Indian Office. 

The passage of a measure of this character is of the most pressing 
moment. Under its provisions_it is not only possible to arrest the 
progress of the plague, but perhas to wholly eradicate it. 

DELORME W. ROBINSON, 
Superintendent and Ex Officio . South Dakota 
ate Board of Health. 


The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

The Commissioner of Indian Affairs, under the direction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, is hereby authorized and directed to select and 
designate some one of the schools or other institution herein specifically 
provided for as an “Indian Reform School,” and to make all needful 
rules and regulations for its conduct, and the placing of Indian youth 
thevein: Provided, That the appropriation for collection and transporta- 
tion, etc., of pupils, and the specific appropriation for such school so 
selected shall be available for its support and maintenance: Provided 
peren That the consent of parents, guardians, or next of kin shall not 

required to place Indian youth in said school. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to reserve the 

int of order against that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman reserve the point of 
order against the entire paragraph? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have an amend- 
ment to the section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment will be in order after the 
point of order has been disposed of. The Chair will hear the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I will ask the chairman of the commit- 
tee if it is intended that Indian children generally shall be eligi- 
ble for places in this reform school, or is it intended only to 
take children from the Indian schools? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I did not hear the gentleman's inquiry. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is it intended that Indian children shall 
be placed in this reform school only from Indian schools, or may 
they be taken from the reservation, not haying attended any 
school? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I presume they may be taken from the 
reservation under this provision. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to call the attention- of the 
Chairman to this fact: The school facilities are not sufficient 
to accommodate about 10,000 Indian children in schools. Under 
the law at present no child can be taken from an Indian reser- 
yation and placed in a school outside of the reservation without 
the consent of the parents or guardian. Under that provision 
of law, where the parent might refuse his consent that the 
child be sent to a nonreservation school, under this provision 
the Commissioner could take the child and place it in this re- 


form school and then suggest that the child m a short time had 
improved so much that if the parent would consent the child 
would be placed in a nonreservation school. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Surely the gentleman from New York 
would not argue that in order to confine a refractory child it 
must be essential to first obtain the consent of the parents. I 
presume that the gentleman from New York would not argue 
that for a red child any more than for a white one, If our chil- 
dren are refractory and disobey the laws of the land, they can be 
confined in institutions provided for that purpose; and certainly 
it requires no consent of the parents for that.. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. What I desire to ascertain is this: 
Whether it was intended, after investigation had been made, to 
supply the want for such a school that has been found on the 
reservations or to take care of refractory children found in the 
schools? 

Mr. SHERMAN. No; the suggestion has been made to create 
this school because of conditions that have been found to exist* 
in schools, not on the reservation. The gentleman knows the 
schools are the occasion for the Commissioner’s making this 
recommendation, and not the reseryation. It may be the con- 
dition of children in the reservation schools; but this thought 
was not especially prompted by the conditions outside of schools, 
either reservation or nonreseryation. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I have very grave doubts as to the ad- 
visability of this school, but not having had an opportunity to 
investigate the matter thoroughly, I am inclined to withdraw 
the point of order and rely on the judgment of the gentleman 
from New York, the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The Commissioner has given the subject 
considerable thought. He is not visionary about Indians. He 
has seryed for a number of years on the board of citizens sery- 
ing without compensation. He has, without question, visited 
more reservations than any man in this House, and is familiar 
with the condition of the Indians throughout the country from 
actual observation and experience. He has strongly advocated 
this proposition. It is recommended in his annual report, which 
I assume the gentleman has seen, and which recommendation I 
think I will insert in the Recorp, but will not detain the com- 
mittee to read it in full. It is on pages 13 and 14 of the annual 
report, and is as follows: 


DEMAND FOR A REFORM SCHOOL, 


The best provision which it has been possible to make for the care 
and instruction of children of normal disposition has left still unsup- 
plied the needs of the class whom ordinary teachers find unmanage- 
able. ‘To group together the well-meaning and the vicious is not a 
wise practice if it can be avoided, because the tendency of such asso- 
ciation is rather to lower than to raise the average moral level of a 
school. And yet the Government owes a duty even to the children of 
perverted instincts. There is hardly a large school in the service 
which does not contain its modicum of an element that uires the 
3 of correction as much as of guidance. It would be an 
excellent plan to have one reform school, to which chronically re- 
fractory pupils may be sent. We are every year swelling the list of 
unnecessary and undesirable nonreservation schools. One of these 
superfluous institutions ne be set apart as a reform school where 
should be gathered the children whose presence elsewhere is a moral 
menace, yet who have not passed the stage where bad impulses crys- 
tallize into the criminal habit. Here the young offender, instead of 
being herded with hardened evil doers and professional jail birds, 
would have a chance to change his ways and earn his restoration to 
a respectable place in life. 

For example, during the year last past the entire plant of the Menom- 
inee boarding school, at Green Bay, Wis., was burned, as were also the 
school and assembly hall at Oneida, Wis., and the mess hall at Rice Sta- 
tion, Ariz. Fortunately the children were got out of the cation in 
time and no lives were lost; but had the Menominee fire occurred later 
in the night the result would probably have been too horrible for 
thought. The Menominee and Rice Station fires, as has since been dis- 
covered, were the work of incendiarles among the older panies: I have 
instructed the superintendents to confer with the United States attor- 
neys about having the guilty parties regularly indicted and tried, as 
would be done in the case of young white persons, for incendiarism in 
the schools has become too, frequent within the last few years to be 
passed over indulgently, and the only way to teach our Indian youth 
respect for the law under which they must live when they come into 
the full relations of citizenship is to let a few of them feel the pinch of 
its displeasure b7 way of a warning to the rest. The presence of such 
{ll-disposed pupils in a school full of innocent children is a wrong to 
the latter; on the other hand, the 5 is scarcely the place in 
which to confine a young person who still retains a germ of self-respect. 
For such wayward popis there should be a special provision, and I 
trust that Congress at its coming session may be persuaded to enact the 
legislation necessary. 

AN INDIAN SANITARIUM. 


Besides the danger of undermining the moral health of wholesome- 
minded children by introducing the unwholesome-minded freely among 
them, it seems to me that we are making a mistake in not establishing 
somewhere—preferably in the Southwest—a school for children sufer- 
ing from tuberculosis, the disease which is more generally disseminated 
than any other among the Indians. In their own homes these little 
ones can have no sort of sanitary surroundings, and only in rare in- 
stances proper medical care. The most stringent rules, moreover, which 
the Office of Indian Affairs can prescribe for the protection of healthy 
children from panions contact with those who have been stricken are 
bound to be only partly effective; for, though we may weed every sign 
of the scourage out of the schools by excluding all children pronounced 


by the examining physician unsound, we are only segregating these in 
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order to make them grow up—if they do grow up—in ignorance. The 
establishment of such a sanitarium as I have here suggested would In- 
sure to the unfortunates the special cure and the chance of recuperation 
which is their due, as well as the schooling needed to fit them for the 
serious business of life, instead.of being sent home to serve as centers of 
infection for both their own people ond the whites of the neighborhood. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I will not press the point of order, be- 
cause I do not wish to set my judgment, without opportunity 
to fully investigate, against that of the committee; but it seems 
to me this distinction ought to be borne in mind. When a white 
child is placed in a reform school, after it has made sufficient 
improvement the child can go back to the family and should 
not retrograde; but the Indian child will undoubtedly go back 
to a condition where there is not much opportunity for him to 
improve. I will, however, withdraw the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend page 8, in line 15, by adding the following: 

“Provided pe That no money appropriated by this act for said 
reform school shall be used for the education of any Indian pupil in 


said Indian school when the parent or parents of such pupil have be- 
come citizens of the State or Territory in which they resided.” 


Mr. SHERMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I want to say, in the 
first place, I am just a little surprised that the gentleman from 
Texas, a member of the committee, and the ranking member of 
the minority of the committee, presents amendment after amend- 
ment that he has never brought to the attention of the com- 
mittee. It puts the chairman of the committee in an embar- 
rassing position, because it is his duty, it seems to me, to 
attempt to maintain the bill that the committee authorized 
him to report in the exact form in which he has reported it, 
and it compels him to oppose amendments offered, no matter 
from what source. It seems to me that a member of the com- 
mittee, at least, ought not to come on the floor, haying yoted to 
report the bill, and offer amendments which he at no time, either 
before or after the bill was reported, presented for consideration 
of the full committee. But aside from that, Mr. Chairman, our 
obligation to watch over the Indian does not expire when he be- 
comes a citizen by allotment. We still have an obligation, and it 
may be that the very condition of citizenship will make it more 
probable that the Indian youth will become refractory. It 
may be that from that very cause he will be more likely to 
be a child who should be confined in the reform school; and we 
are attempting, with all the rapidity that safety will permit, to 
allot to all the Indians of the country and to make them all be- 
come citizens; and the gentleman’s amendment would become 
more sweeping every single day, if it were adopted. I think 
under those circumstances that the amendment ought not to be 
adopted, and I trust it will be voted down. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman not admit 
that under the act of 1887 the Indians, when their lands are 
allotted, become citizens of the United States? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly they do. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then suppose that one of these 
citizens of the United States sends his child to a school, and that 
child becomes refractory, and the Government attempts to send 
the refractory child to this reform school, which is a place of 
punishment. Does the gentleman think the United States 
ought to punish that child arbitrarily without any trial what- 
eyer? 

Mr. SHERMAN. We have a supervisory guardianship over 
the Indians, both before and after they become citizens, and I 
think it is better, and I think the gentleman, on second thought, 
must conclude it is better, if we are to have a reformatory, to 
confine all Indians in a reformatory school where they will only 
come in contact with the members of their own race, with their 
fellows, and not to confine them in reformatory schools pro- 
vided by the various States where they will come in contact 
with evil-doers of other races. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman believe such 
a law as this would be constitutional, even if it were adopted?. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Why not? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Do you believe the child of a 
citizen of the United States could be taken and without trial 
put into a reform school outside of his own State or Territory? 
Does not the fact that the parent becomes a citizen and is 
entitled to all the rights and privileges of a citizen of necessity 
carry with it the same right to this child to a trial by jury? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Why, yes; but the parent’s right to the 
‘child does not become a right to say that that child shall not be 
confined when it infracts the laws of the State or the nation. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then if you can take a child of 


Indian parentage and punish him differently to what you can the 
child of white people, where will you ever stop? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The proposition is not to punish them dif- 
ferently, but to provide a special place of confinement. The 
theory is not to impose a more severe punishment or an un- 
usual punishment. The theory is to provide a central reform 
school where their vicious habits and ideas may be done away 
with, and at the same time their intellectual growth proceed. 

Mr, STEPHENS of Texas. As long as the Indian is the ward 
of the Government, we have a right to provide a separate 
punishment, and to provide different schools for him, but when 
the Indians are no longer the wards of the Government but 
become citizens of the United States, then they come from under 
our jurisdiction and pass under the jurisdiction of the State 
or Territory where they live, and we then should take our 
hand from them and permit them to be governed by their own 
State and educated by it. That is the reason I offer this 
amendment. The question is fundamental, and the punishment 
of the child of a citizen of any State without a trial is an out- 
rage, and should be prevented by law. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I trust the amendment will be voted down. 
I have nothing more to say about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas, and the Clerk 
will report it again for the information of the committee. 

The amendment was again read. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That so much of the section 3 of the act of August 15, 1876, as re- 
quired the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to embody in his annual re- 
port a detailed and tabular statement of all bids and proposals 
received for any services, supplies, and annuity goods for the Indian 
Service, together with a detailed statement of all awards of contracts 
made for any such services, eco gee and annuity goods for which said 
bids or proposats were received, is hereby repealed, and hereafter he 
shall em y in his annual report only a detailed statement of the 
awards of contracts made for any services, sopone and 1 17 
for the Indian Service; and that so much of the acts of March 2, 1892, 
and April 21, 1904, which require the Commissioner to report annuall 
the names of all employees in the Indian Service is hereby also repealed, 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of or- 
der against that paragraph with a view of getting some informa- 


tion respecting the effect of the change proposed and its ne- 
i 


cessity. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The proposed change is suggested purely 
for the sake of economy. Under the existing law it is essential 
to publish all the bids for all of the supplies, and it requires the 
services of several clerks for some months to prepare that table, 
and then there is the cost of the publication thereof. It seemed 
to the Commissioner and to the committee absolutely idle to 
publish the bids of these competitors, as I presume the most of 
them are never looked at by anybody; that all that is at all 
necessary is to publish the bid of the successfud bidder. Let me 
read what the Commissioner and the Secretary say on this sub- 
ject. The Commissioner refers to his previous recommendation 
that the provision for printing bids be repealed, and says: 5 

If tbey are omitted, several thousand dollars of expense for preparin, 
and printing them will be saved annually and the office will be reliev: 
of the necessity of burdening its reports with this cumbersome and al- 
most useleas matter. 

With reference to the publication of names of employees, they 
are published every other year, together with all other em- 
ployees of the Goevrnment, in the Blue Book, and it seems un- 
necessary to have this additional publication by the Bureau. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. You propose to require hereafter that 
the report shall contain a detailed statement of all contracts 
made for service, supplies, annuities, and goods for Indian Sery- 
ice; that is as far as you require the report to go. I won- 
dered whether the provisions of the original law, while they 
may require paying for a detailed report—I wondered if they 
did not have a wholesome effect in securing a rigid administra- 
tion of the law; if all bids were to be made public, even though 
the public as a rule paid little attention to them, the officer hav- 
ing charge of that branch of the service and of letting the con- 
tracts would be extremely careful to give the contract to the 
lowest responsible bidder. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Let me say to the gentleman that these 
contracts are let not to the lowest bidder of necessity, they are 
let on samples—let to the person or concern whose bid seem- 
ingly offers the best return for the expenditure. For instance, 
a sample of clothing is submitted; a suit is offered for $6.10, 
and a sample suit presented; another suit is offered for $5.40, 
and so on. Attempt is made to get the best talent in that par- 
ticular’ line of business to pass upon the question as, to which 
one of these offers presents the most advantageous proposition 
for the Government; is there greater economy in buying this 
suit marked “A,” at $6.30, or this one marked B,” for $5.50. 


Re 
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Mr. CRUMPACKER. So the published statement of bids 
would perhaps contain more confusion than information? 

Mr. SHERMAN. It would not contain accurate information, 
because you could not publish the samples with the bids. I 
should say there were 3,000 bids submitted last year, and the 
gentleman can readily see that it requires an immense amount 
of work to tabulate those bids. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, in view of the expla- 
nation made by the gentleman from New York, I withdraw the 
point of order. $ 
y suse Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as 

‘ollows: 

To enable the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Interior, to take action to suppress the traffic 
of intoxicating liquors among Indians, $10,000. 

For support of Indian day and industrial schools, and for other 
educational purposes not hereinafter provided for, $1,300, k 

For construction, purchase, lease, and repair of school nes 
a py Ml OE ee Re he Hg 
in all, $1,715,000, à 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word, for the purpose of saying that this paragraph 
flagrantly violates the well-established and generally approved 
policy of making appropriations, in that it contains no limita- 
tion upon the amount of money that can be expended for any 
single purpose mentioned in the paragraph. The Secretary of 
the Interior may expend the entire $415,000 in the construction 
of a single school building. Of course, I do not desire to re- 
flect upon the business judgment or the integrity of a Depart- 
ment officer, but every limitation that is included in an appro- 
priation bill may be said to carry an implied reflection—and not 
a reflection, but it must be construed to be a safeguard against 
careless and improvident use of the public money. Now, let 
me ask the gentleman if it is practicable to include in this para- 
graph an amendment limiting the appropriation for any one of 
the subjects named to a reasonable amount? I would not 
personally know anything about what limitations would be 
proper to impose. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think the suggestion of the 
gentleman from Indiana is not practicable, for this reason. 
There are 260-odd school plants that are cared for under this 
provision. I can not say how many buildings there are, but 
certainly many hundreds. It is impossible to determine in 
advance just where the necessity requires the expenditure. 
Such a condition as this did arise last year. One entire school 
plant in Wisconsin was destroyed by fire. It required an ex- 
penditure last year in the neighborhood of $30,000 to replace 
those buildings. Probably next year it would not require $200 
in that place. Three or four years ago a like catastrophe oc- 
curred in the State of Washington, which required $40,000 or 
thereabouts to replace the school plant. That condition is 
liable to arise in some part of the country almost every year, 
and hardly a year passes that something of that kind does not 
occur. 5 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Is this the only fund that is put in 
the hands of the Secretary of the Interior for the purpose 
mentioned in this paragraph? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. So that he is required to apply this 
fund for the lease and repair and building and improvement of 
schools covering the entire service. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. There is a similar clause that relates 
to buildings at agencies and matters of that kind, the same sort 
of a provision relating to all other buildings at agencies. 

Mr. GRUMPACKER. This appropriation applies to the school 
service only. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Of course the gentleman understands that it 
does not apply to the schools for which we specifically appro- 
priate, like Haskell and Carlisle and others. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. No; but this entire appropriation is 
limited to the school service. 

Mr. SHERMAN. It is; yes, sir. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr, Chairman, I withdraw my pro 
forma amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That all mditure of money appropriated for school rposes 
this act shall be at all times indies the 5 rvision and Girestion of the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, and in respects in conformity with 
such conditions, rules, and regulations as to the conduct and methods 
of instruction and expenditure of money as may be from time to time 

rescribed by te subject to the supervision of the 32 of the 
nterior: Provided, That not more than $167 shall be expended for the 
annual support and education of any one pupil in any school herein 
specificially provided for, except when, by reason of epidemic, accident, 
or other sufficient cause, the attendance is so reduced or cost of main- 
tenance so high that a larger expenditure is absolutel 
the efficient operation of the school affected, when the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, may 
allow a larger per capita expenditure, such expenditure to eontinue only 


necessary for 


so long as the said necessity therefor shall exist: Provided further, 
That total amount are riated for the support of such school shall 
not be exceeded: Provided further, That the number of pupils in any 
school entitled to the per capita allowance hereby provided for shall be 
determined by taking the average enrollment for the entire fiscal year 
and not any ctional part thereof. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
owing amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have 
rea 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend 11, at end of line 2, by adding the following: 

Provided, That no money appropriated by this act for school pur- 
poses shall be used for the education of any Indian pupil in any Indian 
school where the 3 or parents of such Indian pupil have, under 
ad i of February 8, 1887, become a citizen of any State or 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ex- 
plain that amendment. About two years ago the agents of 
some of the Indian schools in the United States come to El 
Paso, in my State, and found there children who were part 
Indians, but citizens of that State. They induced them to go 
and register in these Indian schools. It was ascertained very 
soon that they were dissatisfied with the schools, and they de- 
termined to leave them. They then raised the question that 
they were not Indians who were entitled to be educated there, 
but were mixed-blooded Mexican and Indian, and a contro- 
versy arose between the Secretary of the Interior and the 
parents of those children as to who had jurisdiction over the 
children. Therefore, it is necessary to perfect this bill by 
adopting this amendment, and it should be adopted. I would 
further state that if we adopt the policy of taking all persons 
who are Indian blood and educating their children forever 
after they become citizens of the United States, we will always 
have the Indians upon our hands, and will be educating them 
as long as we have Indians in the United States. We have 
to make a dividing line somewhere, and why should it not be 
whenever their parents become citizens of the United States? 
I desire to ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. SHERMAN] 
if he remembers the recent case of Heff against the United 
States, where an Indian bought whisky from Hef, I believe, 
in Kansas. The man was convicted of that offense, and he 
appealed. Finally the case was determined in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. It was held in that case that under 
the act of 1887 the Indian, being a citizen of the United States, 
lands having been allotted to him, as provided under the act of 
1887, carried his citizenship into the State in which he lived, 
and that, therefore, it was no offense for a citizen of Kansas 
to sell to that man of Indian blood this intoxicating liquor. 
The same rule ought to apply with reference to the education 
of children. Whenever the parents of children become citizens 
of a State or Territory in which they live, then the public 
schools of that State or Territory should be open to those 
Indians, and in that way they would mix with the white child- 
ren and. would become part and parcel of the people of the 
State where they live. i 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to ask the gentleman if it was ever considered that Indians 
who had taken allotments were citizens of the State wherein 
they resided and no longer subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States up to the time the decision in the Heff case was 
rendered, to which the gentleman has referred? Was it eyer 
considered that they were citizens? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Not up to that time. But will not 
the gentleman concede that when they do become citizens of a 
State then the United States loses jurisdiction, and they no 
longer are wards of the Government? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman another question. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Let me proceed with this sen- 
tence. After the guardianship of the United States has been 
withdrawn from them they are no longer our wards; their citi- 
zenship then attaches to the State or Territory where they live, 
and why should the United States Government pay for educat- 
ing thousands of Indian children in the State where the parents 
of those same children are voters and taxpayers and probably. 
hofa office? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I desire to 
ask the gentleman if it would not practically or at least to a 
very great extent end the education of the Indians if the amend- 
ment which the gentleman proposed should be adopted? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I did not understand the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I say would it not practically 
end the education of the Indian if your amendment were to be 
adopted? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. It certainly would at the ex- 
pense of the United States. Do you propose to keep every child 
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of Indlan blood forever in schools of the United States and com- 
pel the citizens of the United States to pay for educating these 
children? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Most certainly not. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then where do you draw the line 
and when? Please answer that to this House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
mous consent for three minutes’ additional time. 
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask the gentleman 
from South Dakota why this Government should educate all 
children of Indian blood after they have become citizens by 
allotment of land and under the decision in the Heff case? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. When they have reached such 
a stage of advancement and civilization that will fit them to 
take their place in the world with white men, and I contend, 
and I think the gentleman will admit, that the allotment law 
which the Supreme Court construed in the Heff case which gave 
the Indian allottees citizenship, that Congress when it passed 
that law never contemplated that citizenship would follow until 
the fee simple patent had issued. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman believe it is 
fair to the States which have no Indians to pay their pro rata 
part of the fund for educating citizens of other States, whether 
Indians, negroes, or any other foreign blood? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, that inter- 
rogatory would practically apply to every appropriation that is 
made by Congress, that it would not be fair to make it because 
it was not equitably expended in every part of the United States. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Why should not the General Gov- 
ernment go into every State and take every citizen's child alike; 
why should they single out the red man and not the black man 
to bestow its bounties upon? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Because it is the policy, and 
has been for many years, to educate the Indian, who occupies 
a different status from every other inhabitant in this country, 
being a ward of the nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

MISCELLANEOUS. 


Telegraphing, telephoning, and purchase of Indian supplies: To pay 
the expense of purchasing goods and supplies for the Indian service, in- 
cluding inspection and pay of necessary employees; advertising, at 
rates not exceeding regular commercial rates, and all other expenses 
connected therewith, and for talora puing and telephoning, $60,000. 

For transportation of Indian goods and supplies, including pay and 
—— of transportation agents and rent of warehouses, $200,000. 

‘or buildings and repairs of buildings at agencies and for rent of 
bulldings for agency purposes, and for water supply at agencies, $75,000. 

Fer pure vaccine matter and vaccination of Indians, $5,000. 

That the provisions of section 3786 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States shall not apply to such work of the Indian Department 
as can be executed at the several Indian schools. 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of 
order on the paragraph, with a view of haying an explanation 
from the gentleman from New York in regard to the last portion 
of it. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, that provision is inserted so 
as to permit the Indian Office to utilize the printing plants that 
are now in certain of the industrial schools to do certain print- 
ing. The statute requires that all printing must be done at the 
Government Printing Office. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Under that paragraph, if it shall be 
enacted into law, it will authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to do printing where he pleases, of course. You say the service 
is equipped with printing offices? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, there are several schools where they 
have printing offices and where they are glad and anxious to do 
some printing that is necessary for the Bureau, and under the 
statute they are not permitted to utilize these little plants. ‘ 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It seems to me that it ought to be the 
policy of the Government to do all the printing in the Govern- 
ment Printing Office. 

Mr. SHERMAN. They are small matters and it is purely in 
the interest of economy that the provision is inserted here, as it 
can be done at these schools without cost. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. You say it can be done without cost? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, yes; these are little plants that are 
maintained at some of the schools more for instruction than 
anything else. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It is the intention of this paragraph 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to do only such print- 


Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 


The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
Is there ob- 


ing as may be done at these schools which have printing presses? 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is all. It really means to do what 
little printing the bureau, not the department, may need and 
which can be done at these little plants. It would save perhaps 
a few hundred dollars a year and would give a little added op- 
portunity for the students to work in these small printing 
offices. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It is broad enough to authorize all of 
the printing of the Indian Department to be done at any private 
printing establishment. 

Mr. SHERMAN. As can be executed at the several Indian 
schools, but at no other printing office. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point 
of order. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the next paragraph. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas will suspend 
until the Clerk finishes the reading of the paragraph. The last 
paragraph was in respect to the provisions of section 3786 of 
the Reyised Statutes. To what line does the gentleman apply 
his amendment? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The amendment will come at the 
end of line 21, page 11. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the Clerk had begun the 
reading of the succeeding paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was the gentleman from Texas on his 
feet seeking recognition of the Chair? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will state to the gentleman 
that this amendment is a bill that has passed the committee 
and appropriates for Tony E. Proctor $2 a day for some work 
performed at Wagoner, Ind. T. 

Mr. SHERMAN. It should come under Indian Territory, and 
it would not be germane at this point. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. All right. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the amendment will be 
withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


BOARD OF INDIAN COMMISSIONERS. 


For expenses of the commission of citizens, serving without compen- 
sation, appointed by the President under the provisions of the fourth 
section of the act of April 10, 1869, $4,000, of which amount not to 
exceed $300 may be used by the commission for office rent. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of 
order against the paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Crum- 
PACKER] reserves a point of order against the paragraph. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It clearly changes existing law. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, no; surely the gentleman is in error 
upon that, Mr. Chairman. This board was created in 1869 by 
general statute, and has continued ever since. There is no 
possibility of a point of order lying against the provision. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think that Congress in the enact- 
ment of the recent urgent deficiency bill repealed practically 
that original law, repealed it by implication, because in section 
3 of the urgent deficiency bill it is provided 

Mr. SHERMAN. Of what year? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. This year, approved February 27— 
last month. The following provision is contained in section 3: 

Nor shall any department or any officer of the Government accept 
voluntary service for the Government, or employ rsonal service in 
excess of that authorized by law except in cases of sudden emergency 
involving the loss of human life or the destruction of property. 

Now, a number of years ago Congress enacted a law author- 
izing the appointment of this Commission, providing that it 
should serve without compensation, and the Commission was 
appointed under the authority of law. The urgent deficiency 
bill, approved on the 27th day of last month, by necessary 
implication, repealed the law, because it expressly provides 
that neither the Government nor any department thereof shall 
accept voluntary service for the Government or employ personal 
service in excess of that expressly authorized by law. The 
Government shall not accept voluntary service. 

The paragraph in this bill is: 

For expenses of the commission of citizens, 5 
sation, 5 by the President under the provisio 
section of the ‘act of April 10, 1869, etc. 

Now, this undertakes to appropriate money for the expenses 
of a commission that is performing voluntary service for the 
Interior Department, and the recent law, that I have just 
read, says that no department shall accept voluntary service 
from anyone. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman a 
question? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes, indeed. 


without compen- 
ns of the fourth 
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Mr. CURTIS. Does the gentleman hold that these gentlemen 
are working under the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. SHERMAN. They are absolutely beholden to no one 
but the President. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. This law is broad enough: “ Nor shall 
any department or any officer of the Government.” The Presi- 
dent must be an officer of the Government within the meaning 
of that law. F 

Mr. LACEY. There is a qualification there. Read further on, 

Mr. CRUMPACKER (reading). “Accept service.” 

Mr. LACEY. Except as authorized by law. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER (reading). “Accept service for the Gov- 
iy pei: or employ personal service in excess of that authorized 

y law. 

Mr. LACEY. This is not in excess of that authorized by 
law. They were authorized by law to perform all the work 
they wanted to, for nothing. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The qualification upon the prohibition 
contained in this provision of the law applies only to the em- 
ployment in excéss of those authorized. It says that the Gov- 
ernment shall not accept voluntary service at all and shall not 
employ service in excess of that authorized by law. It is quite 
clear to me that that is the interpretation that must be given 
the provision. Then, what is the good of this Commission? 
What service does it perform? : 

Mr. LACEY. These Commissioners are authorized by law. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. But this law provides that we shall 
not accept voluntary service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to inquire whether 
the law of 1869 authorizes the payment of the expenses of the 
Commission? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, yes; and it has been done year after 
year; formerly $30,000 and $25,000 have been appropriated for 
the expenses of this Commission, and it did not drop to the 
$4,000 amount until 1893. The original act provided that these 
Commissioners should serve, and appropriated for their ex- 
penses. I think the gentleman is attempting to apply a pro- 
vision that never was intended to be applied under conditions 
such as exist here. This Commission was specially authorized 
by law, and has continued to act, always has acted, and is now 
acting without compensation; and I want to say that the ap- 
propriation here, in accordance with the original act creating 
the Commission, is to pay their expenses—disbursements. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It may be that it was not the intention 
of Congress to repeal the law creating this Commission; but it 
seems to me that it does in effect, because it does prohibit any 
officer of the Government from accepting yoluntary service. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Indiana tell the 
Chair where that provision can be found in the urgent defi- 
ciency bill? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It is section 8, the last section of the 
urgent deficiency bill, amending section 3679 of the Revised 
Statutes, and my interpretation of it is that the words— 

Nor shall any Department or any officer of the Government accept 
voluntary service for the Government or employ personal service 
excess of that authorized by law— 
is positive prohibition. That prohibition applies to the em- 
ployment of the services of this Commission, as the Government 
shall not accept voluntary services; and where it is authorized 
to employ, it shall not employ in excess of that expressly author- 
ized by law. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Here is a provision that is expressly pro- 
vided for by law. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; but this is voluntary. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. The law provided that it should 
be voluntary, and it is voluntary now; and this section does 
not propose to pay them any compensation whatever. It sim- 
ply pays their expenses. The law formerly required these 
Commissioners to be present at every letting held within the 
United States, and provided that no bids should be accepted, 
no matter how large or small, without the O. K. of this Com- 
mission. That has been somewhat changed. But this Commis- 
sion is empowered to be present at every letting, to inspect 
the goods, power to visit the reservations, make reports, and 
all that sort of thing. They never have had any compensation, 
save thelr secretary. The law provides that they may pay one 
of their number compensation to act as secretary to the board. 
Outside of that not one single cent is paid for compensation. 
This fund is used for paying their actual and necessary dis- 
bursements in coming to Washington when necessary to visit 
the Secretary, in going to the reservations, or in coming to New 
York or Chicago. This Commission is composed of very dis- 
tinguished men from all over the United States. It is neces- 
sary for them to travel many miles. Bishop Walker, of Buffalo, 
is one member of the Commission; Mr. Philip Garrett, of Phila- 


delphia, is another; Mr. Albert G. Smalley, of New York, is 
another; and this fund is intended to meet the legitimate trav- 
eling expenses of the members of this Commission in going from 
their homes to the various points at which the service for the 
Government, gratuitous service, is to be rendered. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does this Commission render service 
of any special behefit to the Government? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I think it does. The members, particularly 
Mr. James, Mr. Garrett, and Mr. Lyon, attend all the lettings 
in New York. They are there day after day and perform 
Services of value. The mere fact that these men, who stand 
high in the minds of all philanthropic people, are present look- 
ing after the interests of the Indians, satisfies the public mind 
that there is justice being done; and there is a feeling that 
no wrong can creep in. I think, if for no other reason, it is a 
wise expenditure to satisfy the public as to this branch of the 
service to which I have referred which relates to the supplies 
to the Indians. It is a wise expenditure simply to satisfy the 
public that that is conducted as it should be. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will say to the gentleman that 
these men haye been acting on this board since 1869, being 
appointed, I believe, under President Grant's Administration; 
and they have been found to be very beneficial to the Indian 
Service. They collect a great many statistics of facts that 
could not very well be gotten otherwise. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Albert K. Smiley, of this Commission, 
has, in his endeayors to promote the welfare of the Indian, 
spent more every year for the last twenty years, in my judg- 
ment, than Congress has appropriated for the entire expenses 
of this Commission. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That has been my information 
in regard to it. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, for the information of the 
House, I should like to read the law which defines the author- 
ity of the Commission. 

And hereafter the Commission shall only_have power to visit and 
inspect cies and other branches of the Indian Servi and to in- 
apat po purchased for said Service; and the Commissioner of In- 
a irs shall consult with the Commission in purchase of 
supplies. The Commission shall report their doings to the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Mr. SHERMAN. 
which is published. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I doubt if the Congress 
had in mind, in the enactment of the statute I referred to, the 
abolition of this particular Commission, eyen if the law operates 
to abolish it. It seems to me it might properly be so interpreted. 
But in view of the explanation made by the gentleman (and I 
appreciate the force of the reasons that have been stated for 
the continuation of the Commission), I will withdraw the point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn. The 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

MATRONS. 

To enable the Secretary of the Interior to employ suitable persons as 
matrons to teach Indian girls in housekeeping and other household 
duties, at a rate not to exceed $70 per month, and for furnishing neces- 
sary equipments, and renting quarters where n , $25,000. Pro- 
vided, That the amount pal matrons shall not come within the 
limit for employees fixed by the act of June 7, 1897. = 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, in line 4 I moye to strike 
out “seventy ” and insert “ sixty.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 14, in line 4, strike out “seventy ” and Insert sixty.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


For the construction of an irrigation system necessary for develop- 
ing and oe a water supply for the irrigation of the lands of the 
Pima Indians in the vicinity of Sacaton, on the Gila River Indian Reser- 
vation, $250,000, to be expended out of the irrigation reclamation fund, 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior: Provided, further, 
That when said irrigation system is in successful operation, nnd the 
Indians haye become self-supporting, the cost of 3 the said 
system shall be Seeley. apportioned upon the lands irrigated, and to 
the annual charge shall added an amount sufficient to pay back into 
the Treasury the cost of the work within thirty years, suitable deduc- 
tion being made for the amounts received from disposal of lands which 
now form a part of said reservation ($490,000). 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the words in this paragraph beginning with the word 
“to,” in line 11, and ending with the word Interior,” in line 18. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming makes a 
point of order against the words in lines 11, 12, and 13 which 
he has indicated. Does the gentleman desire to be heard? 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, the suggestion is made 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would suggest that ke does not 


They make an annual report every year, 
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need to hear from the gentleman from Wyoming until after he 
has heard from the gentleman from New York. ; 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to amend my point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Very well; the Chair will hear the gentle- 


man. 

Mr. MONDELL. Against all after and including the word 
“to,” in line 11 

Mr. SHERMAN. The only words against which the gentle- 
man desires to make the point of order, as I understand it, are 
the words “ out of the irrigation reclamation fund.” 

Mr. MONDELL. Down to and including the word “ fund,” 
in line 12, the words to be stricken out being the following: 


To be expended out of the irrigation reclamation fund. 
Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, no; leave in the words 
to be expended— 
So that it will read— 
to be expended under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. CURTIS. I suggest to the gentleman that he simply 
raise the point of order against the words “out of the irriga- 
tion reclamation fund.” That covers the question. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, that is satisfactory to me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair then understands that the gen- 
tleman from Wyoming makes the point of order against the 
8 in lines 11 and 12, “out of the irrigation reclamation 

nd.” 

Mr. MONDELL. I make the point of order that those words 
are a change of existing law. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SHERMAN] desire to be heard? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the original act authorizing 
this work did not provide that the payment should be made out 
of the reclamation fund. That is all I can say. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I move to strike out the last word, and 
in that connection I should like to inquire of the chairman of 
the committee whether this bill creates any new or additional 
offices; and if so, how many, and to what extent they make a 
charge on the Treasury? 

Mr. SHERMAN. There are no new or additional offices cre- 
ated. In the change of the form we have in one place specific- 
ally provided for the support of a school which has heretofore 
been supported out of the general fund, and there we have ap- 
propriated for the superintendent of the school. We create no 
new or additional offices. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is the same superintendent? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The same superintendent; and we specific- 
ally appropriate for his salary, instead of paying it out of the 
general fund. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. But it makes no additional charge on 
the Treasury? 

Mr. SUERMAN. No. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Now, does the bill omit any officers? I 
notice by an analysis of the Indian appropriation bill for 
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Mr. SHERMAN. It omits the Shoshone Agency, and dis- 
penses with that agent, whose salary is $1,800. : 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It relieves the Treasury of how much? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Eighteen hundred dollars. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. So that the bill, as a mattér of fact, 
instead of adding to, decreases the charge on the Treasury so 
far as officers are concerned. 

Mr. SHERMAN. No; that is not so, because it increases the 
compensation to be paid to the police. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. So that the net result is an increase or 
decrease? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The net result, so far as the payment of 
officers is concerned, is an increase, but the net result of the bill 
is a decrease of $550,000 below last year’s appropriation, and an 
appropriation of $400,000 less than the estimates for this*year. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What is the result, if the chairman 
can give the information, with references to the offices omitted? 

Mr. SHERMAN. No change except the Shoshone agent, who 
was paid $1,800, is omitted. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That is offset by the salary or wages 
of the police department. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes; very largely; an increase of $100,000 
for Indian police. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Does not that increase the number? 

Mr. SHERMAN. No; only the compensation. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What is the occasion for that? 

Mr. SHERMAN. The occasion of the increased appropria- 
tion is that the Commissioner found he could not retain the 


services of the best men at the former compensation, which was 
$15 a month for a captain and $10 a month for a private. He 
recommended the increase so that he could pay $25 a month for 
a captain and $15 a month for a private. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. And the aggregate result is $100,000? 

Mr. SHERMAN. One hundred thousand dollars; but the gen- 
tleman must remember that these officers furnish their own 
horses. They are largely used to restrain the traffic in liquor. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Do they get anything in the way of 
compensation by the way of being found? 

Mr. SHERMAN. No; they are not found. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. They get their food and supplies at 
cost price? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes. 

The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as 
follows: 

For the purpose of 5 from the bed of the stream 


which drains into the Eel ver in the Round Valley Reservation, 
Mendocino County, Cal., $8,000. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to page 19, line 19, for the purpose of offering an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent to return to page 19, line 19, for the purpose of 
offering an amendment. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

4 = SHERMAN. I offer the amendment which I send to the 

The Clerk read as follows: 
~ 3 19, line 19, before the word “dollars,” add the words “and 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For clerical work and labor connected with the sale and leasing of 
Creek and the leasing of Cherokee lands, $30,000. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer 
an amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 23, after line 11, insert that there is appropriated, out of any 
money in the United States Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $1,236 to pay Toney E. Proctor $2 day in lieu of subsist- 


ence from August 13, 1899, to April 1901, while serving as town- 
site appraiser of Wagner, Ind. T., Creek Nation. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Let me ask the gentleman if this is the 
item for which the committee reported a separate bill? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Yes; a few days ago. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I have no objection to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For the maintenance, strengthening, and enlarging of the tribal 
schools of the Cherokee, — Choctaw, 8 and Seminole 
nations, and manag ee for the attendance of children of non- 
citizens therein, an e establishment of new schools under the control 
of the Department of the Interior, the sum of $100,000, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, to be ares in the hands of the Secretary 
of the Interior, and disbursed by under such rules and regulations 
as he may prescribe. 


Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make 
an inquiry with reference to lines 17 and 18, page 25. I see that 
these funds are placed in the hands of the Secretary of the 
Interior. I think it should be the Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs, because it applies to the five tribes of the Indian Terri- 
tory, and all the other school matters are in the hands of the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The gentleman knows that the affairs in 
the Indian Territory are in the hands of the Secretary rather 
than in the hands of the Commissioner. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I think that the gentleman will 
find that school matters in the Indian Territory are in the 
hands of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Not in the Indian Territory. The admin- 
istration of Indian Affairs in the Territory is all within the 
jurisdiction distinctly of the Secretary and not the Commis- 


sioner. 
I will look that up, and ask to 


Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. 
return to it if necessary. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the formal amendment 
is withdrawn and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For permanent et! for su rt of blacksmith, per sixth article of 
treaty of October 18, 1820, ninth article of red of January 20, 1825, 
and thirteenth article of treaty of June 22, 1855, 8600. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. I want to ask the chairman of the committee 
if he will not consent to return to line 19, page 25, for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment. I desire to increase the sum 
from $100,000 to $150,000. 
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Mr. SHERMAN. I do not object to returning to the line and 
page mentioned. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I move, Mr. Chairman, to amend 
by adding, after the word“ hundred,” in line 16, the words and 
fifty ;" so as to make it $150,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to return to page 25 for the purpose of offering an 
amendment. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ary 25, line 16, after the word“ hundred,” insert the words “ and 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, $150,000 is the amount ap- 
propriated last year, and only $98,000 was expended, and only 
$100,000 is asked for this year, 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I understand the reason of that 
is that the schools have not had time to be gotten in operation, 
and that this next year they can well expend $150,000, having 
organized the school communities and having the children so 
grouped that they can send them to school. In that country it 
takes some time to organize their schools and secure or build 
schoolhouses. 

Mr. SHERMAN. But the gentleman knows that they receive 
certain fees from the recording officers, which adds very ma- 
terially. It seems to me, if I remember correctly, it more than 
doubles the amount. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If the gentleman will excuse me, 
I am informed that none of those fees have eyer been paid to | 
the school fund, that they are outstanding somewhere. 

Mr. SHERMAN. But the law compels their payment into the 
school fund. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. But they have not been paid in. 
That is the information I have from the people who live there 
and understand the matter. | 

Mr. SHERMAN. I think that is an error. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, your informants must be mis- 
taken, because the Secretary of the Interior when the bill was 
prepared to wind up the affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes re- 
ferred to those fees and asked that the laws be reenacted, so 
there is no question about the surplus fees being used for the 
maintenance of schools in the Indian Territory. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The law required that to be done. 
But I do not think the appropriation has been made, at least I 
do not think that it has become part of the fund at the present | 
time. 

Mr. CURTIS. There is no appropriation required. The 
money is paid to the Attorney-General, and he turns it over to 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. This fund, I will state to the gen- 
tleman, of $50,000 extra would be returned to the Treasury if it 
is not used. If the excess funds coming from the clerk fees are 
sufficient to carry on the schools then it would not be necessary 
to use this fund, but unless this additional $50,000 is put in 
this bill the schools will become very inefficient. I hope the | 
amendinent will be agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- | 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For support and education of 750 Indian pupils at the Indian school, 
Haskell Institute, Lawrence, Kans., and for Saves of pupils to 
and from said school, $125,250. 

For pay of superintendent at said school, $2,5 

For general repairs and improvements, 24800. 

For dalry barn, $6,000, to be immediately available. 

For draining and ditching, $4,500, to be immediately available. 

In all, $146,250. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 7, page 30, after the word “ 2 strike out the word “six” , 
and insert in lien thereof the word “ ten 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereb 
In his discretion, to cancel the record of the tent issu 
Nay taw me ge zhick for the south half of the northeast 


tion 29, 1 51 north, range 33 west, on the L'Anse 
in Michigan, and to issue a 


„ authorized, | 
to Charlotte 
uarter, sec- 
eservation, 
atent of like force and effect to Charles 
Beneche, a member of said tribe, for the above-described land. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to strike out this section, because by some mistake it is 
a duplicate of the one that follows. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 


amend by striking out the paragraph contained within lines 17 
to 24 on page 34. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PIPESTONE SCHOOL. 

For support and education of 200 Indian pupils at the Indian school, 
Pipestone, Minn., $33,400. 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 35, line 20, after the word “ hundred,” insert the words “ and 
twenty-five,” and in lines 21 and 22, after the word “ Minnesota,” 
strike out the words “ thirty-three thousand four hundred” and insert 
in lieu thereof the words “thirty-seven thousand five hundred and 
seventy-five.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
gentleman from Minnesota give some explanation of his reason 
for offering this amendment. 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the Pipestone 


Indian School now has in regular attendance 210 pupils. More 


would be in attendance if there were room for them. Room 
will be found for more pupils in the coming year by reason of 
the fact that two new buildings, one a home for the superin- 
tendent and the other a home for the employees, now housed in 
the existing buildings, will be erected. So that during the coni- 
ing fiscal year there will be room at that school for thirty or 
forty pupils more. It seems only proper, therefore, that 225 
pupils should be provided for under the circumstances, because 
pupils are seeking admission that now can not be admitted. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I do not oppose the amendment. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask the gentleman 
whether or not this matter has been referred to the Secretary of 
the Interior or the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. Have they 
reported on the necessity for this increased amount? 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. I can not answer that defi- 
nitely. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Did the gentleman appear before 


the committee and ask that the appropriation be enlarged? 


Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. 
the time with other duties. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then where does this demand 
come from? 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. 
knowledge. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Have the professors in charge of 
the school out there and the superintendents made a demand 
upon the gentleman for this? 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. Not exactly. When I was 
visiting the school I looked over the buildings and asked how 
many pupils could be accommodated and whether the authorities 
had to go out and search for pupils or whether the pupils were 
| seeking admission to that particular school. My friend from 
Texas understands that that is a sort of Holy Land for the 
Indians. Included in that reservation is the Pipestone quarry, 
out of which the sacred peace pipes are made. The Indians have 
peculiar regard for that locality. Moreover, for other reasons 
it is a very desirable section to be in, It is a very well settled 
portion of the country, and young men when they get through 
the school can find employment there. Consequently there is 
great demand at that school for admission. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. What is the increased appropria- 
tion which you ask? 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. To allow for twenty-five more 
pupils. As I explained, they can be taken care of in the exist- 
ing buildings during the coming year, because there is now pro- 
vided a home for the superintendent, who now lives in one of 
the buildings, and a building for the employees now quartered 
among the other buildings. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For improvement to water system, $2,000. 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer the 
following amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 36, line 1, after the word “ 8 
and insert in lieu thereof the word * 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. re Betek ve the absence of informa- 


I did not, being occupied at 


From my own personal 


strike out the word “ two“ 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3551 


tion other than I have before me I shall have to oppose this 
amendment. The superintendent in his report says this: 

A very important improvement required at this time is the en- 
largement of the water-storage capacity. The present 500-barrel tank 
is practically no fire protection, as the forced water through a 2-inch 
hose is not sufficient to give any appreciable good result in extinguish- 
ing even a small fire where the distance the water is thrown amounts 
to more than 10 or 15 feet. The present water supply is somewhat 
limited also, both as to the source of supply and storage. Another 
well is said to be necessary. For the improvement of the water sys- 
tem $2,000 is recommended. 

Now, the superintendent seemingly makes out a very clear 
case that something should be done, but he states that $2,000 
is all that is necessary. If the gentleman from Minnesota 
from his personal observation and experience can demonstrate 
that $2,000 is not sufficient, why I have not anything further to 

* 


Say. 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, when I last 
visited the institution at Pipestone I went over this matter 
with the superintendent. From what I could learn I am of 
opinion that $2,000 is not sufficient. 

The present water supply is furnished by a tank of 500 bar- 
rels capacity. This is not sufficient to supply the water for the 
daily needs of the school, let alone to make any provision in the 
case of fire. 

ai SHERMAN. Permit me to ask you when was this visit 
made 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. I can not now remember the 
exact date. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The point I wish to ascertain is whether 
the visit was made since about the 1st of September, when this 
report to which I refer was made. 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. No, sir; it was not. 

Mr. SHERMAN. It was made prior to that time? 

Mr. McCLHARY of Minnesota. It was made prior to that 
time. If the superintendent in that report estimates $2,000 as 
sufficient, why his information is better than mine. 

Mr. SHERMAN, I have read to the gentleman all that is 
said on the subject. I think the superintendent’s report was 
made probably in September, possibly the ist of October last, 
and he asked for $2,000 for the purpose, and the superintend- 
ent’s statement as to conditions does not vary at all from what 
the gentleman from Minnesota has said. 

Mr. McCLHARY of Minnesota. That is satisfactory to me, 
Mr. Chairman, and as the superintendent seems to think that 
$2,000 is sufficient, I withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will be 
withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


To maintain at the city of St. Louis, Mo., in the discretion of the 


Secretary of the Interior, a warehouse for the receipt, storage, and 


shipping of goods for the Indian Service, $8,000. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 39, line 8, strike out the word “ eight” and insert the word 
„ten; so as to read “ten thousand dollars.“ 
Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, from the time this ware- 
house was originally established the appropriation was $10,000 
annually. I can not account for the recommendation, which 
I understand has been made by the Interior Department, to 
cut that amount from $10,000 to $8,000. According to the fig- 
ures which have been furnished me by the superintendent of 
that warehouse, the actual expenses to run it were eighty-two 
hundred and fifty and some odd dollars, and it seems to me 
it certainly can not be the intention of either the committee 
or the Department to cripple the warehouse, in view of the 
fact that the business of that institution is constantly increas- 
ing; and I therefore hope that the committee will accept this 

amendment, 

Mr. SHERMAN. We provided the amount which the Com- 
missioner asked us to provide. The gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BarrHotpr] presents figures which show that last year it 
cost to maintain this warehouse more than that amount. But 
I assume that the Commissioner contemplates certain econo- 
mies by which he can reduce the amount that was required 
last year during the coming fiscal year. We have provided 
here an appropriation in the amount which the Commissioner 
asks. It seems as though that ought to be sufficient. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Mr. Chairman, as I understand, this 
expenditure of money has been made under the most econom- 
ical management possible. The men employed in that ware- 
house are a superintendent, a clerk, and two laborers. They 
certainly can not get along with less than that, and the ex- | 


penditures for rent and light, in addition, brought up the 
amount to $8,250 last year. I can not account for a reduction 
except upon the theory that it is an error on the part of some 
one, and I sincerely hope that the gentleman will accept the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as folows: 

To maintain at the city of Omah 
88 a warehouse for the receip 
for the Indian Service, $8,000. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska. Mr, Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Line 19, 42, strike out the word “eight” and insert the word 
ten; so as to make the appropriation $10,000. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the 
committee has seen fit to change the appropriation for the ware- 
house at St. Louis to $10,000, I do not think I shall oppose the 
changing of this to $10,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. KENNEDY]. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to issue fee-simple patents to the follo es 
for the lands heretofore allotted them: Louis Dick and Ida C. Shott, 
Omaha allottees Nos. 962 and 916, respectively; David St. Cyr, 


Daniel Rice, Alexander St. Cyr, 
Louis St. 8 


Nebr., in the discretion of the 
storage, and shipping of goods 


Charles Raymond, Louis Armell, 
Mrs. Elsie E. Paulson (née Pei „Mrs. Henrietta Lem- 


—— allottee No. 11; Ponca (Ne- 


braska) allottees Nos. 39 and 106, respectively; Josephine Amell, Win- 
nebago allottee No. 235; Zally Rulo, Ponca (Nebraska) allottee No. 83; 
George W. ie aig Koyakewin, William Holmes, Mary Rockwood, Henry 
Ross, Frank H. Youn uel Baskin, Jobn Hoffman, David Thomas, 
Joseph Coursoll, jr., Samuel Thomas, Cecilia Coursoll, Julia Rouillard, 
F. ick A. Dupuis, Alemia Jones, Eliza Rouillard, Edward Mackey, 
Anärew Jackson Felix, David Mazakute, H Felix, 
5 
7 844, 359, 427, 53, 425, 76, 831, 71. 816, 830, 677, 710, 394, 

94. 82 4 Rose- 


ony „ 


the lands so patented. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “ Shott,” line 24 egy A 

“ Eisie Grace Pilcher, William H. pbell, Henry Guitar, Harriet 
L. Pilcher, Me kbu bae, or Anna Mary Walker.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Also the following amendment: 
After the word “16,” in line 25, page 42, insert: 

“492, 892, 420, 366, 369.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Also the following amendment: 

After the word “ Post,” line 10, page 43, insert: 

“Mary Knudsen, Buffalo Chip, White Dog, Frank 
Bowing, or William Elk, William Bear, Mary Lesor.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Also the following: 

After the word “6,” in line 12, page 43, insert: 

90, 2, 100, 88, 84, 95, 133.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Also the following: 

After the word “ Cox,” line 22 43, insert: 

“Reuben H. Cahney, Sarah Sh „Tae hu tam be, or Harvey 
Warner, Ge u ka, or Charles Stabler, Peter Felix, jr., Hinhanskaden, 


or Thomas Whiteowl, Dennie Felix, James Hemans, Charles Wicanh- 


idutawin, Bushman Chapman, Wacanga, George Goodteacher, Asd 

ewin, John Halfiron, David Boy, Hupojanjanwin, Samuel Stone, ane 
drew Sherman, 8 hillip Webster, Joseph 5 Sarah 
ipple, Thomas 


Sherman, Runs 


Jones, Cantanna, or Thomas Whipple, Wihaki, or Lina Wh 
Rouillard, Samuel Whipple, August Trudell, John Ross, 


h z 
uels, sai 0 in 
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ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Also the following: 

After the words “46,” line 9, pa 

* 314, 292, 508, 396, 708, 468, 71 š 
788, 349, 311, 379, 50, 326, 472, 126, 809, 810, 828, 396, 548, 513, 826. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word simply for the purpose of saying that all of these amend- 
ments have been offered by instruction from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and that all of these provisions, the issuance of 
these patents, both those originally provided in the bill and all 
the amendments which I have offered, have been specifically re- 
ported on, each individual, by the Indian Bureau, whose officer, 
special agent, or inspector has examined into the conditions in 
each particular case and made a special report thereon. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Is there not some provision in the De- 
partment of the Interior for the issuance of patents under 
proper circumstances? á 

Mr. SHERMAN. There is not. And last year, when report- 
ing the Indian bill, we incorporated therein a general provision 
of that character, and it went out on a point-of order. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does the gentleman think it 
would be advisable? 

Mr. SHERMAN. I think it would be advisable to make a 
general provision to meet all such cases. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield to 
me for a moment? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I wish, for the benefit of the 
committee, to say that the bill H. R. 11496, which has been fa- 
vorably reported by the Committee on Indian Affairs, contains 
that provision, and I hope to call up the bill within a very few 
days, and hope it will pass. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

Mr. LACEY. I move to strike out the last word. 
the pro forma amendment. 

I would like to say, in this connection, that the proposition 
of having a general law is superior to the present method. Un- 
der a general law the Indian Department would release the 
Indian and give him a patent with full authority as provided 
by the law through these special acts. Now, by giving this 
privilege always through a special act and by naming the party 
in an appropriation bill there is much more danger that some 
name will slip in without being duly considered than there 
would be if the matter were handled by general law, because 
between the two Houses an amendment could be inserted on 
the floor of the House adding this name or that name, with 
little or no consideration. That could not occur if the matter 
were provided for by general law instead of in this special way. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. If the gentleman will allow this sugges- 
tion. If a provision were made by general law for the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs to issue the patents under proper 


44, insert: 
, 363, 375, 650, 15, 100, 344, 204 


I renew 


circumstances, he would then have the entire responsibility for | 


the administration of that branch of the law and would doubt- 
less be more careful in the examination of the several cases 
as they presented themselyes, Under this system of Congress 
authorizing the issuing of patents, it must carry the final re- 
sponsibility. It seems to me that this ought to lessen the feel- 
ing of responsibility on the part of the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs. I think the general-law policy is a better one, 
too. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to issue fee simple 7 7 — to the following parties for 
the lands heretofore allotted them: Victoria Ezell (née Bradley), Glen 
Bradley, Alexander B. Peltier, Lincoln Kennedy, John B. Bruno, Lucy A. 
Lourane, Zoe Rhood, Nellie Finley, Eliza J. Neiswender, Davis Hardin, 
Daniel Chilsom, Amanda Nadeau (née Toupin), and William Frapp, 
Citizen Pottawatomie allottees Nos. 180, 182, 113, 1351, 121, 210, 
104, 563, 17, 41, 702, 98, and 738, respectively; Albert M. Glardy, 
John B. Bergeron, Catherine Peltier, and Anthony Bourbonnals, jr., 
Citizen Pottawatomie allottees in Oklahoma Nos. 1363, 37, and 34, 
respectively; Julia Lazelle and Phillip Wickens, Citizen Pottawatomie 
allottees Nos. 117 and 583, respectively; and the issuance of said pat- 
ents shall operate as a removal of all restrictions as to the sale, incum- 
brance, or taxation of the lands so patented. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, on page 57, line 14, after 
the word Toupin,” insert the following. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


After the word “Toupin,” page 57, line 14, insert the following: 
“R. W. Dike, Doshia E. — — 4 née Kennedy, Joseph Bertrand, Ben- 
jamin Bertrand, Dan. O'Brien, Philip Wickens.” 


The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 


MAROH 8, 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, following the word “ thirty- 
eight,” at the end of line 20, insert the following. i 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the $6 = 2 7 Gg 7 . 
772. 774, 180,884. thirty-eight,” line 20, page 57, insert “871, 140, 
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. On page 58, after the word “ respectively,” 
in line 3, insert. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “ respectively,” line 3, page 58, Insert “heir of Hor- 
ace P. Jones, Kiowa allottee No. 2356.” ` 
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. After the word “ patented,” in line 5, same 
page, insert the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “patented,” line 5, page 58, insert: ; 

“That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay out of the funds of the Otoe and Missouri Indians 
of Oklahoma Territory the sum of $182.50 to the Choctaw, Oklahoma 
and Gulf Railroad Company for five tickets from Oklahoma City to 
Washington, D. C., furnished members of said tribe, the payment of 
which has been asked by the council of said tribe.” t 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For additional salary for superintendent in charge, $1,000. 

Mr. CRUMPACKBER. Reserving the point of order, I want 
to inquire what is the purpose of this appropriation, as it 
seems to me to be new legislation. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Which paragraph? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. For additional salary for superin- 
tendent in charge of Carlisle school, $1,000. 

Mr. SHERMAN. That is not new legislation. The Carlisle 
school has for twenty years been in charge of an Army officer, 
and in order to induce the Army officer, who has been desired to 
remain there under that assignment, it has been necessary to 
give some extra compensation, Captain Pratt was there for a 
great many years, and rendered service of the utmost value, 
Captain Mercer is now there; a man of extraordinary execu- 
tive ability, exceptionally well qualified to act as the head of a 
great institution of that kind. There are more than 1,000 
pupils there, and this provision gives this amount of compensa- 
tion in addition to his Army salary. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And the law already authorizes this 
appropriation, does it? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Well, it is current. No; under the correct 
rulings of the Chairman here there is no law on the subject. 
It simply has been carried. It has been the custom from year 
to year to pay the Army officer who held the position this ad- 
ditional compensation. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And this appropriation has been car- 
ried on the appropriation bill for a number of years, has it? 

Mr. SHERMAN. Oh, yes; for ten years. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER,. I withdraw the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


CHAMBERLAIN SCHOOL, 


For the support and education of 200 Indian pupils at the Indian 
school at Chamberlain, S. Dak., $33,400; 

For pay of superintendent of said school, $1,600; 

For general repairs and improvements, $2,500; 

For fire house and equipment, for two reservoirs or water tanks, and 
changing sewer, 512,000; 

In all, $49,500. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, there was a misprint here, 
so that I moye to strike out in lines 5 and 6 the words “ two 
thousand five hundred dollars;” and in line 9, to reduce the 
total by $2,500; so that it will read: 

For general repairs and improvements, and for fire house and equip- 
320 or two reservoirs or water tanks, and for changing sewer, 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In lines 5 and 6 strike out “ two thousand five hundred dollars” and 
insert “ and.” 

In line 8, after“ and,” insert “for;” and in line 9 strike out “ forty- 
nine thousand five hundred“ and insert “ forty-seven thousand.“ 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does this increase the appropria- 
tion? i 

Mr. SHERMAN. It reduces it. The committee agreed on it 
in that form, but it is simply a mistake in printing. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For general repairs and improvements, and for cement veneer for old 
buildings, $6,000. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. 
ment. 


I offer the following amend- 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the word “ dollars,” in line 18, on page 61, insert two thou- 
sand five hundred dollars, to be immediately available.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to cancel the patents for the allotments made to 
Thomas Bull, Sarah Bull, and Lillie Bull, Yankton Sioux allottees 
Nos. 1136, 1137, and 1138, respectively, and to reallot the lands covered 
by said patents to members of the Yankton Sioux tribe who were enti- 

ed to allotment, but failed to receive lands when the Indians of said 
tribe were allotted lands in severalty; the patent issued December 31, 
1901, in the name of James Longhat, Wichita allottee No. 582, and he 
is further authorized to cause the land covered thereby to be allotted 
to Gertrude Lamp, a member of the Wichita tribe of Indians who failed 
to receive an allotment, although legally entitled thereto. 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to Issue fee simple patents to the 1 parties 
for the lands heretofore allotted them: Frances Ree, Victoria McBride, 
and Peter Picotte, Yankton Sioux allottees Nos. 228, 462, and 162, 
respectively; Louis Cutschall (née Herman), Rosebud allottee No. 643; 
George W. Dripps, Yankton Sioux allottee No. 1435; Joseph Volin, 
Yankton allottee No. 1129; and the issuance of said patents shall op- 
erate as a removal of all restrictions as to the sale, incumbrance, or 
taxation of the lands so petonted:; heirs of Louis Dechon, Alexis V. Ren- 
ville, William M. Weatherstone, Daisy Rice, Mary S. Weatherstone, 
James Weatherstone, Ada Cloutier, Ralph Weatherstone, and Joseph La 
Frombolse, Sisseton and Wahpeton allottees Nos. 215, 1070, 1300, 1307, 
1296, 1301, 212, and 724 (two numbers), 1299, and 1337, respectively ; 
and the Issuance of said patents shall operate as a removal of all re- 
ne as to the sale, incumbrance, or taxation of the lands so pat- 
ented. 

Mr. SHERMAN. On page 66 I move to strike out the word 
“the,” at the end of line 9, and also to strike out all of lines 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, and 15. The provision is duplicated on page 57. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers the 
following amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 66, beginning with the word “the,” at the end of line 9, 
strike out the remainder of the paragraph. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. On the same page, in line 19, I cffer the 
amendment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 66, in line 19, after the word Picotte,” insert: 

“ Louis Shunk, Frank La Rochelle, Louise Barbier Moran, Kate Marion 
Barbier, Peter La Grande, Lucy 8. Patton, Joseph Dubray, Frederick 
Barbier, Marie Barbier.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. On the same page, in line 22, after the 
word “two,” I move to insert the numbers which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers the 
following amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 22, after the word „two,“ insert “1,038, 817, 1,416, 1,356, 
776, 1,007, 1,040, 1,354, 779, 242, 780.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. In the same line, after the word “ Louis,” 
add the letter “e,” so that the spelling will be “ Louise.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 66, In line 22, change the spelling of Louls to “ Louise.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For general incidental 3 of the Indian service in Utah, in- 
cluding traveling expenses of agents, $1,000. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah. I offer the amendment which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentieman from Utah offers an 
amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Insert, after line 6, page 68: 

“For the construction of an irrigation system necessary for develop- 
ing and furnishing a water supply for the irrigation of the lands of 
the Uinta and White River Utes in Uinta County, Utah, $125,000, 
to be expended under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior: 
Provided, That the total cost of the entire construction and installation 
of said irrigating system shall not exceed $600,000 : And provided further, 
That all moneys expended on said irrigation system shall be reimbu 
to the United States from the proceeds of the sale of lands of the 
Uinta Reservation.“ 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order on 
that amendment, but I will reserve it if the gentleman from 
Utah desires to address the Chair. 


[Mr. HOWELL of Utah addressed the committee. 
pendix. ] 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the amendment is sub- 
ro to a point of order, and will therefore sustain the point of 
order. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Insert after line 6, page 68: 

“A right of way for the construction and maintenance of canals 
and ditches for mining, Piro or manufacturing purposes through 
8 


or across the grazing lan set apart for the Indians in the late 
Uintah Indian ryation is hereby granted.” 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
against that if the gentleman wishes to discuss it. 

Mr. HOWELL of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SHEermMAn] will not insist on his point of 
order against this amendment. In a former amendment I sought 
to provide for funds to enable the Secretary of the Interior to 
protect the rights of the Indians to sufficient water for their 
allotted lands; the wisdom and advisability have, T trust, been 
clearly set forth in my remarks on that amendment. 

In support of the present amendment let me briefly explain 
the situation that confronts the settlers who have filed on home- 
steads in that section of the State known as the “Uintah Reser- 
vation.” It appears that there have already been made on the 
lands in this reservation recently thrown open to settlement 
some 1,300 entries, aggregating over 200,000 acres; and this all 
happened within the brief time from the opening to the begin- 
ning of the inclement weather, and under the limitations im- 
posed by the President's proclamation for the first sixty days. 
With the advent of spring—that is to say, as soon as the rigor- 
ous climate of that country will permit of ready access to it— 
and under the regulations of the homestead laws which now 
prevail there, settlers will be drawn to this Uintah country in 
large numbers to avail themselves of the opportunities there 
afforded for making homes. 

This section of country is traversed by a number of beautiful 
mountain streams from which these newly opened lands can be 
watered. Without irrigation these lands are like those in many 
other portions of the West—desert and barren, and therefore of 
little value. With water, however, they contain boundless pos- 
sibilities in the shape of crops of cereals, grasses, fruits, and 
vegetables. These mountain streams carry water sufficient not 
only for the agricultural lands allotted to the Indians, but also 
for thousands of the prosperous farm homes of the white set- 
tlers. 

But this is the situation with respect to these white settlers 
who, with the sturdy characteristics of the western pioneer, 
have taken up lands in that comparatively remote section. It 
happens that the Secretary of the Interior in making the choice 
of grazing lands for the Indians, as provided for by law, selected 
these same lands along the margins of the streams. It also 
happens that, except by permission of the Interior Department, 
no right of way for ditches or canals can be obtained. It is 
therefore in the power of this same Department to completely 
nullify the efforts of the settlers who desire to develop and 
make fruitful this naturally favored portion of the State by re- 
fusing permission to construct the necessary irrigation canals 
across these Indian lands, so as to convey the water onto the 
fields of the settlers. ö 

To all applications thus far made for the necessary rights of 
way the Secretary has given an absolute refusal. I will not 
say that he has not been actuated by a praiseworthy determina- 
tion to guard the rights of the Indians. I merely state the facts 
in the matter. 

As appears from the recent presentation of this subject to 
the House Committee on Indian Affairs, the Indian Commis- 
sioner strongly urges an appropriation that was deemed ample 
to secure an adequate water right for all the Indian allottees. 
I have earnestly advocated this policy as being as wise as it is 
necessary. 

What should be said of a guardian under similar circum- 
stances who would refuse or neglect to faithfully guard the in- 
terests of his ward? But is not this precisely the attitude of the 
Government with respect to these lands? 

Without making any provisions for securing the necessary 
water rights for the Indians, it denies the right to white settlers 
there to convey water across the Indian lands and onto their 
own fields, and thus prevents these same settlers from making 
homes, with the effect that the further disposal of lands will be 
checked, to the ultimate injury of the Indians. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, this dog-in-the-manger policy is an out- 
rage on those settlers who, at great expense and in the full ex- 
pectation of a “square deal” from the Government, have cast 
their lot there and intend to make this desert land fruitful and 
productive. The necessity for this proyision which is incor- 
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porated in my amendment is urgent and ought to be adopted. 
I hope the gentleman from New York [Mr. SHERMAN] will with- 
draw his point of order and allow this provision to be inserted 
in the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to issue fee-simple patents to the followin: es 
for the lands heretofore allotted them: L. F. Laq a Yakima In- 
lan, to his allotment, No. 780; Susan Stone (Swasey), a Yakima In- 
dian, to her allotment, No. 286; Suis Sis Kin, or Loupe Lou 8 
No. 4, Yakima, now Waterville, Wash.; Margaret Sar Sarp No. 6, 
Washin on; and the Issuance of said tents shall operate as a 
removal of all restrictions as to the sale, incumbrance, or taxation of 
the lands so patented. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, on page 71, line 7, I wish to 
have inserted an amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 71, line 7, after the word “ Washington,” insert Charles 
Wammasy, Yakima allottee, No. 1618.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, directed to 
canse an investigation to be made of the claims of the Potawatomi In- 
dians of Wisconsin, as set forth in their memorial to Congress printed 
in Senate Document No. 185, Fifty-seventh Congress, second session, 
and to report thereon to Con at the beginning of the next session 
thereof, showing, on the best information now obtainable, what number 
of said Indians continued to reside in the State of Wisconsin after the 
treaty of September 26, 1833, their proportionate shares of the an- 
nuities, trust funds, and other moneys paid to or expended for the tribe 
to which they belong, in which the claimant Indians have not shared, 
the amount of such moneys retained in the Treasury of the United 
States to the credit of the claimant Indians as directed by the provision 
of the act of Congress approved June 25, 1864; if none have been so 
retained the amount that should have been annually so retained under 
said law, showing also what disposition has been made of the annuities, 
trust funds, and other moneys of said tribe, with the amounts and the 
status of any now remaining to their credit in the Treasury or other- 
1 as will also cause an enrollment to be made of d Potawa- 

omi Indians, 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of or- 
der with a veiw of asking the chairman of the committee what 
the necessity is for authorizing this investigation. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I will ask the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Brown] to answer the gentleman. A separate bill has 
been reported and the gentleman from Wisconsin made the re- 
port and is very familiar with the facts. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I will say that at the time the 
Potawatomi Indians of Wisconsin and Michigan were trans- 
ferred to Kansas a good many of them were compelled to go 
against their wishes. During the intervening years they have 
drifted back into Iowa, Wisconsin, and into Michigan. The 
reason for their leaving Kansas was the fact that they were 
located there on prairie land, and these Indians had always 
resided in a timber and lake country. They were not satisfied 
to remain in Kansas, and in consequence of that, 500 or 600 
Indians have drifted back into southern Wisconsin, many into 
Michigan, and I think some have stopped in Iowa. It is desired 
to get an enrollment of these Indians for the reason that there 
are certain trust funds which have been distributed in part to 
the Kansas Indians, and other funds remaining in the Treas- 
ury which should be distributed to the Indians in Wisconsin 
and Michigan. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER, These Indians in leaving Kansas did 
not relinquish their right to the trust fund? 

Mr. CURTIS. If I may answer the gentleman, the Depart- 
ment has never held that the Potawatomi Indians abandoned 
their rights by going to Wisconsin. Within the last two years 
a census has been taken of the Potawatomi Indians in Wiscon- 
sin who belong to the Kansas tribe. Nearly every year mem- 
bers of the tribe who are in Wisconsin come to Kansas to draw 
their annuities. I do not see how any harm can come from this 
legislation, and, in fact, it will give the Department needed 
information. 

Mr. BROWN. This provision is to get the information before 
the House, and it provides for a report to be made to the next 
Congress, so that if legislation is necessary Congress can take 
it up. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I inferred from the character of the 
provision that it was its purpose to authorize an investigation 
of the condition that if the share of the trust funds that law- 
fully belonged to these Indians had been paid over to any of 
the other members of the tribe or nation, that perhaps there 
would be a claim against the Government for the fund that had 
been so diverted and paid over. 

Mr. CURTIS. I think not. Under the rules of the Depart- 
ment payment of annuities is refused to the Indians who are 
away from the reservation, and many of the Potawatomies 
come back to Kansas to draw their annuities, There has been 


no general payment of funds to the Potawatomies in Kansas 
during the last few years. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Suppose, now, that an investigation 
should show that these Indians—the Potawatomi in Wisconsin 
and other places who have gone from Kansas—are entitled to 
certain funds that have not been segregated, put up for them, 
how will they be benefited? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I think under the rules of the 
Department they did not forfeit their rights in the general 
fund, but they would forfeit their rights to the annual pay- 
ment of annuities. At least I am informed that the Department 
has so held. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I was prompted to make this inquiry, 
because I think the only Indian that lives in the district I have 
the honor to represent is John Madigan, who is a Potawatomi, 
and who has been half a dozen times to inquire about his rights 
up in Wisconsin. 

Mr. CURTIS. A few years ago a bill was passed authoriz- 
ing the payment of a certain amount of money to the Pota- 
watomi in Indiana who did not follow their brothers to Wis- 
consin, Michigan, and Kansas. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, this paragraph provides only for 
an investigation, so that I do not see that any harm could result. 
I withdraw the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman withdraws his 
order. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to issue fee-simple patents to the following . 
iiliam 

m Elm, 


point of | 


for the lands heretofore allotted to them: (Compson) Doxtater, 
Cornelius, Ida Powless, Daniel H. Cooper, Charles Elm, Abra 
Catherine Nynhan, Joshua Cornelius, Lehi Wheelock, Dennison Wheelock, 
Rachel Peters Jones, Jerusha Peters, and Alice Cornelius, Oneida 
allottees Nos. 137, 57, 224, 769, 1272, 1271, 1398, 1514, 373, 21, 
310, 1137, and 62, an ae ee Jacob Doxtater, allottee No. 1009 ; 
Rachel Elm, allottee No. 879; Jerusha Powless, allottee No. 1483; 
Hendrix Skenandooh, allottee No. 804; Hannah Hayes, allottee No, 
805; Dolly Ann Doxtater, allottee No. 174; Martin Williams, allottee 
No. 420; Moses Webster, allottee No. 1185; Adam King, allottee No. 
121; Elizabeth Nynham, allottee No. 1075; Elijah John, allottee No. 
506; Silas Webster, allottee No. 1350; Henry Cooper, allottee No. 338 ; 
David King, allottee No. 201; Job Silas, allottee No. 833; Joseph 
Skenandooh, allottee No. 573; James Silas, allottee No. 255; John 
Parkhurst, allottee No. 286, and David Adams, allottee No. 594, Oneida 
Indians; Isaiah Sycles, Schuyler Nynham, Archie Wheelock, Truman 
Doxtater, Sophia Webster, arr ebster, Jane Parkhurst, Henry 
Wheelock, Eva Jourdan, William Archguette, Sarah Hill, Frank Button, 
Sylvester Button, Margaret Thomas, illiam Chris ohn, Frank Cor- 
nelius, Alice big ranla meer Hill, Sarah Sycles, Adam P. Cornelius, 
Thomas John, Esther Christjohn, . Metozen, and James Wheel 
Oneida allottees Nos. 677, 1399, 1061, 1079, 184, 1183, 1277, 344, 
839, 720, 471, 376, 1268, 876, 1288, 717, 718, 148, 1486, 713, 733, 364, 
142, and 16, respectively, and the issuance of said patents shall operate 
as a remoyal of all restricti 
of the lands so patented. 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Following line 18, on page 75, add the rou gag 

“That the Secretary o e Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
in his discretion, to issue a patent in fee to any Indian of the Oneida 
Reservation in Wisconsin for lands heretofore allotted him, and the 
issuance of such patent shall operate as a removal of all restrictions as 
to the sale, taxation, and alienation of the lands so patented.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For support and education of 175 Indian pupils at the Indian school, 
Shoshone Reservation, Wyo., $29,225; 

For pay of superintendent at said school, $1,800; 

For rere repairs and improvements, $5,000 ; P 

In all, $36,025. 

For general incidental expenses of the Indian Service in Wyoming, 
including traveling expenses of agents, $1,000. 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 76, at end of line 10, insert: 

2 at the provisions of sections 18, 19, 20, and 21 of the act en- 
titled ‘An act to re timber-culture Jaws, and for other 8 
approved March 3. 1891, relating to rights of way through the public 
lands and reservations of the United States, are hereby extended over 
the lands on the Wind River Reservation in oe ceded by the 
Shoshone and Arapahoe Indians in the treaty ratifi the act of 
E pen ta the Gecemtary cf the. nestor for the 
th 1 sha 
„ said Indians the sum of $1.25 per acre for the lands 
covered by their rights of way.” 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against that provision that it is new legislation. ` 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman reserve his point of 
order? 


ons as to the sale, incumbrance, or taxation 


1906. 
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Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I trust the gentleman will 
not insist on his point of order, because I think the matter quite 
important. On the 3d of March last a bill was passed ratify- 
ing the agreement with the Shoshone and Arapahoe Indians 
for the sale of certain lands on the Wind River Reservation. 
The bill provided in section 2 that the lands ceded to the 
United States under such agreement shall be disposed of under 
the provisions of the homestead, town site, coal, and mineral 
land laws of the United States, clearly limiting the laws under 
which these lands could be disposed of. It was my impression 
at the time and that of others who gave the matter some study 
that the general right-of-way act of March 31, 1901, just re- 
ferred to, and which gives rights of way for irrigating ditches 
over the public lands and reservations, extended over these 
lands when ceded. But after further consideration I am in- 
clined to think it is that the right-of-way act does not extend 
over these lands. Now, this reservation must be irrigated. 
Steps are now being taken looking to its irrigation. What is 
now desired is that the general right-of-way act, which applies 
to all public lands and reservations, shall apply to these lands 
which were ceded by the bill of last March. The right-of-way 
act grants right of way for irrigation ditches and canals, subject 
to approval of the Secretary of the Interior. It is very doubt- 
ful whether without this legislation the Secretary would be 
empowered to grant the rights of way that must be had in 
order to build irrigating ditches necessary for the reclamation 
of this land. 

Mr, LACEY. If this cession had not been granted, there is 
no question but what the right of way could haye been granted? 

Mr. MONDELL. No question at all, if they had remained 
Indian lands. 

Mr. LACEY. That is, the land we ceded becomes public land 
and then comes in under the public-land law. What is the 
interval between the two transactions where this land gets lost 
so as not to be subject to the law? 

Mr. MONDELL. The question is whether the land does 
become public land. I think the gentleman will agree with me 
that this land is not to all intents and purposes public land. 
It is land to be disposed of for the benefit of the Indians and under 
certain specific provisions of law. Now, if the law ceding this 
land antedated the right-of-way act, then the right-of-way act 
would have covered it, but the legislation ceding these lands 
was passed subsequent to the right-of-way act and makes pro- 
vision distinctly and explicitly for the disposal of this land 
only under a certain law, and the strong probability is that the 
right-of-way act does not apply, so that the builders of the 
necessary ditches could not secure the right of way that they 
must have. Now, in order that the Indians shall be fully pro- 
tected in this matter, I add to my amendment a provision not 
contained in the right-of-way act to the effect that all the land 
included in rights of way shall be paid for at $1.25 an acre, 
which is the average price paid for the land to the Indians. 
The legislation is exceedingly important and it is necessary for 
the development of the reservation. It is necessary that it 
should be had in order that the Indians may dispose of their 
land and that the settlers who may come upon it may build 
their ditches; and we give the Indians under this amendment 
what we do not grant elsewhere, to wit, payment for the lands 
included in the right of way, so that the Indians can not in any 
way be injured, and they will be benefited by reason of the fact 
that settlers can get rights of way for their ditches and canals, 
and will therefore be encouraged to settle on the lands. I hope, 
therefore, that the chairman will not insist upon his point of 
order. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I must make the point of 
order that this is legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk resumed and conciuded the reading of the bill. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to re- 
turn to page 20 for the purpose of offering an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks 
unanimous consent to return to page 20 that he may offer an 
amendment, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out, in line 7, page 20, after the word “service,” the word 
“eight” and insert “ ten.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from California. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise and report the bill to the House with the amend- 
ments with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 


The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Currier, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
15331), the Indian appropriation bill, and had directed him to 
report the same with sundry amendments, with the recom- 
mendation that the amendments be agreed to, and the bill as 
amended do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded upon any 
amendment? If not, the amendments will be voted upon in 
gross. 

The question was taken; and the amendments were agreed 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; was read the third time, and 

On motion of Mr. SHerMan, a motion to reconsider the last 
yote was laid on the table. 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


By unanimous consent, Mr. Huemes was granted leave to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, 
the papers in the case of F. F. Morris, Fifty-seventh Congress, 
and papers in the case of John Morgan's heirs, Fifty-seventh 
Congress, no adverse report having been made thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 16305. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to sell 
certain coal in Alaska, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 8977. An act to create a new division of the western 
judicial district of Texas, and to provide for terms of court at 
Del Rio, Tex., and for a clerk of said court, and for other pur- 
poses. 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the - 
United States, for his approval, the following bill: 

H. R. 16305. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to sell 
certain coal in Alaska, and for other purposes, 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol- 
lows: ; 

To Mr. BouTELL, for one week, on account of important busi- 
ness. 

To Mr. Roserrs, for ten days, on account of important busi- 
ness, 


to 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. PRINCE rose. 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois demands the 
regular order. The Clerk will call the committees. : 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I think the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs is the first on the call. I think the House ordered 
the other day that that committee should be passed without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. If that is the case, the gentleman is correct. 


RECORDING DISTRICT, INDIAN TERRITORY. 


Mr. SHERMAN (when the Committee on Indian Affairs 
was called). Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up bill S. 134 on the 
House Calendar. y 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York calls up the 
bill S. 134, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in addition to the places now provided by 
law for holding courts in the central judicial district of Indian Ter- 
ritory, terms of the district court of the central district shall hereafter 


be held at the town of Wilburton, and the United States judge of said 
central district is hereby authorized to establish by metes and bounds 


a recording district for said court. 
Sec. 2. That all laws lating the holding of courts in the Indian 


‘Territory shall be applicable to the court hereby created at the town 


of Wilburton. 
Also the following committee amendments: 


In line 4 strike out the words “ central judicial district.” 

In line 5 strike out the words “ of the central district.” 

In line 6, after the word Wilburton,” add the following: “in the 
central district; at the town of Bartlesville in the northern district, 
and at the towns of Weleetka and Checotah in the western district.” 

In line 7 strike out the words “ of said central district.” 

After the word “for,” in line 8, strike out the words “said court.“ 
aoe ace the following: “each new court town hereby created in his 

rict.” 
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In line 11 strike out the words “the town of Wilburton,” and add 
the following in lieu thereof: “ each of the towns named In this act.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act establishing additional re- 
cording districts in the Indian Territory.” 


Mr. DE ARMOND. Mr. Speaker, I raise the question of con- 
sideration. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri raises the 
question of consideration on this bill. 

The question was taken; and the Speaker announced that the 
ayes seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. De Arsonp) there were 
ayes 65, nays 23. 

So the House determined to consider the bill. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
ee [Mr. Curtis], who reported the bill, and who will ex- 
plain it. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, two bills passed the Senate and 
were referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. One of these 
bills established a court at the town of Wilburton, in the Indian 
Territory, and the other at the town of Bartlesville. The chair- 
man of the Committee [Mr. SHERMAN] is mistaken when he says 
I reported the bill. It was reported by Mr. Rem, of Arkansas. 

At the hearing before the subcommittee other towns were sug- 
gested, and the committee added the towns of Weleetka and 
Checotah to the bill (S. 134), also added the town of Bartles- 
ville to the same bill, and recommended that the bill that passed 
the Senate, authorizing the establishment of a court at Bartles- 
ville, be laid upon the table. The bill reported (S. 134) estab- 
lishes new court towns, but does not define the bounds of the 
recording district. It leaves that matter to the presiding judge 
of the district. The committee thought the judge was better 
qualified to define the limits of the district than was the com- 
mittee. I will state that we heard all of the parties who are 
interested in different towns, and the committee added the towns 
for which a proper showing had been made. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Will the gentleman permit a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. CURTIS. Certainly. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I did not understand the names of 
the different towns at which these courts were established. 

CURTIS. Wilburton, Bartlesville, Weleetka, and Checo- 
ta 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Another question. Does the gentle- 
man eet to putting in the town of Duncan for one of those 
cour 

Mr. CURTIS. I should say not. I am only speaking for my- 
self. Duncan was reported from the committee and passed the 
House, and, having been favorably reported and having passed 
the House, I do not see why any Member should object to its 
being included in this bill. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I wanted to say that several of these 
bills have been before the Committee on the Judiciary, and I 
thought possibly Weleetka was one of them, and we thought it 
ought to be established, and I think Duncan also. I have no 
objection to it myself and I shall be glad to vote for it; but I 
would like Duncan to be included as an amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understand the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STEPHENS] intends to offer such an amendment. 

2 STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to offer an amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. I simply yielded for the purpose of allowing 
the gentleman to offer an amendment. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SHERMAN. The period has not arrived for that yet. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Crumpacker in the chair). 
If the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] yields for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, he will lese the control of the 
floor. Does the gentleman from Kansas reserye the balance of 
his time? 

Mr. CURTIS. I do. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I seek the floor for the purpose 
of offering an amendment. 

Mr. FLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the gentleman a 
question. 

Mr. CURTIS. I would like to know how much time the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS] desires. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Only time enongh to offer an 
amendment. 


Mr. CURTIS. I yield the gentleman five minutes, or so much 


thereof as he may desire, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. During the argument the 
Chair understands that it is not in order to offer an amend- 
ment. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Curtis], in yielding 


to another gentleman for the purpose of offering an amend- 
ment, will lose control of the floor. 

Mr. CURTIS. He then loses control? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. He does. The Chair will read 
the decision on that. 

A Member who yields the floor to offer an amendment loses his right 
to occupy it. 

Mr. CURTIS. Then, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
five minutes for the purpose of having an amendment read and 
explaining it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It will be in order during the 
course of his remarks to have an amendment read as a part of 
his remarks, but not pending as an amendment. 

5 Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
peaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Will the bill be open to amend- 
ment in the time Members are able to get the floor? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That will depend upon circum- 
stances and the attitude of the gentleman from Kansas that 
there should be any time for debate. At the end of his hour 
the bill will be open for amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will say it is not the purpose to shut out 
amendments of any kind. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is 
recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to have read the amend- 
ment which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 8, after the word “ district,” Insert the words “and in the 
town of Duncan, in the southern district.” 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, this bill creating a 
court at Duncan has passed this House as many as three times. 
It has passed this session, and the Senate bill now being consid- 
ered by the House makes Bartlettsville and Weleetka in the In- 
dian Territory, court towns, and by my amendment I desire to 
add to the bill the town of Duncan. I will state that the town 
of Duncan is on the Rock Island Railroad, on the west side of 
the Chickasaw Nation, and there are on that road only two court 
towns—the town of Chickasha is about 80 miles above the town 
of Ryan. Duncan is situated midway between them, some 38 or 
40 miles from either court town. It is a town of about 3,000 in- 
habitants, It is quite a large town for that country, and is the 
largest town on that railroad in the Chickasaw Nation except 
Chickasha. I am told that about two-thirds of the court business 
done at Ryan comes from this town and vicinity, and that if 
there should be a court established at ancan it will very greatly. 
relieve the expenses of holding the courts at Ryan on that road 
in this, that the mileage paid to a great many of the witnesses 
who attend court from this town and vicinity would be saved. 
It does not create any additional expense to make this new 
court at Duncan, because the clerk’s fees will pay the deputy 
clerk for attending to the clerk's office at this place and also 
for attending to his recording duties there. The judge of the 
district recommends Duncan as a proper place for holding this 
court, and has recommended it twice. The United States dis- 
trict attorney, I am informed, has also recommended it. There 
is no objection to this town having a court, so far as I know, 
except from rival towns in its immediate vicinity; and this 
town having been favorably reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary of this House as a suitable court town and haying 
passed the House, I think it is nothing but a proper and just 
amendment to this bill, and it should go into this bill as an 
amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will yield to the gentleman from Arkansas 
five minutes. He wants to have an amendment read for infor- 
mation. 

Mr. FLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to have an amendment 
read for information. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend, by Inserting in page 1, after the word “ Weleetka,” the words 
“Broken Arrow.” 

Mr. FLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I do not expect to take the five 
minutes the gentleman has yielded to me. I want to make a 
brief explanation of this amendment, as I understand the situa- 
tion out there. The nearest court town to Broken Arrow is 
Wagoner, 26 miles distant. There is a river to cross—the 
Verdigris River—between there and Broken Arrow, and by rail 
the distance is 58 miles. It is from 27 to 42 miles to the other 
court towns that are created in that locality. Broken Arrow 
is a town of 2,500 inhabitants, located on the Missouri, Kansas 
and Texas Railroad, and is a growing town only three years old. 
It is situated in a locality where a court can be established 
without interfering in any way with any of the adjoining towns, 
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I think this is an important amendment and hope the House will 
adopt it. 

Mr. CURTIS. I now yield to the gentleman from Missouri 
all the time he may desire less than an hour, so that I can retain 
control of the bill. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. Mr. Speaker, I have two or three objec- 

tions to this bill. In the first place, I have objection to the 
method and manner of its appearance here. The subject is one 
which belongs to the Committee on the Judiciary and not to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. It is a subject over which the 
Committee on Indian Affairs has no jurisdiction whatever. The 
bill is one which ought never to have gone to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs; it is one which undoubtedly, under the rules, 
ought to have gone to the Committee on the Judiciary. It is a 
question of the establishment of courts—— 
` Mr. CURTIS. May I suggest to the gentleman that the two 
bills that came over from the Senate had been considered by the 
Committee on Indian Affairs in the Senate, and I think perhaps 
that is why the bills were referred to the Committee on Indian 
‘Affairs of the House? I just wanted to make that explanation. 
| Mr. DE ARMOND. I am making no criticism of anybody 
about it, Mr. Speaker, but I wish to say that in my judgment a 
mistake was made in the reference. What the rules are in the 
Senate, and whether the measures ought to have gone to the 
Indian Committee there or to the Judiciary Committee, it is not 
necessary for me to inquire or talk about, but in this House, 
under the rules of this House, the measures should have gone 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. Similar measures have 
gone there; similar measures are now pending there; similar 
measures have been reported out of that committee. To refer 
part of these measures to one committee and part to another 
committee is to bring confusion and conflict and uncertainty. 
So much upon that branch of the subject. 

Now, it is further evident from the condition of this bill, from 
the amendments suggested to it by the committee, and the 
amendments suggested from the floor, that the whole matter 
has been imperfectly considered and is imperfectly understood. 
There is no effort made to define the districts which are to be 
created. That is a confession that those dealing with the bills 
do not know how to define them. They do not know what the 
districts should be. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The judge sets the bounds of the 
district. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. I understand that is the suggestion, that 
the judge sets the bounds of the district. The judge has not 
been consulted to ascertain whether there ought to be districts 
or not. The judge is not behind the proposition to make these 
districts. There is no suggestion from the judge that they be 
made. There is lack of evidence as to whether the judge is in 
favor of or opposed to the making of them. Besides, the judge 
is not to determine the matter for us. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. At the town of Duncan that 
amendment has been recommended by both the judges. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. That has not anything material to do 
with the subject that I have under discussion, but I am re- 
liably informed that it is not recommended by either of them. 
It is a matter of dispute as to whether Duncan is recommended 
by either of the judges. 

Mr. LACEY. I should like to ask a question and to make a 
suggestion. Has the gentleman considered the fact that there 
are two propositions involved in each of these locations? One 
is a clerk’s office, a place where the court is held, a court town, 
and the other is a recording town for the recording of deeds. 
They are two separate and distinct propositions, one of which 
might go to the Committee on Territories or the Committee on 
Indian Affairs and the other to the Committee on the Judiciary ; 
so that either committee might possibly have jurisdiction on a 
division of the question. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. I do not look at it in that way. The 
recording district is a comparatively small thing when put side 
by side with or in opposition to the establishment of the court. 
The matter of jurisdiction I merely talk about incidentally. 
The bill is before the House now for its disposition, having been 
reported by the committee. As I was saying, that there is a 
lack of information upon the subject is perfectly evident from 
the fact that the committee does not undertake to make or define 
the districts. This whole scheme really may be traced to cer- 
tain ambitious gentlemen, in the Territory or outside of the 
Territory, interested in various conflicting and rival town sites, 
coming to Congress and endeavoring, by getting courts located 
here and there, to forestall the people of the Territory when the 
Territory comes in as a State, in the selection and fixing of 
their own county seats, according to their own judgment. In 
that respect it is vicious legislation. It is legislation in the 
dark. 


There is not one man in fifty in the House who knows at 
what particular town a new court ought to be established, or 
whether a court ought to be established at any one of these 
towns; and it is practically impossible for us to know. What 
we know about it is what the persons who are in favor of 
fixing the court at a particular town, to further their own 
town-site projects, say, on the one side, or what the persons who 
are opposed to it, in order, probably, to further the interests of 
another and rival town site, say, upon the other side. While there 
is legislation pending, as we all know, for the admission of the 
Indian Territory with Oklahoma as a State, when the people 
themselves, acting at home upon their own matters, could de- 
termine and would determine which ought to be their court 
towns, I do not think it wise legislation on our part to attempt 
to forestall them in reference to their own affairs. 

Mr. CURTIS. I want to correct the gentleman’s statement 
in reference to there being no recommendation. ‘Three of the 
towns recommended by the committee were recommended by 
judges who preside over the district. They recommended Bart- 
lettsville, Wilburton, and Weleetka. Both the judges and the 
prosecuting attorney recommended the town of Weleetka: 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. And the town of Duncan was 
recommended by Mr. Gilbert. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. Now, Mr. Speaker, legislation on this sub- 
ject at this time, unless it be very well considered, unless there 
be an apparent necessity for, as well as an evident propriety 
in, the location of the court at particular towns, ought to be 
deferred, in view of the fact that there is reasonable ground for 
hoping that in a short time a State will be created down there. 

The fact is that at every session of Congress there are dele- 
gations from the Indian Territory trying to further this court- 
town legislation, trying to oppose that court-town legislation, 
and nine out of ten of them have no better basis of opposition or 
support than a desire to further their own interest in some par- 
ticular locality. It is a dangerous subject to legislate upon. 
Legislation upon it is very likely to result in harm instead of 
good. If there is to be legislation upon it, all these bills bearing 
upon the subject ought to go to one committee, a committee or- 
ganized to deal with the particular subject-matter; and that 
committee, or any committee having all the bills and all the 
present stock of information before it, will have the greatest 
difficulty to determine what ought to be done and what ought 
not to be done, and in nine cases out of ten will err if it does 
anything. 

In view of that, it seems to me that it would be anything but 
wise for the House, out of hand, to rush a bill of this kind 
through. This bill started in the Senate as a bill providing 
for a court at Wilburton; tacked on in the House committee 
are Bartlesville, Weleetka, and Checotah; and now come two 
more towns—Duncan and Broken Arrow. I have no doubt at 
all, without saying anything about the particular towns, that 
as to a majority of them there can be found in the same neigh- 
borhood better and fitter towns for the location of a court. 

Mr. PALMER. Let me call the attention of the gentleman to 
the fact that the United States judge only recommends one 
town—Wilburton. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. I do not know; the gentlemen here say 
they have other recommendations. 

Mr. CLAYTON. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is in error 
about that. I had a statement from each one of the judges rec- 
ommending the court at Weleetka, and I sent those telegrams to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. DE ARMOND. As to this particular town, Weleetka, of 
the entire bunch I think it is the least deserving, that there is 
the least reason for establishing a court there, and that there 
is the most reason, comparing it with the other towns, why a 
court should not be established there. There is behind it the 
work of a promoter. I am not finding any fault with him for 
being a promoter; but it is a town-site speculation, a town-site 
push. The House of Representatives, the Congress of the 
United States, ought not blindly lend itself to furthering that 
kind of a scheme. Why not wait until the people themselves 
ean determine where they want the courts? I do not know 
where they want them; I do not care where they want them. 
Pick up a map and call some gentleman from any locality in the 
United States and I defy him to determine where the courts 
ought to be established. One man, perhaps, comparatively 
rare—a rara avis—will give you the facts on both sides relating 
to the merits of a particular town; he will give you all that can 
be urged against it. As I say, he is a rara avis rather than a 
man with a scheme, and he does not often appear before the 
committees of Congress. The most of them will have a scheme 
and will advance everything that can be said justly, and some 
things that can not be justly said, in favor of the place in which 
they are interested, discounting all that can be said on the other 
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side. This bill and these amendments offer us a chance in a 
guessing contest, to end, if the hopes of some gentlemen be real- 
ized, in the guessing of certain speculative schemes into the 
statutes as law. 

Are we to inyite every ambitious town in the Territory to 
send representatives here and have a general contest for the 
location of these embryo county sites? Are were to rush swift 
and fast to establish county seats, or court towns, at the 
places that are the most active and send the shrewdest and 
most persistent “push” here, or are we to leave it to the peo- 
ple themselves, there being no public necessity for the estab- 
lishment of these court sites, to establish them? There is no 
crying need for them. There is no reasonable pretense that 
justice will go awry or miscarry if they be not established hastily 
or in the dark. Why not wait? Why not at least wait until 
we know—and we shall probably know pretty soon—whether 
legislation is to go through for the establishment of a new 
State down there? If so, why not wait until that new State 
comes in to do its own business in the fixing of county seats? 
If statehood is to be delayed indefinitely, why not then, upon 
some broad and general plan—some fair plan—having to do 
with more than the activity and energy of a promoter, investi- 
gate and ascertain in some broad and intelligent way, not 
where the most can be made in speculation or what band of 
speculators shall be best served, but where the court towns 
ought to be located, with reference to the geography of the 
country, the business of the country, the needs of the citizens, 
the convenience of judges, and all the things that are involved 
when you come to a matter of virtually locating county seats? 
Now, I have no interest in the matter at all, not a particle; 
it does not make the least diflerence to me whether you make 
a hundred county seats down there or whether you make none; 
whether you do it now or never do it; but this is a species of 
legislation that I regard as bad legislation. 

I like, for my part, when I vote upon a proposition to have 
an opportunity of understanding something about its merits. 
I may be in error concerning them—of course, frequently I 
am—but we are voting in the dark upon these things, not be- 
cause we bave discovered that it is necessary for the proper 
administration of justice, that it is necessary for the convenience 
or the interests of the people of the Territory as a mass to 
scatter courts here and there, not that we know what territory 
should be gathered around a particular court town—there is 
no pretense of that here. But we are, to leave it to the judge; 
let the judge make a county around the town; we merely fix 
for favor a particular spot which has a lot of advocates and 
promoters behind it, and let the judge group around it a 
county, a district, a territory, to be tributary to it. For one, 
I am opposed to that, not in the interest of any town, not in 
hostility to any town, but for the sake of good legislation. 1 
believe this matter ought to be referred—the whole subject ought 
to be referred—to the Judiciary Committee, to which it belongs. 
Not merely because I happen to be a member of that committee. 
I care nothing about that. I believe it ought to be referred 
to that committee because unquestionably it is the committee 
to which jurisdiction of this subject-matter belongs. One com- 
mittee ought to have it; not two or a dozen. Now, if the 
Judiciary Committee is to be set aside with reference to mat- 
ters down there, if there is to be a general plunge in the dark 
to suit whatever may be put forward here in the way of pro- 
motion, let that committee be entirely relieved of all duty. and 
consideration in reference to the matter, and let it all be turned 
over to another committee which you choose to select. 

Gather it together and do not scatter it abroad. Have some 
degree of responsibility and system about it, and, above all 
things, it seems to me you should not be in haste to determine 
for the people unnecessarily, blindly, without proper informa- 
tion, in the majority of cases probably unjustly, where their 
future county seats shall be. Because these gentlemen down in 
the Indian Territory understand well enough what is to be 
gained by having particular towns selected. The court meets 
there, they get up something they call a court-house, and they 
have “claims.” They will be in a better position after the 
Territory comes in as a State, if Congress will be partial to 
them now as well as unjust to others now, to have their par- 
ticular town selected for the county seat. Others, more modest, 
not pushing with a delegation, not trying to get advantage 
through Congress instead of relying upon the judgment of the 
people at home, must suffer from such crude, partial legislation. 
We are sowing the seeds of discontent. Why not let well 
enough alone, and establish no courts except where there is 
public necessity for them? Should we not wait until we know 
why we establish a court at a particular place, and know also 
something about what the court territory is to be? If you don’t 
know anything about what territory is to be or should be em- 
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braced within the jurisdiction of a proposed court town, how 
do you know there ought to be a court there at all? 

Let us find out something about what we ought to do or let us 
do nothing. There is no harm caused from delay in such mat- 
ters as this; no injustice to anybody; no hardship upon any- 
body. Delay in this sort of a case is in the interest of fair play ; 
in the interest of proper adjustment in the end. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Kansas, 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL]. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I offer the fol- 
8 amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Insert“ Tulsa" In line 8, following the word“ Weleetka.” 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Now, Mr. Speaker, much of 
what has been said by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DE 
ARMOND] does not apply to the town of Tulsa. I have not re- 
lied wholly upon the statements that haye been made by the 
people interested from that place here in Washington. It so 
happens that the Indian Territory borders my district. I have an 
acquaintance with that country. The town of Tulsa has be- 
tween ten and twelve thousand people; has six banks, with an 
aggregate capital of over $400,000; has five lines of railways, 
and is peopled by men from every State in the Union. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How far distant is the place proposed in 
the gentleman’s amendment from any of the other places sug- 
gested here to-day? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Some of them are 15 or 20 miles 
from a town where there is a court of any kind. 

Mr. STAFFORD. From all the places that have been sug- 
gested this afternoon? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I do not know all that have 
been suggested this afternoon. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Are you acquainted with the geographical 
conditions of the entire Territory, or only those surrounding 
this particular town? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. In a general way; yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How many court sites, in your opinion as 
a lawyer, do you think are necessary for the needs of justice? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Well, I should say there should 
be a court of some kind provided where there were ten or fif- 
teen thousand people. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Then, if I understand you, you would es- 
tablish as many court places as there are 15,000 people of 
population? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Oh, I would take the courts to 
the people rather than haye the people go to the courts, in so 
far as such a general policy is at all feasible. 

Mr. PALMER. Then you would not approve of this court? 

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman asked me whether I ap- 
prove of it. I can say that the standard as to population does 
not at all apply to the State that I have the honor in part to rep- 
resent, where, with a population of over 2,000,000, there are 
but six places where United States courts are held. 

Mr. PALMER. You would not approve, then, a court at 
Checotah, with a thousand people. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I am not speaking against any 
court. I am addressing myself to the proposition that there 
ought to be a court at Tulsa, which has a population of be- 
tween ten and twelve thousand people. 

Mr. PALMER. What is the population of Bartlesville? 
They recommend one at Bartlesyille, in the northern district. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I should say eight to twelve 
thousand. 

Mr, PALMER. This man says four. Which one is right? 

Mr. CURTIS. I did not say four; I did not make that re- 
port ‘ 

Mr. PALMER. How many people are at Weleetka? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I am not familiar with the 
population at Weleetka. 

Mr. PALMER. How many at Checotah; how many at the 
places recommended by the amendment of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I am not responsible for the 
recommendation made by the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. PALMER. You are aware of the fact that the Senate 
bill covered only one town, Wilburton, and that is the only 
town recommended by the judge. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I have here a recommendation 
of a judge for Tulsa, although I do not believe a judge ought 
to fix a court town. I agree with the gentleman from Missouri 
on that. 
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Mr. PALMER. Are there any other towns in the Indian Ter- 
ritory that ought to be put in this bill? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Well, that is a matter that 
pught tò be taken into consiđeration by the committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas two minutes more time. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr: Speaker, my time has been 
taken up by other gentlemen. The town of Tulsa has not been 
built up by Government aid or by the location of any Govern- 
ment offices. It is the center of a productive agricultural coun- 
try; in the midst of a country that is richly underlaid with oil 
and gas, and is destined to be one of the largest and wealthiest 
towns in the Indian Territory. It is in the center of one of 
the best agricultural countries, located in a valley which is 
richer than much of the country which support by agriculture 
alone large cities. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. If I have time, I will gladly 
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. GARRETT. I am not sure I understood the remarks of 
the gentleman from Missouri, but as I caught them he stated 
there were no county lines about these various towns where it 
is proposed to establish the court. Is that correct? 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I will yield to my colleague 


from Kansas to answer that question. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, as I said in the opening state- 
ment, this bill was reported by the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. Rem]. There were two Senate bills presented to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

One of them establishing a court at Wilburton that did not de- 
scribe the boundaries, the other establishing a court at Bartles- 
ville which did define the boundaries. 'The committee when it 
took the two bills up for consideration heard the various par- 
ties representing different towns, and I may state that all of 
those who came before the committee asked to have the bound- 
aries of their residing district defined by the committee. Other 
towns were sending in complaints and did not want their ter- 
ritory disturbed. There being no counties in the Territory, 
the committee thought it best to refer the matter to the district 
judges and let them define the boundaries. I desire to say in 
answer to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER] that 
the judges did recommend the court at Wilburton, at Bartles- 
ville, and at Weleetka. I will not speak as to Checotah,. be- 
cause I do not know. Mr. Rep has the papers in reference to 
Checotah, and whether the court was recommended there or 
not I do not know. 

Mr. GARRETT. When the gentleman says, “Authorizing the 
judges to fix the boundaries of towns“ 

Mr. CURTIS. Not the boundaries of the towns; the bound- 
aries of the territory 

Mr. GARRETT. Over which—— 

Mr. CURTIS. Over which that court, held at that town, 
should have jurisdiction. 

Mr. GARRETT. That is what I wanted to know. Is that 
usual and customary touching the establishment of those courts 
in the Indian Territory? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes; it has been done in some places. The 
court towns in Indian ‘Territory have been established from time 
to time. Sometimes the territory was described in the bill, 
and sometimes it was left to the court. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. If the gentleman will permit, I 
2 say that it is the recording district for the recording of 

Mr. CURTIS. For the recording of deeds and other instru- 
ments in writing. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask permission now to 
offer my admendment. 

Mr, CURTIS. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Manon] two minutes. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I agree with the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. De Armonp]. I have just listened to the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL]. I would say that my State 
has nearly 7,000,000 people in it. We have six places where 
we hold United States courts. If we were entitled to a 
court site for every city of 10,000 and upward, we would have 
to create over seventy-four courts. 

Mr. CURTIS. Will the gentleman permit me? In Pennsyl- 
yania no doubt you have justice courts, city courts, probate 
courts, police courts, and cireuit courts, and so forth, while in 
the Indian Territory they have but the one court, namely, the 
United States court. They haye no justices of the peace or 
anything of that kind. 


. 


Mr. SHACKLEFORD. May I ask a question? : 

Mr. CURTIS. I yielded to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Manon]. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will they not have those courts this 
time next year when they become a State? 

Mr. CURTIS. I hope the two Territories will be one State 
by that time. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Dees the gentleman hope so? 

Mr. CURTIS. Les, sir. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, seriously I agree with the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Dr AkMoND]. I object to the establish- 
ment of these Federal courts without any information at all 
that this House ought to have. It involves clerks and offices, 
and if we keep on establishing courts throughout the country, 
a lawyer can throw his hat after a while from his office into a 
ecourt-house. We are getting too many of them. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the bill. 


CONTINUATION OF CALL OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. BROWN (when the Committee on Mines and Mining was 
called). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Mines and Mining be passed without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani- 
mous consent that the Committee on Mines and Mining be passed 
without prejudice. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURRIER (when the Committee on Patents was called). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the Committee on 
Patents be passed without prejudice. : 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Hampshire asks 
unanimous consent that the Committee on Patents be passed 
without prejudice. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DE ARMOND (when the Committee on the Judiciary was 
called). Mr. Speaker, I ask that the Committee on the Ju- 
5 5 without prejudice and without losing its place 
on the call. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks that the 
Committee on the Judiciary be passed without prejudice and 
without losing its place on the call. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PAYNE (when the Committee on Banking and 
was called). Mr. Speaker, I ask that the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency be passed without prejudice. 

There was no objection. 


ABOLISHING THE OFFICE OF LIEUTENANT-GENERAL OF THE ARMY. 


Mr. PRINCH (when the Committee on Military Affairs was 
called). Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up the bill H. R. 15744. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H. R. 15744) to abolish the office of Lieutenant-General of the 
Army of the United States. 


t enacted, etc., That the office * 1 3 of the Army 
of Ae United States be, and the same is hereby, a 


The amendment recommended by the cites was read, as 
follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and Insert: 


“That when the office of Lieutenant-General shall become vacant It 
shall not be hereafter filled, but said office shall cease and determine. 


Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I raise the question of con- 
sideration on that bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania raises 
the question of consideration. The question is, Will the House 
consider the bill? 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that 
the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. DALZELL. Division, Mr. Speaker. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 88, noes 18. 

Mr. DALZELL. I make the point of order that no quorum is 
present. 

Mr. PRINCE. Upon that I call for a call of the House. 

Mr. PAYNE. Well, Mr. Speaker 

Mr. PRINCE. I insist upon the call. 

Mr. PAYNE. At 14,minutes to 5, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. the demand for the call, the gentle- 
man from New York moves that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. PAYNE. Division, Mr. Speaker. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 13, noes 62. 

So the House refused to adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The doors will be closed; the Sargeant-at- 
Arms will bring in absent Members; the vote will be taken on 
the question, and as many as are in favor of considering the 


[Applause.] 
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bill will, when their names are called, answer “ yea,” 
many as are opposed will answer 
not voting will answer “ present.” 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 106, nays 38, 


answered “ present“ 13, not voting 226, as follows: 


Adams, Wis. 
Aiken 


Ames 
Bartholdt 
Beall, Tex. 
Broocks, Tex. 
Burleson 
Butler, Pa. 
Campbell, Ohio 
Capron 
Chaney 
Chapman 
Clark, Fla. 
Clayton 
Cooper, Wis. 
Cousins 
Crumpacker 
De Armond 
Dixon, Ind. 
Dixon, Mont. 
Edwards 
Ellerbe 
Finley 
Fitzgerald 
Floyd 


Foster, Ind, 
Fulkerson 


Barchfeld 


Bishop 
Brooks, Colo. 
Brown 

Burke, Pa. 
Burke, S. Dak, 
Burton, Del. 
Calder 


Bartlett 
Bradley 
Butler, Tenn, 
Clark, Mo. 


Acheson 
Adams, Pa. 
Adamson 
Alexander 
Allen, Me. 
Allen, N. J. 
Andrus 
Babcock 
Bankhead 


Bennett, Éy. 
Blackburn 


Brantley 
Brick 
Broussard 
Brownlow 
Brundidge 
Buckman 
Burgess 
Burleigh 
Burnett 
Burton, Ohio 


Cromer 


y 
Dickson, III. 
Dovener 
Draper 


Dresser 
Driscoll 


YEAS—106. 
sydd Mich. Lever 
Garner Livingston 
Garrett Lloyd 
Gillespie McCall 
Graff McGavin 
Hamilton McKinley, Ill. 
Hayes McKinney 
Heflin McNary 
Henry, Tex. Macon 
Hermann Madden 
Hinshaw Mahon 
Hogg Meyer 
Holliday Miller 
Hopkins Minor 
Houston Mondell 
Howell, Utah Norris 
Hubbard Olcott 
Hunt Padgett 
James Palmer 
Johnson Patterson, S. C. 
Kahn Pollard 
Kennedy, Nebr. Prince 
<inkal Randell, Tex. 
Klepper Richardson, Ky. 
Kline Rives 
Knowland Rucker 
Lacey Shackleford 
NAYS—38. 
Calderhead Gaines, W. Va. 
Campbell, Kans. Gillett, Cal. 
Cooper, Pa. ill, Conn, 
Currier Joar 
Curtis Huft 
Dale Keifer 
Dalzell Littauer 
Dawes MeMorran 
Dunwell Mouser 
Flack Overstreet 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—13. 
Foss Howell, N. J. 
Gardner, N. J. Patterson, Pa. 
Goldfogle Sherley 
Henry, Conn. Sherman 
NOT VOTING—226. 
Fassett Landis, Frederick 
Field Law 
ee Lawrence 
Flood Lee 
3 Le Fevre 
Foster, Vt. Legare 
Fowler Lester 
French Lewis 
Fuller Lilley, Conn, 
Gaines, Tenn. Lilley, Pa. 
Garber zindsay 
Gardner, Mass. Little 
Gilbert, Ind. Littlefield 
yak Ky. ngwo 
Gill Lorimer 
Gillett, Mase, Loud 
Glass Loudenslager 
Goebel Lovering 
Goulden McCarthy 
Graham McCleary, Minn. 
Granger McCreary, Pa. 
Greene McDermott 
Gregg McKinlay, Cal. 
Griggs MeLachlan 
Gronna McLain 
Grosvenor Mann 
Gudger Marshall 
Hale Martin 
Hardwick Maynard 
Haskins Michalek 
Haugen Moon, Pa. 
Hay Moon, Tenn. 
Hearst oore 
Heq Morrell 
Hepburn udd 
Higgins Murdock 
Hill, Miss. Murphy 
Hitt ham 
Howard Nevin 
Hughes Olmsted 
Hull Otjen 


Humphrey, Wash. Page 
Hum ot e Miss. Parker 


Jenk 


Kitchin, Claude 
Kitchin, Wm. W. 


No quorum voting. 


Parsons 
Patterson, N. C. 
Patterson, Tenn, 


Shartel 

Sims 

Small 

Smith, Cal. 
Smith, Ky. 
Smith, Md. 
Smith, Tex. 
Snapp 
Stafford 
Stanley 

ey rec Tex. 
Sullivan, Mass. 
Sulloway 


Wallace 
Watkins 
Wharton 
Wiley, Ala. 
Williams 
Wood, 


Payne 
Samuel 
Sibley 
Smith, Iowa 
Smyser 
Southard 
Southwick 
Sperry 


Wanger 


Rhodes 


Robertson, La. 
Robinson, Ark. 
ea at 
upper 
vraag 


Bohmeebell 
—. —.— 


Sero 
Shep N 
Slay. en 


Slem. 
Smith, III. 


Smith, Samuel W. 
Smith, A vege Alden 
a. 


Sulzer 
Talbott 
Taylor, Ohio 
Thomas, Ohio 


and as 
“nay,” and those present and 
The Clerk will call the roll. 


Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I should like to inquire it the gen- 


tleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor] voted? 


The SPEAKER. He did not. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I should like to withdraw my vote, 
and answer “ present.” 

The Clerk announced the following pairs; 

For the session: 

Mr. WANGER with Mr. ADAMSON. 

Mr. SHERMAN with Mr. Ruppert. 

Mr. BRADLEY with Mr. GOULDEN. 

Mr. MorrELL with Mr. SULLIVAN of New York. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania with Mr. PATTERSON of North 
Carolina. 

For ten days: 

Mr. Bis nor with Mr. BURGESS. 

Until March 13: 

Mr. Driscott with Mr. HARDWICK. 

Until further notice: 

Mr. ALEXANDER with Mr. LAMAR. 

Mr. Murpockx with Mr. CLAUDE KITCHIN. 

Mr. MANN with Mr. BARTLETT. 

Mr. Burton of Ohio with Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee. 

Mr. Davyinson with Mr. Humpureys of Mississippi. 

Mr. RopenserG with Mr. Rew. 

Mr. Dwienr with Mr. LEE. 

Mr. Anprus with Mr. SULZER. 

Mr. Powers with Mr. Pogo. 

Mr. Cromer with Mr. Zenor. 

Mr. Hrrr with Mr. LITTLE. 

Mr. Watson with Mr. SHERLEY. 

Mr. Freperick LANDIS with Mr. BRUNDIDGE. 

Mr. Dickson of Illinois with Mr. RAINEY. 

Mr. Jones of Washington with Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. 

Mr. Grosvenor with Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 

Mr. Witson with Mr. LEGARE. 

Until Monday, March 12: 

Mr. WEEKs with Mr. SLAYDEN. 

For this day: 

Mr. Dovener with Mr. BOWIE. 

Mr. Benner of New York with Mr. KELIHER. 

Mr. Wacuter with Mr. Lewis. 

Mr. Le Fevre with Mr. GRANGER. 

Mr. Loverine with Mr. BURNETT. 

Mr. BrowNnvow with Mr. BRANTLEY. 

Mr. BouTELL with Mr. GRIGGS. 

Mr. Apams of Pennsylvania with Mr. SPARKMAN. 

Mr. Fostes of Vermont with Mr. Pov. 

Mr. BANNON with Mr. LESTER. 

Mr. Wma. ALDEN SMITH with Mr. TALBOTT. 

Mr. Deemer with Mr. Ropertson of Louisiana. 

Mr. Littey of Pennsylvania with Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. 

Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. TRIMBLE. 

Mr. Cassi, with Mr. BYRD. 

Mr. BuURrLEIGH with Mr. Bowers. 

Mr. Buckman with Mr. BELL of Georgia. 

Mr. Bascock with Mr. BANKHEAD. 

Mr. McCreary of Pennsylvania with Mr. Linpsay. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER with Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, 

Mr. Lonqwortu with Mr. FLOOD. 

Mr. Lawrence with Mr. Davis of West Virginia. 

Mr. Draper with Mr. Davey of Louisiana. 

Mr. Dawson with Mr. COCKRAN. 

Mr. Frencu with Mr. RHINocK. 

Mr. STERLING with Mr. Pace. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. Surrn with Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Scorr with Mr. Moon of Tennessee. 

Mr. Rorerts with Mr. MAYNARD. 

Mr. OLMSTED with Mr. MCLAIN. 

Mr. Mupp with Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

Mr. Kercuam with Mr. RUSSELL. 

Mr. Jenkins with Mr. Roprnson of Arkansas. 

Mr. Hicerns with Mr. RIxkx. 

Mr. GREENE with Mr. FIELD. 

Mr. HEPBURN with Mr. UNDERWOOD. 

Mr. Wiley of New Jersey with Mr. VAN DUZER. 

Mr. VREELAND with Mr. TOWNE. 

Mr. THomas of Ohio with Mr. SPIGHT. 

Mr. Srevens of Minnesota with Mr. SOUTHALL, 

Mr. Law with Mr. SHEPPARD. 

Mr. Larean with Mr. RYAN. 

Mr. Knapp with Mr. HEARST. 

Mr. Schoddx with Mr. Woop of Missouri. 

Mr. Pearse with Mr. WEISSE. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio with Mr. WEBB. 

Mr. Woopyarp with Mr. Lams. 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.: 


3561 


. VAN WINKLE with Mr. WIILIAu W. KITCHIN. 

r. HULL with Mr. Jones of Virginia. 

. KENNEDY of Ohio with Mr. HILL of Mississippi. 
r. HEDGE with Mr. GUDGER. 

. GRonna with Mr. GREGG. 

r. GILLETT of Massachusetts with Mr. Hay. 

r. GARDNER Of Massachusetts with Mr. GLASS. 

. NEVIN with Mr. GILL. 

. Moon of Pennsylvania with Mr. GARBER. 

. McCreary of Minnesota with Mr. Gaines of Tennessee. 
. REYNOLDS with Mr. CANDLER. 

The SPEAKER. On this question the ayes are 105, the noes 
39, “ present” 13. A quorum has not voted. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PAYNE. On the next call of committees will the call 
rest on the Committee on Military Affairs and will it be in 
order for that committee to call up this bill for consideration 
at that time? 

The SPEAKER. The Committee on Military Affairs has been 
ealled. The call will rest there until that committee has had 
two days, or until the bill is disposed of. 

Mr. PAYNE. Then I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves that 
the House do now adjourn. That will have to be seconded by a 
majority of the Members present. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. To carry that motion will mean the defeat 
of the bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. That will determine it sooner, then. 

The SPEAKER. All gentlemen will be seated. Those in 
favor of seconding the motion to adjoyrn will rise and stand 
until they are counted. The Chair will count all gentlemen 
standing. 

The question being taken, the Speaker announced 61 ayes, 61 
noes; that the Speaker voted in the affirmative, making 62, and 
that the motion was seconded. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion to adjourn. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will order tellers. As many as 
are in favor of the motion to adjourn will pass between the 
tellers, and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payne] and the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Prince] will take their places. 

The House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 65, noes 63. 

So the House determined to adjourn. 

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 28 minutes) the House ad- 
journed until to-morrow at 12 o'clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive commu- 
nications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as 
follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
statement as to useless papers encumbering his Department—to 
the Joint Select Committee on Disposition of Useless Papers, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, submitting 
an estimate for an additional clerk in the office of the Auditor 
for the Navy Department—to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for a skilled laborer in the office 
of the Surgeon-General—to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for the purchase of land at the 
Military Academy—to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for facilities for fire protection at 
the powder depot at Dover, N. J.—to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for clerks in the office of the Pay- 
master-General of the Army—to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an 
estimate of appropriation for a submarine cable between Key 


West, Fla., and Guantanamo, Cuba, and the Panama Canal 
Zone—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of State submit- 
ting an estimate of appropriation for sending delegates to an 
international exhibition to be held at Christchurch, New Zea- 
land—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, 
with a copy of a letter from the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office, a draft of proposed legislation relating to the open- 
ing of the Shoshone or Wind River Indian Reservation, Wy- 
oming—to the Committee on the Public Lands, and ordered to 
be printed. 3 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. GILLETT -of California, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15643) to authorize the board of visitors of the Government 
Hospital for the Insane to summon and examine witnesses under 
oath, and making it a misdemeanor for any such witness to 
refuse to attend or testify or produce books and papers when 
summoned, reported the same without amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 2167) ; which said bill and report were referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio, from the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 
51) to create a juvenile court in and for the District of Colum- 
bia, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re- 
port (No. 2169) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SIMS, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16884, in 
lieu of H. R. 12310) regulating the speed of automobiles in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2170); 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar, 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS, 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. LAMAR: A bill (H. R. 16379) to grant lands to the 
State of Florida to assist said State in the education of its 
children—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: A bill (H. R. 16380) to amend sections 
18, 27, 28, and 29 of an act entitled “An act temporarily to 
provide revenues and a civil government for Porto Rico, and 
for other purposes —to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 16381) leasing 
and devising certain lands in La Plata County, Colo., to the 
P. F. U. Rubber Company—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. McKINLAY of California: A bill (H. R. 16382) to 
provide for the purchase of a site and the erection of a public 
building at Santa Rosa, Cal—to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: A bill (H. R. 16383) to provide for the 
erection of a public building at Moline, III.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SIMS, from the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia: A bill (H. R. 16384, in lieu of H. R. 12310) regulating the 
speed of automobiles in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes—to the House Calendar. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 16385) to provide for filling 
in that portion of the naval station at Honolulu, Hawaii, known 
as the Reef—to the Committee on the Territories. j 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16386) to fix 
the time of holding the circuit and district courts for the north- 
ern district of West Virginia—to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. MAYNARD: A bill (H. R. 16387) to repeal section 
3480, Revised Statutes of the United States—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: A joint resolution (H. J, Res. 
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118) providing for a survey of Sinepuxent Bay, Maryland—to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 

By Mr. GILLETT of California: A joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 114) accepting the recession by the State of California of 
the Yosemite Valley grant and the Mariposa Big Tree Grove, 
and including the same, together with fractional sections 5 and 
6, township 5 south, range 22 east, Mount Diablo meridian, Cali- 
fornia, within the metes and bounds of the Yosemite National 
Park, and changing the boundaries thereof—to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. SPERRY: A resolution (H. Res. 361) concerning al- 
lowance for clerk hire to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor 
Traflie—to the Committee on Accounts 

By Mr. COCKRAN: A resolution (H. Res. 362) requesting of 
the Postmaster-General certain information concerning a paper 
known as Town Topics—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 


PRIVATH BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. AMES: A bill (H. R. 16388) granting a pension to 
Thomas H. Bailey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BRANTLEY: A bill (H. R. 16389) granting a pen- 
sion to Jefferson Wilcox—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BANNON: A bill (H. R. 16390) granting a pension 
to Katharine Partridge—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: A bill (H. R. 16391) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William Jackson—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16392) for the 
relief of Thomas R. Hill—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16398) for the relief of James Cummins, 
alias Rhod Cummins—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16394) granting a pension to Alexander 
Jackson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16395) granting a pension to Katherine 
\Wheeler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16396) granting a pension to Thomas B. 
Hutchinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16397) granting an increase of pension to 
‘Allie Williams—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16898) granting an increase of pension to 
David Ross—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16399) granting an increase of pension to 
James H. Warford—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16400) granting an increase of pension to 
James McCracken—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16401) granting an increase of pension to 
John Dickinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16402) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. C. Biggs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16403) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin Spriggs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16404) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Dobbins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: A bill (H. R. 16405) granting an increase 
of pension to William B. Bobbitt—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16406) granting an increase of pension to 
Jasper Ward—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16407) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac W. Chatfield—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16408) granting an increase of pension to 
William Hendricks—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BOWERS: A Dill (H. R. 16409) for the relief of 
Francisco Krebs—to the Committee on Private Land Claims. 

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 16410) for the relief of the 
estate of Allen T. Estes, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16411) granting 
an increase of pension to Newton Moore—to the Committee on 
Pensions, 

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 16412) relating to the mili- 
tary record of Nathan Goff, jr.—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DAVEY of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 16413) for the 
relief of the estate of Isabella Ann Fluker, deceased—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16414) granting a 
pension to Minnie M. Bowles—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 16415) granting an increase of pension to 
Ephriam K. Pond—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16416) granting an increase of pension to 
James D. Gatch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 16417) for the relief of 
Hugh Washam—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16418) granting a pension to Fhomas Bur- 
chett—to the Committee on L:yalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16419) granting a pension to Catherine 
Bunch—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16420) granting a pension to Sarah F. 
Hatter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16421) granting an increase of pension to 
Laban McGahan—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16422) granting an increase of pension to 
Asa Goins—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16423) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Roe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16424) granting an increase of pension to 
Perry Weddle—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16425) granting an increase of pension to 
William T. Francis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16426) granting an increase of pension to 
James S. Searcy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16427) granting an increase of pension to 
William W. Carter—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16428) granting an increase of pension to 
Edwin Hicks—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: A bill (H. R. 16429) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Caroline M. Peirce—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 16430) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the military record of Otis Van 
Fleet—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 16431) granting a pension 
to Mary Jane Lansing—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: A bill (H. R. 16432) granting an 
increase of pension to Marvel Ford—to the Committee on 
Pensions, 

By Mr. HOAR: A bill (H. R. 16483) granting an increase 
of pension to Marius S. Cooley—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 16434) granting an increase 
of pension to Alfred Picklesimer—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 16435) granting an increase 
of pension to Maurice Hungerford—to the Committee on Inya- 
lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16436) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph H. Webb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KLEPPER: A bill (H. R. 16487) granting an increase 
of pension to Samuel H. Frozier—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 16438) granting an increase 
of pension to Edwin Rice—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: A bill (H. R. 16439) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Patrick Bogan—to the Committee on Inya- 
lid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAMAR: A bill (H. R. 16440) to relinquish the 
interests of the United States in a certain parcel of land in the 
city of Pensacola, State of Florida, to A. M. MeMillan, ©. W. 
8 and J. R. Saunders—to the Committee on Private Land 

Jaims. 

By Mr. LEE: A bill (H. R. 16441) granting an increase of 
pension to Joseph J. Good—to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: A bill (H. R. 16442) granting an increase 
of pension to John A. Powell—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: A bill (H. R. 16448) to correct the 
military record of Frederick W. Weeks—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LORIMER: A bill (H. R. 16444) granting an increase 
of pension to John William Black—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MAHON: A bill (H. R. 16445) granting an increase of 
8 to Henry H. Sibley—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 16446) granting an increase 
of pension to George W. Rose—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 16447) granting a pension to 
John T. Walsh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3563 


By Mr. RHODES: A bill (H. R. 16448) granting a pension 
to William P. Gooch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.“ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16449) granting a pension to Herman 
Sachse—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16450) granting a pension to Austin 
Shinn—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16451) granting a pension to James Ellis 
to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16452) granting a pension to John Schwab, 
jr.—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also; a bill (H. R. 16453) granting a pension to Samuel S. 
Andrews—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16454) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel E. Carlton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 16455) granting an increase of pension to 
John Long—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16456) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Politte—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16457) granting an increase of pension to 
Abram M. Casteel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16458) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel W. Gillam—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16459) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Joseph A. Greenlee—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16460) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Peter Whisler—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16461) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of George Zahner—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16462) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of James Mundy—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16463) 
granting a pension to Kate ©, G. Ewing—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16464) granting a pension to Robert 
Appleby—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 16465) for 
the relief of the estate of J. H. Moseby, deceased—to the Com- 
inittee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16466) granting an increase of pension to 
Asenith Woodall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TRIMBLE: A bill (II. R. 16467) granting a pension to 
Vinney Streets—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16468) granting a pension to Emma W. 
Coleman—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16469) granting a pension to Eliza J. 
Ellis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R. 16470) for the relief of Ed- 
mund M. Phelan—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WILEY of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 16471) granting an 
increase of pension to North Ann Dorman—to the Committee 
on Inyalid Pensions. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
8968) granting a pension to Fannie Hay Maffitt, and it was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and pa- 
pers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of organizations of railway em- 
ployees, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Camden Grange, No. 354; Brotherhood of 
Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America; Local 
Union No. 467, of Kankakee, III., and Rey. J. M. Adams et al., of 
Albion, III., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Northwestern Cement Products Associa- 
tion, for Government continuance of experiments on cement— 
to the Committee on Appropriation. 

Also, petition of Division No. 18, Ancient Order of Hibernians, 
of Rhode Island, for a statue for Commodore Barry—to the 
Committee on the Library. 

Also, petition of the Manufacturers’ Association of Seattle, 
for bill H. R. 1345—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Newport News Central Labor Union, for 


bill S. 529—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries, 

Also, petition of J. B. Clinedinst, relative to subsidy for mer- 
chant marine—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. ACHESON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Cor- 
win M. Holt (previously referred to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions)—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of Meridian Sun 
Council, No. 542, Junior Order United American Mechanics, 
fayoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: Papers to accompany bill H. R. 
16316—to the Committee on Claims, 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans, 
for increase of pensions—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of Elk Lick Grange, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
W. V. Feltwell (previously referred to the Committee on In- 
Valid Pensions)—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Matilda Daly (pre- 
viously referred to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions)—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petiton of the Christian Endeavor Society of Dotterer 
Baptist Church, of Philadelphia, Pa., for the Hepburn-Dolliver 
bill—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: Petition of citizens of Colorado, against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Colorado: Petition of many citizens of 
Colorado, against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BRUNDIDGE: Petition of citizens of Arkansas, 
against a parcels post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: Petition of State Council, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction 
of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of the State 
Federation Pennsylvania Women, for a national forest reserve 
in the White Mountains and for the Morris law—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of many citizens of New York 
and vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum 
disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
John Shuffelbarger—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of James Nichols et al., of Illinois, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COCKRAN: Papers to accompany public resolution 
presented by Mr. Cockran—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of business men of 
Clinton, Wis., against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of citizens of Pittsburg, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: Petition of citizens of Mecosta County, 
Mich., against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of Company M, Fifty-third In- 
fantry, Iowa National Guard, for increase of appropriation for 
the National Guard—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DENBY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Mar- 
shall U. Gage—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of the American Wine Growers’ 
Association, for a pure-wine law—te the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce 

By Mr. DRESSER: Petition of Dubois (Pa.) business men, 
for the Hepburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of the Association of Mexican 
War Veterans, for increase of pensions—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, petitions of the National Association of Audubon So- 
cieties, for bill S. 2966, and of the Linnwan Societies of New 
York, for bill S. 3602—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of J. B. Clenedinst, for the ship-subsidy bill 
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 

By Mr. ELLIS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Fred- 
erick Rice—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petition of C. C. Carpenter et al., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Federated Union of New York, against 
the antipilotage bill—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Linngan Society of New York, for bill S. 
2066—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of District Lodge No. 48, In- 
ternational Mechanics’ Association, for bills S. 2633 and H. R. 
10069—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. FULLER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Mary Jane Lansing—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of R. G. Cotton, for the pure-food bill—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of West Brook- 
field Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. D 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Petition of ex-Union prisoners of the 
war of the rebellion, for bill H. R. 14609—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

Also, petition of Holdcraft Camp, No. 498, Sons of Veterans, 
against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce, for bill 
S. 1345—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of Leonidas Grange, No. 266, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Berlamont and Bloomingdale, 
Mich., against religious legislation—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Commercial Record, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petitions of citizens of Orleans County, 
West Burke, and Waitsfield, Vt, against bill H. R. 10510—to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Hartford and White River Junc- 
tion, Vt, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Winfield 
S. Bruce (previously referred to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions)—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of the Excelsior Homestead Pro- 
gressive Association, against bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: Paper to accompany bill for relief 
of Marvel Ford—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: Petition of citizens of Clarke County, 
Towa, against bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HITT: Petition of the Team Drivers’ Union, against 
bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HOAR: Petition of the Young People’s Christian 
Union of Southbridge, Mass., against liquor in public buildings— 
to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of the Young People’s Christian Union of South- 
bridge, Mass., for prohibition for Oklahoma as a State—to the 
Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of the Young People’s Christian Union of South- 
bridge, Mass., for the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee 
on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, papers to accompany bill to grant an increase of 
pension to Marius S. Cooley—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. é 

By Mr. HOPKINS: Paper to accomipany bill for relief of 
James P. Hazelett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Philip Hammon— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of John Hale—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Marcus L. Chism— 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Oliver Salmons— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of Daniel Webster 
Council, Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Newark, 
N. J., favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Berry-Guerin Company, against bills 
H. R. 9973, 9974, and 9975—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of P. Peterson, of Men- 
don, Utah, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, 


for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to 
the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of the National Grange, Patrons of 
Industry, of Mount Chestnut, and Grange No. 133, of Pennsyl- 
vania, for repeal of revenue tax on denuturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KELIHER: Petition of the Massachusetts State 
Federation of Woman’s Clubs, for forest reservations—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Nelson H. Parker et al., relative to the 
People’s United States Bank, of St. Louis—to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also, petition of the directors of the Boston Chamber of 
Commerce, relative to reform in the consular service—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: Petition of Hans Nelson et al., against 
Sr, St legislation—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbia. 

By Mr. KLINE: Petition of citizens of Pennsylyania, against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KNAPP: Petition of Natural Bridge Grange, No. 497, 
for a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads, 

By Mr. LAW: Petition of the Homeopathic Medical Society of 
Kings County, for bill H. R. 88—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the New York Credit Men’s Association, 
against bill H. R. 309—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Central Federal Union, against bill H. R. 
5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Linnwan Society of New York, for bill S. 
2966—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: Petition of the Massachusetts State 
Federation of Women’s Clubs, for the pure-food bill—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Local Union No. 627, of Great Barrington, 
Mass., Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Williamstown, Mass., for a forest 
reservation in the White Mountains—to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture, 

By Mr. LEVER: Petition of the City Federation of Trades of 
South Carolina, for the ship subsidy—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Lancaster Bar Association, for two Fed- 
eral judicial districts in South Carolina—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Petition of many citizens of New 
York and vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General 
Slocum disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of O. Gardner, master of the State Grange of 
Maine; Rufus Hitchcock, master of Noblesboro Grange, and 
F. E. Post and G. B. Young et al., of West Warren, Me., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Oliver Otis, of Rockland, Me., against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of True Blue Council, No. 14; Regal Council, and 
Androscoggin Valley Council, No. 20, favoring restriction of 
immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

Also, petition of J. Alton Emery and Herman F. Noyes, for 
the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Frank Thompson, Frank A. Magune, Leon 
Murray, and S. H. Rogers, for an appropriation for a safe 
harbor at Delaware Breakwater—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of Christian Endeavor Society 
of Downers Grove, III., for preservation of Niagara Falls—to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of citizens of Michigan, for a parcels- 
post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: Petition of citizens of Sweden- 
boro, N. J., against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. McMORRAN: Petition of the Pigeon Progress and 
the News, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Grange, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MAHON: Petition of citizens of Huntingdon County, 
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Pa., against religious legislation—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Henry H. Sibley— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: Petition of citizens of North Dakota, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MILLER: Petition of Hurricane Grange, for repeal 
of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of the National Grange, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ellenburg Center, N. Y., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PEARRE: Petition of citizens of Maryland, against 
religious legislation—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Christian Endeavor Society of St. Paul's 
Eyangelical Lutheran Church, of Meyersville, Md, and the 
Christian Endeavor Society of Woodsboro, Md., against liquor 
selling in all Government buildings—to the Committee on Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of citizens of Maryland, for the pure-food bill— 
to the Committee in Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Maryland, for a parcels-post 
law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Maryland, for retention of the 
tax on imitation butter—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Maryland, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

Also, petition of citizens of Maryland, for the good-roads 
Lill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. RHINOCKE: Petition of William Butterson and O. C. 
Heafer, for repeal of revenue tax on Genatarisod alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Paper to accompany bill 
for relief of Emma Parham, heir of Nemcy and William Whit- 
tle—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of C. C. Carpenter et al., of Ellen- 
burg Center, N. Y., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STANLEY: Petition of T. B. Young, jr., et al., for 
2 of the tariff on hides—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. TALBOTT: Petition of Charles J. Peltz et al., citi- 
zens of Carroll County, Md., for retention of the tax on imita- 
tion butter—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Charles J. Peltz et al., citizens of Carroll 
County, Md., for the Grange good-roads bill—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Charles J. Peltz et al., citizens of Carroll 
County, Md., for a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Charles J. Peltz et al., citizens of Maryland, 
for bill H. R. 10099—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, 

Also, petition of Charles J. Peltz et al., citizens of Carroll 
County, Md., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: Petition of C. J. Baxter and Randall 
Spaulding, of Montclair, N. J., for reincorporation of the Na- 
tional Educational Association—to the Committee on Education. 

Also, petition of the Berry-Guerin Company, of Newark, N. J., 
against bills H. R. 9973, 9974, and 9975—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Catharine Encke— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary L. Beards- 
ley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George W. Spen- 
cer—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Joseph Murcher— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WANGER: Petition of Grange No. 451, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Bucks County, Pa., for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Council No. 166, Order United American Me- 
chanics, of Doylestown, Pa., favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. WEEKS: Petition of W. B. Bullard et al. and Zoa 
L. Bruce et al., of the National Grange of Pennsylvania, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 


— 


SENATE. 


Fnmax, March 9, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s 
proceedings, when, or request of Mr. Kean, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 


SHOSHONE OR WIND RIVER INDIAN RESERVATION. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting an explana- 
tory letter from the Commissioner of the General Land Office, 
together with the draft of a proposed joint resolution extend- 
ing the time fixed for the opening of the Shoshone or Wind 
River Indian Reservation, Wyo., as provided in the act of March 
8, 1905, from June 15 to August 15, 1906; which, with the accom- 
panying paper, was referred to the Committee on Public Lands, 
and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DUBOIS. I do not see the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
CLARK] in the Chamber, but I think that communication should 
be referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, as that com- 
mittee has had charge of the bill in relation to that matter and is 
familiar with it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The report accompanying the com- 
munication would seem to indicate that the land referred to 
had been thrown open to settlement. Does the Senator from 
Idaho wish to move the reference of the communication to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs? 

Mr. DUBOIS. No; but I think it more properly belongs there. 
However, in the absence of the Senator from Wyoming, I will 
not make the motion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Then the communication will be 
referred to the Committee on Public Lands, unless the Senator 
from Wyoming shall desire a different reference; and if so, that 
motion can be made later, 


STATEMENT OF LAND ENTRIES. 


The VICH-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, in re- 
sponse to a resolution of the 13th ultimo, a report of the Com- 
missioner of the General Land Office with respect to the total 
number of entries of land under each of the respective public- 
land laws under suspension on December 81, 1905, by reason 
of the orders of suspension theretofore made by the Secretary 
of the Interior or under his direction, and also the aggregate 
acreage embraced in the filings and entries aforesaid; which, 
on motion of Mr. CARTER, was, with the accompanying paper, 
referred to the Committee on Public Lands, and ordered to be 
printed. 

FINDINGS OF COURT OF CLAIMS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit- 
ting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the court in 
the cause of the rector, wardens, and vestry of St. John's 
Church, at Jacksonville, Fla., v. The United States; which, with 
the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM TU s HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brow NING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had agreed 
to the concurrent resolution of the Senate authorizing in the 
enrollment of the bill (S. 4229) to authorize the sale and dis- 
position of surplus or unallotted lands of the diminished Col- 
ville Indian Reservation, in the State of Washington, and for 
other purposes, to change the words “section seven” to“ sec- 
tion six” where they occur in line 40, page 3, of the enrolled 
bill. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8977) to create 
a new division of the western judicial district of Texas and to 
provide for terms of court at Del Rio, Tex., and for a clerk for 
said court, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
a bill (H. R. 15331) making apprepriations for the current and 
contingent expenses of the Indian Department, for fulfilling 
treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes, and for other 
purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1907, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 18538) to incor- 
porate the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching. 
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The message further announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6385) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry Hastings. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9944) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas J. Martin. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the following bills: 

S. 17. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi A. 
Tripp; 

S. 19. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso B. 
Holland; 

S. 22. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Smith; 

S. 94. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert Wimes; 

S. 162. An act granting an increase of pension to David D. 
Griffith; 

S. 165. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry Rus- 
sell; 

S. 180. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 
Legro; 

S. 187. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Kane; 

S. 200. An act granting an increase of pension to Fredrich 
Behrens ; 

S. 203. An act granting an increase of — to Edward E. 
Needham; 

S. 218. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
White; 

S. 220. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan 
F. Gates; 

S. 251. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
Adams; 

S. 325. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Amos M. 
Runkel; 

S. 492. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
Whitney ; 

S. 527. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred Me- 
Pherran ; 

S. 548. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Carr ; 

S. 555. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry H. 
Hill; 

S. 589. An act granting a pension to Joseph L. Prentiss; 

S. 597. An act granting an increase of pension to David M. 
Pearson ; 

S. 599. 
Megrue; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 


S. 623. An act granting an increase of pension to Bridget 
sath Py An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
ee ak An act granting an increase of pension to Charles E. 
ees An act granting an increase of pension to Abraham 


Walters; 

S. 671. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Conine; 

S. 672. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hubbard; 

S. 675. An act granting a pension to Ulrika Bottcher ; 

S. 712. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 
McLauchlan ; 

S. 716. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore H. 
Hanson ; 


S. 721. An act granting an increase of pension to Orange ÑR. | 


Mason ; 
725. An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 

Smith; 

S. 772. An act granting a pension to Jerusha Hayward Brown; 

S. 784. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Cooley ; 

S. 700. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Benkler ; 

S. 836. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles A. 
Fay ; 

S. 842. An act granting an increase of pension to William A. 
Eggleston ; 


= S. 859. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard T. 
Tried ; 

S. 861. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
O'Connor; 

1 969. An act granting an increase of pension to Howard 
lis ; 

8. 1011. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Woodsum 

S. 1023. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Shippman; 

S. 1130. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Mitchell ; é 
seizes An act granting an increase of pension to Albert $S. 

ake; 

S. 1173. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Fernald ; 

S. 1227. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry J. 
Patterson ; 

S. 1228. An act granting an increase of pension to Julia L. 
Plimpton ; 

S. 1230. An act granting an increase of pension to Eugene 
Gaskill ; 

S. 1246. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 
Wilson ; 

S. 1251. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Burns; 

S. 1273. An act granting an increase of pension to Eleanora 
A. Keeler; 

S. 1357. 
Pinkham; 

S. 1399. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry Jor- 


An act granting an increase of pension to Orlando C. 


n * 

S. 1418. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi B. 
Cross; 

S. 1420. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 
Tyler; 

S. 1421. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey C. 
Brown; 

S. 1437. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 
Davis; 

S. 1527. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Odenheimer ; 

S. 1555. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Bishop; 

S. 1624. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter Betz; 

S. 1634. An act granting an increase of pension to Solomon R. 
Ruch; 

S. 1645. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob G. 
Orth; 

S. 1665. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Estes ; 

S. 1666. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Beard; 

S. 1834. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
W. Partridge; 

S. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Thompson ; 

S. 1905. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Tibbils ; 

S. 1908. An act granting an increase of pension to Frances 
Del Gindice ; 

S. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Gunnerus 
Ingebretson ; 

S. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Edsall; 

S. 2044. An act granting a pension to Solomon F. Wehr; 

S. 2080, An act granting a pension to Ruth F. Bennett; 

S. 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams}; 

S. 2091. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Bambush ; 

S. 2096. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
R. Kent; 

S. 2103. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorin R. 
Bingham ; 

S. 2142. An act grant'aug an increase of pension to Adelle D. 
Irwin; 

S. 2153. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen B. 
Read; 

S. 2168. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 
Hewitt; 

S. 2182. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Buffington ; 

S. 2216. An act granting an increase of pension to David W. 
Magee; 


1906. 


S. 2250. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Rauch; 

S. 2332. An act granting an increase of pension to Ashley A. 
Youmans; 3 

S. 2346. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 


Reed; 

S. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert C. 
Andrews; 

S. 2393. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Clark ; 

S. 2406. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Milliman ; 

S. 2473. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles L. 
Noggle ; 

S. 2548. An act grahting an increase of pension to Jesse M. 
Furman; 

S. 2735. An act granting a pension to Marcelina S. Groff; 

S. 2840. An ace granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Jaquith; 

S. 2863. An act granting an increase of pension to Garrett 
Rourke ; 

S. 2868. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Flick ; 

S. 2882. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel E. 
Johnson ; 

S. 2950. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 
Stines ; 

S. 2968. An act granting a pension to George W. Hale; 

S. 3029. An act granting an increase of pension to Delia A. 
Tooker ; 

S. 3031. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Westervelt; 

S. 3036. An act granting an increase of pension to John O. 
Thorn; 

S. 3043. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry D. 
Hall; 

S. 3121. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Blessing; 

S. 3125. An act granting a pension to Parthenia W. Baker; 

S. 3132. An act granting an increase of pension to Georgia D. 
Brown; 

S. 3187. An act granting a pension to John Harper; 

S. 3189. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
Rutherford ; 

S. 3199. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. 
Coulton, alias Samuel Myers; 

S. 3224. An act granting a pension to Nancy A. Teeters; 

S. 3242. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Woolley ; 

S. 3310. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard M. 
Ogle; 

S. 3312. An act granting a pension to Oscar F. Renick ; 

S. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry V. 
Hamenstaedt ; 

S. 8472. An act granting an increase of pension to Lena Sher- 
man; 

S. 3473. An act granting an increase of pension to La Forrest 
C. Darling; 

S. 3474. An act granting an increase of pension to James B. 
Kellogg; 

S. 3475. An act granting an increase of pension to Everett S. 
Fitch; 

S. 8492. An act granting an increase of pension to Catharine 
Bechtol ; 

§. 3539. An act granting an increase of pension to Dominick 
Cavanaugh; 

S. 3547. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen M. 
Davis; 

S. 3575. An act granting an increase of pension to Sargent R. 
Emerson; 

S. 3588. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Lebo; 

S. 3626. An act granting a pension to Catherine Coyle; 

S. 3640. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
Brenton ; 

S. 3714. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Rutle; 

S. 3721. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Morgan; 

S. 3751. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel D. 
Nash; 

S. 3800. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert D. 
Pordner ; 

S. 3866. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel J. 
Barlock ; 
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one An act granting an increase of pension to Susan E, 
srae 
Seah An act granting an increase of pension to John 
y; 
< 8. ete An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
arritt ; 
Bas An act granting an increase of pension to David 
ns 
8 a eii An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney R. 
m 
S. 4000. An act granting an increase of pension to Crosby, 
Pyle Woodward; 
P 8. AOS An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 8. 
arrish ; 
S. 4020. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry O. 
Johnson ; 
Se 4096. An act granting an increase of pension to Norman 
Lombard; 
v 4097. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius T. 
Williamson ; 
S. 4100. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlton 
A. Wheeler ; 
S. 4131. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Connor ; 
S. 4159. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary P. 
Johannes ; 
an 4181. An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
allett ; 
S. 4187. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
E. Skelton ; 
S. 4188. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank D. 
Smith; : 
8. 4223, An act 5 an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Peirce; 
S. 4226. An act 3 an increase of pension to James Cain; 
S. 4227. An act granting a pension to John H. McKenzie; 
S. 4280. An act granting a pension to Aurelia Cotton; 
S. 4286. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Davies ; 
S. 4319. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
C. Sturm; 
S. 4337. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
MeGirl: 
S. 4362. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Fluegel; 
S. 4381. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
McGarraugh ; 
S. 4422. An act granting an increase of pension to Lindsay, 
Kirby: 
S. 4496. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
Brooks; 
S. 4507. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Chandler, jr.; 
S. 4595. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos 
McManus; 
S. 4636. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry R. 
Pease; and 
8. 4637. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Zimmerman. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were thereupon 
signed by the Vice-President: 

S. 3288. An act authorizing the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany and the Pennsylvania and Newark Railroad Company, or 
their successors, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Delaware River ; 

S. 4128. An act permitting the building of a dam across the 
Red Lake River at or near the junction of Black River with said 
Red Lake River in Red Lake County, Minn. ; 

H. R. 6385. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Hastings ; 

H. R. 8977. An act to create a new division of the western 
judicial district of Texas, and to provide for terms of court at 
Del Rio, Tex., and for a clerk of said court, and for other 


urposes ; 

H. R. 9944. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
J. Martin; and 

H. R. 13536. An act to incorporate The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. LODGE. I present resolutions of the legislature of Mas- 
sachusetts, relative to an amendment of the Federal Constitu- 


Pree Te. Tare ol 
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tion enabling Congress to enact laws regulating the hours of 
labor. I ask that the resolutions be read, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

There being no objection, the resolutions were read, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary, as follows : 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts. In the year 1906. Resolutions 
relative to an amendment to the Federal Constitution enabling Con- 
gress to enact laws regulating hours of labor. 


Resolved, That in the opinion of the general court of Massachusetts 
it is desirable that the Constitution of the United States should be so 
amended as to put it clearly within the power of Congress to enact laws 
regulating the hours of labor in the several States according to some 
uniform system; and the Senators and Representatives of this Common- 
wealth in Congress are hereby requested to use their influence to secure 
the adoption of the pending resolution proposing such an amendment 
to the Constitution. 

Resolved, That properly attested copies of these resolutions be for- 
the Commonwealth to the presiding officers 
of both branches of Congr and also to the Senators and Representa- 
tives in Congress from this Commonwealth. 

In the house of representatives, adopted dang 23, 1906. 

In senate, adopted in concurrence February 28, 1906, 

A true copy. Attest. 


warded by the secretary of 


5 WILLIAM M. OLIN, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 

Mr. LODGE presented a petition of the Associated Charities 
of Cambridge, Mass., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
restrict immigration by the illiteracy test; which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First 
Primitive Methodist Church of Lowell, Mass., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating 
liquors in all Government buildings, grounds, and ships; which 
was referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

He also presented a petition of the Society of Master House 
Painters and Decorators of the State of Massachusetts, praying 
for the enactment of legislation to remove the duty on alcohol 
for use in the arts; which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Littleton, 
Everett, Stoneham, Leominster, Fayville, and Lynn, all in the 
State of Massachusetts, praying for an investigation of the exist- 
ing conditions in the Kongo Free State; which were referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the New York Historical So- 
ciety, of New York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to establish a United States historical commission ; 
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Haverford and Philadelphia, in the State of Pennsylvania, pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation granting separate statehood 
to the Indian Territory ; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Tecumseh, 
Okla., praying for the adoption of the Gallinger amendment to 
the so-called“ statehood bil!“ to prohibit the sale of intoxicating 
liquors in that Territory when admitted to statehood; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented the petition of L. A. Coolidge, of Washing- 
ton, D. C., praying for the enactment of legislation to change 
the name of Douglas street to Clifton street; which was referred 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Petworth Citizens’ Associa- 
tion, of Washington, D. C., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion empowering the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
to regulate the street car railway schedules in that city; which 
was referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Columbia Heights Citizens’ 
Association, of Washington, D. C., praying for the enactment of 
legislation providing compulsory education in the District of 
Columbia; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the North Washington Citi- 
zens’ Association, of Washington, D. C., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to fix and regulate the salaries of teachers, 
school officers, and other employees of the board of education 
in the District of Columbia; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PENROSE presented a memorial of the Civic Club of 
Harrisburg, Pa., remonstrating against the repeal of the law 
for the protection of the forest reserves; which was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM presented a petition of Local Division 
No. 347, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Rutland, Vt., 
praying for the passage of the so-called“ anti-injunction bill; ” 
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Burling- 
ton, Vt, praying for the enactment of legislation to restrict 
immigration; which was referred to the Committee on Immi- 
gration. 

He also presented a petition of Otter Creek Division, No. 347, 


Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Rutland, Vt., and a 
petition of representatives of the railroad employees of Ver- 
mont, praying for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ lia- 
bility bill” and also the “ anti-injunction bill;” which were 
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of the United Commercial 
Travelers’ Association of Minnesota and the Dakotas, praying 
for the repeal of the present bankruptcy law; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of Minneapolis Lodge, No. 91, 
International Association of Machinists, of Minneapolis, Minn., 
and a petition of District No. 48, International Association of 
Machinists, of St. Paul, Minn., praying for the enactment of 
legislation providing for increased compensation for the me- 
chanics in the Gun Factory of the Washington Navy-Yard; 
which were referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. GAMBLE presented a petition of the Grand Jurisdiction 
of Minnesota and the Dakotas, United Commercial Travelers 
of America, of St. Paul, Minn., praying for the repeal of the 
present bankruptcy law; which was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

He also presented the petition of Mrs. G. L. Gilman and 70 
other citizens of Yankton, S. Dak., praying for an investiga- 
tion of the charges made and filed against Hon. REED Soor, a 
Senator from the State of Utah; which was referred to the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented the petition of Mrs. Etta Vosburg and 18 
other citizens of Washington, D. C., praying for the enactment 
of legislation providing compulsory education in the District of 
Columbia; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Union Ex-Prisoners of 
War Association, praying for the enactment of legislation to 
recognize the services of ex-prisoners who were confined in 
southern military prisons; which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. PILES (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a memorial of the 
Spokane Jobbers’ Association, of Spokane, Wash., remonstrating 
against the repeal of the present bankruptcy law; which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a memorial of sundry 
citizens of Sprague, Wash., remonstrating against the passage 
of the so-called“ parcels-post bill;” which was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a petition of the Cham- 
ber of Commerce, of Everett, Wash., praying for the enactment 
of legislation providing for a loan in aid of the reclamation 
fund; which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a petition of the faculty 
of the University of Washington, Seattle, Wash., praying for 
the adoption of a metric system of weights and measures; 
which was referred to the Committee on Standards, Weights, 
and Measures. 

Mr. BULKELEY presented a memorial of the Central Labor 
Union of Hartford, Conn., remonstrating against the repeal of 
the present Chinese-exclusion law; which was referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of the Lumber Dealers’ Associa- 
tion of Connecticut, praying for the enactment of legislation for 
the protection of the White Mountain and Appalachian forest 
reserves; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented petitions of the Federation of Women’s 
Clubs of Thompsonville; the Connecticut Forestry Association ; 
of Austin F. Hawes, State forester; Henry S. Graves, director 
of forestry school of Yale University, and sundry other citizens 
of Connecticut, praying for the enactment of legislation provid- 
ing for the establishment of the national forest reservations 
in the southern Appalachian and White Mountains; which were 
referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the Pro- 
tection of Game. 

Mr. WETMORE presented a petition of Border Grange, No. 
3, Patrons of Husbandry, of Woonsocket, R. I., praying that in- 


-| creased appropriations be made for the support of agricultural 


experiment stations; which was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. SPOONER presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Reedsburg, Wis., remonstrating against the consolidation of 
third and fourth class mail matter; which was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented a petition of sundry citizens 
of Wisconsin, praying for an investigation into the existing 
conditions in the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. BACON presented a paper to accompany the bil! (S. 
4289) for the relief of Mary E. Forrester and Alexander B. 
Duncan; which was referred to the Committee on Claims. 
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Mr, CARTER presented a petition of the Business Men’s 
Association of Hamilton, Mont., and a petition of the Rock 
Creek Farmers’ Protective Association, of Clyde Park, Mont., 
praying for the passage of the so-called “Hepburn railroad 
rate bill; ” which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the board of sheep commis- 
sioners of the State of Montana, remonstrating against the en- 
actment of legislation providing for the leasing of public grazing 
lands; which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 

He ‘also presented a petition of the Stock Growers and Busi- 
ness Men’s Association of Meagher County, Mont., and a peti- 
tion of the North Montana Roundup Association, of Montana, 
praying for the enactment of legislation to increase the export- 
ing business from the United States of live stock and the 
products therebf to foreign countries; which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Culbertson, 
Mont., praying for the enactment of legislation providing for the 
opening to settlement of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation, in 
that State; which was referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Dupuyer, 
Mont., praying for the enactment of legislation providing for 
the opening to settlement of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, 
in that State; which was referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Big Timber, 
Mont., and a petition of the Methodist, Baptist, Congregational, 
and Presbyterian unions of Montana, praying for an investiga- 
tion of the existing conditions in the Kongo Free State; which 
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a memorial of the Montana Business Men’s 
Association, of Billings, Mont., and a memorial of the Gallatin 
Valley Club, of Bozeman, Mont., remonstrating against the 
passage of the so-called“ Philippine tariff bill; ” which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Philippines. 

Mr. SPOONER presented the petition of C. A. Lebb, of Eyans- 
ville, Wis., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove 
the duty on linotype and composing machines and the parts 
thereof; which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Water- 
town, Baldwin, Fort Atkinson, New London, Oakfield, Waterloo, 
Waupesha County, Neillsville, Pewaukee, Poynette, Green Lake 
County, Albany, Peshtogo, Coloma Station, and Kaukauma, all 
in the State of Wisconsin, remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called“ parcels-post bill; which were referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I present a telegram, 
Which I send to the desk and ask that it may be read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana pre- 
sents a paper and asks that it may be read. In the absence of 
objection, it will be read by the Secretary. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


[Telegram.] 
Santa FE, N. Mex., March 7, 1906. 
Hon. A. J. BEVERIDGE, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. O.: 

I firmly and unequivocally believe that the passage of the joint state- 
hood bill without the Foraker amendment will be for the highest wel- 
fare of the pooma 5 New Mexico, and while 1 = very sure its passage 
will result my soon stepping out of office, I am strongly and con- 
scientiously in favor of i 

H. J. HAGERMAN, 
Governor of New Merico. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I also present another telegram, which I 
ask may be read, not that the names be read, because there are 
too many of them, I call attention to the fact that this is from 
Arizona. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, we are to have speeches on the 
statehood bill under the ten-minute rule, and I suppose, as is the 
custom, the time is to be fairly divided between those in favor 
of the bill and those opposed to it. I shall insist that evidence 
of this kind ought to be presented, if presented at all, under the 
ten-minute rule. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator will permit me to say that 
I have the right to present the paper to the Senate under the 
order of memorials and petitions, for that is all they are, but 
will the Senator permit me to suggest this consideration: That 
I would have read these telegrams yesterday in the course of 
my own speech but for the fact, as stated in the Recorp, accord- 
ing to the statement made by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Netson] as to what would be done on yesterday, that I would 
begin at 2 o’clock, and the Senate will remember that I was not 
permitted to begin until half past 3 o'clock, 

Mr. FORAKER. Exactly at 3 o’clock, 
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think nearly a half hour after that. 


Mr. FORAKER. And an hour this morning to make up for it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will state under the 
rule—— 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator can later take ten minutes to put 
in those telegrams and petitions, if he chooses to do so. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made to reading the 
communication presented by the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In my own right, during the pendency of 
this order of petitions and memorials, without taking any time, 
I will say that I hold in my hand here telegrams, signed by 
scores of the best citizens of Arizona principally, and also by 
citizens of New Mexico, demanding the passage of the statehood 
bill. I merely asked that they may be read. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I want to say that I, too, 
have scores, eyen hundreds, of telegrams and letters, but I did 
not think of intruding them upon the Senate. Among those 
telegrams I have one saying that a gentleman, giving his name, 
but I have it not at hand now, is circulating a telegram in Ari- 
zona signed by the Senator from Indiana asking that they send 
500 telegrams here in fayor of joint statehood for use in con- 
nection with this bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I know nothing about that. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that this de- 
bate is out of order. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Then I object to it, Mr. President. 

Mr. BURROWS and others. Regular order, Mr. President. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order, or 
what is called in the other body “a parliamentary inquiry.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. NELSON. I think that when a petition is presented to 
this body the Senator presenting it has the right to have it read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will read, for the in- 
formation of Senators, the following rule of the Senate: 


RULE XI. 

When the reading of a paper is called for, and objected to, it shall be 
determined by a vote of the Senate, without debate. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I withdraw my objection to the 
reading of the telegrams presented by the Senator from Indiana. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection to the reading of the tele- 
grams is withdrawn. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Then I renew the objection, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. NELSON, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4726) permitting the building of a dam 
across the Mississippi River at or near Pike Rapids, in Morrison 
County, Minn., reported it without amendment, and submitted n 
report thereon. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 15263) to authorize William Smith and 
associates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near 
Williamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line 
between the States of West Virginia and Kentucky, reported it 
without amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Forest Reservations and 
the Protection of Game, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2732) 
for the protection of wild animals in the Grand Canyon Forest 
Reserve, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

Mr. BLACKBURN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 3593) granting an honorable 
discharge to Joseph P. W. R. Ross, reported it without amend- 
ment. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 13348) granting an increase of pension to Nancy 
F. Shelton ; 

A bill (H. R. 13402) granting a pension to John Reynolds; 

A bill (H. R. 8202) granting an increase of pénsion to Henry 


Guy ; 

A bill (H. R. 6507) granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Busby ; 

A bill (H. R. 8048) granting an increase of pension to William 
F. Bottoms ; 

A bill (H. R. 10632) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Preston ; 

A bill (H. R. 8376) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
J. McConnell; 
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A bill (H. R. 10914) granting an increase of pension to John 
Hamilton ; 

A bill (H. R. 7770) granting an increase of pension to Bur- 
gess Cole; 

A bill (H. R. 11745) granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Billingsley ; 

A bill (H. R. 12289) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
C. Grissom; 

A bill (H. R. 12391) granting an increase of pension to J. 
Frederick Edgell; 

A bill (H. R. 13611) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Clough; 

A bill (H. R. 13643) granting an increase of pension to Davis 
W. Hatch; and 
tity (H. R. 7896) granting an increase of pension to Jobn 

. Ball. 

Mr. BULKELEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the joint resolution (S. R. 31) authorizing 
the Secretary of War to award the Congressional medal of 
honor to Peter B. Cupp, submitted an adverse report thereon; 
which was agreed to, and the joint resolution was postponed 
indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 2174) authorizing the Secretary of War to procure 
medals for the members or the legal heirs of the deceased mem- 
bers of the Worth Infantry and York Rifles, who were the first 
fully armed and equipped soldiers to do active service in re- 
sponse to President Lincoln’s call for 75,000 volunteers, and for 
other purposes, submitted an adverse report thereon; which 
was agreed to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom were referred the following bills, reported them sev- 
erally without amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 1977) granting a pension to Emma ©. Anderson; 
Š A bill (H. R. 1967) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

aker; 

13 bill (H. R. 1968) granting an increase of pension to John 
onroe; 

A bill (H. R. 3225) granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Philbrick ; 

A bill (H. R. 1440) granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
E. Lawton; 

A bill (H. R. 1460) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Renell; and 

A bill (H. R. 10886) granting an increase of pension to Mar- 
tha S. Campbell. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. I am directed by the Committee on For- 
est Reservations and the Protection of Game to submit a writ- 
ten report to accompany House joint resolution No. 83, for a 
report, ete., upon the preservation of Niagara Falls, heretofore 
reported by me. 

thea VICE-PRESIDENT. The report will be received and 
printed. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am directed by the Committee on For- 
est Reservations and the Protection of Game, to whom the sub- 
ject was referred, to report an original bill. 

The bill (S. 4953) for the purpose of acquiring national forest 
reserves in the Appalachian Mountains and White Mountains, 
to be known as the Appalachian Forest Reserve and the White 
3 Forest Reserve, respectively, was read twice by its 

tle. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE, from the Committee on Forest Reserya- 
tions and the Protection of Game, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 34) for the purchase of a national forest reserve in the 
White Mountains, to be known as the “ National White Moun- 
tain Forest Reserve,” reported adversely thereon, and the bill 
was postponed indefinitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 408) for the purchase of a national forest reserve in 
the Southern Appalachian Mountains, to be known as the 
“National Appalachian Forest Reserve,” reported adversely 
thereon, and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. FOSTER, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom 
was referred the amendment submitted by Mr. Furron on the 
18th ultimo, proposing to appropriate $400,000 for continuing 
the improvement at the mouth of Columbia River, intended 
to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation bill, reported 
it with an amendmeut, and moved that it be printed, and, with 
the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on Appro- 
priations; which was agreed to. 

Mr. MORGAN, from the Committee on Public Health and 
National Quarantine, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1830) 
making appropriation for the removal of the quarantine station 


at San Diego, Cal., and to acquire a new site, and for other 
purposes, reported it with amendments. 


IMPROVEMENT OF MOUTH OF COLUMBIA RIVER. 


Mr. FOSTER. I am directed by the Committee on Com- 
merce, to whom the subject was referred, to report a bill 
(S. 4952) making an appropriation for the improvement of the 
mouth of the Columbia River; to which I call the attention of 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Futron]. í 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President, as that bill carries an emer- 
gency appropriation, as the proposition is very strongly in- 
dorsed by the Engineering Department, and as the bill has been 
reported unanimously by the Committee on Commerce, I ask 
panimon consent that it may be given immediate considera- 

on, “ 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill just 
reported. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the bill was read the first time by 
its title, and the second time at length, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $400,000 be, and is hereby, ap- 
propriated, to be 3 out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to immediately available, and to be expended under 
the direction of the Secretary of War and the supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers, for Sop nE A improvement at the mouth of the 


Columbia River, Oregon and Washington, in accordance with the exist- 
ing project. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. y 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 4954) authorizing Capt 
Ejnar Mikkelsen to act as master of an American vessel; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

Mr. BLACKBURN introduced a bill (S. 4955) for the relief 
of N. C. Pettit; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4956) to provide for the purchase 
of a site and the erection of a building thereon at Versailles, 
in the State of Kentucky; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4957) to correct the 
military record of Alexander J. MacDonald; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military, 
Affairs, 

Mr. ALGER introduced a bill (S. 4958) granting an increase 
of pension to William W. Duffield; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 4959) to further the ad- 
ministration of justice; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4960) to provide for the cancel- 
lation of certificates of naturalization fraudulently procured 
or improperly issued, and prescribing a penalty for the use of 
such canceled certificate or issuing a duplicate thereof; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4961) granting an increase of 
pension to William Ickes; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4962) to correct the military rec- 
ord of Jacob Rockwell; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4963) to correct the military rec- 
ord of John Reighard; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4964) for the relief of Thomas 
F. Walter; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4965) authorizing the appoint- 
ment of Harold L. Jackson, a captain on the retired list of the 
Army, as a major on the retired list of the Army; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4966) providing for the promo- 
tion of assistant paymasters in the Navy; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4967) to establish additional aids 
to navigation in Delaware Bay and River; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce, 
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Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (S. 4968) to fix the time of 
holding the circuit and district courts for the northern district 
of West Virginia; which was read twice by its title, and, with 
the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. LODGE introduced a bill (S. 4969) granting permission 
to Rear-Admiral C. H. Davis, United States Navy, to accept a 
silver cup and salver and silver punch bowl and cups tendered 
to him by the British and Russian ambassadors, respectively, in 
the name of their Governments; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4970) to amend section 3 of 
chapter 1140 of the United States Statutes at Large; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

He also (by request) introduced a bill (S. 4971) for the relief 


of certain claimants under the Geneva award; which was read- 


twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. PERKINS introduced a bill (S. 4972) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sarah E. Hull; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. DICK. I introduce a bill for the senior Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. Mriiarp], who is detained in his committee room. 

The bill (S. 4973) for the relief of Albert H. Raynolds was 
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, re- 
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. CLAY introduced a bill (S. 4974) to execute the findings 
of the Court of Claims in the case of the estate of William M. 
Vaughan; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. KEAN introduced a bill (S. 4975) giving the consent of 
Congress to an agreement or compact entered into between the 
State of New Jersey and the State of Delaware respecting the 
territorial limits and jurisdiction of said States; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. SMOOT submitted an amendment proposing to appropri- 
ate $10,500 for the support and civilization of the Kaibab In- 
dians in Utah, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the In- 
dian appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. PENROSE submitted an amendment providing that offi- 
cers of the Marine Corps with creditable records who served 
during the civil war and were retired prior to 1904, shall receive 
the full benefit of the act approved April 23, 1904, ete., intended 
to be proposed by him to the naval appropriation bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs, and ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. ELKINS submitted eight amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission; which were ordered to lie 
on the table, and be printed. 

Mr. PERKINS subntitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $10,000 for the eradication of pear blight in the State of 
California, intended to be proposed by him to the agricultural 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$5,000 for the investigation of the hop industry of the Pacific 
coast, with special reference to growing, airing, and handling 
crops, intended to be proposed by him to the agricultural appro- 
priation bill; which was referred to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$5,000 for the erection of a permanent rostrum in the national 
cemetery at the Presidio of San Francisco, Cal., for the con- 
yenience of the members of the Grand Army of the Republic, 
etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Army appropriation 
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$25,000 for the improvement of the grounds within the Presidio 
and other military reservations on the bay of San Francisco, 
intended to be proposed to the Army appropriation bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. 


POSTAGE ON CERTAIN PERIODICAL PUBLICATIONS. 


Mr. STONE. A few days ago I gave notice that on Wednes- 
day, the 14th instant, after the routine morning business, I 
would ask permission of the Senate to call up the resolution in- 


structing the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads to as- 
certain and determine whether the construction of the Post- 
Office Department of the law as to postage on certain publica- 
tions of alumni of colleges as second-class matter, etc., is Cor- 
rect, etc., for the purpose of submitting some remarks thereon. 
I now ask unanimous consent that the time be changed from 
Wednesday, the 14th, to Thursday, the 15th. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request of 
the Senator from Missouri is granted. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. RAYNER. I desire to give notice that on Wednesday, 
the 14th instant, after the routine morning business, I shall 
ask leave to submit some remarks on the bill H. R. 12987, known 
as the “ railroad rate bill.” 


DELAWARE RIVER AND BAY. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which- was 
read, and, on motion of Mr. KEAN, was, with the accompany- 
ing papers, referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


In compliance with the request of the governor of the State of New 
Jersey, I transmit herewith, for the action of the Congress thereon, a 
certified copy of an act of the legislature of the State of New Jersey, 
entitled “An act to ratify and confirm a compact or agreement between 
the States of New Jersey and Delaware respecting the Delaware River 
and Bay, and to authorize the execution thereof.” 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 

Tun WHIT HOUSE, March 9, 1906. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 


H. R. 15331. An act making appropriations for the current and 
contingent expenses of the Indian Department, for fulfilling 
treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes, and for other 
purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
B. F. Barnes, one of his secretaries, announced that the Presi- 
dent had approved and signed the following acts: 

On March 7, 1906: 

S. 587. An act granting a pension to Mary J. Chenoweth; 

S. 1736. An act granting a pension to Lena S. Fenn; 

S. 2377. An act granting a pension to Clara T. Leathers; 

S. 8. An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 
Hall; 

8.75. An act granting an increase of pension to Urial J. 
Streeter ; 

S. 77. An act granting an increase of pension to Granville P. 
Mason ; 

S. 78. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary R. 
Blethen ; 

S. 79. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Tilton ; 

S. 121. An act granting an increase of pension to John Cook; 

S. 124. An act granting an increase of pension to Curtis B. 
McIntosh; 

S. 125. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Hadsall; 

S. 127. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony H. 
Crawford ; 

S. 136. An act granting an increase of pension to Sabastian 
Laudner; g 

S. 139. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick Le 
Hundra; 

S. 176. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin F. 
Marsh; 

S. 181. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis E. 
Stevens; 

S. 186. An act granting an increase of pension to George P. 
Howe; 

S. 201. An act granting an increase of pension to Lyman E. 
Farrand ; 

S. 207. An act granting an increase of pension to Marion F. 
Howe; 

S. 213. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Doorsch ; 

S. 476. An act granting an increase of pension to Emily Pe- 
terson ; 

S. 506. An act granting an increase of pension to James Wil- 


son; 
S. 533. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis M. 
Munson; 
S. 566. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Wiley ; 
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Braman; 

hig 619. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
ater; 

“She 620. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth S. 
W 

a 624. A act granting an increase of pension to Abbie ©. 
oore; 
S. 639. An act granting an increase: of pension: to George M. 

Bradley ; 


S. 640. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh P. 


Buffon; 


S. 676. An act granting an increase of pension to Joshua W. 


Tolford ; 


S. 702. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard | 


Dearborn ; 


S. 703. An act granting an increase of pension to Edmund. T. 


Connelly, alias John Marks; 
5 5 An act granting an increase of pension to Charles H. 
ck; 
P S. 724. An act granting an increase of pension. to: George A. 
‘arker ; 
S. 788. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward P. 
Metcalf; 


8.789. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 


Wolf; 


S. 853. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 


Lander; 
5 8. 1 85 An act granting an increase of pension to Florence A. 
ewell; 
S. 909. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey M. 
D: Hopkins; 
S. 968. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Michaelis, alias Edward Michael; 
a S. 970. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
rome ; 
S. 984. An act granting an increase of pension to William W. 
Benedict; 
A An act granting an increase of pension to Albert E. 
on; 
8. 1010. An act granting an increase of pension to Joel M. 
Sawyer; 
S. 1017. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary Ryan; 
S. 1037. An act granting an increase of pension to Adolphus L. 
Oxton: 
S. 1268. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Lounsberry; 


S. 1298. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis W. 
55 1414 Au act granting an increase of pension to Sidney G. 
lin An act granting an increase of pension to Henry A. 
8 TS An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 
N 188 An act granting an increase of pension to Anna Z. 
Pos 4518 An aet granting an increase of pension to Phineas F. 
12 1536. An act granting an increase of pension to William H. 
84506 An act granting an increase of pension to Indiana A. 
PS. 1670: An act granting an increase of pension to William 
8 1781 An act granting an increase of pension to William O. 
9 8 4744 An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph B. 
T B iaa An act granting an increase of pension to Waldo W. 


8. 1798. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert K. 
Smith ; 

S. 1709. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Logan; 

8. 1821. 
Andrews; 

S. 1835. An act granting an increase of pension to James G. 
Doane; 

8S. 1840. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Prettyman ; 

S. 1883. An act granting an increase of pension to Nellie Ray- 
mond ; 

S. 2089: An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Campbell, No. 2; 


An act granting an increase of pension tœ Samuel L. 
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S. 573. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry T. i 


Fallihee. 


MARCH 9, 


S. 2188. An act granting an increase of pension to George P, 


! Trowbridge; 


S. 2257. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 


Campbell; 


S. 2327. An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney F. 


: Mullin; 


S. 2328. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
Franklin Bigelow ; 

S. 2329. An act granting an increase of pension to Knute Tor- 
An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen S. 
2405. An act granting an increase of pension to John P, 
An act granting an increase of pension to Carrie B, 
8. 2424. An act granting an increase of pension to Herrick 


. An act. granting an increase of pension to Alexander 


M. Scott; 


S. 2482. An act granting an increase of pension to Cutler A. 
Chamberlin ; 
sna An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

elch; 

S. 2975. An act granting a pension to Mary L. Miller; 

S. 3311. An act granting a pension to Bernhard Schaffner; 

S. 8508. An act granting a pension to Mary J. Visscher; 
2 2556. An act granting an increase of pension to George B. 

unter; 

S. 2557.. An act. granting an increase of pension to Charles F. 
Longfellow ; 

S. 2702. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Dightman ; 

S. 2752. An act granting an increase: of pension to Robert S. 
Moore; 

S. 2778. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 

Langford ; 

S. 2797. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Buggie; 

S. 2869. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachael A. 

woulk: 

S. 2871. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Brunell, sr. ; 

S. 3039. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Smith; 

S. 3120. 
Driscoll; 

S. 3123. 
Alban; 

S. 3126. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
An act granting an increase of pension to William, H. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen B. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred T. 
„An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Mary M. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Matthew 
D. Raker, Fess 

S. 3309. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Baber; 

S. 3321. An act granting an increase of pension to Olney P. B. 
Wrigħt; 

S. 3402. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse W. 
Elliott; 

8. 3507. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac Van 
Volkenburgh ; 

S. 8587. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony W. 
Presley: 

S. 3587. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza Orr; 

S. 3605. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Smith; 

S. 3630. An aet granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
Barber; 

S. 3643. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth Ray- 
mond ; 

S. 8667. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha J. 
Brisco ; 

8. 4029: An act granting an increase of pension to Martha G. 
Archer; and 

8. 1465. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 


THE STATEHOOD BILL. 


the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of 
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Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a constitution 
and State government and be admitted into the Union on an 
equal footing with the original States; and to enable the people 
of New Mexico and Arizona to form a constitution and State 
government and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing 
with the original States. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, recurring to what I was pro- 
ceeding to say when the Senate adjourned, I wish to call atten- 
tion, in the first place, to the constitutional provision with 
respect to the admission of States into the Union. The provi- 
sion is: 


New States may be admitted by the Congress into the Union. 


I call attention to this in support of the suggestion I made 
in answer to the contention of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
BEVERIDGE] that if there be anything unusual about the amend- 
ment I have offered, it is because this whole proceeding is 
unusual. 

It may be that we have the constitutional right to admit a 
Territory to statehood in the Union, or to join two Territories 
together and admit them as one State, as is here proposed, 
without regard to whether the Territory or the Territories in 
question desire to be admitted. But the language of the Con- 
stitution clearly contemplates that no such actjon shall be taken 
by the Congress until the Territory makes application therefor. 
‘And that idea of the Constitution is in harmony with the his- 
tory of the admission of States into the Union. No State has 
been admitted into the Union since the beginning of the Gov- 
ernment, except only upon its own application. 

This proceeding is unusual therefore, in this, that instead of 
waiting for these two Territories to make application to be ad- 
mitted into the Union, Congress is going out and, in a sense, 
taking them by the scruff of the neck and undertaking to com- 
pel them to come into the Union. Neither New Mexico nor 
Arizona is applying at this time for admission into the Union, 
Both are praying Congress simply to leave them alone as Terri- 
tories until such time as the Congress may see fit to admit them 
as separate and independent States. 

Assuming, however, that the Senator is right in his contention 
that the Congress has power to do as it may see fit with respect 
to the admission of a Territory to statehood into the Union, and 
that, therefore, it is a question upon which Congress may act 
without an application made—that it has the power to do that— 
the question remains whether or not it is good policy to do it. 
Is it good policy in this instance to do it? If so, it is unusual. 
It is unusual, Mr. President, because always heretofore, when 
we have undertaken to admit a Territory to statehood, we have 
not sought to join it with some other Territory, but we have cre- 
ated it, if it was not already a Territory in existence, separate 
and by itself as a Territory, by taking territory from some other 
Territory. That is the way Oklahoma was created a Territory. 
It was carved out of the Indian Territory. That is the way 
‘Vermont was made a State of the Union, by taking territory 
that was claimed by the State of New York and creating of 
it a separate State. Maine was carved out of Massachusetts. 
Ohio and Indiana and the others of the five States that origi- 
nally constituted the territory lying northwest of the river Ohio, 
were made not by joining them together with other Territories, 
but by carving them out of existing territory. 

This is the first time, therefore, since the beginning of the 
Government that we have undertaken to make a State by join- 
ing two Territories together; and what makes this case more 
unusual still is the fact, as the Senator from Indiana himself 
stated in his remarks yesterday afternoon, that this is the only 
instance where a Territory has been created and Congress, in 
the act creating the Territory, has written down a pledge that it 
is to remain a Territory until it shall be taken into the Union 
as a State. I believe in every other instance, without a single 
exception—certainly with very few exceptions, if any at all— 
Congress has, when creating a Territory, expressly provided in 
the organic act creating the Territory that it reserved the power 
to join the Territory so created for purposes of statehood with 
another Territory or a part of another Territory. But in this in- 
stance, for the first time, Congress did exactly the opposite. In- 
stead of reserving the right to join Arizona for purposes of 
statehood with New Mexico, as is now proposed, or with any 
other Territory, Congress gave the solemn pledge that Arizona 
should continue a Territory until when, Mr. President? The 
language of the pledge is as follows: 

That said government shall be maintained and continued until such 
time as the people residing in said Territory shall apply for and obtain 
admission as a State. 

The Senator says that is not legally binding, and that is con- 
ceded, but this is the first time in the history of legislation in 
the American Congress of which I have any knowledge where 
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a solemnly given pledge of the Government has been sought to 
be evaded on the ground that technically it is not legally bind- 
ing. Everybody concedes it to be a pledge that is morally 
binding. It is not-a pledge made simply to the five or six thou- 
sand people living in Arizona at that time, but it is a continu- 
ing pledge to every man who has become a citizen of Arizona 
from that day until this, given perhaps as an inducement to 
people to go into that Territory, become citizens, help to reclaim 
its lands, subject them to civilization, to cultivation, and build 
up what would in time become a State of this Union. 

That was to continue, Mr. President, until the people of Ari- 
zona should apply for admission to statehood in the Union. 
Arizona is not here applying. This whole argument has pro- 
ceeded on the part of those advocating this bill upon the theory 
that the question to be determined here is whether there shall 
be one State or two separate and independent States. That at 
one time was the proposition before the Senate. It came to us 
from the House.. That was four years ago. The proposition 
now is, as it was in the last Congress, whether there shall be 
one State out of two Territories or whether there shall be a 
continuance of two Territories as Territories until such time 
as Congress may see fit to act with respect to them, either to 
give them separate statehood or to deal with them otherwise, 
as it may see fit. 

Mr. President, I can not now make an argument. I can only 
call attention to the points that the Senator made, and to only 
very few of them. He contends, in opposition to this amend- 
ment, that certain interests are fighting in favor of it on account 
of advantages with respect to the matter of taxation; and he in- 
stances railroads and mines. I do not know anything about the 
laws of the Territory with respect to taxation of property there, 
except only as the Senator has stated what those laws are. 
But I do know that the complete answer is that which was an- 
ticipated by him, namely, that so long as they are Territories 
they not only must be governed by the laws created by the Ter- 
ritories, but also by the laws of the Congress of the United 
States with respect to the matter of taxation. 

If in the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico the laws 
are unjust as to property interests and the citizens generally 
in the matter of taxation, the chairman of the Committee on 
Territories should have called attention to it, in order that 
we might legislate on the subject and correct any iniquity or 
injustice that may exist. It is true, as the Senator sug- 
gested, that now the tax laws of the Territory are made by the 
Territorial legislature. If the Territories be admitted to state- 
hood, the laws will be made by the State legislature. If these 
interests are so powerful that they can control the legislature 
in one instance, they will be equally powerful, for aught that 
I can see, to control the legislature in the other, and more pow- 
erful to control if they are given statehood than if they con- 
tinue as Territories, because if they continue as Territories 
these interests must control not only the legislatures of the 
Territories, but they must control also the Congress of the 
United States. It seems to me, therefore, that there is no 
justification for the contention the Senator makes with respect 
to the matter of taxation. 

Now, another matter that the Senator has spoken about is 
the impossibility, as he terms it, of Arizona ever having a 
population large enough to qualify her for statehood in the 
Union. He tells us of the arid lands; how impossible it is to 
subject them to irrigation or to bring them under cultivation in 
any respect. And he has exhibited plats and diagrams to show 
us that Arizona can never in any contingency have a popula- 
tion to exceed about one million. Mr. President, this is not the 
first time in the history of this country that we have heard 
reports and speeches in Congress of the same general character 
with respect to Territories that were little known at the time 
when such remarks and such speeches were made. 

Mr. Webster, as somebody said here the other day, had a pro- 
found knowledge of the Constitution, but seemed to be a very 
poor judge of real estate. He did not think there was anything 
in California, where to-day everything blooms and blossoms as 
the rose, which justified an expectation that it would ever be of 
any value. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair calls the attention of the 
Senator from Ohio to the fact that he has spoken ten minutes. 

Mr. TELLER. I desire to offer an amendment to the pending 
bill. I do not wish to have it printed. Let it lie on the table. 
The amendment will lie on the 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
table. 

Mr. DUBOIS. I ask the Secretary to read the amendment 
which I have offered. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho requests 
the reading of his proposed amendment. The Secretary will 
read as requested. 
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The SECRETARY. Following the amendment on page 33, after 
line 14, insert the following as I and II, respectively : 


I. No person shall be permitted to vote, serve as a juror, or hold any 
civil office who is under guardianship, idiotic, or insane, or who has, at 
any place, been convicted of treason, felony, embezzlement of the public 
funds, bartering or selling or offering to barter or sell his vote, or 
purehasin or offering to purchase the vote of another, or other in- 

amous crime, and who has not been restored to the rights of citizen- 
ship, or who, at the time of such election, is confined in Mle on con- 
viction of a criminal offense; or who is a bigamist or ygamist, or is 
living in what is known as patriarchal, plural, or celestial marriage, 
or in violation of any law of this State or the United States forbidding 
any such crime, or who in any manner teaches, advises, counsels, aids, 


or encourages any person to enter into bigamy, polygamy, or such 
patriarchal, plural, or celestial marriage, or 12 live In ylation of any 
such law, or to commit any such crime; or who is a member of or con- 
tributes to the support, ald, or encouragement of any order, organiza- 
tion, association, corporation, or society which teaches, advises, coun- 
sels, encourages, or aids any person to enter into bigamy, polygamy, or 
such patriarchal or plural marriage, or who teaches or advises that the 
laws of this State prescribing rules of civil conduct are not the su- 
preme law of the State. 

II. The N. Paget may proscribe 8 limitations, and con- 
ditions for the right of suffrage, additional to those prescribed in this 
oon but shall never annul any of the provisions in this article con- 


Mr. DUBOIS. Mr. President, I offer that as an amendment 
to the contemplated Arizona State constitution. It is the Idaho 
test oath, which was adopted by the people of Idaho Territory 
almost unanimously, and is now a part of our constitution, 
and it is the bulwark and safety of Idaho to-day. It can not 
be gotten out of our constitution, because the American citizens 
of that State will not allow it to be taken out, and its pro- 
visions will be inyoked again in Idaho unless the Mormon 
leaders cease exercising political control over their followers 
and cease living in the polygamous relation. 

It is claimed that there are not a great many polygamists 
in Arizona or New Mexico; that there are but very few Mor- 
mons in either one of those Territories. I saw a list in the 
office of the Attorney-General of the United States of polyga- 
mists in Arizona, which list comprised from fifty to one hun- 
dred men and about three times as many women, and there 
was a large list also of polygamists in New Mexico. This has 
been ascertained by special agents of the Government, and, of 
course, did not include all, by any manner of means, who are 
living in this relation in those Territories. During the past 
year there have been a number of convictions of polygamists in 
Arizona and New Mexico. I do not know the number who 
have been convicted, but it is considerable. 

Unless this legislation is put in the pending bill and if this 
State is admitted without this provision in the constitution, 
they will be as helpless there as they are in Utah to-day. 
Wherever there is Mormonism there is polygamy, and if you 
do not have restraints of this kind beyond those which the 
State can afterwards impose, the vote of this compact body of 
Mormons alone, no matter how small, will be the balance of 
power. They are neither Democrats nor Republicans, but vote 
only and always as their church leaders dictate, and the church 
leaders always dictate if any attempt is made to interfere with 
polygamy or the political power and control of the hierarchy. 

In the last campaign in Idaho, we having removed the restric- 
tion against polygamy because of the manifesto of the church that 
they had quit the practice of polygamy, when one party de- 
clared that we would enact laws in Idaho for the punishment 
of those living in polygamy, every Mormon delegate in that 
State convention bolted the convention, and all the members of 
the Mormon Church voted with the other party. 

You can not touch polygamy in Utah. The president of that 
church testified before your Committee on Privileges and Elec- 
tions that he is living with five wives now, and several apostles 
of the church testified before the same committee that they were 
living in the polygamous relation, and in substance they asked 
us what we were going to do about it. Practically they said, 
“We are a sovereign State; we elect the officers of Utah; the 
people of Utah are in sympathy with polygamous living, and you 
have no right to interfere with our domestic affairs.” And 
what have we done since that testimony was given? The lead- 
ing Mormon of my State testified before this committee that he 
is living now in open polygamy with three wives. Yet up to 
date eyen in Idaho we have not the power to punish him, be- 
cause of the tremendous political power of this organization, 
which prevents the enactment of efficient statutes. 

I hope the Senator from Indiana will allow this provision to 
go into the bill, so that it will be a part of the constitution of the 
new State. 

The constitutionality of this “ test oath” has been affirmed by 
every court in Idaho and unanimously by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. I will call attention to a portion of the deci- 


sion of the Supreme Court in the case of Davis v. Beason, 133 
U. S. Reports, page 833 and following: 


Davis v. Beason. Appeal from the third judicial district court of the 


Territory of Idaho. No. 1261. A H 
eee ry ot 1880 rgued December 9, 10, 1889; decided 


The provision in section 501, Revised Statutes, Idaho, that “no person 
who is a bigamist or polygamist, or who teaches, advises, counsels, or 
encourages any person or persons to become bigamists or lygamists, 
or to commit any other crime defined by law, or to enter into what is 
known as plural or celestial marriage, or who is a member of any order, 
organization, or association which teaches, advises, counsels, or en- 
courages its members or devotees or any other persons to commit the 
crime of bigamy or polygamy, or any other crime defined by law, either 
as a rite or ceremony of such order, organization, or association, or 
otherwise, is permitted to vote at any election, or to hold any position 
or office of honor, trust, or profit within this Territory,” is an exercise 
of the legislative power conferred upon Territories by Revised Statutes, 
sections 1851, 1859, and is not open to any constitutional or legal 


obser om 3 

gamy and polygamy are crimes by the laws of the United States, 
by the laws of Idaho, and by the laws of all civilized and Christian 
countries; and to call their advocacy a tenet of religion is to ofend 
the common sense of mankind. 

A crime is none the less so, nor less odious, because sanctioned by 
what any particular sect may designate as religion. 

It was never intended that the first article of amendment to the 
Constitution, that “ Congress shall make no law respecting the establish- 
ment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,” should be a 
protection against legislation for the punishment of acts {inimical to the 
peace, good order, and morals of eget 

The second subdivision of section 504, Rey. Stats., Idaho, requiring 
every person desiring to have his name registered as a voter to take an 
oath that he does not y= ream, J to an order that advises a disregard of 
rs criminal law of the Territory, is not open to any valid legal objec- 

on. 

. > * * » * 


Mr. Jeremiah M. Wilson and Mr. Franklin S. Richards 
was Mr. Samuel Shellabarger on the brief) for appellant. 
* . 


* * * * * 


The legislature of Idaho could not legally prescribe that a man who 
has never committed any crime should not have the right to register 
and yote, or hold office, because he belonged to a church organization 
that holds or teaches bigamy and polygamy as a doctrine of the church, 
5 in such organization not haying been by law made a 
crime. 

I. The statute disfranchising and disqualifying citizens from holding 
office for that reason is unconstitutional and void, because it prohibits 
“the free exercise of religion,’ and conflicts with the first amendment 
to the Constitution, that Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion or pronibiung the free exercise thereof.” 
(Reynolds v. United States, 98 U. S., 145, 162; Dred Scott v. Sandford, 
19 How., 393, 450.) 

. * 


wW 
(with whom 


„ . » » * 

II. This Idaho statute violates the provision in the fourteenth article 
of amendment to the Constitution of the United States, that“ No State 
shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or 
immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State de- 

rive any person of life, liberty, or 1 without due process of 
aw, nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protec- 
tion of the laws.” 

For the scope of this amendment see Sinking Fund Cases, 99 U. S., 
700, 718; Cummings v. Missouri, 4 Wall., 277, 320; Strauder v. West 
Virginia, 100 U. S., 303, 307, 308; ex 3 Virginia, 100 U. S., 339, 

7; Yick Wo v. 8 118 U. S., 356, 369, United States u. Crulk- 
oe $ wod 308; S. C., 92 U. S., 542, 555; Murphy v. Ramsey, 
114 U. S., 15, 8 

III. This Idaho statute violates the provision in Article VI of the Con- 
stitution of the United States, that “ No religious test shall ever be re- 

uired as a qualification to any office or public trust under the United 
tates.” 

That this statute requires a religious test is apparent upon its face. 

. * » . * * 


* 

Mr. Justice Field, after stating the case, delivered the opinion of the 
court, 

* „ * * * * * 

Bigamy and polygamy are crimes by the laws of all civilized and 
Christian countries. ‘They are crimes by the laws of the United States, 
and they are crimes by the laws of Idaho. They tend to destroy the 

arity of the marriage relation, to disturb the peace of families, to 
Segrade woman, and to debase man. Few crimes are more pernicious 
and receive more general or more de- 
served punishment. To extend exemption from punishment for such 
crimes would be to shock the moral judgment of the community. To 
call their advocacy a tenet of religion is to offend the common sense 
of mankind. If they are crimes, then to teach, advise, and counsel 
thelr practice is to aid in their commission, and such teachings and 
counseling are themselves criminal and proper subjects of punishment, 
as aiding and abetting crime are in all other cases, 

The term religion“ has reference to one's views of his relations to 
his Creator and to the obligations they impose of reverence for His 
being and character and of obedience to His will. It is often con- 
founded with the cultus or form of 5 of a particular sect, but is 
distinguishable from the latter. The first amendment to the Consti- 
tution, in declaring that Congress shall make no law 5 the 
establishment of religion or rder the f the free exercise thereof, was 


to the best Interests of societ 


intended to allow everyone under the jurisdiction of the United States 
to entertain such notions respecting his relation to his Maker and the 
duties they impose as may be approved by his judgment and conscience, 
and to exhibit his sentiments in such form of worship as he may think 

roper, not injurious to the equal rights of others, and to prohibit 
En for the support of any religious tenents or the modes of 
worship of any sect. 

* * * * * * * 

It was never intended or supposed that the amendment could be 
invoked as a protection against legislation for the punishment of acts 
inimical to the peace, good order, and morals of society. With man’s 


relations to his Maker and the obligations he may think they impose 
and the manner in which an expression shall be made by him of his 
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the country, pa 
consent as properly the subjects of punitive 1 
been sects which denied as a part of their ous. tenets that there 
should be any — 8 5 tie, and advocated promiscuous intercourse of 
the sexes as prompted by the passions of its members. And history 
discloses the fact that the necessity of human sacrifices, on_ special 
occasions, has been a tenet of meg sects. Should a sect of either 
of these kings ever find its way into this country swift punishment 
would follow the carrying into effect of its doctrines, and no heed 
would be given to the pretense that, as religious beliefs, their support- 
ers could be protected in their exercise by the Constitution of the United 
States. Probably never before in the history of this country has it 
been seriously contended that the whole punitive power of the Govern- 
ment for acts, reco, by the general consent of the Christian world 
in modern times as proper matters for prohibitory legislation, must be 
suspended in order that the tenets of a religious sect encouraging crime 
may be carried out without hindrance. 

. * La > 


* e s 
And im Murphy v. Ramsey (114 U. S., 15, 45), referring to the act of 


islation. 


Congress excluding polygamists and bigamists from voting or holding 
office, the court, speakin by Mr. Justice Matthews, said : 

“ Certainly no lation can be supposed more wholesome and neces- 
gary in tbe foun of a free, self-gove commonwealth, fit to 


rning- 

take rank as one of coordinate States of the Union, than that which 
seeks to establish it on the basis of the idea of the family, as consist- 
‘ing in and springing from the union for life of one man and one woman 
in the holy estate of matrimony, the sure foundation of all that is 
stable and noble in our civilization, the best guaranty of that reverent 
morality which is the source of all beneficent progress in social and 
politi improvement. And to this end no means are more directly 
and immediately suitable than those provided by this act, which en- 
deavors to withdraw all: political influence from those who are prac- 
tically hostile to {ts attainment. 

It is assumed by counsel of petitioner that because no mode of 
worship can be established or religious tenets enforced in this country 
therefore any. form of worship may be followed, and any tenets, how- 
ever destructive of society, may be held and advocated if asserted to 
be a part of the religious doctrines of those advocating and puinn 
them; but nothing is further from the truth. While legislation for 
the establishment of a religion is forbidden, and its free exercise per- 
mitted, it does not follow that everything which may be so called can 
be tolerated. Crime is not the less odious because sanctioned by what 
any particular sect may designate as religion. 

* * ° . . * * 

The judgment of the court below is therefore affirmed. 

Nore.—The constitutions of several States in providing for religious 
freedom have declared expressly that such om shail not be con- 

ed to excuse acts of licentiousness or to justify practices incon- 
sistent with the peace and safety of the State. Thus the constitution 
of New York of 1777 provided, as follows: 

The free exercise and cat acto of religious profession and worship, 
without discrimination or p — — forever hereafter be allowed 
within this State to all mankind: Provided, That the liberty of con- 
science hereby granted shall not be so construed as to excuse acts of 
licentiousness or jus practices inconsistent with the peace or safety 
of this State.’ (Article XXXVIII, 2 Charters and Constitutions, 
1338. The same declaration is repeated in the constitution of 1821 
(Article VII, section 3, id., zuat and in that of 1846 (Article I, sec- 
tion 3, id., 1351), except that for the words “hereby granted” the 
words hereby secured“ are substituted. 

The constitutions of California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, 
Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, 
and South Carolina contain a similar declaration. 


The only way you can strike at this organization is by strik- 
ing at their political power, which they use to maintain the 
tenet, the unalterable tenet, of their faith—polygamy. There 
ought not to be in the Senate any objection to the incorporation 
of this provision, which has been sustained by every court in 
Idaho, and unanimousiy by the Supreme Court of the land. 

It was voted into the Idaho constitution by the unanimous 
vote of the people of that Territory, and under that provision 
for ten years not a Morman voted in Idaho. There was not a 
member of that organization who- could take an oath that he 
did not belong to an organization which put the ecclesiastical 
above the civil law, and there is not a Mormon to-day anywhere 
on earth who can take an oath that he puts the civil above the 
ecclesiastical law of his organization. 

The only reason why the people of Idaho repealed the statute 
making that constitution effective was on the solemn pledge 
of this organization, signed by Joseph F. Smith, the president of 
the church, and all the governing officers of the church, and rati- 
fied in open conference by the members of the church, that po- 
lygamous living should cease and political dictation in affairs 
should cease. Yet, notwithstanding that, not only Joseph F. 

| Smith, the president, but many of the apostles who, with him, 

| Signed this solemn covenant with the Government, testified un- 
der oath that they are living in the polygamous relation now 
and intend to do so, when in doing that they were violating the 

| laws of God and man. 

| The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator's ten minutes have ex- 

| pired. 

| Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, I concede fully to the Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. Beverrmer] the power and beauty of the 

speech which he has delivered to the Senate in support of this 
bill; but I am constrained to say that if it were placed along- 

side of the report which that Senator made after a personal in- 

| vestigation in these Territories in 1902, the speech and the 


ert would be like Kilkenny cats—they would eat each 
other up: 

In that report it was shown that a majority of the- citizens 
of New Mexico were Mexieans and spoke almost entirely the 
Spanish language. It was shown that the proceedings of 
courts, stated generally, were conducted in the Spanish language. 
Has that ceased to be true? Apparently so, from the speech of 
the Senator from Indiana. It was shown that the jurors were 
not able to understand the English language, and that the testi- 
mony, the arguments to the jury, the charge of the court, had 
to be interpreted to the jury by some one who understood both 
English and Spanish. That was true, according to this report 
four years ago. Is it false now? It was shown that at polit- 


‘ical conventions. speeches had to be interpreted from English 


into Spanish. The witnesses’ names were given. Has it sub- 


| stantially changed? The practice may have been discontinued 


with some reference to evidencing fitness for statehood, but is it 
conceivable that in four years such a ehange as that could come 
into New Mexico? 

We were told, then, Mr. President, and one strong reason 


against the admission of New Mexico at that time was, that 
there were railroad corporations and adventurers who wanted 
admission as a State into the Union in order to take the Terri- 


tory out from under the restrictive legislation of Congress as to 
the indebtedness to be incurred by her counties, and leave her 
under the laws of a State, which they could control to exhaust 
the eredit of their counties by the issue of bonds for railway 
construction and other public improvements. 

Mr. President, E can not go into that. The Senator has spoken 
about the pledge contained in the act which organized Arizona 
into a Territory. Has he found any obscurity in the language of 
that pledge? If it were written in letters as bright as the 
stars it could not be any plainer than it is: 

That said government shall be maintained and continued until such 
time as the people residing in said Territory shall, with the consent of 
Con form a State government, republican in form, as: prescribed 
in the Constitution of the United States, and apply for and obtain ad- 


ee into the Union as a State on an equal footing with the original 
ates. 


When. the people of Arizona come here and lay that pledge 
before Congress and call attention to the faet that it is unre- 
deemed, it is said in reply it was unconstitutional; that it does 
not constitute an enforceable compact. 

That is not the rule, Mr. President, by which men of honor 
test their pledges. It is not the rule by which governments of 
honor test their pledges. Is it a pledge made by the Congress: 
of the United States back im 1863, when this Territory was 
erected? Yes. No man ean deny it. Is there doubt as to its 
meaning? No; none. Has it ever been repealed or modified? 
No; like a covenant that runs with the land, it has remained 
upon our statute books a plain, living, unbroken obligation; a 
moral obligation ef this Government from the day Abraham 
Lincoln put his hand to it until this day. 

Why was it made? It was not made to be broken. The 
Senator from Indiana seeks to impeach it by imputing some 
vice or taint to its origin. He asks the people of the United 
States to disregard it, solemn as it is; enacted by the Congress 
of the United States, as it was; recommended in each House 
by the Committee on Territories, as strong then as now, Mr. 
President; discussed in the Senate for a day; pending in the 
Congress for a year. He asks that it be disregarded upon the 
ground that its sole origin was in the dizzy brains and schem- 
ings of revelers at a midnight supper. Mr. President, the pledge 
of a government is not to be set aside in that way. 

The Senator says no one in Arizona in all the years since then 
has known of its existence and he nods now his acquiescence in 
reaffirmation of that statement. By what authority does the 
Senator from Indiana assume to say that? There were doubt- 
less hundreds of thousands: of negroes in the South who never 
had read Abraham Lincoln’s emancipation proclamation, who 


had never heard of it perhaps, but they knew about it somehow. 


It was in the air, Mr. President, and whether they knew about 
it or not it was a living thing that broke the shackles. of slavery 
from them and gave them liberty as fast as our flag advanced 
to float over them. : 

This pledge has stood. It has stood for the purpose for which 
it was made. Why was it made? It is an insuit to the mem- 
ory of the men who made it to ask the Congress of the United 
States to disregard it because, forsooth, a band of adventurers 
and office seekers assembled around a champagne table in 1863. 
planned to divide among themselyes the offices in the Territory 
to be created. 

Who participated in the discussion of that bill in this Cham- 
ber? Wade of Ohio, Grimes of Iowa, Fessenden of Maine, 
Lane of Kansas; Saulsbury, who moved to strike out the anti- 
slavery clause in the bill; Collamer, Trumbull, Nesmith, Doo- 
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little, Powell. Were not these men attending to their duties as 
Senators? Were they oblivious of the oath which they took 
and which we have taken? 

They were giving their attention to the business in hand, and, 
Mr. President, it is no compliment to the memory of those men 
for fidelity or for intelligence to sweep away this plain promise 
as not expressing-the will and promise of the Congress as being 
essentially the product of an “ oyster supper.” 

Why was it made, Mr. President? Senator Doolittle, in his 
speech in favor of it, gave two reasons why it should be made. 
Let me say this language could not have been desired by men 
who wanted offices in Arizona. This pledge had nothing to do 
with that subject. This pledge was given on a higher ground 
than that. Mr. Doolittle stated—and they were the people they 
were looking after first—that there were 2,000 American white 
men and 6,000 Pueblo Indians there. I will finish at another 
time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator's ten minutes have 
expired. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, three years ago, when the bill 
came over from the other body of the Legislature to create four 
States, we who were opposed to that bill at that time on the 
ground that Arizona and New Mexico were not fitted for inde- 
pendent statehood thought we were right. But we received 
little encouragement from those who are at this time urging 
that those States are not fit for statehood. 

In connection with that bill, too, I might add that while the 
Committee on Territories may not be equal to some of the elder 
statesmen of this body, yet when we prepared that substitute, 
which is substantially the bill now pending, contemplating two 
States out of the four Territories, the Committee on Territories 
consulted the elder statesmen on the Republican side of this 
body, and we supposed in that effort we had their approyal. 
If some of those elder statesmen to-day have seen fit to take 
a different tack it is not our fault. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] speaks much 
about “ honor ” in this case. Let us look at it calmly from the 
standpoint of a lawyer, without getting into hysterics about it. 
It is conceded that there is no constitutional legal inhibition 
against our action in this promise. All that is urged is that 
there is a moral obligation. I insist that that moral obligation 
can not go further than if it were a legal obligation that could 
be enforced as such. 

Now, what is the language of the statute? Let me call your 
attention to it. Here is the section of the act establishing the 
Territory of Arizona. The first proviso reads as follows: 

Provided, That nothing contained in the provisions of this act shall 
be construed to prohibit the Congress of the United States from dividing 
said Territory or changing its boundaries in such manner and at such 
time as it may deem proper. a 

Taking that proyiso as the basis of a moral obligation, it left 
Congress a free hand to divide or change its boundaries to any 
extent it saw fit. But here comes the next proviso: 

Provided further, That said government shall be maintained and con- 
tinued until such time as the ple residing in said Territory shall, 
with the consent of Congress, form a State government, republican in 
form, as prescribed in the Constitution of the United States, and apply 
for and obtain admission into the Union as a State, on an equal foot- 
ing with the original States. 

Every lawyer knows that where provisions in an act appear to 
conflict it is the duty of every lawyer and every court to so con- 
strue the provisions that all parts of the statute may remain and 
be in force. It is possible, and it is a fair inference, to give this 
statute such a construction; and taking the two provisions to- 
gether and reconciling them, a fair construction is that while 
Congress reserved the power to divide and change the Terri- 
tories it bound itself to this effect, that the people of Arizona 
should not be deprived of a Territorial government until they 
became a State. In that way you give force and effect to both 
provisions. The one provision states that Congress shall have 
full and ample power to divide and change the boundaries. The 
other provision states that they shall continue to enjoy a Terri- 
torial government. Now, both of those ideas can coexist, and 
that will be the fair legal interpretation. 

I insist, Mr. President, what in a court of justice would be 
the fair legal interpretation of this act can not be any different 
from the moral obligation. As I construe the moral obligation, 
it amounted to this: That Congress reserved the power to 
change the boundaries of that Territory or to divide it, but it 
did not reserve the power to deprive the people of Territorial 
government until in some form they got into statehood. 

The Senator from Wisconsin again referred to the character 
of these people and what he termed the “inconsistency ” of the 
Senator from Indiana. What is it we are attempting to do? 
Here is an area of 150,000 acres of land, and out of that vast 
area there are—as it were, a small oasis in the desert—15,000 
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acres of land in forest reserves and that are irrigated and ca- 
pable of irrigation. Only 10 per cent of that vast area is fit for 
agricultural and grazing purposes. 

Now look at the question from an ethnological standpoint. 
Taking all the Mexican and native population of those two 
Territories, yet the fact-stands cut that by combining the two 
Territories together out of that aggregate population over two- 
thirds of them are Americans; and the American population’ 
will entirely dominate the Mexican element, and because of 
their dominating force they will be enabled to more swiftly 
and more thoroughly Americanize the Mexican element. If 
you leave New Mexico alone to wrestle with that problem, the 
elements there being so nearly balanced, it will be slower and 
more difficult. If you unite them to Arizona, the American ele- 
ment will be so strong and overpowering that what has occurred 
in many of the Northwestern States will occur there, and that 
is within a short time they will become Americans, not only in 
obedience to the laws, but in spirit and in language. That, to 
my mind, is one of the most important considerations that appeal 
tome. It is one of the most important considerations that ought 
to appeal to the Congress of the United States. The sooner we 
can develop the Mexicans in those two Territories into full- 
fledged American citizenship, not only in spirit, not only in 
habits, not only in customs, but in language, so as to make 
them a homogeneous people, the better for the people in those 
Territories and the better for ihe United States of America as 
a nation. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Territories has spent some time to show the unsatis- 
factory condition of taxation in the Territory of Arizona, and 
to cure the evil existing there he proposes a State government. 
Under present laws the Cengress of the United States can re- 
peal any law that Arizona has made touching taxation. It 
can enact any law that Congress may think proper for the gov- 
ernment of that Territory. The Senator proposes to adopt a 
State government with all the influences existing, which he says 
are pernicious, and to take it entirely out of Congressional con- 
trol. If there is a bad condition there to-day, there will be a 
bad condition when the State is admitted. 

Yesterday I undertook to find some explanation for the most 
remarkable bill that has ever come before Congress touching 
the admission of States. I asked the chairman yesterday why 
it was that it was necessary to depart from the custom which 
has existed for many years, that only the sixteenth and thirty- 
sixth sections in a township should be given for school pur- 
poses, and in this bill there is a double amount of land given for 
that purpose. The Senator informed me that that was because 
of the anxiety to have schools. í 

Mr. Presiđent, in this bill the proposed new State will have a 
donation from the Government of the United States beyond 
what it has already had, for both the Territories have had the 
usual Territorial appropriations of land. It will have over 22,- 
000,000 acres of land, more than any of the other States ever did 
have, and not for school purposes, but for all sorts of purposes, 
some for schools, some for penitentiaries, some for hospitals, 
some for schools of mines, amounting in the aggregate to more 
than 5,000,000 acres that do not pretend to be in the interest of 
schools. I allege that no three States that have ever been ad- 
mitted into the Union received that amount of land before. 

In addition to that, there are $5,000,000 in this bill for the 
new State of Arizona, which means the Territories of Arizona and 
the Territory of New Mexico combined. This bounty given to 
this proposed new State is given for some purpose and some 
object. I said yesterday that I thought perhaps the proprieties 
of the place would prevent me from expressing my honest opin- 
ion why that was put into the bill. I think it can be made ap- 
parent to anybody why it is in the bill, when it is remembered 
that this is an attempt not to admit Territories upon their ap- 
plication to be admitted as States, but to force a condition which, 
as the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] has said, has never ex- 
isted in this country, and which in all decency ought never to 
exist. 

Mr. President, I have voted for the admission of seven sov- 
ereign States since I have been a member of this body, and 
never before has there been an attempt to say to any portion 
of the people that they should come in when they did not wish 
to do so. 

The Senator from Indiana says, Why not take the counties?“ 
Mr. President, here are two political entities—a political entity 
recognized for Arizona and a political entity recognized for 
New Mexico in this bill. This bill gives to Arizona forty-four 
members of the constitutional convention, and gives to New 
Mexico sixty-six members of that convention. It has been in- 
dustriously prepared so as to let New Mexico control not only 
the question of whether these two Territories shall be united 
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as a State, but the question of the disposition of all this prop- 
erty which we are proposing to turn over to them, worth in 
money to-day not less than $30,000,000. Ten million dollars 
are proposed to be donated by this bill that never were before 
put into any other bill for school purposes. You could not very 
well give $5,000,000 to Arizona and New Mexico, if you did not 
put in a like sum for Oklahoma. Does anybody here pretend 
that Oklahoma is either so ignorant or so poor that she needs 
a donation from us of $5,000,000? 

Mr. President, if the people of Arizona and New Mexico were 
anxious to come in, as the Senator from Indiana says they are, 
and as I know they are not, and as he ought to know they are 
not, there would not be $5,000,000 put in the bill for either of 
those Territories. 7 

When the Senator says here on this floor that he has had 
400, or whatever number it may be, of telegrams, I will say 
that it is easy to get them if some man here will telegraph down 
there, Send up your telegrams in support of joint statehood; ” 
and that is what has occurred within the last few days. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to be personal, and I do not in- 
tend to say who of the advocates of joint statehood sent the tel- 
egrams that went out from here. As to the reply that the Sena- 
tor wants to read, if he will read all of them that have been re- 
ceived, I shall be glad to have him read them. 

Mr. President, I have on my table here a message from a 
reputable mayor of a reputable city of Arizona, which came to 
me in the early hours of this morning, saying that the people 
there were unanimously opposed to joint statehood; that there 
had been no change in sentiment, as the Senator from Indiana 
represents. I defy anybody here to prove that the people of 
Arizona are not united against it; and the larger portion of the 
better people of. New Mexico are equally opposed to it. If the 
Senator wants to accept that challenge, let the people of each 
Territory vote on the question, not simply as a whole, and 
thereby enable the great number of unlettered voters of one sec- 
tion to dominate the other. 

The Senator said, Why not let the counties vote?“ Why, Mr. 
President, that is puerile; that is childish. Who ever expected 
counties to yote in such a case? Here is a political entity that 
is being destroyed and forced into union with a people dis- 
similar in their tastes and in their interests, who are divided 
from them by an almost impassable mountain range; and yet 
the Senator says, Why not let the counties vote?“ Mr. Presi- 
dent, the entity does the voting; but you have taken that away 
from Arizona; you have said that Arizona shall have only 44 
votes out of 100 in the constitutional convention, and that New 
Mexico shall have 66; and yet you tell us that that is treating 
American citizenship fairly; that it is doing the duty that is 
incumbent upon this Congress in the treatment of citizens who 
have as much interest in this country as have we or anybody 
else. A community full of intelligent, upright, virtuous people 
is to be governed by a community with which it can not affili- 
ate; and yet the Senator says this will be the crowning glory 
of the men who vote for it. Mr. President, it will be the crown- 
ing disgrace, as it will be a disgrace to this Senate whenever 
it shall adopt the provisions of this bill as the Senator from 
Indiana has presented them to us. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, I am not presumptuous 
enough to believe that anything that I can say at this late stage 
of the debate will influence any Senator from his preconceived 
convictions as to his duty either upon the pending bill or upon 
the various amendments that have been presented to it. But 
some suggestions have fallen from the lips of the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Foraker] that I think should be at least in part answered. 

The Senator from Wisconsin assumed that this bill should 
not be approved by the Senate and that Arizona and New Mex- 
ico sheuld not be admitted into the Union as a separate State 
because in New Mexico they speak and read the Spanish lan- 
guage. Mr. President, to my mind that is an argument in 
favor of uniting the two Territories as one State. We know 
that in New Mexico there is a civilization that is more than 300 
years old. We also know that for more than fifty years we 
have had a Territorial form of government there, and have 
exercised all the powers of the General Government to en- 
lighten those people according to the principles of our consti- 
tutional form of government, to establish an English-speaking 
people within the limits of that Territory; and yet, after fifty 
years under that Territorial form of government, we find that 
there are more Spanish-speaking people within the Territory 
than there are English-speaking people, and that not only do 
they teach the Spanish language in the schools, but that they 
use it in the couris. 

Mr. President, how are we to meet that condition of affairs 
gud wipe it out of existence within the limits of that Territory? 


We can do it by uniting the people there with the American and 
English-speaking people within the limits of the Territory of 
Arizona. As was well said by my honored friend, the senior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Netson], the combination of the 
two Territories makes the American citizens preponderate by 
more than two-thirds majority. You unite the two Territories 
and you have an English-speaking people. They will pass laws 
by which courts will be administered in the English language. 
They can give us a school system such as we have in the older | 
States, where it is compulsory that children shall be educated 
in the English language. If you keep these Territories out in 
the form they are now, New Mexico may go on for another 
fifty years with the Spanish element predominating within the 
limits of the Territory, and the conditions at the expiration of 
that period will be the same as now. But if you unite them as 
is proposed in this bill, within the next decade we will find 
English-speaking people exercising all of their legal rights in 
the courts there in the English language, as we find them doing 
to-day in the State of Wisconsin and in my own State of Illinois. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ohio has justified the amend- 
ment which he has offered here proposing that the two Terri- 
tories shall have a separate vote as to whether they will be 
admitted as one State upon the ground that the conditions are 
exceptional, and that never in the history of this Government 
have we attempted before to unite two Territories. My answer 
to that is that this is the first time in the history of our country 
when Congress has undertaken to admit a new State into the 
Union where it has been found necessary, in order to do exact 
and equal justice to the people of all the country, that we should 
unite two Territories, 

But I think, Mr. President, if this debate has shown anything, 
it has demonstrated beyond any question that the population 
and the condition of those Territories demand that, in justice to 
the people of the States of the Union, if they are to be admitted 
at all, they should be admitted as one State. 

The Senator from Ohio in speaking of the sacredness of the 
Territorial boundary gives it the same character as he would 
to a State in the Union; but, Mr. President, the Constitution of 
the United States makes a marked difference between one of the 
sovereign States of the Republic and a Territory. Each of the 
sovereign States possesses rights and prerogatives that are not 
dreamed of within the limits of a Territory. The Territory, 
under the Constitution itself, is the property of the United 
States, and the people who live within the limits of the Terri- 
tory are to be governed and controlled as Congress may dictate. 
In every instance where a Territory has been admitted into the 
Union Congress has exercised the right of determining the 
boundary limits of that Territory. There are few instances in 
the thirty or more odd States which have been admitted to this 
Union since the formation of our Federal Republic where we 
have not found it necessary to change the Territorial limits 
when that Territory became a State. 

As I had occasion to say the other day, Mr. President, a 
marked example is found in the State of Illinois. The northern 
portion of that State belonged to the Territory of Wisconsin. 
That portion of Illinois that was added by amendment to the 
State of Hlinois from the then Territory of Wisconsin has a 
larger population to-day than the portion of Illinois has which 
formed the original Territory of Illinois. It has to-day a larger 
population than has the present State of Wisconsin. 

Now, Mr. President, did the men who were then in Congress 
deem it proper and just to permit the people living within the 
limits of the fourteen counties, that were taken from Wiscon- 
sin, to vote upon the question as to whether they should remain 
with Wisconsin or become a part of Illinois? Not at all. It 
was neyer dreamed of in those days. Upon the same principle, 
I contend that we should not permit these two Territories, 
which are proposed to be admitted as one State into the Union, 
to have two seperate elections, and the majority vote in either 
Territory defeat the action of Congress. 

As has been well said in the debate here, if you are to pro- 
vide for two elections, you might as well provide for twenty, 
or an election in each county of the two Territories. I trust 
that this amendment, which has been proposed by the Senator 
from Ohio, will be yoted down. It possesses an element which 
disregards the rights of the forty-five States which to-day form 
the Federal Republic. It assumes that the only parties who are 
interested in the admission of a new State to the Union are the 
people living within the limits of the proposed new State; aye, 
not only that, but that a portion of the people within the limits 
of that proposed State ean determine a great question which 
is to affect the interests of all the people of this Republic. 

That is the viciousness, as I contend, of that amendment. If 
such a policy as that had been adopted in times past we never 
should kave admitted any Territories as States into the Union 
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of States. Tou can not find in any action of any Territory that 
has ever been admitted a State into the Union where some peo- 
ple would not oppose the Territorial limits of the proposed new 
State or would not object to something that was contained in 
the provisions made by the Congress. 

Under the policy that is to be adopted here if this amendment 
of the Senator from Ohio should prevail, we will permit the 
mining interests and the railroad interests of Arizona to deter- 
mine the rights of 80,000,000 people of this country. 

I want to know, Mr. President, have we come to the point 
where a few great corporations in Arizona are to determine 
whether we are to have one State or two States, whether the 
rights of the people of the entire country are to be ignored, and a 
few corporations are to determine whether Arizona shall become 
a part of New Mexico cr remain a Territory of the United 
States? I trust the vote which will be given here to-day will 
show that the rights and interests of the people of the Republic 
will be conserved, and that that amendment will be voted down, 
as it eught to be. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. Mr. President, I take it that, whatever 
may happen upon what may be termed the joint statehood 
portion of this bill, all that part of the bil! relating to Okla- 
homa will be retained. That being the case, Mr. President, I 
want to call the attention of the Senate briefly to the language 
of section 3, to which I have proposed two or three amendments. 
Subdivision 2 of section 3 reads as follows: 

Second. That the manufacture, sale, barter, giving away, or otber- 
wise furnishing, bee A as hereinafter, provided, of intoxicating liquors 
within those parts of said State now known as the Indian Territory 
Indian Reservation and within any other Indian res- 
ervations existing in the Territory of Oklahoma on the Ist day of 


January, 1906, is prohibited for a period of twenty-one years from 
the date of the admission of said State into the Union. 


Mr. LODGE. On what page of the bill is that? 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. Page 7. The expression in line 4, 
“within any other Indian reservations existing in the Territory 
of Oklahoma,” appears to me to be in language that is de- 
cidedly obscure, because I believe it is true that there are 
several reservations in what is to become the State of Okla- 
homa that are not mentioned specifically in this section. There 
is the Kaw Reservation, and, I believe, the reservation known 
as the Big Pasture,” and others. The lands in some of the 
reservations not mentioned in this section are now in process 
of allotment, and if this section is adopted as it came from the 
committee, and the lands in the reservations that are not men- 
tioned in the section should be allotted prior to the adoption 
of the constitution, it would raise a question whether the In- 
dians residing in those reservations would come under the 
operation of the twenty-one-year clause referred to in section 3. 
So, I think the language I propose in the amendment, which 
will be found in print, will greatly improve the section, and I 
request Senators to examine it between now and the time when 
we are to vote on proposed amendments. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator read the proposed 
amendments? 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. The amendment which I propose to 
page 7, to come in after the word “other,” in line 4, is as 
follows: 

Parts of said State which existed as Indian reservations or in which 
— 5 States maintained laws prohibiting the traffic in intoxicat- 

On page 8 I have proposed another amendment. After the 
word “ States,” in line 9, I propose to insert a semicolon and 
the following language: 


and the verre. 
S 


apoth 
ess than $1,000, conditioned 


Section 3 of this bill provides for the establishment of 
agencies with authority to sell liquor under certain conditions, 
An examination of the section, I think, will convince Senators 
that a man engaged in the business of a druggist can not buy 
of those agencies. My amendment provides that they shall be 
able to purchase from those agencies, and, at the same time, it 
puts upon them the restrictions that are now in force in those 
States where there are prohibition or local option laws with 
respect to what shall constitute presumptive evidence against 
them for violating those laws. That is the whole purpose of 
the amendment. I shall offer it at the proper time. Perhaps I 


should say, however, that the States where the provisions con- 


tained in this amendment relative to presumptive evidence are 
in force are Ohio, Maine, Vermont, Tennessee, Kansas, Alabama, 
Texas, Virginia, North Dakota, Minnesota, and Florida. These 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


MAROIU 9, 


States have laws on this subject in line with the amendment 
which I propose. 

Mr. GALLINGER. It will be remembered, Mr. President, 
that when this matter was before the Senate on a former occa- 
sion I offered an amendment providing for prohibition in the 
entire new State, and that amendment was inserted in the bill. 
It will also be remembered that that bill did not become a law. 
I have listened with interest to the amendments which the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Hanssroven] proposes to 
offer, and I simply want to say that if those amendments shall 
be incorporated in the bill I will not offer an amendment, which 
I have had printed, proposing to extend prohibition over the 
entire new State. I think the amendments the Senator from 
North Dakota proposes will safeguard the interests of the In- 
dians to the extent that we are under obligations to safeguard 
them in view of the treaty relations we have had and have 
now with those Indians. 

Mr. President, I have been deluged during the past two 
months with letters from Arizona protesting against combining 
the two Territories into one State. In my committee room I 
have a mass of material which I might use during this debate, 
but which I do not think it well to either take the time of the 
Senate or to encumber the Recorp by introducing. But my at- 
tention has been called by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] 
to a letter which he received recently from a well-known min- 
ister of the Methodist Episcopal Church in Phoenix, Ariz., who 
discusses this question with so much care and in so convincing 
a way that, with the consent of the Senator from Ohio, I will 
put it in the Recorp. It shows, Mr. President, so conclusively 
the lack of foundation for the oft-repeated assertions made in 
this debate that the opposition to joining Arizona with New 
Mexico comes from the corporations of Arizona, from men who 
are engaged in mining, and from the railroads of that Territory, 
that I think it is well for us to look at the other side of the 
picture. 

This gentleman, writing under date of December 27, 1905, to 
the senior Senator from Ohio, says: 


PHOENIX, ARIZ., December 27, 1905. 
Senator J. B. Foraker. 


Dear Sin: I want to write you, and being a stranger, will first in- 
troduce myself. I am a minister in the Methodist Episcopal Church. I 
came to Colorado a young man about thirty-five years Eie and have 
given my whole life to the upbuilding of churches and ools in this 
western region. 

Senator TELLER will tell you all about me if 2 will ask him; so will 
Bishop Cranston, of Washington City, or almost any of the other Metho- 
dist bishops if you happen to meet them. 

rganized the Arizona 


guage is different, and everything, in fact, is diverse from us from first 
to last. Her legislature is always three-fourths Spanish. 

in business, churches, schools, commerce, tastes, habits, and 
are shaped in a Spanish mold. We have never been associated with 
New Mexico in anyway. Our affiliations have been closer with Cali- 
fornia than with New Mexico. d be more natural and fitting to 
link us with California than with New Mexico, if it could be done. 
Our business relations have nearly always been with northern and 
eastern ple. The character of our industries brings us into closer 
touch with those regions than any other. Our population is American 
and is rapidly growing in numbers additions of people of this class. 
The Spanish people of Arizona cut no figure in our affairs. The 
never ask for a position in our legislature. Our officials, Federal, 
Territorial, county, and municipal, are never Spanish, but always 
American. 

We can see a reason for the joining of Oklahoma and the Indian Ter- 
ritory into a single State. It would be putting the interests of an in- 
ferior people into the hands of an American population for their 
direction, control, and improvement. In our case the situation is ex- 
actly the reverse, for it would put an American peo le under the control 
and dominion of a foreign vote. This alone ought to prevent the pro- 
posed consolidation. Our people have come chiefly from the Bast 
and the North and have subdued the wilderness and made it habitable 
and desirable for the most intelligent and thrifty American population 
as it exists to-day, and is rapidly increasing. At least 1,000 of our 

le have lost their lives at the hands of the bloodthirsty Apache 
Tadlans. In the face of all this stubborn and dangerous condition, we 
have succeeded in building up one of the most bright and prosperous 
Yerritories that has ever been established within the domain of the 
United States. 
We have a thousand million dollars’ worth of minerals known to 
We have ore now uncovered for 5 years to come, and our 
mineral resources are the marvel of the world. 

Our grazing interests are unsurpassed. 2 

Our agricultural possibilities have never been fully realized. We 
have several valleys equal to the Nile. 

We have forests larger than the whole area of New England, which 
the ax of the woodman has never touched. 
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Ae have before us, in every respect, a large domain of great 
wealth, 

We have 113,000 square miles in area, and New Mexico has eyen 
more. The ais “my union would make a State larger than all New 
England, New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio combined. It would be 
wretchedly unwieldly on account of its dimensions alone. It would 
be unwieldly also beyond calculation, for great mountain chains divide 
us the one from the other. To ask us to transfer our public records 
and business to Santa Fe, N. Mex., would be like asking Indiana and 
Illinois to take their records and business to New York City and sub- 
jecting the people to the great inconvenience that would result. 

Besides all this the proposition is utterly unreasonable from other 
62 75 of view. Our people are practically a unit against the measure. 

t is riding us down because of our very helplessness It would be 
forcing us against our will into a union that is perfectly odious to us 
and distasteful, I fully believe, to a majority of the people of New 
Mexico. We feel that it would be just as fair to force us into this 
union against our will at the point of the bayonet by an invadin 
army as to do it by an Ca aa vote of the Congress of the Unit 
States. It has never been done in the history of the American people, 
and it is cruel injustice to do it now. It is opposed to the whole the- 
ory of Republicanism. I was in at the organization of the Republican 
party. I cast my first vote for Abraham Lincoln as President. I have 
always believed the Republican party to be the champion of the people 
in carrying out their expressed will in so far as their rights would 
permit. If this pro action is Republicanism, I have been mis- 
Takan in it. It is not Republicanism, but imperialism of the worst 
ype. 

Our people are not anxious for statehood in any form, All we ask 
is to let us remain in our present relation to the United States. Let us 
continue as a Territory and work out the pronen of our success indefi- 
nitely till we have shown ourselves of sufficient value to the nation to 
be desirable as a State to be added as another star in the field of blue. 

We have the appliances ready to hand to do the work before us in the 
development and growth of our Territory. We haye our insane asylum ; 
we have our magnificent public school system, that is not excelled in 
Ohio, New York, or any other State in the Union; we have our two 
normal schools in fine condition, our Territorial university splendid! 
equipped and doing effective work; we have a fine capitol building, and, 
in fact, everything that is needed ready to hand for every purpose 
desired by an intelligent, industrious people, and all we n is to be 
permitt to remain in our Territorial condition indefinitely and we 
will be content until we are worthy of admission as a single State. 

* 6 ° » . . . 

I hope you and our other friends will succeed in defeating this in- 
famous proposition to drive us unwillingly into the obnoxious relation 
that has been proposed in our case. 

Pardon the Raib of this communication and its trespass upon your 
I Rope some points I bave urged against joint statehood may 


time. 
le service to you in the splendid fight you are making on 


of some lit 
our account. 
Yours, truly, G. H. ADAMS. 

Mr. President, I have some further observations that I may 
later on take occasion to submit to the Senate on another phase 
of this question. But I think rather important to put in the 
Recorp this letter from this distinguished clergyman, who has, 
of course, only the best interests of his people at heart, and who 
writes feelingly on the subject we now have under consideration. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Out of order I ask unanimous consent to 
introduce certain petitions, which I ask to have printed in the 
Recorp. They relate to the pending bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana asks 
unanimous consent to present out of order sundry petitions, 
which he asks unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? : 

Mr. TELLER. I will not object to their being read, but I do 
object to their being printed in the RECORD, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

Mr. TELLER. I am willing that they shall be read. 
object to their being read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The request was that they should 
be printed in the RECORD, 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, just before adjournment 
last evening I had occasion, in reply to an inquiry of the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE], to call attention to a provision 
in the treaty with Mexico which has, and has had, much to do 
with the question of the contract that has been so strongly urged 
here as a justification for the insertion of the unusual clause 
in the Territorial act of Arizona, I desire this morning in my 
ten minutes to place the matter before the Senate a little more 
specifically. 

In 1848 the treaty between the United States and Mexico, 
known as the “treaty of peace,” the treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo, was made. In that treaty was contained the provision, 
in Article IX, which I read last night, but which, for the pur- 
pose of identifying it with my remarks, I will read again: 


ARTICLE IX. 


The Mexicans who, in the Territories aforesaid, shall not preserve the 
character of citizens of the Mexican Republic, conformably with what 
is stipulated in the preceding article, shall be incorporated into the 
Union of the United States, and be admitted at the proper time (to be 
judged of by the Congress of the United States) to the enjoyment of 
all the rights of citizens of the United States, according to the prin- 
ciples of the Constitution; and in the meantime shall be maintained 
and protected in the free enjoyment of their liberty and property, and 
secured in the free exercise of their religion without restriction. 


In the organic act this treaty provision is recognized in sec- 


tion 1 of the act. 
The next inquiry naturally is what people are referred to. It 


I do not 


says “the people; why, the people mentioned in the preceding 
section. In the preceding section the limits of the Territory are 
prescribed, thus defining exactly what people were referred to as 
being the subjects of this guaranty. 

The limits of Arizona as we know them now are clearly defined 
and stated in the first section of the statute so far as applies 
to Article IX of the treaty. Let me read it, so as to see what Con- 
gress had in mind at the time. They leave no doubt as to whom 
this special privilege was to be conferred upon. I read from 
the organic act of the Territory of Arizona. It is rather an 
unusual provision in its arrangement and in its language. It 
prescribes the boundaries of the Territories definitely, and then 
it says: 

That said government— 

That is, the government prescribed in the foregoing section— 

That said government shall be maintained and continued until such 
time as the people residing in sald Territory shall, with the consent 
of Congress, form a State government— 

The people are to form the State government, not somebody 
to form it for them. 

The people— 
form a State government, republican in form, as prescribed in the 
Constitution of the United States, and apply for 

Mark you— 
and apply for and obtain admission into the Union as a State, on an 
equal footing with the original States. 

Such language is not common to other acts. There was a 
special concession, a special limitation defining the rights of 
these people and guaranteeing those rights to them pursuant to 
the ninth article of the treaty of peace with Mexico. 

I was inquired of at the close of my remarks last evening how 
it was that this provision was not in the act creating New Mex- 
ico. A glance at the official map of the United States will an- 
swer it. We did not acquire what is now New Mexico under the 
treaty with Mexico. We acquired it by purchase from Texas. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Only a part of it. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I am going to call attention to the treaty. 
We acquired it pursuant to a treaty with Texas. Texas came 
into the Union not as conquered territory; it came into the 
Union under contract, under treaty, and it stands on a different 
footing, and thus affords no basis whatever of comparison be- 
tween it and other States. 

In 1850 we entered into a treaty practically with Texas, which 
is a part of the act organizing the Territory of New Mexico—the 
act of September 9, 1850. Now, bear in mind that was only two 
years after the treaty of peace with Mexico. Bear in mind, 
while the boundaries of New Mexico and the United States are 
mentioned and attempted to be described in that treaty, it was 
not until two years after the creation of the Territory of New 
Mexico that those lines were definitely fixed, because the treaty 
provided for a survey, and it was not until the Gadsden treaty 
that that survey had been completed and was accepted and rec- 
ognized, and that was four years after the creation of the Terri- 
tory of New Mexico. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not want to take time. Does he 
think that if the original proposition to divide these two Territo- 
ries into two States by an east and west line, thus making a north 
and a south State, had been perfected, that then this obligation 
would have applied, and to which one would it have applied, if 
either? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will answer the Senator. A great many 
ineffectual propositions are presented to this body and to the 
other and to Congress as a whole. The very fact that some 
person has proposed an illegal or impracticable scheme or ad- 
justment to this body is no argument in favor of its wisdom, but 
rather to the contrary. It may be that on first consideration 
of public questions men may haye failed to appreciate the limita- 
tions of their power—the things they might do. It would settle 
nothing to settle that question, so far as this argument is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator says we got New Mexico 
from Texas, I have nothing more to say. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I have. [Laughter.] 

The act of 1850, which resulted in the creation of the Terri- 
tory of New Mexico, was in effect a treaty with Texas. It pro- 
yided that if Texas would accept certain boundaries we would 
pay it $10,000,000. Texas accepted; we paid the $10,000,000; 
and if you will look at the lines of old Texas and new on the 
official map of the United States, you will see just exactly how 
much land was included within the provisions of that combined 
treaty and act of Congress. 

So the fact that the provision was not incorporated in the 
act creating the Territory of New Mexico has two answers. 
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First, the lines were not fixed, the survey was not completed, 
defining the territory we obtained from Mexico, and we did not 
know how much of this territory would fall within it, because 
it had not been surveyed and because at that time we recog- 
nized what is now New Mexico as a part of Texas. ‘Those are 
the reasons. 

Mr. President, I desire to expend the rest of my time upon 


another question. If I were in favor of this measure I would 
not support this bill with the school provision that is contained 
in it. New Mexico and Arizona, or the proposed new State, 
will have sections 13, 16, 33, and 36 set apart for school pur- 
poses. Those sections aggregate 15,626,577 acres. That is all 
they contain, But there is a prohibition against selecting any 
part of that in forest reserves or in any Government reserve, 
which includes the lands withdrawn and subject to withdrawal 
under the reclamation act. 

Now, those who are in favor of this bill say that all the lands 
subject to or susceptible of home making in the proposed new 
State have been discovered, and they undertake to tell you how 
many acres there are of thea, and that outside of that definite 
limitation there is nothing upon which prosperity or settle- 
ment or homes could rest. Then what becomes of this school 
fund? Where are you to found your hopes for the funds upon 
which the public school system of that country is to rest? 
Upon the $5,000,000? The school lands of every other State 
that has been admitted into the Union have represented a fund 
many times $5,000,000. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT rapped with his gavel. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, some time ago I 
submitted an amendment, which I ask to have stated. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The will state the 
amendment. 

The Secrerary. Strike out, in section 21, page 27, the fol- 
lowing words where they appear in lines 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15: 

And shall constitute the Osage Indian Reservation a separate county 

. vid R 
pada da eine Sie manner of conducting the drat election Zor fice 
in said county. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I do not care to 
speak to any of the general features of this bill, although I 
have some views upon those general features, but shall content 

If with recording them in my vote. There is one matter 
of detail to which I wish to invite the attention of the Senators 
present for a moment. 

The first reading of the bill as it came from the House dis- 
closed one feature in it which was somewhat peculiar. Whether 
or not the Committee on Territories of the House or of the 
Senate understood what the exact result of this feature would 
be, I am unable to state. But there is provided in the bill, on 
page 27, a Congressional delimitation of county boundaries, It 
says: 

That the constitutional convention— 

Which is to meet— 
shall constitute the e Indian Reservation a separate county and 

„and 1 1 d la- 
CCC 00000 
In sald county. 
Upon the following page, page 28, section 22, it is provided: 
vention provided for herein shall, by ordi- 
T the terms aad conditions of this act. x 

The result of that is to make the Osage Indian Reseryation, 
as it now exists, for all time a county in the new State. The 
Osage Indian Reservation has been said to contain the richest 
people as a body on the face of the earth. It has an area of 
something like 2,500 square miles—a million and a half acres. 
Within that reservation are 1,800, or at the most 2,000, Osage 
Indians; nearly every Indian man, woman, and child having 
an ownership in common in that reservation of nearly a thou- 
sand acres, and, I am informed, having a further heritage in 
the Treasury of the United States, or funds elsewhere, of $5,000 

capita. 

ie uaz Indian Reservation lies upon the extreme east end 
of Oklahoma. Upon the eastern side of that reservation are 
now going on developments second to none that have ever oc- 
curred in this nation—the development of that great oil field, 
which is held under a great lease, covering hundreds of thou- 
sands of acres of land, by one leasing company, which in turn 
sublets to individual operators. I do not suppose there was any- 
thing intended by the way this bill was presented to the two 
committees, but when we consider these two sections of the 
bill, together with one which I shall presently mention, it 
would seem as though the most abundant opportunity that has 
ever occurred in this land is there for making private gain out 
of public acts. 

` As I have said, there are only from 1,800 to 2,000 Indians. 


That country is in the center of a populous district. It is rich 
in its oil-producing capacity. It is rich in its agricultural re- 
sources. I am informed that at the present time the whites 
outnumber the Indians two to one. Who would take control 
of the proposed new county? Certainly the white population, 
coming from political fields elsewhere—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I ask whether the proposition is to 
leaye the making of that county to the legislature hereafter? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The proposition is to strike that 
provision from the bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Would that be its effect? I am asking 
for information. The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLING- 
HAM] knows more about it than I do. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It might be done by the consti- 
ere convention or, failing that, by the legislature of the 

tate. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I want to get the Senator’s views. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I do not believe that for the first 
time in its history the Congress should go on record as defining 
where county boundaries should run. So far as my information 
goes, it has never been done. I do not think it ought to be done 
at this time, especially in view of the fact that the provision 
in this bill as it came from the House puts in the hands of the 
inhabitants of the Osage Nation the balance of power in the 
constitutional convention of both of these Territories, because 
the bill, as it came from the House, provided for a constitu- 
tional convention of 112 members, 55 of whom should be selected 
from Oklahoma, 55 of whom should be selected from the Indian 
Territory, and 2 from the Osage Reseryation, the balance of 
power falling in their hands to say what should or should not be 
done in the constitutional convention. The two delegates were 
to come from this very county which it is proposed shall be 
made a county forever in the new State. 

The Senate committee very properly struck out that provision. 
It did wisely and well, and I trust that the Senator in charge 
of the bill will accept the amendment when he comes to consider 
what all this means; when he sees that it is a departure from 
every line of Congressional action ever taken; when he comes 
to consider that within a year or eighteen months or two years 
the 1,800 or 2,000 Indians in that Territory will be as helpless 
in the hands of a white political organization as a babe cast into 
the outer world, with all their vast property interests at stake, 
with their land, when it shall become allotted, paying all the 
taxes of that county. I think it would be not only a blunder, 
but a crime to pass this section of the bill as it has been re- 
ported from the committee. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, I wish to say just a 
word in reply to what has been said by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. CLARK]. The clause of this bill to which he has re- 
ferred is contained in section 21. It was contained in the bill 
as it came from the House, and it provides, as he says, for the 
establishment of that reseryation as a county and for its con- 
tinuance. That has been considered by the committee and by 
individual members of the committee to quite a large extent, 
and as one of the members of the committee I have become sat- 
isfied that the purpose for which it was offered was a good one. 

That whole district was purchased by this tribe of Indians 
with their own money; they own and hold in common the en- 
tire area, and, of course, they are under the rules and regula- 
tions of the Interior Department, and do their business through 
an Indian agent. It has been proposed by yarious persons inter- 
ested in this matter to divide the reservation, and it is proposed, 
when the constitutional convention is held, to divide it and 
throw it in three or four different directions and create counties, 
the center of which should be certain oil towns which now lie 
just outside of the border of this reservation, one at Tulsa, one 
at another place. If this is done, it is going to divide the inter- 
ests of the Indians and send them in all directions to do their 
business. 

I have been somewhat interested in this matter to know 
whether it was fair toward them or not, whether it would work 
well or not, and to that end I caused to be addressed to the 
Department of the Interior a letter asking for information upon 
the subject. I hold in my hand the reply which I have received. 
Before sending it to the desk to be read, I want to add that 
after a good deal of consideration and consultation with other 
gentlemen interested in this matter and who are desirous that 
justice shall be done to this tribe of Indians, it has been deemed 
best to offer an amendment to this section of the bill, providing 
that this county so established shall only continue until the 
lands in the Osage Indian Reservation are allotted in severalty. 
I haye prepared an amendment to that effect, which I will send 
to the desk and ask to have read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pro- 
posd amendment. 
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The SECRETARY. After the words separate county,“ in line 
12, section 21, page 27, insert the following: 


And vided, That it shall remain a separate county until the lands 
in the ge Indian Reservation are allotted in severalty. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment will lie 
on the table. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I wish to say, in connection with it, 
that the request for this county is made by the council of the 
nation. It is also seconded by all of the white inhabitants of 
the reservation in the five townships which have been set out. 
A bill has already been introduced in Congress for the allot- 
ment in severalty of the lands. I understand from the leaders 
ef this tribe that they are very anxious to bring about the 
allotment at the earliest possible time; and in view of that fact 
it has seemed to me to be a reasonable provision of this bill that 
they should be held together until such time as the allotment 
can be made and then leave the new State of Oklahoma to do 
what in its wisdom seems fit in respect to the division of this 
territory into different counties. 

I now send to the desk to have read the communication from 
the Department of the Interior. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read as requested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, March. 5, 1906. 
Hon. W. P. DILLINGHAM, 
United States Senate. 


Sin: I inclose herewith copy of a letter from the Commissioner of In- 
dian Affairs dated the Ist instant, in reply to 75 of the 26th ultimo, 
addressed to him, asking his views on the Oklahoma statehood bill as 
affecting the Osage Reservation, especially whether the reservation 
should constitute but one county or more. 

I coneur most thoroughly in the views of the Commissioner. 


Very respectfull 
* d E. A. HITCHCOCK, Secretary. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE oF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 


Washington, March 1, 1906. 
The SECRETARY oF THE INTERIOR. 


Sır: I am in receipt of a letter from Senator DILLINGHAM, dated 
February 23, request an expression of my views on the Oklahoma 
statehood bill as aff the Osage Reservation, especially whether 
the reservation shall constitute but one county or be divi into two 
He refers to the previous cerrespondence on the 
subject. and says that some time or BEVERIDGE addressed a 
t asking for its views on the 


note to the ition to in- 
clude the whole of the reservation im one county; that a penty was 
received ressing the view that the reservation s not be divided ; 


and that this co ence has disappeared from the files of the com- 
mittee, the supposition peng that it was loaned to some member of 
the Committee on Indian ‘airs, but inquiry having failed to discover 
its whereabouts. 

Answering the Senator, I haye the honor to say that, in my a rye 
the 8 should not be divided at the present time, or until the 
tribal relations of the Indians are broken up. It is probable that the 
division of the reservation would result in much confusion in the minds 
of the Indians. They are familiar with the boundaries of the reserva- 
Farervation ‘be divided part of 
reservation p 
one jurisdiction and part in another. Experience in dealin: 
dians of any lar, up has shown that the difficulties o: 
tration are grea 51 creased by any division of civil authority, such 
as is contempla by this project of anme up the Osage Reserva- 
tion. Of course, one day the Indians everywhere will have to be sub- 
ject to the same changes in such respects as white citizens; and were 
the present pran a matter of necessity, or of vital moment to their wel- 
fare or to t of any other parties concerned, I should entertain no 
objection. I should feel differently about it, indeed, if the Indians 
themselves wished for the division. 

But the own reservation. They paid for it out of their 
own funds and are as truly the owners of it as any white community 
who hold a fee simple title to a tract of land. They have considered 
this county question in their councils, and for two years in succession 
have made a strong plea that in the change of conditions which is 
overc the present Territory of Oklahoma their wish to ere 
the Integrity of the reservation as a single county be respect And 
they have earned our additional regard for their preference by the 
commendable attitude they have assumed toward civilized ways, in 
overcoming the natural conservatism of their race, and voluntarily 
petitio: for the allotment of their lands in severalty. 

The oniy interest which, as far as I can see, would be advanced by 
splitting their reservation into two or more counties would be the 
satisfaction of local pride of a 5 number of towns, 
which would thus be given a certain p ige by their erection into 
county seats, and of the ambitions of a correspond number of 2 
of citizens who would be elected to the county offices. This pride and 
these ambitions may be entirely worthy in themselves, but their grati- 
fication would have to be bought at the cost of a very greatly increased 
expense for governmental machinery. Until the Indians become citi- 
zens and taxpayers, substantially the entire burden of the su t of 
these political establishments would fall upon a of whites 
and very progressive Indians gathered in the towns recently opened 
and to be opened in the Osage Nation, and it seems to me that it would 
be a mistake to handicap the pending scheme of internal development 
by increasing this weight unnecessarily, in the absence of any counter- 
balancing advantages. 

It is true that the argument has been raised, in favor of the pro- 
posed division, that the reservation is too la in area for a single 
eounty. But an examination of the map of 1898 will show that it is 
but little larger than Woods County, and not nearly so large as Wood- 
ward County; se I can not see the force of even such a plea as this, 
in the face of a protesting memorial like that presented by the Osages 


ber 18 198 8 of Which was submitted to the Department on Decem- 
T 

In expressing this adverse opinion of the plan of division I would not 
be understood as hostile to the material interests of the — State. 
On the contrary, whatever it might be decided to do after the Osago 
Reservation had been allotted, its present owners endowed with citizen- 
ship, and its ed roe lands opened to general settlement would be sub- 
ject to quite another process of reas Then the Indians would be 
in a position to cast their own votes according to their preference, and 
take their chances of the result in the same 555 that white citizens 
do in like 2 argument, such as it is, 


their behalf. I has 

in the matter of statehood. But, though carefully avoiding all unin- 
vited intrusion by word or deed into this domain, I am glad to avail 
myself of the opportunity offered by Senator DILLINGHAM’S courteous 
want i 8 forth these views, if you consider them worthy of trans- 
mittal to 


5 eee g DILLINGHAM’S letter and a copy of this report are inclosed 
erew le 
F. E. Lever, Commissioner. 


Very respectfully, 
Mr. PETTUS. I move to amend the amendment by adding 


the words “ and until changed by the legislature of Oklahoma.” 


Mr. DILLINGHAM. There is no objection to that amend- 
ment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment as modified will 
lie en the table. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President, I do not expect to change votes 
by what I may say. Inasmuch, however, as the President vf 
the United States and the other branch of Congress—one a Re- 
publican and the other a body dominated by a Republican ma- 
jority—in the first instance recommended and in the second 
instance passed the bill under consideration, I feel strongly 
disinelined to take issue with both the President and the ma- 
jority of my parfy in the other House. For a light reason I 
would not make such an issue; and I avail myself of the ten 
minutes allowed briefly to explain the reasons constraining me 
to cast the yotes I intend to cast this afternoon. 

In the first place, Mr. President, irrespective of Territorial 
limits, irrespective of natural resources, without regard to the 
pledge made by Congress in 1863, without reference to the ex- 
tent of population, I can not bring myself to vote for this meas- 
ure in its present condition, because I am eternally and un- 
alterably opposed to any form of needless coercion of American 
citizens. From the foundations of our Government to this 
hour such an effort has never been seriously countenanced in 
any legislative body on this continent. The Constitution pro- 
vides that new States may be admitted. It does not provide 
that new States may be organized and brought in, but that they 
may be admitted when they apply. The added words are 
clearly and undoubtedly necessary to a full and correct under- 
standing of the true meaning of the Constitution. 

Throughout the whole history of the Government, through 
good and through evil report, in time of war and in time of 
peace, our fathers a ed without deviation, variation, or sign 
of change to the d ine that the people organizing States 
should organize them on their own motion and then apply to 
Congress for admission. In some instances they have organized 
such States without previous Territorial existence; in other 
cases Territories have been supplied with enabling acts; in other 
eases Territories have organized through constitutional con- 
ventions the framework of State government and have then 
come forward seeking admission. 

But in this case, Mr. President, with neither New Mexico nor 
Arizona seeking admission, with neither the so-called “people 
of American birth nor the Mexicans of American birth” asking 
to be admitted, with both the Delegates here, I believe, protest- 
ing, certainly the Delegate from Arizona protesting against this 
combination of the people whose destinies we propose to arbi- 
trarily control, it is proposed to combine them together and 
obliterate a political subdivision of our country that has existed 
for over forty-three years. 

Mr. President, due regard for the future of the State we pro- 
pose here to create should constrain us to be first satisfied that 
these people could dwell together in peace. We have in Arizona 
a community of people peaceful, happy, and contented, obedient 
to law, and satisfied to remain as they are. Then why, I pray, 
should they be ruthlessly torn up and their relations to their 
country disturbed? There is nothing violent about this. There 
is no despotism in it, but it involves the disposition of a people 
against their protest and without their consent. For such pro- 
ceeding you can not find a precedent in the history of this 
country, but we might across the water. Never since the world 
began has a political entity nor a long-established geographical 
division embracing a home-loying population been destroyed 
either by legislation or force of arms without leaving lacerated 
and wounded parts to bleed and to suffer pain for years and 
years. 

It may be, forsooth, that it was better for Poland to be in- 
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corporated with a great state. It might be better for New 
England to be put in one great State, like Texas. It might be 
better for Ohio and Indiana and New York to have the ideal 
conditions existing in Texas. But the people do not seem to 
think so, and the people living in the several subdivisions are 
the ones to be consulted under the Constitution, because they 
are in States. 

If the principle entitled to recognition because the citizen 
is in a State is a wholesome and just principle, then we can 
only disregard it as to a citizen of a Territory by an unwar- 
ranted and harsh exercise of power simply because we have 
the power. 

Take the case of Poland, of Hungary, and of Norway and 
Sweden. About 1814 Norway and Sweden were put together. 
Within the last twenty-four months they have gone apart. 
About the opening of the last century the people of Ireland 
were deprived of a separate and independent parliament, and 
they have struggled through all of the vicissitudes of their sad 
history from that day to this, and as we deliberate here the 
conscience of England seems to be upon the very verge of 
according to those people the rights they have struggled for 
so long. 

No dire calamity will befall Arizona because of being united 
with New Mexico, but there are certain sentimental considera- 
tions connected with the government of our race which can not 
be ignored, and should not be ignored because we have the 
power to ignore them. 

I believe, Mr. President, that the Congresses of the future 
will be true to their duty. It will not suffice to say that we 
must outrage the sentiments and feelings of the people of Ari- 
zona and New Mexico because, forsooth, we fear that some fu- 
ture Congress will be derelict in its duty and without proper 
justification admit these Territories separately as States. 

Our whole theory of the bill in this respect providing for the 
admission of these Territories jointly against their will is based 
upon the theory that a future Congress and a future President 
will be derelict to sworn duty and the interests of the Republic. 

Mr. President, I have unlimited confidence in all the people 
of all the future in this country, and I believe there will be as 
good a Senate in session when we are all dead and gone as we 
have here to-day. I believe there will be just as honest Repre- 
sentatives of the people to deal with this question at the other 
end of the Capitol when this century shall haye passed away as 
we have there now. Let us trust the future to take care of 
itself. Let us discharge our duty in the present with due ref- 
erence to the precedents set by the framers of the Constitution 
and the men who have piloted this Government through all time 
since the Constitution was framed. [Manifestations of applause 
in the galleries.] 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I was much interested in 
the reference made by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Spooner] to that part of the report made by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE] in which he refers to the illiteracy of 
New Mexico as compared with Arizona, and to the fact that 
New Mexico has not a common language. 

It appears that in New Mexico about one-third of the people 
are illiterate, and it also appears that the majority of the people 
of New Mexico speak the Spanish language and do not speak 
the English language, and that this necessitates the use of inter- 
preters in the courts of justice, in the schoolhouses, in the legis- 
lature, in political conventions, and in political campaigns. So 
it seems that New Mexico lacks that common language which, 
according to the theories that have been asserted in our new 
propaganda in the Orient, lies at the very base of self-govern- 
ment. 

Mr. President, why have we asserted sovereignty over the 
Philippine Islands? What do those who believe in that policy 
say? For military glory. No; there is no glory in conquer- 
ing a weak and defenseless people. For profit? No; we al- 
ready realize that there is no money in the Philippines, but, on 
the contrary, they will always be a drain upon the Republic. 

Why, then, have we asserted sovereignty in the Philippines? 
According to the statement of those who believe with the Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE], simply because Providence 
has imposed upon us a great trust, a trust for civilization, a 
trust for the Filipino people themselves, and that trust, it is 
said, is to instruct them in a common language and in the 
principles of self-government so that they may be fitted for 
independence, either absolute or qualified. In executing that 
trust we have killed there over 100,000 people, we have ex- 
pended over $300,000,000 in money, and to-day we are indulg- 
ing there in an expenditure, military and naval, in those islands 
of $20,000,000 annually. Not content with that, but with a 
view to putting the islands upon a prosperous basis which will 
aid them in acquiring a common language and capacity for 
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self-government, we haye inaugurated measures looking to an 
annual subsidy to those islands, through the relaxation of our 
tariff, of from fourteen to thirty million dollars annually, in- 
volving a loss to the American Treasury within the next twenty 
years of from three hundred million to five hundred million 
dollars. 

Now, if we can assert sovereignty over the Philippines in 
order to instruct them in a common language and in the prin- 
ciples of self-government—if we can expend hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars there in order to accomplish that sentimental 
purpose, I ask whether it would not be better before we give 
New Mexico self-government to spend some money in instruct- 
ing the people there in a common language, which stands at the 
basis of self-government? Would it not be better for the Sena- 
tor from Indiana to strike out all from the bill relating to the 
union of New Mexico and Arizona in joint statehood and leave 
remaining there simply the appropriation of $5,000,000 to the 
cause of education? Let that money be expended in training 
the Mexican children in English as well as industry, as it is 
proposed to do through agricultural and manual training schools 
in the Philippines, and an amazing progress will be made in 
five years. 

Here we have a population over one-half Mexican, over one- 
half speaking the Spanish language, over one-third illiterate, 
and yet the Senator from Indiana, whilst denying the people of 
the Philippine Islands self-government because of their lack of 
a common language, proposes to force self-government upon the 
people of New Mexico, almost equally lacking in a common 
language, through this method of joint statehood. 

In addition to that he submits the question to a vote, not of 
the Territory having the higher intelligence, but to the vote of 
the Territory having the lesser intelligence. The Territory 
that has the greater percentage of illiterates is, because of its 
greater population and larger vote, to control the decision. 

Mr. President, the United States Government annually appro- 
priates six or seven hundred million dollars for our schools of 
agriculture and the mechanic arts—about $40,000, I believe to 
each State and Territory. Forty thousand dollars per annum 
is the amount that we expend in New Mexico in instructing her 
people in a common language and the principles of self-govern- 
ment. Twenty million dollars per annum is the amount which 
we spend in the Philippine Islands, and we contemplate even 
larger sacrifices. Should not the infant peoples in New Mexico 
appeal to us as much as the infant people of the Philippines, 
7,000 miles away? They are at our very threshold; nay, more, 
they are in our very home. New Mexico is a State in embryo, 
to be admitted into full statehood when her population, her 
wealth, her capacity for self-government, fit her for the burdens 
of statehood. And upon us devolves not simply a sentimental 
trust, involving the expenditure of vast sums of money in for- 
eign countries, but the sacred duty to see to it that we train 
these people in our own country in a common language and in 
the science of self-government before we thrust upon them an 
undesired sovereignty, which couples together two peoples lack- 
ing in a common language and lacking in all that constitutes 
homogeneity and race sympathy. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, a man would be stone if 
his whole nature did not respond in sympathy with the most 
earnest and patriotic utterances made by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] in reference to national honor and in 
reference to the proposition that it is the duty of the nation to 
stand by its contracts as firmly and earnestly and as honestly asa 
man of the greatest integrity should be in honor bound to stand 
by his own agreements. 

I wish to ask the Senator from Wisconsin, if that be a true 
proposition as applied to the Territories of New Mexico and 
Arizona, by what reason or philosophy can you deny application 
of the same principle to the Indian Territory. If we have en- 
tered into obligations which bind the national conscience and 
the national honor to carry out an agreement made with the 
Territory of Arizona, why have we not bound the nation by the 
same ties of integrity, by the same standard of honor to carry 
out an agreement made, iterated, and reiterated again in a 
dozen different agreements with the people of the Indian Terri- 
tory? If we are compelled by a law of national honor to 
segregate the Territory of Arizona and make it a separate 
State, are we not by the same code of honor bound to separate 
the Indian Territory and make it also a separate State? Have 
we bound ourselves by any agreement with these people? Let 
me call attention to a few of the provisions of some of the 
treaties that have been made with the Indians of that Terri- 
tory. While the agreements have been made with the Indians 
of the Territory, the assumption is true, the legal proposition 
is true, as also laid down by the Senator from Wisconsin, 
that it is presumed every white man who has entered that 
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Territory since these agreements were made came there with a 
knowledge that the Government in honor bound would carry 
out all those agreements. 

There are but 24,000 full-blood Indians in the Indian Terri- 
tory. There are about 90,000, I believe, part-blood Indians, 
mostly white. There are nearly 600,000 white settlers there. 
We have entered into an agreement with those white settlers 
and with every person within those Territorial boundaries that 
we would at some time in the future make a State, not out of 
Oklahoma and Indian Territory combined, but the whole trend 
of the ideas and the discussion between the Dawes Commission 
and the Indian tribes—which was afterwards entered in the 
statute books of the country—carries out the proposition that 
we were bound to admit them, if at all, as separate States. 

The Choctaws, replying to the proposition of the Dawes Com- 
mission, on the 16th day of November, 1896, accepted the propo- 
sition with regard to the proposed Territorial government of 
the Indian Territory with a counter proposition. Here is the 
proposition which they make to us: 


Seventh Byes cheney to be modified so that tribal 
Choctaw Nation will continue in existence until 
divided, citizens put In possession of their lands, 
ut Into execution, and a reasonable time for the Choctaws to adjust 
hemselves to the new lines and their changed condition, after which 
time the United States may create a State out of the Indlan Territory. 

That was the first settlement, the first agreement. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask if that 
was not afterwards modified by various treaties? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It was afterwards modified by various 
treaties; but every one of those treaties had in view the same 
thing, the admision of the people of this Territory as a single 
State. 

Let us take it further. On the 18th of December, 1896, the 
United States Commission to the Five Civilized Tribes entered 
into another agreement. This was the agreement: 


This N a ig is made in the belief that the tribal governments 
go modifi will prove so satisfactory that there will be no need or 
desire for change until the lands now occupied by the Five Civilized 
Tribes shall in the opinion of Congress be prepared for admission as a 
State of the Union, 

Not that they should be “ prepared” with some other State 
or some other Territory, because, following again in the con- 
vention, this proposition was laid down and accepted, and it is 
the eighth: 

Eighth, When the change of government takes place we will ask 
that the proposed agreement pones admission as a State of the 
Union, with constitutional provisions irrepealable, protecting the prop- 
erty rights and the political privileges of our people. The constitu- 
tion to made by our own people— 


Nat by some one else— 
with absolute prohibition of the liquor traffic. 

On June 28, 1898, we have this further provision: 

This stipulation is made in the belief that the tribal governments 
50 modified will prove so satisfactory that there will be no need for 
further change till the lands now occupied by the Five Civilized 
Tribes shall, in the opinion of Congress, be prepared for admission as 
a State of the Union. 

That relates to the lands occupied by the Five Civilized 
Tribes, and by no one else. 

Now, Mr. President, we come from that proposition right 
down to this. I can ask the Senator from the State of Indiana, 
do you believe that the State of Indiana is sufficient in terri- 
torial size, and has it the requisite number of square miles nec- 
essary—— ‘ 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. We want all the territory we can get, and 
everything else that is proper. 

Mr. McCUMBER. That is understood; and there is no ques- 
tion but that you would like to get here more than I believe 
you will be able to get; but, Mr. President, I stand here and 
say that the State of Indiana has a sufficient number of acres 
and a sufficient number of square miles to make a good State, 
and it has made a good State. If that be true, then I want 
to know why the State of Sequoyah, the Indian Territory, 
containing almost the same number of square miles, and the 
Territory of Oklahoma, containing 3,000 square miles more 
than the State of Indiana, having the same character of soil, 
having prospects that are even brighter—I believe there is 
no man who has looked upon that Territory, with its won- 
derful prospects, who has looked at the number of rivers, 
which are more numerous than those in any other portion of 
the United States, unless he be one bunch of egotism, who 
would ever deny that that will make a greater State than the 
State of Indiana, and will make a greater State than many of 
the other States. If that is true, then tell me why and under 
what theory you advance the proposition that, because one 
borders on the Wabash and the other is trans-Mississippi, one 
law shall apply to one and another law shall apply to the other; 
that you shall have no standard except the standard of power; 
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and you do because there are enough of the smaller States that 
have the power to say to the West, to say to that country beyond 
the Mississippi, “ We are going to insist on your having bigger 
States than we have in the East, because, although you have got 
within territorial limits as small as ours resources to make a 
greater State than our States, notwithstanding that we will 
deny you the representation that you are entitled to.” 

Mr. FULTON obtained the floor. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me 
to ask him a question? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. The Senator’s time has expired 
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Futon] is recognized. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President, I am aware that the Committee 
on Territories has given to the pending measure most earnest 
and painstaking consideration. The members of the committee 
have been, I am well convinced, actuated by a sincere and pa- 
triotic purpose to adopt such policy and recommend such action 
as will best serve the interests of the people immediately con- 
cerned and the public at large. Actuated by such motives, a 
majority has recommended the admission of the two Territories 
as one State, regardless of the preferences, or, indeed, the wishes 


of the inhabitants of either Territory. Against such action the 


people of Arizona largely protest. I regret my inability to con- 
cur in the judgment of the majority of the committee in that re- 
spect. For me to refuse to support this amendment would be to 
do violence to my deliberate judgment and convictions. It seems 
to me that in this proposition is involved one of the vital and 
fundamental principles of our form of government, namely, 
that “governments derive their just powers from the consent 
of the governed.“ 

It is true that over territory belonging to the United States, 
and not within an organized State, the power of Congress, sub- 
ject to the limitations contained in the Federal Constitution, is 
supreme and plenary. Nevertheless, it is our duty to exercise 
that power wisely, justly, and in conformity to that great 
prindpile upon which popular government rests, the will of the 
people. 

Arizona is, and since 1863 has been, an organized Territory of 
the United States. It is contended that when her Territorial 
boundaries were established and her Territorial government 
was organized by Congress, the promise was made her that 
when fitted for statehood she should be admitted to membership 
in the sisterhood of States, with her present boundaries pre- 
served. ‘Touching that contention, I am not disposed to enter 
upon a discussion. Just what the true interpretation of the 
language constituting the alleged promise is, and how far it is 
morally binding on a subsequent Congress, are questions con- 
cerning which much may be logically and plausibly urged on 
both sides. This much is, however, quite clear to my mind, that 
the general policy of Congress heretofore has been to consult 
the wishes of the inhabitants of organized Territories as 
largely as possible, touching the time and manner of admitting 
them to statehood. Guided by that policy, adopted and adhered 
to with practical uniformity in the past, the people of Arizona e 
were justified in believing that when they should reach that 
state of development in population, morals, and industries 
which would justly entitle them to admission as a State, they 
would be admitted with their Territorial boundaries constitut- 
ing the boundaries of their State, if they so desired, and cer- 
tainly they were justified in believing that without their con- 
sent such boundaries would not be appreciably changed. 

Believing this and relying on this, as justly they might, they 
entered upon the great work of State building. Under our 
system the Territorial government is the childhood, the youth 
of statehood. Out of Territory grows, develops, and finally 
emerges the full-fledged and completed State. They adopted 
laws suitable to their conditions, founded homes, erected school- 
houses, churches, and public buildings; laid out and constructed 
their highways, willingly assuming the obligations and bur- 
dens that such works necessarily entail, in order that they 
might qualify themselves to assume the proud position of mem- 
bership in the great family of the States of the Union. I can 
well understand how bitter must be the disappointment, how 
grievously wronged they feel, when told that the statehood fo 
which they have looked forward so longingly has come, but 
that it does not mean a continuation of growth and develop- 
ment along the lines they had chosen. That, in truth, it means 
the disarrangement of their boundaries; the supplanting of 
their laws and statutes by the laws of another community; the 
transfer of their seat of government to a point beyond the con- 
fines of their present territory, and the abandonment of their 
public buildings, grounds, and edifices, with all the associa- 
tions and memories that cluster around them and endear them 
to their hearts. We all know how powerful is that sentiment 
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we call loye of home and country. It is the most potent and 
enduring passion that dwells in the human heart. The first, 
the deepest, and the strongest affection of every patriotic Ameri- 
can citizen is for his country. Second to that, and second only 
to that, is his love for his State. It is a worthy and com- 
mendable sentiment, and one that should be at all times re- 
spected and considered by those who are charged with the 
administration of government. These people who compose the 
citizenry of Arizona to-day associate her lofty mountains, her 
broad prairies and beautiful valleys with the many years of 
earnest toil and endeavor which they have devoted to building 
deep and strong the foundations for the future State that was to 
be their joy and their pride. Shall we, without consulting their 
wishes, commit the destiny of that community to other hands. 

Mr. President, I can not consent, by my vote, to put that 
great wrong upon any people. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, on February 28, 1906, I sub- 
mitted a proposed amendment to the pending bill. As it is 
very short indeed, I will read it for the information of the 
Senate. It is as follows: : 


After the word “described,” in line 16, 28, insert the words 
“excepting all that portion of Arizona Territory lying north and west 
of the Colorado River, which shall be annexed to and form a part of 
the State of Utah, said State consenting thereto.” 


Mr. President, this is not the first time that this question has 
been before this body or before the Congress of the United 
States. I myself, when it was first discussed, felt a great deal 
like many of the Senators here may feel perhaps, that Utah 
was asking of Arizona a thing that was unjust, and that per- 
haps Utah was trying to secure from Arizona a part of the land 
that the people of that Territory had called home so long. I 
wish to disabuse the mind of every Senator here, if such an 
idea has ever entered into his mind, that Utah in this particular 
is not asking for an unjust thing nor for any financial advan- 
tage or for any commercial gain, but is asking that this part of 
the Territory of Arizona—a strip about 70 miles by 100, on an 
avyerage—be annexed to the State of Utah, so that the people 
living within that strip and the people living in the southern 
part of Utah can protect themselves against lawlessness. 

I wish to call attention here to the map, so that it can be seen 
just what territory is proposed to be taken from the Territory 
of Arizona. Commencing at the Colorado River at this point 
[indicating], the amendment proposes that all that part of Ari- 
zona Territory lying west here [indicating] of the Colorado 
River and north of the river along here [indicating] to the point 
of Nevada there [indicating] be annexed to the State of Utah. 
Up to 1866 the same degree of latitude constituting the south- 
ern boundary of the State of Utah constituted the southern 
boundary of the State of Nevada, but at that time these 11,643 
acres of land [indicating], lying all north of the Colorado River, 
were annexed to Nevada. I see no good reason, Mr. President, 
why that same line, the Colorado River, should not be the south- 
ern boundary line of the State of Utah, the same as it is the 
natural boundary line of Nevada and also of the State of Cal- 
ifornia. ; 

During the month of August of this year I went all over the 
particular part of the Territory which the amendment proposes 
to annex to Utah, and I wish to impress upon Senators the fact 
that; so far as the land itself is concerned, it is absolutely worth- 
less, and will be as long as time lasts, for there is not a stream 
of water in the whole strip but the little stream that comes 
from Kanab here [indicating], in the State of Utah, which 
waters the land for about thirty families at Fredonia. In that 
whole strip there are only about forty-seven people in Coconino 
County over the age of 21, and about twenty-nine in Mohave 
County over the age of 21. It is impossible for many more 
people than that number to live upon that strip. 

I have heard it said that there are valuable mines there, and 
I know of one place at Coconino, midway in the Buckskin Moun- 
tains, running north and south, where some mining promoters 
erected a mill and found some blankets of low-grade copper ore 
in a sand formation and tried to work it to advantage and profit, 
but it was absolutely impossible to do so, and the mine is aban- 
doned to-day. 

The people living here close to the line [indicating] at Little- 
ton and the people living at Fredonia all came from the State 
of Utah. Their interests are with the people of Utah; they 
receive their mail from Utah; they always read the Utah papers, 
and all their interests, financial and of every other nature, are 
connected with the State of Utah. I wish to call attention to 
the fact that I have here petitions from every person, with the 
exception of one, living within the strip asking that they be 
annexed to Utah. The people living there desire it; the people 
living in the southern part of Utah desire it, and I believe that it 
should be done. ‘Therefore I have offered this amendment. 

Of the people who liye in these two little places [indicating] 
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I doubt if half a dozen of them ever went to their county seat. 
Flagstaff, the county seat of Coconino County, is 227 miles from 
Fredonia, and the journey is over the roughest, sandiest, rock- 
iest road that it is possible to imagine, and the people of Fre- 
donia can not and will not go there, for they have to go up to 
Lees Ferry here [indicating] and then down to the southern 
part of the county. It is almost impossible for a poor man to 
make the journey on account of the expense. About the only 
man who goes from Arizona into the strip is the tax collector 
and assessor. A 

There is upon this strip of land what is called the “ Kaibab 
Plateau,” and outside of that plateau there is not enough agri- 
cultural land in the whole place to keep, I was going to say, a 
hundred people. It is true that the Buckskin Mountains or 
the Kaibab Plateau is a timbered region and is to-day within 
the limits of a forest reserve, and, so far as the people of Arizona 
are concerned, never will the time come when they can take that 
timber from that reservation and remove it to Arizona. 

I feel that the only reason Arizona will have to complain, if 
she complains at all—and I doubt very much whether she will, 
and I can say none of the people living in this strip are com- 
plaining—will be inspired from pride alone. 

I recognize the pride that a man has for his country; I recog- 
nize the pride a man has for his State; I recognize the pride 
he has for his county; but I wish to say to Senators here that 
in this particular case I can not see what Arizona will lose or 
what Utah will gain except that it will enable them to protect 
themselves against lawlessness, for that land may be designated 
truly a “ No man’s land.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I want to give notice that 
when the proper time comes I will move to lay the amendment 
of the Senator from Utah on the table. 

Mr. BURROWS. On page 28 of the bill I propose an amend- 
ment which I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. : 

The Secretary. It is proposed to strike out all of the bill 
from section 23 to section 41, both inclusive. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will lie on the 
table for the present. 

Mr. BURROWS. The purpose of this amendment, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is to eliminate from the pending proposition the only 
question about which there is any serious controversy. The re- 
mainder of the bill, providing for the admission of Oklahoma 
and the Indian Territory as one State, has no opponents that I 
am aware of in this Chamber. These two ought to be ad- 
mitted as a single State. There can be no question about that. 

As to the admission of Arizona and New Mexico, there is very 
serious opposition. I shall not myself repeat in any way thé 
arguments which have been made against the admission of 
these two Territories, but I desire to read in support of what 
has been said as to the qualification of the people of these Ter- 
ritories for admission, an extract from a letter which I hold in 
my hand. It is dated, Taos, N. Mex., and is as follows: 

As to statehood: Let me say that I am a Republican—a member of 
the Territorial Republican committee from this county for years; have 
lived here over sixteen years, and do not know of anybody outside of 
officeholders who think we need statehood. We (this county) have 
3,500 registered voters and do not have 500 resident tarpayers. All the 
records of the county and probate courts are kept in Spanish, and if an 
American comes in here to do any business with the courts of the 
county, he has to hire at his own expense an interpreter. All the jus- 
tices of the peace are Mexicans. A large majority of them can not 
talk English and don’t care to learn. Even the district attorney and 
district court have to use translators and interpreters. 

We have been a part of the Union since 1847, and 90 per cent of our 
adult population can not talk English, can not write or read it, and 
do not want to understand it. 

We could not be worse off in a foreign country. 

But independent of this objection, which ought to be decisive, 
personally I have a yery serious objection to these two Territo- 
ries being admitted to statehood, because, and for the reason, as 
stated by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Dusors], there exists in 
these two Territories to-day a criminal class, who, if the State 
was admitted into the Union, would, I am apprehensive, escape 
merited justice. Those Territories to-day are under the Goy- 
ernment of the United States, and when they are admitted into 
the Union the United States Government is powerless to lay its 
hand upon an offender who transgresses the law of the State 
and shocks the civilization of the age. 

Now, in what I have to say—and I shall be very brief—I beg 
not to be understood as making any suggestion in the remotest 
degree to any other matter which will possibly come before the 
Senate at an early day. I speak only of the pending bill. 

The Senator framing this bill recognizes this when, on page 
31, he puts in this clause: 


First. That perfect toleration of religious sentiment shall be secured, 
and that no inhabitant of said State shall ever be molested in person or 
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property on account of his or her mode of religious worship; and that 
polygamous or plural marriages and the sale, barter, or giving of intoxi- 
cating liquors to Indians are forever prohibited. 

The trouble with that provision is that it does not reach the 
disease. It prohibits plural marriages, but it does not forbid 
polygamous cohabitation. It does not reach the case where 
parties go to another and possibly a foreign jurisdiction and 
there consummate a plural marriage and then come back into 
the Territory and liye in polygamous cohabitation. That is 
the monstrous offense which this bill does not prohibit and 
which the moment these Territories are admitted to statehood 
the National Government would be powerless to punish. That 
polygamous cohabitation exists in these two Territories is not 
open to question. I read from a page of testimony taken in 
another matter: 


The CHarnwan. When you went through Arizona what places did 
you visit in Arizona? 
8 bi a St. Joseph, Woodruff, Snowflake, St. Johns, Thatcher, 

: vids, 

The CHAIRMAN. State to the committee if you know of the existence 
of Mormon settlements at those places. 

Mr. WOLFE. Those were all Mormon settlements. 

The CHAIRMAN. What, if anything, do you know about the existence 
of 17 or polygamous cohabitation at those places? 

r. Wolrr. It was more open than it was in Utah that is, I did not 
see any among the young people. The settlements there seemed to have 
been settled many years ago, and those who were living there were men 
who had taken plural wives in the early days of the church and were 
living with them openly. 


In confirmation of this I wish to read an extract from a let- 
ter written by a gentleman whose name I am requested to 
withhold, but a gentleman of high standing and in the Army 
of the United States: 


I have been greatly surprised from my investigation at the number 
of Mormons in Arizona and New Mexico and the difficulty one finds in 
etting non-Mormons who are acquainted with the facts to give any 
Fotoman. except on the promise of secrecy in regard to the source 
of information. I have been told by intelligent and well-educated 
men that they would be run out of the country by the Mormons if it 
became known they had given any information in regard to this matter. 

A man of good education and intelligence, and for whom I can vouch, 
from Taos, Taos County, N. Mex., says the following facts can be very 
easily substantiated. 

The following counties in northern New Mexico, Taos, Colfax, Rio 
Anita, and San Juan, are more or less Mormon, and in some localities 
they control everything. The town of Fruitland is entirely Mormon. 
There are also large numbers in the Blue Water Valley in McKinley 
and Valencia counties. 

Many Mormons whom he personally knows are living in polygamy 
and he has offered to make a list of such, giving number of wives and 
children, if his report is treated as strictly confidential. This gentle- 
man is very much opposed to statehood for New Mexico, largely on 
account of the number of Mormons, but he says he can give many other 
reasons why New Mexico should not be admitted as a State. 

Now, in regard to Arizona, there seems to be no question that there 
are many more Mormons in Arizona than in New Mexico. One of the 
men who gave me the following facts is in business in Arizona and has 
to-travel extensively. He recently gave enough facts to the grand jury 
ane secured the conviction of a number of Mormons for living in 

my. 
pone following towns are largely or entirely Mormon, and it is to be 
presumed that the country surrounding the settlements are largely the 
same. St. Johns, Snowflake, and Concho are Mormon towns. A few 
live at Solomonville and Duncan. In addition, Ramah, Springville, a 
town of ; St. Joseph, a ‘town of 100, and Pine Top are all Mor- 
mon. My informant tells me that there are quite a number living in 
polygamy, but he thinks they are 1 ly. the older ones who were doing 
80 before the manifesto. However, there are some of the younger ones 
who practice polygamy, as Some have recently been convict of the 
offense. It is very hard to get any evidence against them, as a colon 
of Mormons will take up an entire district, and practically exclude all 
others. Strangers who come to their settlements are viewed with 
suspicion. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a letter from the Attorney- 
General of the United States in response to an inquiry made by 
me as to the existence of this crime in New Mexico and Arizona, 
and what steps had been taken by the General Government to 
suppress it. 

This is his reply in part—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT rapped with his gavel. 

Mr. BURROWS. If I may be indulged just a moment, I will 
read what the Attorney-General says. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Is the Senator’s time up? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. BURROWS. ‘The answer is brief, and it will take but a 
moment to read it. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I call attention to the fact that I was not 
permitted, nor was any other Senator on this side permitted, an 
extra second. 

Mr. BURROWS. If objection is made, I will request that it 
be printed in the RECORD. É 

Mr. FORAKER. Nobody on the opposing side has denied to 
the other side an extra second. 

Mr. BURROWS. It will consume but a moment of time. 

Mr. FORAKER. If there has been any enforcement of the 
agreement, it has been through the Chair. 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 
object to the request of the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; but in withholding objection I 
merely wish to call attention to the facts as I have stated them. 

Mr. BURROWS. This letter is dated December 29, 1905: 

The Department was advised by telegram, on December 27, 1905, 
that the prosecutions in Arizona have resulted in sixteen convictions 
and three acquittals under the Edmunds Act. Twelve convictions out 


of the sixteen were for unlawful cohabitation. 
2 * + > * . . 


The Attorney-General closes by saying : 


The district aron adyised the Department, on December 26, 1905, 
by telegram, that ddring the year 1 fifteen persons have been con- 
vleted under the Edmunds Act and twelve cases dismissed. 

That is in Arizona. Then the letter proceeds: 


It will therefore be observed that the investigation conducted by the 
Department in the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico, since the 
matter was first called to the attention of the Department by you, has 
resulted in thirty-one convictions in these two Territories, in the ma- 
jority of the cases upon the charge of unlawful cohabitation. 

Very respectfully. 
WILLIAM H. Moopy, Attorney-General. 

I object, therefore, in the light of these facts, while these 
prosecutions are going on to suppress these crimes, to taking 
the hand of the National Government off from these violators 
of the law, but insist that they shall be kept in a Territorial 
condition until they are purged of this iniquity. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. Mr. President, I should like to haye 
the letter I send to the desk, which I received from a gentleman 
5 my acquaintance in Arizona, read for the information of the 

nate, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota 
asks that the letter which he sends to the Secretary’s desk be 
read. Is there objection? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not know that I shall object, but I 
again call attention to what has occurred in this debate. A 
Senator who has occupied his ten minutes in debate now asks 
that a letter be read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from North Dakota? : 

Mr. FORAKER. I am sure that no one who is in favor of 
the amendment I have offered wants to take one extra minute 
of time. The Senator from Indiana has now called attention 
twice to the fact that more than the allotted ten minutes has 
been taken by two Senators who have addressed the Senate. 
That certainly is no fault of ours. The Senator can take extra 
time if he so desires, and I presume the Senator from North 
Dakota offered the letter at this time because it appeared there 
was no one else ready at the moment to address the Senate. If 
there should be anyone else prepared to go on, I am sure there 
would be no objection to giving way and allowing him to be 
heard. But the Senator from North Dakota was recognized by 
the Chair, and I presume he is entitled to speak again under the 
rule—— 

Mr. LODGE. On another amendment. 

Mr. FORAKER. If it be to another amendment. 

The remarks I am making are only made in order that we 
may have an understanding about it. There is no disposition 
on our side to take any more time than we are entitled to- 
none whatever. If the Senator from Indiana wants additiona! 
time or has anyone ready to speak, or if anyone desires to 
speak, there is no objection to his being heard to the fullest 
extent that he wishes to be heard. The Senator from North 
Dakota was about to speak to an entirely different amendment 
from the one upon which he addressed the Senate a few mo- 
ments ago. I was intending to speak briefly on another mat- 
ter myself, if I am entitled to speak under the rule, which I 
presume I am if it is to be another amendment. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the reading proceed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read, as re- 
quested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


PHOENIX, ARIZ., January 29, 1906. 
Hon. H. C. HANSBROUGH, 


Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 


My DEAR Sim: The passage of the Hamilton bill by Congress has 
cast a gloom over Arizona, and our hope now lies in the belief that the 
members of the United States Senate, with their spirit of fairness and 
sense of justice, will at least so amend the bill as to eliminate Arizona 
and New Mexico entirely, or, if that can not be done, then to pass the 
Foraker amendment and allow Arizona to vote separately upon the 
question of jointure. We would like statehood if it could be obtained 
separate and alone, but if we are not allowed that, then we ask to be 
allowed to remain a Territory until such time as we can demonstrate 
our fitness to become one of the States of this great Union. I am not 
one of the passive or indifferent ones this matter, but firmly and 
honestly believe that no 5 that could come to this progressivi. 
Territory of ours would have the disastrous effect upon our future 
well-being and development as would the uniting of this Territory with 
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New Mexico as one State. In protecting the rights of American citi- 
zenship and in the interests of fairness, save us if . from this 
threatened alliance, so utterly obnoxious bn our people, and give us a 
chance to vote upon the question so vital to us. 

Very respectfully and courteously, yours, 


P. P. PARKER. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. I ask that the two telegrams I send to 
the desk, one from Kingman, Ariz., and the other from Nogales 
and Phoenix, be read. I shall not ask that any more be read 
because I do not want to consume the time, although I have a 
great number of others. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator asks for the reading 
of the telegrams he sends to the desk. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none. The Secretary will read as requested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 
> KINGMAN, ARIZ., March 7, 1906. 
Senator A. J. BEVERIDGE, 

Washington, D. C.: 
olnture will be to Arizona’s best interest. We beg the 


ouse bill without amendment. 
J. H. Riley, J. A. Carrow. Ce ae Tracy, John E. Jami- 
Edga I. Brennan, Allen E. Ware, 


son, Thos. McMahon, 
J. W. Gerritt, 2 5 Sullivan, I. — J. H. Rook, G. W. 
k O'Dea, J. Ward, 


Brown, O. D. es 
E. M. Carson. Carron, John Femberthy, J. R. 
Russell, Tom E Noble, C. G. Krok, W. E. 
Sauls, M. Force, katel, Col. Jno. F. Firch, C. E. 
Sherman, J. A. Tarr, Wm. Oo Dea, W. H. Taggart. 


NOGALES, ARIZ., March 8, 1906. 
Hon. A. J. BEVERIDGE 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


For the best interests of all industries in Arizona and to relieve the 
depressing effect upon business occasioned by Territorial conditions, 
we ur the passage of the joint-statehood bill without amendment. 
The Foraker amendment would imperil every interest by giving the 
floating and irres nems: 5 a much voice as the heay Fai A sage dw 

M H. 51 S. Wright, Con. 2 Sa Gris- 

pman, Eben L. — Stew- 
A tities W. S conills, 

= George, L. Ephraim, Milton Bohall, 

E. Titcomb, Geo. P. Jones. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish merely to say that these are 
samples, but not copies, of a vast number of other telegrams 
addressed to myself and other members of my committee from 
the Territory of Arizona. 

Mr. FORAKER. If I may, under the rule, address the Sen- 
ate again, I will occupy a few minutes of the Senate’s time. 

In the first place, I think I have as big a pile of telegrams 
from Arizona as the Senator from Indiana can possibly have. 
I do not know how gentlemen happened to telegraph me on the 
subject; I did not ask anybody to; but I do have some informa- 
tion as to how the telegrams referred to by the Senator from 
Indiana happened to have been sent to him. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then the Senator has more information 
than I have. 

Mr. FORAKER. That may be true. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is true, on this subject. 

Mr. FORAKER. Oh, certainly. I would not presume to 
have as much information as the Senator from Indiana has on 
any other subject. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is very courteous, Mr. President, 
and quite unexpected. 

Mr. FORAKER. I will read the following telegram: 

Hon. Mank A. Su 
The Ocoldental, Washington, D. C.: 


Say to FORAKER, tele sent here to Tom Schultz dint urging 
that "tele: ms be sent by anybody who will sign them to BEVERIDGE, 
urging joint statehood. e know of no one of standing favoring joint 


statehood. 
Brown, SMITH & BELCHER. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me right here? 

Mr. FORAKER. Yes; certainly, if it is not taken out of my 
time. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will not object to the Senator or any 
other Senator taking time. In the first place, I have no doubt 
that all the telegrams that have been pouring into both sides 
have been sent in the usual way by those who are interested. 
That is the first thing; and the second thing to which I wish to 
call the particular attention of the Senator from Ohio is that 
the telegram which he has just read is to his Democratic helper— 
the Democratic Delegate from Arizona in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Mr, FORAKER. If it does the Senator from Indiana any 
good to refer to Mr. Smrra as a Democratic helper of mine, let 
him have the benefit of it. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I want it. 

Mr. FORAKER. But why should the heathen rage? [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And why should the wicked fiee when no 
man pursueth? [Laughter.] 


Confident 
Senate pass 
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Mr. FORAKER. I will read another telegram addressed to 
my Democratic helper, so called: 


TUCSON, ARIz., 4 . 


Hon. Marcus A. SMITH 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


John B. Wright on streets last evening declaring ne had telegram: 
from BEVERIDGE saying he intended making speech on Friday— 

I will not read all there is here 
and saying 500 telegrams could be used to good effect. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, the Senator will permit 
me. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield 
to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to say that that statement is just 
as correct as, no doubt, all the rest of the information is which 
comes from that source. No telegram has been sent by me to 
anyone in the Territories asking for anything. It is entirely 
false, as the Senator should know. I assume that the telegram 
read is a very fair sample of the accuracy of the information 
that is furnished to the Senator from that source. 

Mr. FORAKER. The record will speak for itself. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It will. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am reading these telegrams to show how 
the telegrams happened to be sent here. I have a pile of tele- 
grams on my desk—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. How were they received? 

Mr. FORAKER. They are not from railroads; they are not 
from mines or mining interests. They are from all kinds and 
classes and conditions of people. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. So are these to me. 

Mr. FORAKER. They speak with one voice. They are from 
boards of trade, chambers of commerce, from mayors, from city 
councils. They say with one voice that the people of Arizona 
are overwhelmingly opposed to being forced into joint statehood 
with New Mexico. The Senator from Indiana may haye tele- 


grams. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Here they are. [Exhibiting.] [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. FORAKER. I have never asked that I be telegraphed 
to. We are not going to settle this matter upon the number of 
telegrams received, whether asked for by the Senator from 
Indiana or asked for by somebody on our side or not. We are 
going to settle this matter upon the merits of the case. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. We ask nothing better than that. 

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly; except a few votes thrown in. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator then admits that we have 
the merits. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Where the merits are the votes will come 
in time—in the end. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, the Senator had four hours 
in this debate—— 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will not interrupt the Senator again. 

Mr. FORAKER. And I should like to proceed uninterrupt- 
edly for two or three minutes; that is all. I should like to 
put in about three or four hundred telegrams. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I should like to put in a thousand. 
LLaughter.] 

Mr. FORAKER. Well, put in a thousand. It will have a 
good effect in making you feel good, it may be, but not other- 
wise. 

I wish to say just one other word that I was cut off from 
saying when the Chair announced this morning that my time 
had expired. I was about proceeding to call attention to the 
fact that what is predicted now with respect to Arizona for the 
future as a place to sustain population is not very reliable in 
view of past experience. Nearly every portion of new coun- 
try that has been settled up in the far-distant sections has been 
reported on adyersely in the beginning. I referred to the fact 
this morning that as to California it was thought to be not 
desirable. We all know that we frittered away the control of 
the mouth of the St. Lawrence because our commissioners had 
no proper appreciation of the value of that territory. We all 
know that we frittered away the northwestern section of our 
country for the same reason. But I did not know until this 
morning, when a gentleman called my attention to it, that we 
came very nearly losing the State of Michigan on the same 
account. I have before me an official report, made in 1815 
by the surveyors of the Government, at the head of which was 
Edward Tiffin, afterwards governor of Ohio, and one of the most 
distinguished men of our State. They were sent up there to 
make a survey and report upon the character of land, with 


1906. 


a view to making provision there for the soldiers of the war 
of the Revolution and the war of 1812. It is a long report. The 
result of it is summed up in the last paragraph, as follows: 

On approaching the eastern part of the military lands toward the 
private claims on the strait and lake the country does not contain so 
many swamps and lakes, but the extreme sterility and barrenness of 
the soil continues the same—taking the country altogether, so far as 
has been explored, and to all appearances, together with the informa- 
tion received concerning the balance, it is as bad—there would not be 
more than one acre out of a hundred, if there would be one out of a 
thousand, that would in any case admit of cultivation. 


So much for the State of Michigan in 1815, after a careful 
exploration by these surveyors. They were exploring the north- 
ern part of Michigan, and they said, according to all the reports 
they could get as to the remainder of Michigan, it was equally 
as bad, and there was not in all the State of Michigan more 
than one acre out of a hundred, perhaps not more than one 
acre out of a thousand, that would ever be subjected to culti- 
vation. They were mistaken. 

When you and I were in school—I will not say how many 
years ago, but I will say forty years ago—everyone who was 
in a school studying geography can remember that what is now 
the western part of the State of Kansas was put down as the 
Great American Desert. We were all taught that it was a 
desert like unto the Sahara and there would never be any resi- 
dences there; that it never could be subjected to cultivation; 
that it could never be made to support a population. But to-day 
nobody can find where the American desert was located. It is 
all one fertile, rich, productive country. 

So it may be with Arizona and New Mexico. There are 
many fertile valleys now. There is much arid land, as it is 
called, but by means of irrigation and otherwise these trouble- 
some conditions of nature are being overcome. Population is 
increasing; wealth is multiplying. Nowhere in the country will 
you find more intelligent or capable people to overcome adverse 
conditions of nature than you will find in the Territory of 
Arizona. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. DICK. Mr. President, it was my pleasure and honor to 
open this debate, and I have listened with a very great deal of 
interest to the arguments which have been made. The burden 
of the morning’s discussion has been to the effect that the bill 
is a most unusual one. I call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that the bill itself is not the only unusual matter concern- 
ing it. It has attached to it a most unusual amendment, and 
reference has been made repeatedly to a most unusual pledge, 
and we have received a lot of most unusual information. 

Attention has been called to the fact that New Mexico came 
from Texas, and we are referred to the map of the United States 
te prove it. The inaccuracy of that statement is proven by the 
showing that the boundaries of Texas originally went through 
the very center of New Mexico. 

Then we are impressed with the unusual information that to 
confer citizenship in a State to men who have enjoyed citizen- 
ship in a Territory is like unto the persecutions and the condi- 
tions that have obtained in Ireland and in Poland. I had never 
expected to hear in the Senate of the United States that the con- 
ferring of citizenship upon any man in this splendid Republic of 
ours was to be classed as an unusual and unmitigated outrage. 

What this bill aims to do, we confess, is to grant the full 
benefits of citizenship to all the remaining inhabitants of this 
splendid country of ours. 

Mr. President, I have been waiting with a great deal of con- 
cern and expectant interest for some explanation of the amend- 
ment which is before us, the purpose of which is to submit this 
proposition to the people of Arizona and New Mexico. In the 
debate a few days ago the Senator from Illinois [Mr. HOPKINS] 
called attention to it, and when attention was called thereto 
there was nobody on this floor who was ready to adopt it as 
his child, and the parent still goes unidentified. 

Mr. President, an appeal lies upon the Clerk’s desk, sent here 
by citizens of Arizona of the best class, representing all the 
avenues of business and occupation, wherein they say 

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield 
to the Senator from California? 

Mr. DICK. For a moment. 

Mr. FLINT. I will ask the Senator if he was ever in Arizona, 
or has a personal acquaintance with the people who signed the 
telegram? 

Mr. DICK. I know some of the people who signed the tele- 
gram, and I have passed through Arizona. I may not be as 
familiar with the country as the Senator from California, so 
far as personal observation is concerned, but I have gone into 
this subject with a great deal of care and study. I submitted 
in my remarks the other day my reasons for yoting with the 
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committee on this proposition. I made statements, every one 
of which is based upon official information, and none of which 
is the product of the imagination of an enthusiastic mind nor 
one that would for a moment depreciate the quality of the citi- 
zens of those Territories nor the conditions which exist there. 

But, Mr. President, it is shown in this memorial from these 
representative people that they desire to be fairly dealt with, 
and this amendment, they clearly show, does not deal with 
them fairly. They ask to have this question submitted at a 
general election, that they may have time for a campaign, time 
for an educational campaign, time to carry to the people the 
reasons for its adoption, time enough for a campaign of educa- 
tion such as would be granted any constituency that was to 
pass upon any great question. 

Mr. President, it is not true that Arizona and New Mexico 
are here protesting against admission. More than fifty bills 
have been presented in previous Congresses for the admission 
of these Territories. Seventeen bills have passed one body or 
the other, and some of them both bodies, but failed in confer- 
ence, to admit New Mexico as a State. Bills have been passed 


for the admission of Arizona and bills have been passed for the ` 


admission of New Mexico. This question in one form or an- 
other has been before the American Congress for forty years. 
We are not outraging anybody. The people of these Terri- 
tories are much alike in character, in nationality, in industry 
and occupation, and if we pass the pending bill we grant to 
them the great blessing of full American citizenship, 

Mr, CLARK of Montana. Mr. President, I have listened with 
interest and pleasure for two days to the able discussion of the 
statehood question, but I fail to discover in the arguments pre- 
sented any evidence of an emergency that would warrant the 
extraordinary measures comprised in the pending bill, so far 
as they relate to joint statehood for Arizona and New Mexico. 
I do not find that the interests of the Government or the inter- 
ests of those two Territories demand for their protection any 
such hasty and, in my opinion, ill-advised legislation. 

An allusion has been made by the Senator from Indiana to, 
insufficient and inadequate taxation of railroad and mining 
property. As to the railroads, I can not speak with accuracy, 
but I do know that the mining properties in which I am inter- 
ested bear their full proportion of the burdens of taxation. 
While there is no law imposing a tax on the net proceeds of the 
products of the mines, as in Montana and some of the other 
Western States, yet there is an arbitrary assessment of the 
mines which does equalize the matter, as in the other States 
referred to the mines are not assessed at all except for the 
surface improvements. Even if the contention made were true, 
I fail to see how it would be remedied by a change from Ter- 
ritorial to State government. Whatever may have been said, 
the fact still remains that the people of Arizona do not want 
joint statehood with New Mexico, and to force it upon those 
people would be a flagrant act, which can not be justified by any 
rule or principle of equity or fairness. 

We hear about the much-lauded “ square deal,” which is said- 
to govern the acts of this Administration, but I am sure it will 
not apply to this proposition. It is a violation of the principle 
of home rule, which has always been contended for by the Amer- 
ican people and has been hoped for by the people of Ireland in 
their long strugle against their alleged aggressors. 

We may concede that Congress has the power to deal with 
any territory as it may see fit; but that power has never yet, in 
the history of this Government, been exercised in an arbitrary 
manner. I do not believe that a Senator on this floor can point 
to a single instance since the formation of this Government 
where Territories haye been ruthlessly dragged into the Union 
of States. The rule has invariably been that the Territories 
first knocked at the door of Congress before any steps were 
taken to confer the privileges of statehood upon them. The 
usual procedure has been to call a constitutional convention in 
the Territory to frame a constitution, which was submitted to 
a vote of the people of the Territory for ratification, and then 
formal application was made to the Congress for admission. 
In other instances, at the request of the Territories, Congress 
has passed enabling acts and framed organic laws under which 
the Territorial government proceeded to create a constitution, 
which was submitted to the people of the Territory, as before, 
for ratification. In every instance the consent of the people, 
or a majority thereof, of the particular Territory concerned 
was essential as a condition precedent to being received into the 
Union. Each Territory has always, as far as I know, been 
treated as a distinct organization in this respect, to decide as to 
its own destiny. It did not require the consent of an adjacent 
and separate Territory; no interference of this kind has ever 
been permitted. In this instance, under the provisions of the 
bill, we have the extraordinary and astounding proposition pre- 
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sented to the people of Arizona by which this well and long 
established privilege is denied them, and they are not permitted 
an exercise of their wishes in determining this momentous ques- 
tion, but are to be placed at the mercy of a neighboring people, 
largely more numerous, who have the power, by reason of their 
predominance, to accept or reject statehood for them, as they 
might see fit to do, thus depriving the people of Arizona of their 
obviously sacred rights. 

I confess, Mr. President, I can not coneeive how any Senator 
on this floor with a proper regard for the rights of American 
citizenship, in the dawn of the twentieth century, can uphold 
such a monstrous doctrine. It is claimed sometimes that might 
makes right, but the Government of the United States, recog- 
nized throughout the world as the highest example of republican 
government, insuring the greatest blessings of liberty to its sub- 
jects, ean not afford to inflict a cruel and moral wrong that will 
surely bring upon it the reproach of the civilized world. Mr. 
President, we are here attempting to do something in direct 
opposition to all theory and practice and precedent in dealing 
with Territorial organizations. Ever since the formation of this 
Government the practice has been invariably to divide instead 
of to consolidate and enlarge Territories. We have been cary- 
ing new States out of old ones rather than joining old ones to 
form new and larger ones. We have never heard of this propo- 
sition before, and it is not in the line of progress and can not 
be justified by any system of reasoning. 

Mr. President, I am in favor of the elimination of both Arizona 
and New Mexico from the bill and of allowing statehood to be 
conferred upon Oklahoma and the Indian Territory jointly, as 
it appears they so desire. 

Doing this, I do not relinquish my convictions, which I ad- 
vocated last session on the floor of this Chamber, when I con- 
tended for separate and independent statehood for all four of 
the Territories. I still believe they are all entitled to it by 
every reason of precedent and general policy, and the day is 
not far distant when this privilege and honor will be accorded 
to all of them, but now that it is to be denied to Arizona and New 

“Mexico, except through an unholy alliance which I am obliged 
to condgmn, I have no desire whatever to prevent Oklahoma 
and Indian Territory from being admitted into the Union of 
States; but I will never consent to the joint statehood of Ari- 
zona and New Mexico. 

Mr. President, it is contended here that a majority of the 
people of Arizona are not opposed to this measure. I deny this 
with a full knowledge of the prevailing sentiment in that Ter- 
ritory. There are numerous politicians and some citizens who 
prefer joint statehood rather than to remain in a Territorial 
condition, but they are comparatively few in number. The 
conservative business interests of the Territory are against it. 
Numerous meetings of local and of general character have been 
held in which the strongest resolutions have been passed op- 
posing this combination, and these assemblages comprised the 
leading and most prominent people of all the various avoca- 
tions, professions, and industrial pursuits in the Territory. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE obtained the floor. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I desire to ask if amendments are in 
order at this time? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope the Senator will not present an 
amendment now. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana is rec- 
ognized. Amendments are in order if the Senator from Indiana 
yields the floor. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator can offer his amendments 
after 4 o’clock. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Very well. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, it is perhaps not altogether 
inappropriate that the last word on behalf of the opponents of 
this measure should be an explanation from me of certain con- 
ditions in Arizona. I have noted throughout this debate that 
every word that is an argument and every word that is not an 
argument has concerned a local matter. I have listened for one 
national note to be struck by the opponents of this measure, and 
I have listened in vain. 

Mr. President, as we who support this measure began with a 
national note, so we shall close with a national note, From 
ocean to ocean let there henceforth be no more unrepresented 
American citizens beneath the flag. I have heard this evening 
what I anticipated when the amendment was offered—the cheap 
eatchwords about coercion and the consent of the governed. 

Mr. President, where in this measure is there any “ coercion?” 
We propose to submit it to the people—to all of the people—who 
live within the boundaries of the proposed State, letting the 
majority of all the people who live there decide their destiny 


not permitting a majority of a small minority living in one por- 
tion of the proposed new State to do that. 

We have gone on here in the debate this afternoon to the log- 
ical conclusion of the position taken by Senators who were in 
favor of the amendment of the Senator from Ohio. We have 
heard, first, that these Territories are “ entities,” a proposition 
never advanced by any Senator or Representative in any debate 
in either House of Congress in the whole history of the Republic, 
a proposition which when applied to the States as the old states 
rights proposition the Senator from Ohio bravely fought against 
in the ranks forty-five years ago. 

And now, in the address of the Senator from Montana, it is 
carried further. We have Arizona a territory and New Mexico 
a territory and other states and territories under this flag com- 
pared to foreign and antagonistic peoples, to Poland on the one 
hand, to Russia on the other hand. Arizona is compared to 
aema on the one hand, New Mevico to England upon the other 
hand. 

Is not that proposition, Mr. President, enough to arouse 
every drop of patriotism in the blood that flows in the 
veins of every American citizen? Has it come to this in this 
debate that to sustain your position you must compare States 
in the American Union, territories beneath the Stars and 
Stripes, to foreign peoples and antagonistic nationalities? 

Yet, Mr. President, to this conclusion the opponents of this 
measure have been driven. We repudiate it. We repudiate it 
in the name of every soldier who ever fought for a united na- 
tionality. We repudiate it in the name of every drop of blood 
that has been shed in defense of the principle that all the peo- 
ple beneath our flag are fellow-citizens and brothers. 

Mr. President, we have heard a great deal said about a 
pledge being made to Arizona and about national honor. Ah, 
when an end is desired it is not hard to find an excuse; and I 
have always observed that when the excuse is found it is pre- 
sented with the fervor of one who lacks confidence. A pledge, 
Mr. President! Where did the pledge come from? Who knew 
about it? The Senator asked me if I had heard anyone deny 
that it exists. I asked two Senators on this floor who pretend 
to be familiar with the conditions, if they had ever heard any- 
body who asserted that he had gone to Arizona under the faith 
of this pledge. I asked the Senator from Wisconsin this after- 
noon, and he has not answered me, whether he himself, able 
and alert lawyer that he is, ever heard about this language 
before it was presented by the industry of the then Senator 
from California, Mr. Bard, last year. 

All other arguments that we heard in the beginning of this 
debate have been abandoned. We do not hear any more argu- 
ment about physical difficulties. We do not hear any more argu- 
ment about race antagonisms and race prejudices. We do not 
hear any more argument about differences in laws and insti- 
tutions. Those arguments were based upon a misstatement of 
facts, known to be such by those who gave those arguments, and 
when the truth has been established they are abandoned. 

The Senator from Ohio said something about the mistake 
Webster made concerning Washington and Oregon, or the 
mistake that was made concerning Kansas. At that time no 
surveys had been made. Now every foot has been surveyed. 
Arizona and New Mexico are as thoroughly known to science 
to-day as is Ohio. In the days when Webster spoke of Oregon 
it was not so. 

So always in this debate, with the opponents of this bill, it 
has been a question about locality, or, as the Senator from 
Montana put it, about business interests. Well, I should like 
to hear something about the Nation. 

After all, Mr. President, the Nation is the chief consideration. 
After all, the equal popular government under the flag is the 
supreme concern of this Congress. After all, the American 
people, as a people, not as a bundle of communities, is the noble 
plane upon which such vast business as this should be consid- 
ered and determined. And upon this consideration we again 
earnestly and solemnly ask the Senate to approve this measure 
which has come to us from the House of Representatives, the 
immediate agents, directly coming from the American people. 

Mr. President, we ask this—the Committee on Territories asks 
this—not in the name of a community, but in the name of the 
Republic; not in the name of an entity that never was sug- 
gested before, but in the name of the Republic; not in the name 
of a pledge that was illegal and born in fraud and of which 
nobody ever knew until now, but in the name of the Republic; 
not in the name of business “ interests,” but in the name of the 
whole American Republic, whose interests now and forever are 
involved in thissbill. [Applause in the galleries.] 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 4 o’clock haying ar- 
rived, the Senate will proceed to vote upon amendments under 


and their eternal relationship with the rest of the Republic, but | the unanimous-consent agreement. 
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Mr. NELSON. I ask that the committee amendments be con- 
sidered first. The bill has already been read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Minnesota asks 
that the amendments of the committee be first considered. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. The Secretary will 
state the first amendment reported by the Committee on Terri- 
tories. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Territories was, in 
section 2, page 2, line 16, after the word “and,” to strike out 
„twelve“ and insert “ten;” in line 18, after the word “ Terri- 
tory,” to strike out “and two shall be elected by the electors 
residing in the Osage Indian Reservation, in the Territory of 
Oklahoma;” in line 23, before the word “ districts,” to strike 
out “fifty-six” and insert “ fifty-five;” in line 24, after the 
word “be,” to strike out “except that such” and insert 
“which;” in line 25, after the word “include,” to strike out 
“as one district;” on page 3, line 1, after the word “and,” to 
strike out “two Delegates” and insert “one Delegate;” in 
line 2, after the word “ from,” to strike out “ said Osage district, 
in such manner as may be provided by the said governor, chief 
justice, and secretary of the Territory of Oklahoma” and in- 
sert “each of said districts;” in line 4, after the word “ and,” 
insert “the Commissioner to the Five Civilized Tribes;” in 
line 5, after the word “ tribes,” to strike out “the” and insert 
“and two;” in line 6, after the words “United States,” to 
strike out “court of appeals” and insert “courts;” in line 7, 
after the word “ Territory,” to insert “to be designated by the 
President, who shall constitute a board, which;” in line 13, 
before the word “ Indian,” to strike out “court of appeals for 
the“ and insert courts in;” in line 14, after the word “ proc- 
lamation,” to strike out “in which such apportionment shall be 
fully specified and announced; “ and in line 17, before the word 
“months,” to strike out “four” and insert “six;” so as to 
read: . 

Sec. 2. That all male persons over the age of 21 years, who are citi- 
gens of the United States, or who are members of any Indian nation or 
tribe in said Indian Territory and Oklahoma, and who have resided 
within the limits of said proposed State for at least six months next 
prosan the election, are hereby authorized to vote for and choose 

elegates to form a constitutional convention for said proposed State; 
and all-persons qualified to vote for said delegates shall be eligible to 
serve as delegates; and the delegates to form such conyention shall be 
110 in number, 55 of whom shall be elected by the people of the 
Territory of Oklahoma, and 55 by the people of Indian Territory; 
and the governor, the chief 8 und the secretary of the Territory 
of Oklahoma shall apportion the Territory of Oklahoma into fifty-five 
districts, as nearly equal in population as may be, which apportion- 
ment shall include the Osage Ind Reservation, and one delegate shall 
be elected from each of said districts; and the Commissioner to the Five 
Civilized Tribes, and two judges of the United States courts for the 
Indian Territo: to be designated by the President, who shall consti- 
tute a board, which shall apportion the said Indian Territory into fifty- 
five districts, as nearly equal in population as may be, and one delegate 
shall be elected from each of said districts; and the governor of said 
Oklahoma Territory, together with the judge senior in service of the 
United States courts in Indian Territory, shall, by proclamation, order 
an election of the delegates aforesaid in said proposed State at a 
time designated by them within six months after the approval of this 
act, which proclamation shall be issued at least sixty days prior to the 
time of holding said election of delegates. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 2, page 3, line 20, after 
the word “ delegates,” to strike out the following : 


That the judges of the United States court of appeals for the Indian 
Territory shali, for the purpose of said election, establish and define 
the necessary election precincts and appoint three {pages of election 
for each precinct, not more than two of whom shall be of the same 

litical party, which ju may appoint the necessary clerk or clerks; 
Peat the said judges of election, so appointed, shall supervise the elec- 
tion in their respective precincts, and canvass and make due return of 
the vote cast to the judges of the United States court of appeals for the 
Indian Territory, who shall constitute the ultimate and final canvassing 
board of said election and whose certificates of election shall be prima 
facie evidence as to the election of delegates, and the election for dele- 
gates in the Territory of Oklahoma shall conducted, the returns 
made, the result ascertained, and the certificates of all persons elected 
to such convention issued in the same manner as is prescribed by the 
laws of said Territory regulating elections for Delegates to Congress. 
That the election laws of the Territory of Oklahoma, as far as appli- 
cable and not in conflict with this act, including the penal laws of said 
Territory of Oklahoma relating to elections and illegal voting, are 
hereby extended over the Indian Territory for the purposes of the 
elections provided for in this act. 


And insert: 


The election for delegates in the Territory of Oklahoma and in said 
Indian Territory shall be conducted, the returns made, the result ascer- 
tained, and the certificates of all persons elected to such convention 
issued in the same manner as is prescribed by the laws of the Territory 
of Oklahoma RARR elections for Delegates to Con . That the 
election laws of the Territory of Oklahoma now in e as far as 
a yor ies and not in conflict with this act, including the penal laws 
of said Territory of Oklahoma relating to elections and illegal voting, 


are hereby extended to and put in force in said In Territory until 


dia: 
the legislature of said proposed State shall otherwise a Dant and until 
all persons — against said laws in the election aforesaid shali 
in the manner therein ponada And the United 
have the same power to 
extended to and 
the Territory of 


have been dealt wi 
States courts of said Indian Territory shal 
enforce the laws of the Territory of Oklahoma, hereb; 
put in force in said Territory, as have the courts o 


Oklahoma: Provided 


„ however, That said board to apportion districts 
in Indian Territory shall, for the purpose of said election, establish and 
define the necessary election precincts, and appoint three judges of elec- 
tion for each precinct, not more than two of whom shall be of the 
political party, which judges may appoint the necessary clerk or 


same 
clerks; that said judges of election, so appointed, shall supervise the 
election in their respective precincts, and canvass and make due re- 
turn of the yote cast, to said board, which shall constitute the ultimate 
and final canvassing board of said election, and they shall issue cer- 
tificates of election to ae ae elected to such convention from the 
various districts of the an Territory, and their certificates of elec- 
tion shall be prima facie evidence as to the election of delegates. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, line 3, after the word 
“located,” to insert permanently; so as to read: 

Said capital may, after said year, be located permanentl 


electors of said State at an election to be provided for by 
lature. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 9, section 3, line 3, after 
the word “person,” to strike out “in” and insert “ connected 
with;” and in line 4, after the word “ sale,” to insert “ or other 
disposition ;” so as to read: 

And any person connected with any such agen 
victed of making any sale or other disposition o; 


these provisions shall be punished by imprisonment for not less 
one year and one day. 


The amendment was agreed to. = 

The next amendment was, on page 11, section 5, line 25, after 
the word “ hundred,” to insert and fifty;” so as to make the 
section read: 

Sec. 5. That the sum of $150,000, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, is hereby a 8 out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriat for the defraying of the expenses of the 
elections provided for in this act, and said convention, and for the pay- 
ment of the members thereof, under the same rules and regulations and 
at the same rates as are now provided by law for the payment of the 
Territorial legislature of the Territory of Oklahoma, and the disburse- 
ments of the money appropriated by this section shall be made by the 
secretary of the Territory of Oklahoma. 

Mr. FORAKER. To that amendment, Mr. President, there 
is objection. 

Mr. CARTER. I move that the Senate disagree to the pro- 
posed amendment. 

Mr. PATTERSON. 
amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment which has just been stated. Upon that question 
the yeas and nays are requested by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. PATTERSON]. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. FORAKER. In what shape is the proposition presented 
to the Senate, Mr. President? For instance, what does a vote 
in the affirmative mean? 

Mr. FRYE. There can only be one motion, and that is to 


agree. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee. An affirmative vote is 
in favor of the reported amendment and a negative vote 
against it. 

Mr. HOPKINS. This, as I understand, is an amendment pro- 
posed by the Committee on Territories to the bill, Mr. Presi- 
dent? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is. 

Mr. FORAKER. And those opposed to it will vote “nay?” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Yes. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ELKINS (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Barry] on all the amend- 
ments to this bill and therefore withhold my vote. I shall not 
make this announcement again to-day. 

Mr. FRYE (when his name was called). On all amendments 
to this bill and the bill itself I am paired with the senior Sena- 
tor from Maryland [Mr. GorMAN], who is detained from the 
Chamber by ill health. I shall not repeat this announcement. 

Mr. KITTREDGE (when his name was called). I am paired 
on this and all votes on the bill with the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Prarr]. If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote 
with the committee on all amendments and for the bill. I ask 
that this announcement may extend to all the votes for the day. 

Mr. McENERY (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the Senator from New York [Mr. Derew]. If he were 
present, I should vote “ nay.” 

Mr. NELSON (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Berry]. That 
pair has been transferred to the senior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. ALDRICH], leaving those Senators paired on all 
amendments and on the bill itself. I shall not make a further 
announcement of this transfer of pairs to-day. I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. MILLARD (when his name was called). My colleague 


by the 
e legis- 


who shall be con- 
liquor con to 
an 


I ask for the yeas and nays on the 


3590 


[Mr. Burkert] is necessarily absent. He is paired with the 


junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLaurin]. I shall not 
announce that fact again to-day. 
Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I am paired 


with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE]. I do 
not know how he would vote on this proposition if present, 
and therefore I withhold my vote. 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MONEY]. 
I do not know how he would vote on this amendment, if present, 
and I therefore withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. SPOONER. I have a general pair with the senior Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Carmack], who is absent; but I feel 
at liberty, from the advice I have received from his colleague 
and others, to vote. I vyote “nay.” 

Mr. CULBERSON. I desire to say that my colleague [Mr. 
Barney] is absent on account of illness in his family. He has 
a general pair, as has been already stated, with the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS]. If my colleague were pres- 
ent, he would vote “nay” on this proposition. This statement 
5 hope will suffice for all the votes on amendments and on the 

ill. 
The result was announced—yeas 31, nays 40, as follows: 


YEAS—31. 
Allee Crane Hemenway Nelson 
Allison Cullom Hopkins Penrose 
Ankeny Dick Kean Piles 
Beveridge Dillingham Knox Proctor 
Brandegee Dolliver La Follette Smoot 
Bulkeley Fulton Lodge Warner 
Bu m Gamble Long Wetmore 
Clapp Hale Millard 
NAYS—40. 

Alger Dryden Latimer Pettus 
Bacon Dubois McCrea Rayner 
Blackburn Flint McCumber Scott 
Burrows Foraker Mallory Simmons 
Carter Foster Martin Spooner 

lark, Mont, Frazier Morgan Stone 

lark, Wyo Gallinger Newlands Sutherland 
Cla Gearin Nixon - Taliaferro 
Culberson Hansbrough Patterson Teller 
Daniel Heyburn Perkins Tillman 

NOT VOTING—18, 

Aldrich Carmack Gorman Overman 
Bailey Clarke, Ark, Kittredge Platt 
Berry Depew 1 Warren 
Burkett Elkins McLaurin 
Burton Frye Money 


So the committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President, I hope the Presiding Officer 
will regulate these proceedings so that we can understand what 
we are doing. The reading at the desk is so rapid that we can 
not find the places in the bill where amendments are proposed 
until they are disposed of. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, section 6, line 12, after 
the word“ Representatives,” to strike out “to the Sixtieth Con- 
gress; ” so as to make the clause read: 


And the said Representatives, together with the governor and other 
officers provided for in said constitution, shall be elected on the same 
day of the election for the ratification or rejection of the constitution; 
and until said officers are elected and qualified under the provisions of 
such constitution and the said State is admitted into the Union, the 
Territorial officers of Okiahoma 3 shall continue to discharge 
the duties of their respective offices in said Territory. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 15, section 7, line 5, after 
the word “be,” to strike out “paid quarterly and;” so as to 
read: 


Said appropriation of $5,000,000 shall be held and invested by said 
State, in trust, for the use and benefit of sald schools, and the interest 
ping pe ae be used exclusively in the support and maintenance of 

schools. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, line 8, after the word 
“lands,” to insert exclusive of the appraised value of im- 
provements ;” so as to read: 


Provided, That before 7 5 of the sald lands shall be sold, as provided 
in sections 9 and 10 of this act, the said lands and the improvements 
thereon shall be appraised by three disinterested 8 Who shall 
be nonresidents of the county wherein the land is situated, to be desig- 
nated as the legislature of said State shall prescribe, and the said ap- 
praisers shall make a true appraisement of said lands at the actual cash 
value thereof, exclusive of gr, winder Se and shall separately appraise 
all permanent improvements thereon at thelr fair and reasonable value, 
and in case the leaseholder does not become the purchaser, the pur- 
chaser at said sale shall, under such rules and regulations as the legis- 
lature may prescribe, pay to or for the leaseholder the appraised value 
of sald improvements, and to the State the amount bid for the said 
lands, exclusive of the appraised value of improvements. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, in section 13, page 20, line 23, after 
the word “ Muscogee,” to strike out “ one term at Vinita.” 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I hope that amendment will 
not be agreed to. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. What is the request of the Senator? 

Mr. WARNER. That the bill as it stood coming from the 
other House, making one term of court at Vinita, shall remain. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President 

Mr. GALLINGER. Debate is not in order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee, which has been stated. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Does the Senator from Missouri offer that 
as an amendment? 

Mr. WARNER. I want the Senate to disagree to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee, which has been stated. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, the committee wish to 
withdraw that amendment at the request of the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. WARNER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment reported by the Committee on Terri- 
tories was, in section 13, on page 21, after the word “ Okla- 
homa,” to insert “City and;” so as to read: “One term at 
Oklahoma City and one term at Enid.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the same section, on page 21, 
line 2, after the word“ Enid,” to strike out “and one term at 
Lawton.” 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I hope that amendment will not 
be agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Debate is not in order, Mr. President, and 
I object to it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that the only 
question before the Senate is—— 

Mr. LONG. I ask for a vote upon that amendment, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 8 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee, which has just been stated. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Territories was, on 
page 21, line 12, after the word “ January,” to strike out “and 
at Vinita on the first Monday in March.” 

Mr. KEAN. Let that amendment be disagreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I also ask that that amendment be disa- 
greed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment, 
which has just been stated. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment was, in section 13, on page 21, line 15, 
after the word “ Oklahoma,” to insert “ City.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 13, on page 21, line 16, 
before the word “at,” to insert the word “and;” and in the 
same line, after the word “ June,” to strike out “and at Law- 
ton on the first Monday in October.” 

Mr. LONG. I ask that that amendment may be disagreed to. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment was, in section 13, page 22, line 8, after 
the word “in,” to strike out “the Territory of Oklahoma,“ and 
insert “ other districts of the United States; ” and in line 9, after 
the words “that the,” to strike out “statutes” and insert 
“laws.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 15, on page 23, line 20, 
after the word “within,” to strike out “six” and insert 
“ three.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

N The next amendment was, in section 16, on page 24, line 20, 
after the word “ transfer,” to strike out “ except as to time and 
parties.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 25, on page 31, line 9, 
after the words “ race or color,” to insert “ except as to Indians 
not taxed.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 25, on page 33, line 18, 
before the word “ location,” to insert “ permanent.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 36, one page 42, line 3, 
after the word “ State,” to insert “ by the Commission provided 
for in section 35, under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Interior.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 41, on page 47, line 10, 
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before the word “thousand,” to strike out “fifty” and insert 
“ seventy-five; ” so as to read: 

That the sum of $175,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, 
is hereby appropriated, etc, 

Mr. FORAKER. I ask that that amendment may be dis- 
agreed to. 

Mr. PATTERSON. 
amendment. 

Several Senators. That is not necessary. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Very well, then; I withdraw the call. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the committee. 

The amendment was rejected, 

The next amendment was, in section 41, on page 48, line 1, 
before the word “thousand,” to strike out “fifty” and insert 
* seventy-five.” 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That completes the committee 
amendments. 

Mr. FORAKER. 
desk. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WAR- 
REN] has an amendment which he desires to offer to perfect the 
bill. z 

Mr. FORAKER. My amendment is to perfect the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment of the Senator 
from Ohio will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 28 it is proposed to strike out sec- 
tion 23 of the bill and insert the following: 

Sac. 23. That within thirty days after the approval of this act the 
governors of the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona, respectively, 
shall each by proclamation order a special election to be held on the 
twelfth Tuesday after the approval of this act. Said elections shall 
be conducted in all respects, including the Yoon pe and registra- 
tion of voters, and the result ascertained and certified as near as prac- 
ticable in accordance with the laws of said Territories, respectively, 
overnite the election of a Delegate in 8 The sole question to 


submitted to the electors of each of, sai erritories at such special 
election shall be stated on the ballot in substance and form as follows: 


“Shall Arizona and New Mexico be united to form one State?” 


C = BE 


Electors desiring to answer in the affirmative shall place a cross 
mark in the square to the left of the word “ Yes,” and those desiring 
to answer in the mec shall place a cross mark in the square to the 
left of the word “No” in the form above prescribed. The governors 
of the respective Territories shall certify and transmit, as soon as 
may be practicable, the results of said election each to the other and 
likewise to the Secretary of the Interior, and if it appears from the 
returns, thus ed that a majority of the electors in each of said 
Territories who voted at such special election voted in favor of the 
union of New Mexico and Arizona as one State, then, and not other- 
wise, the inhabitants of that t of the area of the United States now 
constituting the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico as at present 
described may become the State of Arizona as hereinafter provided ; 
but if in either of said Territories a majority of the electors voting at 
such special election shall appear by such certified returns to have 
voted against the union of said Territories, then, and in that event, all 
sg ng sections of this act shall thereafter be null and void and of 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Ohio, which has just been reported. 

Mr. FORAKER. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. CARTER. I desire to offer an amendment to the amend- 
ment. I move to amend the amendment by inserting after the 
won 1 sections,” in line 24 on page 2, the words “ excepting sec- 

on 41. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. 

The Secretary. It is proposed to amend the amendment of 
Mr. FORAKER on page 2, line 24, after the word “sections,” by 
inserting “ excepting section 41.” 

Mr. FORAKER. I accept the amendment of the Senator 
from Montana to my amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question now is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from Ohio as amended, on which 
the yeas and nays are demanded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. McENERY (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Derew]. If he 
were present, I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE]. If he 
were present, he would vote “nay” and I should vote yea.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I again an- 
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Money], who is detained at home through illness. If he were 
present, he would vote “yea” and I should vote “nay.” I will 
say that I shall not again announce this pair, as the Senator 


I call for the yeas and nays on the 


I offer the amendment which I send to the 
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from Mississippi and I will be paired upon every vote pertain- 
ing to this bill. 

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 42, nays 29, as follows: 


YEAS—42. 
Alger Dryden Latimer Rayner 
Bacon Dubois McCreary Scott 
Blackburn Flint McCumber Simmons 
Bulkeley Foraker Mallory Spooner 
Burrows Foster Martin Stone 
Carter Frazier Morgan Sutherland 
Clark, Mont. Fulton Newlands Taliaferro 
Clark, Wyo. Gallinger Nixon Teller 
Sar earin Patterson Tillman 
Culberson Hansbrough Perkins 
Daniel ey Pe 

NAYS—29. 
Allee Cullom Kean Piles 
Allison Dick ox Proctor 
Ankeny Dillingham La Follette Smoot 
Beveridge Dolliver dge Warner 
Brandegee Gamble ng Wetmore 
Burnham Hale Millard 
Clapp Hemenway Nelson 
Crane Hop Penrose 

NOT VOTING—18, 

Aldrich Carmack Gorman verman 
Bailey Clarke, Ark, Kittredge Platt 
Berry Depew McEne: 
Burkett Elkins McLau 
Burton Frye Money 


So Mr. Foraxer’s amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. I offer the amendment I send to the desk, 
which I think will be accepted by the committee. 

The Secretary. On page 17, at the end of section 8, it is pro- 
posed to add the following: . 

Where any part of the specific sections of land granted by this act 
to the State of Oklahoma have been heretofore duly located and claimed, 
under the United States mining laws, by citizens of the United States 
or those who have declared their intention to become such, and where 
the lands so located are found to be valuable for minerals, such mineral 
claims may be perfected under the mae laws and the State may select 
an equal quantity of other land in lieu thereof, in accordance with th 
provisions of the act of Congress approved Febru: 28, 1891, entitl 
“An act to amend sections 2275 and 2276 of the Rey Statutes of the 
United States 8 for the selection of lands for educational pur- 
poses in lieu of those appropriated for other purposes.” 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The committee will accept the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. PILES. I offer the amendments which I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendments proposed by the 
Senator from Washington will be stated in their order. 

The SECRETARY. On page 3, in line 1, after the word “ reser- 
vation,” insert: 

And shall ap 
precincts in, an 
vation. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The committee will accept the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

The SECRETARY. On page 5, line 12, it is proposed to amend 
the committee amendment already agreed to : 

Mr. GALLINGER. That can not be done until the bill comes 
into the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment is not 
now in order. 

The SECRETARY. The next amendment also proposes to amend 
a committee amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
stage of the bill. 

The Secretary. On page 5, line 24, after the word “ dele- 
gates,” strike out the period and insert a colon and the follow- 
ing: 

Provided further, That in said Indian Territory and Osage Indian 
Reservation nominations for delegate to said co tutional convention 
may be made by convention, by the Republican, Democratic, and People’s 
Party, or by petition in the manner Provided by the laws of the Terri- 
for of Oklahoma; and certificates and — —— of nomination in said 
Indian Territo: shall be filed with the districting and canvassin; 
board, who shall perform the duties of election commissioner under sai 
laws, and shall prepare, print, and distribute all ballots, poll books, 
ant 5 supplies necessary for the holding of said election under 
sa a 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair is of opinion that the 
proposed amendment is out of order, the committee amendment 
having been agreed to in Committee of the Whole. It will be 


int an election commissioner for, establish voting 
appoint the judges for election in the Osage Reser- 


It is likewise out of order at this 


in order when the bill is reported to the Senate. : 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry. 
Is it not in order if the committee accepts it? 
Mr. GALLINGER. No; the committee has no such right 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. The committee has no right to ac- 
cept it at this time. ? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Is it not in order if the committee ac- 
cepts it? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Not unless it is done by unanimous 


consent, 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well. Let it be offered in the 
Senate. 

The Secretary. It is proposed to amend—— 

Mr. PILES. These amendments are simply to perfect the bill. 


Mr. GALLINGER. Debate is out of order. 
Mr. FORAKER. I should like to have the amendment read 


again. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read at the 
request of the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. KEAN. If the amendment is not in order, it ought not to 
be read again. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There is objection to the rereading 
of the proposed amendment. 

Mr. TELLER. It is absolutely impossible to know what is 
going on, with the noise there is in the Chamber. I insist that 
the Secretary suspend until we can have order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will withhold stat- 
ing the amendments until the Senate is in order. [After a 
pause.] The next amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Washington will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 12, line 23, after the word “ shall,” 
insert the following words: 

. With the exception of that part of recording district No. 12 which is 
in the Cherokee and Creek nations. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Accepted. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. < 

The SECRETARY. On page 13, line 4, after the word “ Nation,” 
insert a comma, and the following : 

That part of recording district No. 12 which is in the Cherokee and 


Creek nations; that part of recording district No. 25 which is in the 
Chickasaw Nation. 


Mr. BEVERIDGE. Accepted. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH.,. I offer an amendment to come in 
after the word “ other,” in line 4, on page 7. 

The Secretary. On page 7, line 4, after the word “other,” 
it is proposed to strike out “ Indian reservations existing in the 
Territory of Oklahoma“ and to insert: 

Parts of said State which existed as Indian reservations or in which 
ie 8 States maintained laws prohibiting the traffic in intoxicat- 

quors. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let it be read as it will read if amended. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

Second. That the manufacture, sale, barter, giving away, or other- 
wise furnishing, except as hereinafter 9 of intoxicating liquors 
within those parts of said State now known as the Indian Territory 
and the e Indian Reservation and within any other parts of said 
State which existed as Indian reservations or in which the United 
States maintained laws prohibiting the traffic in intoxicating liquors, 
on the Ist day of January, 1906, prohibited for a period of twenty- 
one years from the date of the admission of said State into the Union, 
and thereafter until the people of said State shall otherwise provide 
by amendment of said constitution and proper State legislation. 

Mr. GALLINGER. That makes it right. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I have some more amendments to offer 
to this section. I suggest to the committee to strike out the 
eolon at the end of line 23, on page 7, and insert a semicolon, 
and to strike out the words “Provided, That,” at the beginning 
of line 24, and insert the word “ and,” so as to perfect it. 

The Secretary. On page 7, line 23, at the end of the line, 
strike out the colon and insert a semicolon; and in line 24 
strike out the words “Provided, That” and insert the con- 
junction “ and.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
is agreed to. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. TI offer an amendment to come in after 
the words United States“ in line 9 of page 8. 

The Secretary. On page 8, after line 9, strike out the period 
after the words “ United States” and substitute a semicolon, 
and insert the following: 

And for the sale of such liquors to any apoth who shall have 
executed an approved bond, in a sum not less than 4 „000, conditioned 
that none of such liquors shall be used or disposed Of for any purpose 


other than in the compounding of prescriptions or other 5 the 
sale of which would not subject him to the payment of the special tax 


Without objection, the amendment 


required of liquor dealers by the United States; the payment of 
such special tax by any person within the parts of id State herein- 
before defined shall constitute prima facie evidence of his intention to 


violate the provisions of this section, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I offer another amendment. 

The Secretary. After the word “purposes,” in line 13, page 
8, insert the words: 

Except sales to apothecaries as hereinabove provided. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from North Dakota is agreed to. 

Mr. CARTER. I offer the amendment I send to the desk. 

The SECRETARY. On page 29, line 6, amend by striking out 
the word “ thirty,” and in lieu thereof insert “ one hundred and 
twenty; “ so that it will read: 

And such governors, tively, shall, within one hundred and 
twenty days after the spproval of this act by the President, ete. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. CARTER. I propose the amendment I send to the desk. 

The SECRETARY. On page 29, line 11, strike out the words 
“approval of this act as” and insert “issue of proclamation.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk. : 

The Secretary. On page 20, section 13, line 24, after the 
word “ Vinita ” insert “ one term at Tulsa.” i 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I could not hear the amend- 
ment. I ask that it be again stated. 

The Secretary again stated the amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I offer another amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Iowa will be stated. 

The Secretary. After the word“ March,” page 21, line 12, 
insert “and at Tulsa on the first Monday in April.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. CULBERSON. On behalf of my colleague, who is, as I 
have stated, unavoidably absent, I move to amend by insert- 
ing in line 24, page 20, after the words “South McAlester,” 
the words “ one term at Chickasha.” ' 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, there are now more 
amendments of this kind than the committee can agree to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Texas will be stated. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I understand that debate 
is not in order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is not in order. ; 

Mr. CULBERSON. Else I would be glad to answer the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the amendment be stated. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The amendment I have proposed is to 
add 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator will please restate 
his amendment. 

Mr. CULBERSON. On page 20, line 24, after the words 
South McAlester,” to insert “one term at Chickasha.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Texas will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 20, line 24, after the words “ South 
McAlester,” it is proposed to insert “one term at Chickasha.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. CULBERSON. On page 21, line 14, after the word 
“ October,” I move to insert: 

And Chickasha on the first Monday in November. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DUBOIS. On page 33, after line 14, I move to insert 
as VI and VII, respectively, what I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Idaho will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 33, after line 14, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

VI. No person shall be permitted to vote, serve as a juror, or hold 
any civil office who is under guardianship, idiotic, or insane, or who 
has, at any place, been convicted of treason, felony, embezzlement of 
the public funds, bartering or selling or offering to barter or sell his 
yote, or purchasing or offering to purchase the vote of another, or other 
infamous crime, and who has not n restored to the rights of citizen- 
ship, or who, at the time of such election, is confined in prison on con- 
viction of a criminal offense; or who is a bigamist or poly amist, or is 
living in what is known as patriarchal, plural, or celestial marriage, 
or in violation of any law of this State or the United States forbidding 


any such crime, or who in any manner teaches, advises, counsels, aids, 
or encourages any person to enter into bigamy, 


polygam „ or such 
patriarchal, plural, or celestial marriage, or to live violation of any 
such lew, or to commit any such crime; or who is a member of or 
contributes to the support, aid, or encouragement of any order, organ- 
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/ ization, association, corporation, or society which teaches, advises, 
counsels, encourages, or aids any person to enter into bigamy, lyg- 
amy, or such patriarchal or plural marriage, or who teaches or advises 
that the laws of this State prescribing rules of civil conduct are not 
the supreme law of the State. 

VII. Tha legislature may prescribe 8 limitations, and 
conditions for the right of suffrage additional to those prescribed in 
vee sude but shali neyer annul any of the provisions in this article 
contained. 


Mr. DUBOIS. On that amendment I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

Mr. NELSON. There is no objection to the amendment. 
There is no occasion to take a vote on it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there a second to the demand 
for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. BURROWS. There is no objection to it. 

Mr. LODGE. There is no objection to it. The amendment is 
agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

Mr. TELLER. Some days ago the junior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Bax] offered an amendment. He is called away and 
requested me to offer it for him. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado, on be- 
half of the Senator from Texas, proposes an amendment, which 
will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. Beginning with the word “and,” in the 
first line on page 6, it is proposed to strike out all down to and 
including the word “ legislature,” in line 4 on page 6, as follows: 

And shall not be changed therefrom previous to A. D. 1915, but said 


capital may, after said year, be located permanently by the electors of 
said State at an election to be provided for by the legislature. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Let it be read again. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. TELLER. I call for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there a second to the demand 
for the yeas and nays? 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is.on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TELLER. I desire to offer another amendment. On 
page 6, line 2, I move to strike out “ fifteen ” and insert“ ten;“ 
so as to read: ‘ 

Shall not be changed therefrom previous to A. D. 1910. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BURROWS. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment submitted by the 
Senator from Michigan will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to strike out all of the bill 
from and including section 23. 

Mr, BACON. I suggest to the Senator that that will exclude 
the section the Senator from Montana [Mr. Carrer] previously 
indicated. 

Mr. BURROWS. 
cept section 41. 

Mr. CARTER. There is no need of that. 

Mr. BURROWS. Section 41 is not needed now, I under- 
stand. 

Mr. LODGE. None of it is needed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pro- 
posed amendment. 

The SECRETARY. On page 21 of the bill strike out section 23 
and all of the remainder of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. OVERMAN. (when his name was called). I again an- 
nounce my pair with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
CLARKE]. If he were present, I should vote “ yea.” 

The roll call haying been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 35, nays 36, as follows: 


I will modify the amendment so as to ex- 


YEAS—35. 
Alger Daniel Heyburn Pettus 
Bacon Dubois Latimer Rayner 
Blackbura Flint McCreary Simmons 
Bulkeley Foraker Mallory Spooner 
Burrows Foster Martin Stone 
Carter Frazier Morgan Taliaferro 
Clark, Mont. Gallinger Newlands Teller 
Cla; Gearin Patterson Tillman 
Culberson Perkins 


Hansbrough 


NAYS—36. 

Allee Cullom Hopkins Nixon 
Allison Kean Penrose 
Ankeny Dillingham Knox iles 
Beveridge Dolliver La Follete Proctor 
Brandegee Dryden Lodge ott 
Burnham Fulton Lon. Smoot 
Clapp Gamble McCumber Sutherland 
Clark, Wyo. Hale Milla Warner 
Crane Hemenway Nelson Wetmore 

NOT VOTING—18. 
Aldrich Carmack Gorman Overman 
Bailey Clarke, Ark. Kittredge Platt 
Berry Depew McEne Warren 
Burkett Elkins McLaw 
Burton Frye Money 


So Mr. Burrows’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. On page 27, line 11, after the word 
“ Congress,” I move to strike out the following words: 
and shall constitute the Osage Indian Reservation a separate county 
and designate the county seat thereof, and shall provide rules and regu- 
lations and define the manner of conducting the drst election for officers 
in said county. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary 
inguiry. I offered an hour ago an amendment to that portion 
of the section which it is now moved to strike out. I wish to 
know which takes precedence. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. The Senator’s amendment. He has a 
right to perfect the text. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Was the amendment sent to the 
desk before 4 o’clock? 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. It was. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Then it could not have been offered. 
It was a proposed amendment, and it lies on the desk to be 
offered by the Senator. 

Mr. GALLINGER (to Mr. DILLINGHAM). Offer it now. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I will offer the amendment at the pres- 
ent time. s 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is now in order. The amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Vermont will be stated. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I inquire the parliamentary status 
of the two amendments. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that the 
part proposed to be amended by the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont is proposed to be stricken out by the amendment 
of the Senator from Wyoming. In such a case the friends of a 
measure haye a right to perfect the text proposed to be stricken 
out before the question is put on striking it out. The amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Vermont will be stated. 

The Secretary. On page 27, line 12, after the words “ sepa- 
rate counties,” insert: 

And provide that it shall remain a separate county until the lands 
in the Osage Indian Reservation are allotted in severalty and until 
changed by the legislature of Oklahoma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question now recurs on the 
motion of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. CLARK] to strike 
out the clause as amended. The proposed amendment will be 
stated. 

The Secretary. After the words “ Representatives to Con- 
gress,” in line 11, page 27, strike out as amended the following: 

And shall constitute the Osage Indian Reservation a separate county 
and shall provide that it shall remain a separate county until the lands 
in the Osage Indian Reservation are allotted in severalty and until 
changed by the legislature of Oklahoma and designate the county seat 
thereof, and shall provide rules and regulations and define the manner 
of conducting the first election for officers in said county. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wyoming. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I rise to a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. By a reservation made at this time can a 
separate vote be taken on this amendment in the Senate? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment can be renewed 
in the Senate. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire to make that reservation. 

Mr. BURROWS. When the bill reaches the Senate, I desire 
a separate yote on the amendment I offered. 

Mr. FRYE. There is no need of reserving that right before 
the bill is in the Senate, It is a right which inheres. A Sena- 
tor can demand a separate vote on any amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair so understands. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as dmended. 

Mr. TELLER. I wish to renew the amendment in the Senate 
which I offered on behalf of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Banerx], which is to strike out the first, second, third, and 
fourth lines on page 6. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
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The Secretary. On page 6 of the bill strike out lines 1, 2, 3, 
and 4, in the following words: 
And shall not be changed therefrom previous to A. D. 1915, but said 


capital may, after said year, be locat permanently by the electors of 
said State at an election to be provided for by the 3 


So as to make the clause read: 

The capital of sai 
tn he ern Tatty e Ake tt the clty of uti 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Colorado. [Putting 
the question.] In the opinion of the Chair the ayes have it. 

Mr. LONG. On that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I ask unanimous consent that the 
8 tor 55 5 oe may explain the amendment, [Cries of 
+ Yo!” “ vo * 

Mr. GALLINGER. I object. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There is objection. The Chair will 
again put the question. 

Mr. HALE. Let us have the yeas and nays on it. 

The yeas and nays were ordered; and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. SCOTT (when his name was called). Mr. President, 
there is so much confusion I plead ignorance. Is the vote on 
striking out the four top lines on page 6? Is that the amend- 
ment? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That is the amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. I vote “ yea.” . 

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 39, nays 31, as follows: 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Pres] will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 5, line 24, after the word “ dele- 
gates,” it is proposed to strike out the period and insert a colon 
and the following words: 


Provided further, That in said Indian Territory and Indian 
Reservation, nominations for delegates to said constitutional conven- 


canvassing board, who shall perform the duties of election commis- 
sioner un said laws, and shall prepare, print, and distribute all 
ballots, poll books, and election supplies necessary for the holding of 
said election under said laws. — 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Washington [Mr. Pies], which has just 
been stated. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STONE obtained the floor. 

BURROWS. Mr. President, I now renew my amend- 
men 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Srone] has been recognized. 

Mr. STONE. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Missouri will be stated. 

The Secrerary. In section 2, on page 2, it is proposed to 
strike out the following words in lines 20, 21, and 22: . 


YEAS—39. governor, the chief justice, and the secretary of the Territory of 
j. —* ieee Rayner Oklahoma. 
ackburn azier artin tt 1 5 
Carter Fulton Millard 8 And in lieu thereof to insert: 
Clark, Mont. Gearin Morgan Spooner President shall appoint an election board, to be composed of three 
Clark, Wyo Hale Newlands Stone citizens of the Territory of Oklahoma, not more than two of whom 
Cla Hansbrough Nixon Sutherland shall be of the same political party, who shall take an oath to support 
Catbereda La Follette Overman Tallaferro the Constitution of the United States and faithfully discharge their 
Daniel Latimer Patterson Teller several duties as members of said board, and who shall meet at such 
McCreary Perkins Tillman time and place as the President shall designate and or; by electin 
Foraker McCumber Pettus 2 W membership a chairman and secretary of the board; an 
su ard. 
be Ma The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the amend- 
a r Clapp per nea ment? 
ee Crane emen wa: nrose 
‘Allison Callom Heybarn y Piles Mr. GALLINGER. There is objection, Mr. President. 8 
Anken ap roctor The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question, then, is on agree 
. Bellſver Kaon a to the amendment, which has just been stated. 
Bulkeley orp, Lodge Wetmore The amendment was rejected. 
Burnham G r Long The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
NOT VOTING—19, SToxeE] has proposed further amendments, which will be stated. 
ae t 8 Flint Mereuta Mr. STONE. If the amendment which has been read has 
Sa Clarke, Ark. 1 Plate been disagreed to, I will withdraw the remainder of the amend- 
Burkett Depew Kittredge Warren ments. 
Burrows Elkins McEnery The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendments are withdrawn. 


So Mr. Terrer’s amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. President, I now ask for a vote on 
my amendment. 

Mr. PILES. I renew my amendments to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. FORAKER, They have been agreed to, I understand; 
and if so, they do not have to be yoted upon again. 

Mr. PILES. Very well. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Washington has 
proposed certain amendments which will now be stated. 

Mr. PILES. I did not understand that they were agreed to. 

Mr. FORAKER. Were not those amendments agreed to, Mr. 
President? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Some amendments proposed by the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Pres] have been agreed to, but 
the amendments of the Senator to the committee amendments 
which had been agreed to were decided out of order by the 
Chair, but they are now in order, the bill being in the Senate. 
They will be stated. ` i 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed by. Mr. Ps, on page 5, sec- 
tion 2, line 12, in the amendment of the committee, after the 
word “ election,” to insert: 


Mr. BURROWS. I now renew my amendment, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Michigan pro- 
poses an amendment, which will be stated. 
The SECRETARY. It is proposed to strike out, beginning with 
section 23, on page 28, the remainder of the bill, as follows: 


Sec. 23. That within thirty days after the approval of this act the 
governors of the Territories of New Mexico and Arizona, respectively, 
shall each by proclamation order a special election to be held on the 
twelfth Tuesday after the approval of this act. Said elections shall 
be conducted in all respects, including the 8 and registra- 
tion of voters, and the result ascertained and certified as near as prac- 
ticable in accordance with the laws of said Territories, respectively, 
— the election of a Delegate in Con s. The sole question ta 

submitted to the electors of each of said Territories at such jal 
election shall be stated on the ballot in substance and form as follows: 


“Shall Arizona and New Mexico be united to form one State?” 


| Yes. 7 | | No. 

Electors desiring to answer in the affirmative shall place a cross 
mark in the square to the left of the word “ Yes,” and those desiring 
to answer in the negative shall place a cross mark in the square to 
the left of the word “No” in the form above prescribed. he gov- 
ernors of the ve Territories shall certify and transmit, as soon 
as may be practicable, the results of said election each to the other 
and likewise to the Secretary of the Interior, and if it sppeaza from 

returns thus certified that a majority of the electors each of 

said Territories who voted at such special election voted in favor of the 
union of New Mexico and Arizona as one State, then, and not other- 
and deliver the same to the canv: wise, the inhabitants of that of the area of the United States now 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Prres] will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 5, line 18, after the word “ cast,” it 
is proposed to insert to the election commissioner for said dis- 
trict, who shall deliver said returns, poll books, and ballots.” 


such special election shall ap by such certified returns to have 


eff 
Sec. 24. That all qualified electors of sald Territories, respectively, 
as described in this act, are hereby authorized to vote for and choose 
delegates to form a convention for said Territories; such delegates 
possess the qualifications of such electors. The aforesaid conven ; 
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tion shall consist of 110 delegates, 66 of which delegates shall be 
elected to said convention by the people of the Territory of New Mexico 
and 44 by the people of the Territory of Arizona; and the governors, 
chief justices, and secretaries of each of said Territories, respectively, 
shall apportion the delegates to be thus elected from their respective 
Territories, as nearly as may be, equitably among the several counties 
thereof in accordance with the population; and such governors, re- 
spectively, shall, within one hun and twenty days after the 
approval of this act by the President of the United States, by proclama- 

on, in which such apportionment shall be fully specified and an- 
nounced, order an election of the delegates aforesaid in their respective 
Territories, to be held on the tenth Tuesday after the issue of the 
roclamation aforesaid; and the proper officials, as now provided by 
aw in each of said Territories, respectively, shall immediately upon 
the issuance of such proclamations make, or cause to be made, as the 
case may be, in time for the election, a supplemental or general regis- 
tration, as may be necessary, of the male citizens of the United States 
over the age of 21 years who shall haye resided in said Territories, 
respectively, for six months, in the county for ninety days, and in the 
precinct, ward, or election district where they are to vote ent 18 
next BF eee the date fixed for said election, whose names shall 
placed upon or added to the great ters, or registration lists, as the 
case may be, exhibiting the names of the qualified voters of said Terri- 
tories, respectively. nd the persons so qualified shall be entitled to 
be so registered and to vote for delegates to the constitutional con- 
vention. Such election for delegates shall be conducted, the returns 
made, and the certificates of persons elected to such conyention issued, 
as near as may be, in the same manner as is prescribed by the laws of 
said Territories, respectively, regulating elections therein of members 
of the legislature, save that not more than two jud of each of the 
election boards holding elections under this act shall be of the same 
political party: Provided, That the secretary, or other oe officer, 
of the Territory of Arizona, into whose hands the result of said election 
in the Territory of Arizona finally comes, shall immediately transmit 
and certify the same to the secretary of the Territory of New Mexico, 
at Santa Fe. Persons possessing the qualifications entitling them to 
vote for delegates to the constitutional convention under this act shall 
be entitled to vote on the ratification or rejection of the constitution 
submitted to the 3 of said Territories hereunder, and on the elec- 
tion of all officials whose election is taking place at the same time, 
under such rules or regulations as said convention wey prescribe, not in 
conflict with this act: Provided, That said registration lists shall an- 
swer for both or all such elections. 

Sec. 25. That the delegates to the convention thus elected shall 
meet in the hall of the house of representatives of the Territory of New 
Mexico, in the city of Santa Fe therein, on the fifth Monday after their 
election, but they shall not receive compensation for more than sixty 
days of service, and after organization shall declare on behalf of the 
peoplè of said proposed State that they adopt the Constitution of 
he United States, whereupon the said convention shall be, and is 
hereby, authorized to form a constitution and State government for 
said proposed State. The constitution shall be republican in form, 
and make no distinction in civil or political rights on account of race 
or color, except as to Indians not taxed, and shall not be Ape A 
to the Constitution of the United States and the principles of the 
Declaration of Independence. And said convention shall provide, by 
ordinance irrevocable without the consent of the United States and 
the people of said State— 

First. That perfect toleration of religious sentiment shall be secured, 
and that no inhabitant of said State shall ever be molested in person 
or propery on account of or her mode of religious worship; and 
that polygamous or plural marriages and the sale, barter, or giving 
of intoxicating liquors to Indians are forever prohibited. 

Second. That the people inhabiting said proposed State do agree 
and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title to the unap- 
propriated and ungranted public lands lying within the boundaries 
thereof and to all lands lying within said limits owned or held by an 
Indian or Indian tribes, except as hereinafter provided, and that until 
the title thereto shall have been extinguished by the United States 
the same shall be and remain subject to the disposition of the United 
States, and such Indian lands shall remain under the absolute juris- 
diction and control of the Congress of the United States; that the 
lands and other roperty belonging to citizens of the United States 
residing without the said State shall never be taxed at a higher rate 
than e lands and other property belonging to residents thereof; 
that no taxes shall be aped by the State on lands or property therein 
belonging to or which may hereafter be purchased by the United States 
or reserved for its use; but nothing herein, or in the ordinance 
herein provided for, shall preclude the said State from taxing, as other 
lands and other property are taxed, any lands and other property 
owned or held by any Indian who has severed his tribal relations and 
has obtained from the United States or from any person a title 
thereto by patent or other grant, save and except such lands as have 
been or may be granted to any Indian or Indians under any act of 
Congress containing a provision exempting the lands thus granted 
from taxation, but said ordinance shall provide that all such lands shall 
be exempt from taxation by said State so long and to such extent as 
such act of Congress may prescribe. 

Third. That the debts and liabilities of sald Territory of Arizona 
and of said Territory of New Mexico shall be assumed and paid by said 
State, and that sald State shall be subrogated to all the rights of in- 
demnity and reimbursement which either of said Territories now has. 

Fourth, That provision shall be made for the establishment and main- 
tenance of a system of public schools, which shall be open to all the 
children of said State and free from sectarian control; and that said 
schoo!s shall always be conducted in English: Provided, That nothing 
in kom act shall preclude the teaching of other languages in said public 
schools. 

Fifth. That said State shall never enact any law restricting or abridg- 
ing the right of sufrage on account of race, color, or previous condition 
of seryitude. and that ability to read, write, and speak the English 
language sufficiently well to conduct the duties of the office without the 
aid of an interpreter shall be a necessary qualification for all State 
officers, 

Sixth. No person shall be permitted to vote, serve as a juror, or hold 
any civil office who is 3 idiotic, or insane, or who 
has, at any place, been convicted of treason, felony, embezzlement of the 
public funds, bartering or selling or offering to barter or sell his vote, 
or purchasing or offering to purchase the vote of another, or other in- 
famous crime, and who has not been restored to the rights of citizen- 
ship, or who, at the time of such election, is confined in prison on con- 
viction of a criminal offense; or who is a bigamist or po Fare or is 
living in what is known as patriarchal, plural, or celestial marriage, or 
in violation of any law of this State or the United States forbidding 


any such crime, or who in any manner teaches, advises, counsels, aids, 
or encourages any person to enter into bigamy, polygamy, or such patri- 
archal, plural, or celestial marriage, or to live in violation of any such 
law, or to commit any such crime; or who is a member of or contributes 
to the support, aid, or encouragement of any order, organization, asso- 
ciation, corporation, or society which teaches, advises, counsels, en- 
courages, or aids any person to enter into bigamy, polygamy, or such 
patriarchal or plural marriage, or who teaches or advises that the laws 
o Mig maD prescribing rules of civil conduct are not the supreme law 
e State. 

Seventh. The legislature may prescribe qualifications, limitatio; 
and conditions for the right of suffrage additional to those prescri 
in this article, but shall never annul any of the provisions in this ar- 
ticle contained. 

Sixth. That the capital of said State shall temporarily be at the elty 
of Santa Fe, in the present Territory of New Mexico, and shall not be 
changed therefrom previous to A. D. 1915, but the permanent location 
of said capital may, after said year, be fixed by the electors of said 
State, voting at an election to be provided for by the legislature. 

Sec, 26. That in case a constitution and State government shall be 
formed in compliance with the provisions of this act, the convention 
forming the same shall provide by ordinance for submitting said con- 
stitution to the people of said proposed State for its ratification or re- 
jection at an election to be held at a time fixed in said ordinance, 
which shall not be less than sixty days nor more than six months from 
the adjournment of the convention, at which election the qualified 
voters of said proposed State shall vote directly for or against the pro- 
posed constitution and for or against any provisions thereof separately 
submitted. The returns of said election shall be made by the election 
officers direct to the secretary of the Territory of New Mexico at Santa 
Fe; who, with the governors and chief justices of said Territories, or any 
four of them, shall meet at said city of Santa Fe on the third Monday 
after said election and shall canvass the same; and if a majority of the 
legal votes cast on that question shall be for the constitution the said 
canvassing board shall certify the result to the President of the United 
States, together with the statement of the votes cast thereon, and upon 
separate articles or propositions, and a copy of said constitution, arti- 
cles, propositions, and ordinances. And if the constitution and govern- 
ment of said proposed State are republican in form, and if the pro- 
visions in this act have been complied with in the formation thereof, 
it shall be the duty of the President of the United States, within 
twenty days from the receipt of the certificate of the result of said 
election and the statement of the votes cast thereon and a cony or said 
constitution, articles, propositions, and ordinances from said board, to 
issue his proclamation announcing the result of said election, and there- 
upon the proposed State shall be deemed admitted by Congress into the 
Union, under and by virtue of this act, under the name of Arizona, on 
an equal footing with the original States, from and after the date of 
said proclamation. 

The original of said constitution, articles, propositions; and ordi- 
nances, and the election returns, and a copy. 0 e statement of the 
votes cast at sald election, shall be forwarded and turned over by the 
secretary of the Territory of New Mexico to the State authorities. 

Sec. 27. That until the next general census, or until otherwise pro- 
vided by law, said State shall be entitled to two Pepret tiras in the 
House òf Representatives of the United States, which Representatives, 
together with the governor and other officers provided for in said con- 
stitution, and also all other State and county officers, shall be elected 
on the same day of the election for the adoption of the constitution; 
and until said State officers are elected an ualified under the pro- 
visions of the constitution, and the State is admitted into the Union, 
the Territorial officers of said Territories, an sige A shall continue 
to discharge the duties of their respective offices in sa d Territories. 

Sec. 28. That upon the admission of said State into the Union there 
is hereby granted unto it, including the sections thereof heretofore 
granted, four sections of public land in each township in the pro; 
State for the support of free public nonsectarlan common schools, to 
wit: Sections Nos. 13, 16, 33, and 36, and where such sections or 
any parts thereof have been sold or otherwise disposed of by or under 
the authority of any act of Congress other lands equivalent thereto, in 
legal subdivisions of not less than one quarter section and as contig- 
uous as may be to the section in lieu of which the same is taken; such 
indemnity lands to be selected within said 8 portions of said 
State in the manner provided in this act: Pro d, That the thirteenth, 
sixteenth, thirty-third, and thirty-sixth sections embraced in permanent 
reservations for national 3 shall not at any time be subject to the 
grants nor to the indemnity provisions of this act, but other lands equiv- 
alent thereto may be selected for such school purposes in lieu thereof; nor 
shall any lands embraced in Indian, military, or other reservations of any 
character be subject to the grants of this act, but such reservation lands 
shall be subject to the indemnity provision of this act: Provided, That 
nothing in this act contained shall repeal or affect any act of Congress 
relating to the Casa Grande Ruin as now defined or as may be here- 
after defined or extended, or the power of the United States over it, or 
any other lands embraced in the State hereafter set aside by Congress 
as a national park, game preserve, or for the preservation of objects of 
archeological or ethnological interest; and tee contained in this 
act shall interfere with the rights and ownership of the United States 
in any land hereafter set aside by Congress as national park, game pre- 
serve, or other reservation, or in the said Casa Grande Ruin as it now 
is or may be hereafter defined or extended by law, but exclusive legis- 
lation, in all cases whatsoever, shall be exercised by the United States, 
which shall have exclusive control and jurisdiction over the same; t 
nothing in this proviso contained shall be construed to prevent the 
service within said Casa Grande Ruin, or national parks, game pre- 
serves, and other reservations hereafter established by law, of civil and 
criminal processes lawfully issued by the authority of said State; and 
said lands shall not be subject at any time to the school grants of this 
act that may be embraced within the metes and bounds of the national 
park, game preserve, and other reservation, or the said Casa Grande 
Ruin, as now defined or may be hereafter defined; but other lands 
equivalent thereto wey be selected for such school purposes hereinbe- 
fore provided in lieu thereof. 

Sec. 29. That 300 sections of the ope en er nonmineral public 
lands within said State, to be selected and located in legal subdivisions, 
as provided in this act, are hereby granted to said State for the pur- 
pose of erecting legislative, executive, and judicial public buildings in 
the same, and for the payment of the bonds heretofore or hereafter is- 
sued therefor. 

Src. 30. That the lands granted to the Territory of Arizona by the 
act of February 18, 1881, entitled “An act to nt lands to Dakota, 
Montana, Arizona, Idaho, and Wyoming for university purposes,” are 
hereby vested in the proposed State to the extent of the quantity 
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of 75 sections, and an. 
selected by said Territory of Arizona may be selected 
State. In addition to the foregoing, and in addition to all ds he 


portion of said lands that may not have been 
the said 
re- 
tofore granted for such purpose, there shall be, and hereby is, granted 
to said State, to take effect when the same is admitted to the Unio’ 
300 sections of land, to be selected from the public domain within sai 
State in the same manner as provided in this act, and the proceeds of 
all such lands shall constitute a manent fund, to be safely invested 
and held by said State, and the income thereof be used exclusively for 
university purposes. The schools, colleges, and universities 
for in this act shall forever re under exclusive contro 
said State, and no part of the op aoe the sale or dis- 
posal of any lands herein granted for ed nal purposes shall be 
used for the support of any sectarian or denominational school, college, 
or university. 

Sec. 31. That nothing in this act shall be so construed, except where 
the same is so specifically stated, as to repeal an t of hereto- 
fore made by any act of Congress to either of said Territories, but such 
grants are hereby ratified and confirmed in and to said State, and all 
of the land that may pn at the time of the admission of said State into 
the Union, have been selected and blic domain, 
may be so selected and segregated in manner provided in this act. 

Sec. 32, That 5 per cent of the proceeds of the sales of publie lands 
lying within said States which sh be sold by the United States subse- 

uent to the admission of said State into the Pnlon, after deducting all 

e expenses incident to the same, shall be paid to the said State to be 
used as a permanent fund, the interest of which only shall be nded 
for the support of the common schools within said State. And re is 
hereby appropriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $5, 000 for the use and benefit of the com- 
mon schools of said State, Said app: riation shall be paid by the 
Treasurer of the United States at suc me and to such person or per- 
sons as may be authorized by said State to receive the same under laws 
to be enacted by said State, and until said State shall enact such laws 
shail be held inviclable and invested hy anid Bag in test. for the aso 

e violable an v ‘or the use 
and benefit of said schools. z * ~ 

Sec. 33. That all lands herein granted for educational 
be appraised and disposed of only at public sale, the p to con- 
stitute a permanent school fu the income from which only shall be 
expended in the support of sald schools. But said lands may, under 
such regulations as the legislature shall prescribe, be leased for periods 
of not more than ten years, and such common school land shall not be 
subject to preemption, homestead entry, or any other entry under the 
land laws of the United States, whe surveyed or unsurveyed, but 
shall be reserved for school purposes only. 

Sec. 34. That in lieu of the t of land for purposes of internal 
improvement made to new States by the eighth section of the act of 
September 4, 1841, which section is hereby repealed as to the proposed 
State, and in lieu of any claim or deman the said State under the 
act of September 28, 1850, and section 2479 of the Revised Statutes, 
making a grant of swamp and overflowed lands to certain States, which 
pant t is hereby declared is not extended to the said State, and in 
ien of any grant of saline lands to said State, save as heretofore made, 
the 3 grants of land from public lands of the United States 
within said State are hereby made, to wit: 

For the establishment and maintenance and support of insane 
asylums in the said State, 200,000 acres; for penitentiari 200,000 
acres; for schools for the deaf, dumb, and the blind, 200, acres ; 
for miners’ ye geo for disabled miners, 100,000 acres; for normal 
schools, 200, acres; for State charitable, penal, and reformatory 
institutions, 200,000 acres; for agricultural and mechanical colleges, 

00,000 acres: Provided, That the two national appropriations hereto- 
fore annually paid to the two Sgr ge and mechanical colleges of 
said Territories, respectively, shall, until the further order of Congress, 
continue to be paid to said State for the use of said respective institu- 
tions; for schools of mines, 200,000 acres; for military institutes, 


rovided 


may 


200,000 acres. 
nc. 85. That all lands granted in quantity or as 8 we this 
act shall be selected, under the di ion of the Secretary o e In- 


terior, from the unappropriated public lands of the United States 
within the limits of the said State, by a commission composed of the 
governor, surveyor-general, and cag oP caer of said State; and no 
fees shall be charged for passing the to the same or for the pre- 
liminary proceedings thereof. 


Sec. 36. That all mineral lands shall be the grants 
made by this act; but if any portion be found by the 
Department of the Interior to be mineral | said S by the Com- 
mission pro for in section 35, under the ection of the 5 
of the Interior, is hereby authorized and empowered to select, in 1 


ega. 
subdivisions, an equal quantity of other unappropriated lands in said 
State in Heu thereof. 

Spc. 37. That the said State, when admitted as aforesaid, shall con- 
stitute two judicial districts, to be named, vely, the eastern 
and western districts of Arizona, the boundaries of said districts to be 
the same as the boundaries of said Territories, respectively, and the 
circuit and district court of said districts shall be held, respectively, at 
nd Phoenix for the time being, and the said districts 


who 


The 

et courts for said districts, and the judges thereof, tively, shall 
possess the same powers and jurisdiction and perform ae same duties 
required to be performed by the other circuit and ct courts and judges 
of the United States, and shall be governed the same laws and regu- 
lations. The marshal, district attorney, and clerks of the circuit and 
district courts of said districts, and all other officers and persons per- 
forming duties in the administration of goa therein, shall severally 
possess the powers and orm the duties lawfully ee and 
required to be performed by similar officers in other districts of the 


United States, and shall, for the services they may BF eign receive 
the fees and compensation now allowed by law to officers performin; 
services for the United States in the tories of Arizona and 


New Mexico, respectively. 


Sec. 38. That all cases of spoon or writ of error heretofore prose- 
cuted and now pending in the Supreme Court of the United States v 

any record from the supreme court of either of said Territories, or that 
may hereafter lawfully be 8 upon any record from said cou 

may be heard and de ed by said Supreme Court of the Uni 

States. And the mandate of execution or of further proceedings shall 
be directed by the Supreme Court of the United States to the circuit 
or district courts, respectively, hereby established within the said State 
or to the supreme court of such State, as the nature of the case my re- 
quire. And the circuit, district, and State courts herein named shall, 
res iy, be the successors of the supreme courts of the said Terri- 
to: as to all such cases arising within the limits embraced within 
the jurisdiction of such courts, respectively, with full power to proceed 
with the same and award mesne or final process therein; and that from 
all judgments and decrees of the supreme courts of the said Territories 
mentioned in this act, in any case arising within the timits of the pro- 
posed State prior to admission, the parties to such judgment shall have 
the same right to prosecute appeals and writs of error to the Supreme 
Court of the United States or to the circuit court of pps as they 
ap have bad by law prior to the admission of said State into the 

on. 2 

Sec. 39. That in respect to all cases, proceedin and matters now 
pending in the supreme or district courts of the said Territories at the 
time of the admission into the Union of the said State, and arising 
within the limits of such State, whereof the circuit or district courts by 
this act established might bave had jurisdiction under the laws of the 
United States had such courts existed at the time of the commencement 
of such cases, the said circuit and district courts, respectively, shall be 
the successors of said supreme and district courts of said Territories, 
respectively; and in respect to all other co agar roceedings, and mat- 
ters pending in the supreme or district courts o said Territories at 
the time of the admission of such Territories into the Union, arising 
within the limits of said State, the courts established by such State 
shall, respectively, be the successors of said supreme and district Ter- 
ritorial courts; and all the fil reco! indictments, and 3 
relating to any such cases tr: erred to such circuit, district, 
and State courts, respectively, and the same shall be proceeded with 
thereln in due course of law; but no writ, action, indictment, cause, or 
proceeding now pending, or that Wee to the admission of the State 
Shall be pending, in any Territorial court in said Territories shall abate 
by the admission of such State into the Union, but the same shall be 
transferred and p ed with in the proper United States circuit, dis- 
trict, or State court, as the case may : Provided, however, That in 
all civil actions, causes, and proceedings in which the United States is 
not a party transfers shall not be made to the circuit and district 
courts of the.United States except upon cause shown by written request 
of one of the parties to such action or 1 filed in the proper 
court; and in The absence of such request such cases shall be pro ed 
with in the proper State courts. 

Sec. 40. That the constitutional convention shall by ordinance 1 
vide for the election of officers for a full State government, including 
members of the legislature and two Representatives in Con „ at the 
time for the election for the ratification or rejection of the constitution, 
one of which Representatives shall be chosen from a Con onal dis- 
trict comprised of the present Territory of Arizona, to be 
First Congressional district, and the other from a Congressional dis- 
trict comprised of the remainder of said State, to be known as the Sec- 
ond Congressional district; but the said State government shall remain 
in abeyance until the State shall be admitted into the Union as pro- 
peers y this act. In case the constitution of said State shall be rati- 

ed by a majority of the legal voters of said Territories voting at the 
election held therefor as hereinbefore provided, but not otherwise, the 
legislature thereof may assemble at Santa Fe, organize, and elect two 
Senators of the United States in the manner now prescribed by the laws 
of the United States; and the governor and secretary of state of the 
proposed State shall certify the election of the Senators and Represent- 
atives in the manner prescribed by law, and when such State is admitted 
into the Union, as provided in this act, the Senators and Representa- 
tives shall be entitled to be admitted to seats in Congress and to all 
rights and privileges of Senators and resentatives of other States 
in the Congress of the United States; and the officers of the State gov- 
ernment formed in pursuance of said constitution, as provided by the 
constitutional convention, shall proceed to exercise all the functions 
of State officers; and all laws of said Territories in force at the time 
of their admission into the Union shall be in force in the respective 
portions of said State until 3 by the legislature of said State, 
except as modified or changed by this act or by the constitution of the 
State; and the laws of the United States shall have the same force and 
effect within the said States as elsewhere within the United States. 

Sec. 41. That the sum of $150,000, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, is hereby 8 out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise — 4 75 riated, for defraying all and every kind and char- 

ncident to the elections and conventions provided for 


of all proper and necessary expenses, officers, clerks, and messengers 
thereof, 


Territories, as ma; 
Secretary of the 
meaning of this act. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Is the bill still in Committee of the 
Whole, Mr. President, or is it in the Senate? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill is in the Senate. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Bun- 
Rows]. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 


Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called), I am puired 
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with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE], but I 
transfer that pair to the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. CAR- 
mack], who is absent, and vote. I vote “yea.” 

The roll call haying been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 37, nays 35, as follows: 


YEAS—37. 
er Dubois McCrea Scott 
ered Flint Mallory Simmons 
Blackburn Foraker Martin Spooner 
Bulkeley Foster Morgan Stone 
Burrows Frazier Newlands Taliaferro 
Carter Gallinger Overman Teller 
Clark, Mont, Gearin Patterson Tillman 
8 Hansbrough Perkins 
Culberson Heyburn Pettus 
Daniel Latimer Rayner 
NAYS—35. 
‘Allee Cullom Hopkins Nixon 
Allison Dick Kean Penrose 
Ankeny Dillingham Ox Piles 
Beveridge Dolliver La Follette Proctor 
Brandegee den ge - Smoot 
Burnham Fulton ng Sutherland 
Clap Gamble McCumber Warner 
Clark, Wyo. Hale Millard Wetmore 
Crane Hemenway Nelson 
NOT VOTING—17. 
‘Aldrich Carmack Gorman Platt 
Bailey Clarke, Ark, Kittredge Warren 
Berry Depew MeEner. 
Burkett Elkins MeLaur 
Burton Frye Money 


So Mr. Burrows’s amendment was agreed to. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. If there be no further amend- 
ments, the question is on concurring in the amendments made 
as in Committee on the Whole and such amendments as have 
been amended in the Senate. 

The amendments made as in Committee of the Whole were 
concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 

read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to enable the 
people of Oklahoma and of the Indian Territory to form a con- 
stitution and State government and be admitted into the Union 
on an equal footing with the original States.” 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. TILLMAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 


Mr. ALLISON. I ask the Senator from South Carolina if it 
is his purpose to take up the rate bill for consideration to- 
morrow? It is now the unfinished business. 

Mr. TILLMAN, I should prefer not, because we have all 
been under a strain, and I am especially under a strain, and 
would like to get a little opportunity to do something else be- 
sides attend the sessions of the Senate. 

Mr. ALLISON. I only desired to know the wishes of the 
Senator in that regard. In view of his statement, I move that 
when the Senate adjourn to-day, it be to meet on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o’clock 
and 45 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, 
March 12, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 9, 1906. 
ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF TERRITORIAL SUPREME COURT. 


Jobn L. Pancoast, of Oklahoma, to be associate justice of the 
Supreme court of the Territory of Oklahoma. (A reappoint- 
ment, his term expiring May 12, 1906.) 


SURVEY OR-GENERAL, 


Alpheus P. Hanson, of Wyoming, to be surveyor-general of 
Wyoming, his term having expired March 1. (Reappointment.) 


REGISTERS OF LAND OFFICE. 


George B. Robberts, of Oklahoma, to be register of the land 
office at Mangum, Okla., vice John A. Oliphant, removed. 

Andrew J. Ross, of Oklahoma, to be register of the land 
office at Alva, Okla., vice Albert R. Museller, term expired. 


RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 


George D. Orner, of Oklahoma, to be receiver of public 
moneys at Alva, Okla., vice Willis H. Cofield, whose term will 
expire April 16. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 


Col. William Stanton, United States Army, retired, to be 
placed on the retired list of the Army with the rank of briga- 
dier-general from March 7, 1906. 

Lieut. Col. Alexander Rodgers, Fifteenth Cavalry, to be colonel 
from March 7, 1906, vice Stanton, Sixth Cavalry, retired from 
active service. 

Maj. Francis H. Hardie, Thirteenth Cavalry, to be lieutenant- 
colonel from March 7, 1906, vice Rodgers, Fifteenth Cavalry, 
promoted. 

Capt. Joseph T. Dickman, Eighth Cavalry, to be major from 
March 7, 1906, vice Hardie, Thirteenth Cavalry, promoted. 

First Lieut. Reginald E. McNally, detailed in Signal Corps, to 
be captain of cavalry from March 7, 1906, vice Dickman, Highth 
Cavalry, promoted. 


APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY. 


Col. John W. Bubb, Twelfth Infantry, to be brigadier-general,. 
vice Miller, to be retired from active service. 

Lieut. Col. Lorenzo W. Cooke, Twenty-sixth Infantry, to be 
brigadier-general from March 9, 1906, vice Carr, retired from 
active service. 

Lieut. Col. Joseph M. Califf, Artillery Corps, to be brigadier- 
general, vice Cooke, to be retired from active service. 

Lieut. Col. Henry S. Turrill, deputy surgeon-general, to be 
brigadier-general, vice Califf, to be retired from active service. 

Lieut. Col. Crosby P. Miller, deputy quartermaster-general, to 
be brigadier-general, vice Turrill, to be retired from active 
service. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 9, 1906. 
PROMOTION IN THE REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 


Second Assistant Engineer Lorenzo Chase Farwell to be a 
first assistant engineer with the rank of second lieutenant in the 
Revenue-Cutter Service of the United States, to rank as such 
from February 21, 1906. 

POSTMASTERS. 
IOWA, 

Arthur E. Curry to be postmaster at Shelby, in the county of 
Shelby and State of Iowa. 

Lauren E. Hulse to be postmaster at Keota, in the county of 
Keokuk and State of Iowa. 

Alfred E. Kincaid to be postmaster at Walnut, in the county 
of Pottawattamie and State of Iowa. 

Ephraim G. Swift to be postmaster at State Center, in the 
county of Marshall and State of Iowa. 

Cornelius Van Zandt to be postmaster at Wilton Junction, 
in the county of Muscatine and: State of Iowa. 


NEW YORK. 
F. Bronner to be postmaster at Richfield Springs, in the 
county of Otsego and State of New York. 


John Dwyer to be postmaster at Sandy Hill, in the county of 
Washington and State of New York. 


NORTH CAROLINA. 


John W. C. Long to be postmaster at Statesville, in the county 

of Iredell and State of North Carolina. 
OHIO. 

William S. Cappeller to be postmaster at Mansfield, in the 
county of Richland and State of Ohio. 
. Charles E. Hard to be postmaster at Portsmouth, in the 
county of Scioto and State of Ohio. 

Jobn B. Strobel, to be postmaster at Ironton, in the county 
of Lawrence and State of Ohio. 


PENNSYLVANIA. 
George D. Bonfoey to be postmaster at Sayre, in the county 
of Bradford and State of Pennsylvania. 
Annie H. Leaf to be postmaster at Fort Washington, in the 
county of Montgomery and State of Pennsylvania, 
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MARCH 9, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Fnwar, March 9, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon, 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read, cor- 
rected, and approved. 
ADJOURNMENT OVER. 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that when the House ad- 
journ to-day it adjourn to meet on Monday next. 
The motion was agreed to. 


CARNEGIE FOUNDATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF TEACHING. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 13538) 
entitled “An act to incorporate the Carnegie foundation for the 
advancement of teaching,” with Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House concur in the Senate amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


HENRY HASTINGS. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 
6385) “An act granting an increase of pension to Henry Hast- 
ings,” with a Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment was read. 

Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


THOMAS J. MARTIN. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the bill (H. R. 
9944) “An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Martin,” with a Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment was read. 


Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House con- 


cur in the Senate amendment. 
The motion was agreed to. 


JAMES W. CALVERT. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the follow- 
ing Senate bill passed by the House and returned to the House 
on the request of the House, of which the Clerk will report the 
title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

An act (S. 143) granting an increase of pension to James W. 
Calvert. 5 

Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the vote be re- 
considered by which the House passed the Senate bill, and that 
the bill lie on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Hampshire moves 
that the vote whereby the House passed the Senate bill be re- 
considered, and that the bill lie on the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 


LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. LITTAUER, by direction of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, reported the bill (H. R. 16472) making appropriations for 
the legislative, executive, and judicial expenses of the Govern- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. FITZGERALD reserved all points of order. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
twice the usual number of copies of this bill and the accompany- 
ing report be printed. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks that 
twice the usual number of copies of the bill and report be 
printed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. LITTAUER. I am informed that there has been a large 
demand this morning, which will take up the usual number of 
copies from the document room. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand the gentleman reports the 
legislative bill to the House? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Yes; that is the bill I am talking about. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. To that I have no objection. What I wish 
to inquire is if anybody has reserved points of order? 

Mr. LITTAUER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrz- 
GERALD] has reserved points of order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, 
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THE INDIAHOMA UNION SIGNAL, 


Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, I submit the following 
privileged report, and ask for its adoption. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


House resolution No. 352. 


Resolved, That the Postmaster-General be, and he is hereby, directed 
to furnish to the House the following information, if not incompatible 
with the public interest: 

First. If a newspaper published at Shawnee, Okla., and known as 
“The Indiahoma Union Signal,” has been at any time admitted to the 
mails as second-class matter; and if so, when and for what length of 
ame the said publication was admitted to the mails as second-class 
matter. 

Second. If said newspaper, The Indiahoma Union Signal, has been 
excluded and denied admission to the mails as second-class matter ; if so 
when said rode ei was so denied admission to the mails as second 
class, and the facts upon which it was decided to exclude said news- 

per from the mails as second-class matter; and to furnish to the 

ouse the decision and order of the Post-Office Department excludin 
said newspaper, The Indiahoma Union Signal, from the mails as second- 
class- matter, and also the record in the Post-Office Department upon 
which such decision is based. 


Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, I think the report ought 
to be read. 

The SPEAKER. It will be read in the time of the gentle- 
man from Indiana, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Report on House resolution No. 352. 


The Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads has had under con- 
sideration House Resolution No. 352, seeking to direct the Postmaster- 
General to furnish the House of Representatives certain information 
with respect to the admission to the mail at second-class rates of the 

ublication entitled, The Indiahoma Union Signal,“ published at 

hawnee, Okla. 

The conditions upon which a publication shall be admitted to the 
second class under the act of March 3, 1879, and regulations of the 
Department in obedience to that statute, are as follows: 

First. It must regularly be issued at stated intervals, as frequently 
as nds usr a year, and bear a date of issue, and be numbered con- 
secutively. 

“ Second. It must be issued from a known office of publication. 

“Third. It must be formed of printed paper sheets, without board. 
cloth, leather, or other substantial binding, such as distinguish printed 
books for preservation from periodical publications. 

Fourth. It must be originated and published for the dissemination 
of information of a public character, or devoted to literature, the 
sciences, arts, or some special industry, and having a legitimate list 
of subscribers: Provided, however, That nothing herein contained shall 
be construed as to admit to the second-class rate regular publications 
designed primarily for advertising purposes, or for free circulation, or 
for circulation at nominal rates.” 

This statute, as well as the practice of the Department in passing 
upon the many problems relative to the admission of publications to the 
second-class privilege, has been construed and upheld by the courts. 

To establish a precedent of calling upon the Postmaster-General to 
furnish the House with a report upon each individual case which grows 
out of the execution of this statute would baat 8 enlarge the work 
of the Department and burden the records of Congress without servin 
any real advantage to the service. f the information were to be use 
by some committee of the House in connection with its consideration 
of some legislation affecting this general subject, or some flagrant abuse 
were known to have been committed, there would be some reason for 
Bes oars 3 the information. 

n the judgment of the committee neither one of these conditions 
exists in respect to the publication mentioned in the resolution, and 
the adoption of the resolution would only lend to the establishment of a 
precedent upon which might be predicated numerous other resolutions 
referring to numerous other instances, no one of which would have 
in itself sufficient merit to justify a departure from the usual practice in 
determining the case. 

The committee recommends that the resolution lie on the table. 


Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, I move that the resolu- 
tion do lie on the table. I merely wish to add that this is a 
unanimous report from the committee. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Indiana, that the resolution do lie on the table. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. OVERSTREET, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 

ALLOTMENT OF LANDS TO INDIANS. 


Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 11946) 
to amend section 6 of an act approved February 8, 1887, entitled 
“An act to provide for the allotment of lands in severalty to 
Indians on the yarious reservations and to extend the protection 
of the laws of the United States and the Territories over the 
Indians, and for other purposes,” which I send to the desk and 
ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 6 of an act approved February 8, 
1887, entitled “An act to provide for the allotment of lands in sev- 
eralty to Indians on the various reservations, and to extend the pro- 
tection of the laws of the United States and the Territories over the 
Indians, and for other purposes,” be amended to read as follows: 

* Sec. 6. That at the expiration of twenty-five years or thereafter, If 
the period has been extended by the President, and when the lands have 
been conveyed to the Indians by patent in fee, as provided in section 5 
of this act, then each and every allottee shall have the benefit of and 
be subject to the laws, both civil and criminal, of the State er Terri- 
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tory In which they may reside; and no Territory shall pass or enforce 
any law denying any such Indian within its jurisdiction the equal 
8 of the law. And every Indian born within the territorial 
imits of the United States to whom allotments shall have been made 
and who has received a patent in fee simple under the provisions of 
this act, or under any law or treaty, and every Indian born within the 
territorial limits of the United States who has voluntarily taken up 
within said limits his residence, separate and apart from any tribe of 
Indians therein, and has adopted the habits of civilized life, is hereby 
declared to be a citizen of the United States, and is entitled to all the 
rights, privileges, and immunities of such citi: whether said Indian 
has. been or not, by birth or otherwise, a member of any tribe of Indians 
within the territorial limits of the United States without in any manner 
impairing or otherwise affecting the iy of any such Indian to tribal 
or other property: Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in 
his discretion, and he is hereby authorized, whenever he shall be satis- 
fied that any Indian allottee is competent and capable of managing his 
or her affairs, at any time cause to be issued to such allottee a patent 
in fee simple, and thereafter.all restrictions as to sale, incumbrance, or 
taxation of sald land shall be removed.” 
With the following amendments: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out“ twenty-five years or.“ 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “thereafter, if the period has been ex- 
tended by the President.” 

Page 2, line 2, before the word “ and" insert “ the trust period.” 

At the end of the bill add: “Provided further, That until the issuance 
of fee simple patents all allottees to whom trust patents shall hereafter 
pe Sant shall be subject to the exclusive jurisdiction of the United 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the 
gentleman from South Dakota if the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs has reported this bill; and if not, what committee did it 
come from? z 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say 
that the Committee on Indian Affairs has made a unanimous 
report on this bill, and it has the favorable report of the De- 
partment. It provides, first, to change the present Indian allot- 
ment law, so that an Indian when he takes an allotment does 
not become a citizen until he gets a fee simple patent. It also 
provides that the Secretary of the Interior may grant a fee 
simple patent when, after inyestigation, he becomes satisfied that 
the Indian has reached such a state of advancement and civili- 
zation that he is capable of managing his own affairs, and the 
gentleman fom Texas [Mr. STEPHENS] will recall that yester- 
day this matter was discussed in explanation of why there were 
so many of these individual cases in the Indian appropriation 
bill. The practice of the committee has been to put in such 
cases as might be recommended by the Department, and only 
such cases, and my recollection is that this provision was in one 
or more appropriation bills and passed the House at the last 
session, but that it went out in the Senate. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is the gentleman aware of the 
fact that the present Secretary of the Interior is holding up 
numerous applications for patents at the present time and is 
not issuing them, no demands having been made, and the allot- 
tees are entitled to them, and does he not think this might re- 
sult in indefinitely preventing these people from becoming citi- 
zens of the State in which they live if the bill is passed? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I think not, Mr. Speaker; 
and as I indicated to the gentleman yesterday, I think the origi- 
nal allotment law did not contemplate that citizenship would go 
with the mere allotment of land. Of course this bill will not 
affect the status of any Indian allottee who has taken an allot- 
ment prior to this time. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The gentleman will admit it af- 
fects his citizenship. He can not become a citizen until the 
Secretary of the Interior will permit him to become a citizen by 
issuing to him a patent, 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It does not affect the status 
as to citizenship of Indians who have taken allotments previous 
to the time when this becomes a law. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, Then what reason have you that 
this should become a law? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. For this reason: Take it in 
my State, for instance, the Indians that have not yet received 
allotments and to whom allotments are now being made are 
the Indians in the remote portions and reservations that are 
commonly known as “ blanket Indians,” and they do not possess 
one single qualification entitling them to citizenship, and yet it 
is desirable that the lands be allotted to them. If citizenship 
goes with allotment, then I do not think there will be any allot- 
ment to any such Indians in the future. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I would like to make an inquiry. This 
bill, if I understand it correctly, makes two changes in the pres- 
ent law. First, it gives to the Secretary of the Interior power 
to issue patents, regardless of the twenty-five-year restriction, 
whenever he deems it proper. < 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. And, secondly, it changes the law so 


that the mere allotment of land to an Indian does not confer 
citizenship upon him. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It leaves him subject only to 
the jurisdiction of the United States until he gets his fee simple 
patent. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Are those the only two changes? 

Mr, BURKE of South Dakota. Those are the only changes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Under the law as it now stands the 
Secretary of the Interior does not have authority to issue fee 
simple patents to Indians whom he may conclude are entitled 
to them? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That is true. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And if this bill should become a law 
Congress would still haye the power to issue patents in special 
cases notwithstanding the authority conferred upon the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Congress would certainly 
have that power. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I observed in the Indian appropriation 
bill that was up for consideration yesterday a number of pages 
of authority granted to the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
patents to numerous Indians. Those provisions occupied sev- 
eral pages in the bill, and it struck me that this kind of a law 
ought to be enacted in order to avoid the necessity of Congres- 
sional action in relation to these several cases. I suppose the 
recommendation of the Committee on Indian Affairs is guided 
almost entirely by the recommendations of the Interior Depart- 
ment? ù 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Entirely so; and all such 
provisions as appear in the Indian appropriation bill might go 
out on a point of order. Now I yield to the gentleman from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I just came into the House 
and did not hear the discussion on the bill. As I understand it, 
at the present time all Indian patents are issued with a non- 
alienation clause, and that for the time within which the lands 
are not alienable the Indians, under this bill, would not become 
citizens. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Not Indians who may take 
allotments after the passage of this act. It does not affect the 
status of any Indian who has taken an allotment when it has 
been approved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. MONDELL. However, it will give the Secretary of the 
Interior power to withhold indefinitely final patents in fee sim- 
ple and enable him to deprive them of citizenship. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Not at all. Mr. Speaker, be- 
cause of the absence of this change in the law they can not ob- 
tain a fee simple patent until the expiration of twenty-five years 
and unless Congress by special act grants them that privilege. 
The practice has been that in such cases we have granted the 
privilege on the recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. MONDELL. Under existing law, Mr. Speaker, the In- 
dian becomes a citizen, as interpreted by the court, when he 
receives his allotment. I believe I am correct in that statement. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That is the holding in the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the case of Heff. 

Mr. MONDELL. Now, under this legislation the Indian re- 
mains the ward of the Government for twenty-five years after 
he takes his allotment, unless in the meantime the Secretary 
of the Interior sees fit to make him a citizen by granting him a 
patent in fee simple. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Except that Congress may 
grant that privilege if it sees fit. 

Mr. CURTIS. And, further, the agreement might provide 
that the title should become absolute or a fee simple title should 
pass, say, in ten years. 

Mr. MONDELL. Yes; but—— 

Mr. CURTIS. The main advantage of this bill is that under 
existing law the Supreme Court has held that after a patent 
has issued (the court said the word “ patent” was not happily 
chosen to express the thought which, it is clear, all parts of the 
section being considered, Congress intended to express), not- 
withstanding the Indian does not secure a title in fee for 
twenty-five years, he becomes a citizen of the United States, and 
that the State courts baye full jurisdiction over him, but not 
over his property. They can not assess and tax the lands, nor 
can a State enact a law which will prevent the Government, at 
the time agreed, conveying the allottee the land in fee. Now, 
this bill, if enacted, will leave him under the control of the Gov- 
ernment until he secures a patent conveying the fee, whether he 
gets it under an agreement or whether it is issued to him under 
the law by the Secretary of the Interior. The Supreme Court 
held that the Indians to whom allotments were made under the 
act of 1887 were still wards of the nation, in a condition of pu- 
pilage or dependency. 
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Mr. MONDELL. In other words, Mr. Speaker, this legisla- 
tion retains the Indian in his condition as a ward of the nation 
without rights of citizenship for twenty-five years after he re- 
ceives his allotment. Whereas under present conditions he 
becomes a citizen upon receiving his allotment. Is not that a 
fair statement of the situation? 

Mr. CURTIS. That is true, unless, as I said a moment ago, 
the agreement provides that the fee should pass in a shorter 
time. 

Mr. MONDELL. If there is some special provision in a par- 
ticular piece of legislation. Generally this puts off for twenty- 
five years the time in which an Indian may become a citizen of 
the United States. 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, sir—that is, by the mere taking of an 
allotment. 7 

Mr. MONDELL. I understand. 

Mr. CURTIS. He may become a citizen of the United States 
any minute he desires by leaving the reservation and taking up 
a residence apart from any tribe of Indians and adopting the 
habits of civilized life. 

Mr. MONDELL. Under this law, however, if he does accept 
an allotment—and of course every Indian residing on a reserva- 
tion will take an allotment, or ought to do so—he can not become 
a citizen within twenty-five years unless the Secretary of the 
Interior in the meantime shall issue him a patent in fee simple. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, let me say to 
the gentleman he does not become a citizen on taking an allot- 
ment until it is approved by the Secretary of the Interior. So 
the Secretary of the Interior now has it within his power to 
withhold citizenship; yet the Indian may take an allotment. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, is a point of order pending? 

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserved the point of order 
against the bill. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
gentleman from Montana for a question. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. BURKE] if the purpose of 
the bill is not to prevent the blanket Indians by wholesale be- 
coming citizens by allotment, and still allow the intelligent 
Indians on application to become citizens by allotment? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That is the purpose of the 
law, and, further, to protect the Indians from the sale of liquor. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is a very great improvement over existing 
law. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. I thoroughly concur. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It is in accordance, in my 
opinion, with what the original allotment law contemplated, and 
what was considered to be the law until the decision of the 
Supreme Court last April held otherwise. 

Mr. DIXON of Montana. I know a case where the reserva- 
tion assumed to be open where, under the decision of the Su- 
preme Court, there is no way on earth to prevent the wholesale 
sale of whisky to those allotted Indians. Under this bill it will 
stop the sale of it to the blanket Indians. 

Mr. FINLEY. Where are the Indians located who will be 
affected by this bill? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mostly in the reservations of 
the country, if not entirely in the reservations. 

Mr. FINLEY. Within all the States and Territories? What 
Indians? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The South Dakota Indians 
probably more than any others. I understand the application of 
the present law has been held not to apply to Territories. 

Mr. FINLEY. Will this bill apply to Indians in the Indian 
Territory? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I think it would; yes, sir; 
though I am not sure that I am familiar with the general allot- 
ment law as to whether it applies to Indians within the Indian 
Territory or not. 

Mr. FINLEY. In the Indian Territory? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I have said I thought it 
would, but that I am uncertain. 

Mr. FINLEY. Then to that extent it would affect the Indian 
Territory Indians, would it not? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. 
had taken his allotment. 

Mr. FINLEY. To what extent have the Indians in the Indian 
Territory not taken allotments? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I will yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas, who is more familiar with that than I am. 

Mr. CURTIS. So far as the Indian Territory is concerned, all 
the Indians have been made citizens of the United States, and 
they are citizens now. The allotments have all been made to 
the Seminoles; nearly all to the Creeks, They are being made 
to the Chickasaws, the Choctaws, and the Cherokees. 


It would affect no Indian who 
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Mr. FINLEY. How many Indians in the Indian Territory 
have received their allotment? KF 

Mr. CURTIS. That would be very hard to say. There are 
about 4,000 allotments yet to be made to the Choctaws and 
Chickasaws, but the patents have not been delivered to those 
who have been allotted in those two tribes; nearly 7,000 patents 
have been delivered to members of the Cherokee tribe; nearly all 
patents have been delivered to the members of the Creek tribe, 
and allotments are complete among the Seminole tribe. 

Mr. FINLEY. Would not the passage of this bill have the 
effect of delaying it? 

Mr. CURTIS. It would not have that effect in the Indian 
Territory, because they were not included in the act of 1887; 
and the Government has made special agreements with the five 
tribes in the Indian Territory, and this law would in no way 
affect them. 

Mr. FINLEY. I understood the gentleman from South Da- 
kota to say a moment ago that it would apply to the Indians 
in the Indian Territory. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I stated I did not know, and 
I yielded to the gentleman from Kansas, who did. 

Mr. CURTIS. This law never applied to the Indian Terri- 
tory. 

Mr. FINLEY. Then I. understand it does not apply to the 
Indians in the Indian Territory? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. 

Mr. KElIFER. 
two. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. KEIFER. I want to know what there is in the bill that 
he has prepared that excludes it from general operation upon 
the Indian tribes in the Indian Territory. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The gentleman from Kansas 
has just explained, I thought, that particular point. 

Mr. KEIFER. A general law is likely to apply generally. 
Is there any reservation in this bill? 

Mr. CURTIS. Not in this bill; this is simply an amendment 
to section 6 of the act of 1887. The act of 1887 excludes the In- 
dians of the Indian Territory. Now, there is nothing in this bill 
bringing them within its terms, ‘Therefore the two acts would 
be construed together, and under the rules of law it would be 
held that the original act not applying to the Indians in the 
Indian Territory, this act amending it would not apply to them. 
Now we have special agreements with the five tribes, under 
which allotments are being made to them. We have a Dill 
pending, which will go to conference within a day or two, pro- 
viding for final settlement of all their affairs. We have special 
provisions in the various agreements in regard to the sale of 
intoxicating liquors which have not been put in other agree- 
ments with Indians in the United States, and they have always 
been dealt with separately and distinctly. The agreements pro- 
vide the conditions under which the deeds or patents shall be 
issued, which shall be subject to alienation and when they nay 
be alienated; that homesteads shall not be disposed of for cer- 
tain periods. As this bill only affects Indians with whom agree- 
ments are hereafter to be made, it can not under any circum- 
stances apply to the members of the Five Civilized Tribes. 

Mr. MONDELL, I fail to find any feature in your bill, from 
a hasty examination of it, that limits its provisions 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Read the first line of the 
bill—— 

Mr. MONDELL (continuing). 
Indians. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have heard the bill read, and, as I under- 
stand it, it only applies to agreements hereafter to be made. - 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It only amends section 6 of 
the act of 1887. 

Mr. KEIFER. The gentleman from Kansas makes a clear 
statement as to the existing law as to how it would apply, 
but the general rule is—— 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. 
of order that we can not hear. 

The SPEAKER. The House will be in order. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. i 

Mr. KEIFER. Not for any particular time. I was going to 
say to the gentleman from Kansas that the general rule is that 
a general law will repeal or supersede another general law 
unless there is some reservation against it, and it loòks to me 
as though now, to avoid confusion, you better put some reserya- 
tion in this bill if there is none there now. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Let me state to the gentleman 
from Ohio that we have this proviso on the bill: 


Provided further, That until the issuance of fee-simple patents all al- 
lottees to whom trust patents shall hereafter be issued shall be subject 
to the exclusive jurisdiction of the United States. 


It seems not. 
I wish to ask the gentleman a question or 


To future agreements with 


Mr. Speaker, I make the point 


1906. 


Now, we certainly can not legislate to change the status of 
any citizen whose status has been fixed, and the Supreme Court 
in the Heff case state that we have not that right without the 
consent of the citizen to be affected and the consent of the State 
within which he resides, 

Mr. KEIFER. I have no objecion to that statement, but it 
does not cover the objection, It applies only to conditions that 
are already fixed; but there are cases that are to come, of appli- 
cations to be made, allotments to be made in the future, and 
this may embarrass conditions existing in the Indian Territory ; 
and no matter whether there is a reservation in the act of 1887 
or not, there is no reservation in this, and that is what I sug- 
gest—that the gentleman put in such a reservation. I am not 
opposing the bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. A very few words would cover it, simply pro- 
viding that the provisions of this act shall not extend to the 
Indians in the Indian Territory. 

Mr. KEIFER. I suggest that had better be put in, so as to 
avoid any confusion. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I think the gentleman from Ohio en- 
tirely misunderstands this bill. The act of 1887—the general 
allotment act—which is known as the “ Dawes Act,” authorized 
the President to allot lands to Indians, excepting from the opera- 
tions of the act the lands of the Five Civilized Tribes. 

Mr. KEIFER. That has been stated over and over again; 
but this bill does not except from that, and that is the trouble. 
The gentleman comes in without having heard the discussion 

Mr. FITZGERALD. If the gentleman will wait a moment, 
he will find out that I not only have heard the discussion, but 
that I understand this, which he does not. 

Mr. KEIFER. That is the gentleman’s ipse dixit about it. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. This bill which is now offered amends 
one section of the general allotment act. Does the gentleman 
contend that one section of that act, by being amended, repeals 
the reservation contained in the first part? 

Mr. KEIFER. Certainly not. It does not affect that so far 
as it relates to the original act; but it does take the place, 
probably, of the act and gives a general application. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] for the purpose of suggesting an amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I suggest the following amend- 
ment: 

Provided further, That the provisions of this act shall not extend to 
the Five Civilized Tribes. 

Mr. LACEY. In the Indian Territory. 

Mr. CURTIS. In the Indian Territory. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. FINLEY. One moment. I understood the gentleman 
from South Dakota to say as to these blanket Indians that par- 
ties could go in under the laws of the United States and sell 
them intoxicating liquors, Is that true? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Under the decision in the 
Heff case, if liquor is sold to an Indian and the Indian happens 
to be an allottee, the person selling the liquor to him can not 
be prosecuted under the laws of the United States which pro- 
hibit the sale of liquor to the Indians. 

Mr. FINLEY. To what extent will this bill cut off the pres- 
ent or prospective right of suffrage from the blanket Indians? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I.can only answer that ques- 
tion by guessing at the number of Indians who have not taken 
their allotments, and I haye endeavored to get that informa- 
tion. 

Mr. FINLEY. Will it cut off the right of suffrage from any 
of the blanket Indians? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes; I think it will. 

Mr. CURTIS. None who have it now. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It will not affect any who 
now enjoy that privilege. 

Mr. FINLEY. But it will prevent the extension of the privi- 
lege to blanket Indians in the future until such time as they 
receive their patents. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes. 

Mr. FINLEY. And the gentleman is of the opinion that the 
blanket Indians as a rule are unfit for the exercise of suffrage? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I most certainly am of that 
opinion. 

5 STEPHENS of Texas. In what respect will it prevent 
the sale of whisky on the reservations to these Indians? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I do not know that it will 
have any particular effect, because if liquor is sold now on the 
reservations it is a violation of the law. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I would like to ask the gentle- 
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man if he can not frame an amendment that would protect 
them from being sold whisky when they are at the Capitol. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I do not think they have any 
right to sell liquor here or anywhere else to the Indians. I 
will yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. STEENERSON. I understand the object of this bill is 
to apply to those Indians who hereafter, after the passage of 
this proposed act, shall be allotted lands in severalty? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes. 

Mr. STEENERSON. That the mere allotment of lands to 
such Indians in severalty shall not operate to make them citi- 
zens within the meaning of the liquor law? - 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That is right. 

Mr. STEENERSON. It can not affect those who already 
enjoy the high privilege of purchasing liquor? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Certainly not. 

Mr. STEENERSON. I understand further that in the pro- 
viso to this bill it is provided for granting lands in fee without 
any restriction; that that provision is not limited. That applies 
to all Indians anywhere that have allotments? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. It does. 

Mr. STEENERSON. And is operative whether allotment has 
already been made or will be made in the future? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Yes. Now I will yield to the 
gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from South Dakota in what manner this bill affects the 
status of Indians to whom allotments have been made at this 
1 177 who have heretofore enjoyed the privileges of citizen- 
ship? 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I will answer the gentleman’s 
question by stating that it does not affect such Indians any more 
than it affects the Members of this House so far as the question 
of citizenship is concerned. 

Mr. MONDELL. Well, Mr. Speaker, that is a pretty strong 
statement. The Indian to whom allotment has i sen made has 
heretofore been held to be a ctitzen and granted the right to 
vote in certain localities. I do not understand that he has been 
allowed that privilege in all of the States. That privilege has 
not been exercised in the past by reason of any legislation 
clearly denominating him a citizen, as I understand it, but by 
interpretation. Now, we provide in this statute that during the 
trust period, which is twenty-five years, the Indian may not 
exercise the rights of citizenship and is not subject to the laws 
of the State or Territory in which he resides. 

The gentleman from South Dakota is a lawyer, I believe, and 
I am not, but in my mind there is some question—and I want 
to know if that matter has been carefully considered—as to 
whether by any possibility this statute could affect the status 
of Indians who have heretofore been considered, by reason of 
being an allottee, entitled to the rights of citizenship. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. That question has been care- 
fully considered. I think the gentleman is confused in his 
mind by the belief that because an Indian has the right to vote 
within a State that therefore he is a citizen; but a man may be 
a citizen of a State and not be a voter. 

Mr. MONDELL. I am not confused on that point. It is 
true, however, that many Indians have been considered citizens, 
some of whom have exercised the right of franchise and some 
of whom have not. I simply want to be satisfied that this legis- 
lation would not affect the status of these men who have here- 
tofore been exercising the rights of citizenship. > 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I am positive, Mr. Speaker, 
that it does not. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. This bill does not affect the status of 
the voter. That is one of the rights of citizenship; that is fixed 
by the State itself. In Indiana we allow a man to vote who is 
not a citizen of the United States. An alien who has lived in 
the State one year, who has declared his intentions to become 
a citizen, can vote at all elections, but be will not be a citizen 
for five years; so the question of the voting status of Indians 
under the law as it exists can not be affected by this bill one 
way or the other. 

Mr. MONDELL. I want to call attention to the fact that 
Indians have been allowed to vote on the theory that they were 
citizens and therefore entitled to vote. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is in your own State under the 
State law? : 

Mr. MONDELL. By reason of the fact of their being citi- 
zens of the United States. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. No Congress could take away a right 
to vote that is granted in your State by any kind of legislation 
that it could pass. 
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Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, upon the statement of the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. BURKE] that in the opinion 
of the members of the committee the bill does not affect the 
status of Indians to whom allotments have heretofore been 
made, I have no objection to the legislation. 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Speaker, the amendment offered by the 
snieman from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] I think has not been re- 
po 8 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Add, at the end of the bill, the following: “And ided further. 
2 1 he provisions of this act shall not extend to the Five Civilized 
8. 


wne, SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
men 

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Burke of South Dakota, a motion to recon- 
sider the last vote was laid on the table. 


PUBLIC HEALTH AND MARINE-HOSPITAL SERVICE, 


Mr. WANGER. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to report a substitute 
for the bill (H. R. 14316) to further enlarge the powers and 
authority of the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service, 
and to impose further duties thereon; and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the minority may have until and including Thursday 
next to file their views. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that the minority may have until and in- 
cluding Thursday next to file their views on the bill just re- 
ported by him. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


DAM ACROSS MISSISSIPPI RIVER. 


Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota.. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 15649) 
extending the time for the construction of a dam across the 
Mississippi River, authorized by the act of Congress approved 
March 12, 1904; which I send to the desk, and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., aaa ales to all the other provisions contained 

e 


in the act of Gon “An act permitting th Lait J of a 
dam across the Mississippi River between the counties of Wright 


and 
Sherburne, in the State of Minnesota,” approved March 1 1904, the 
time limitations for the construction and completion of the dam author- 


ized by said act are hereby extended until December 31, 1908. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER.. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Srevens of Minnesota, a motion to recon- 
sider the last vote was laid on the table. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PRINCE. Is it in order now to call for the regular order? 

The SPEAKER. It is. 

Mr. PRINCE. I demand the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois demands the 
regular order. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. - 

A message, in writing, from the President of the United States 
was communicated to the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Barnes, one of his secretaries, who also announced that the 
President had approved and signed bills of the following titles: 

On March 8, 1906: 

H. R. 10697. An act providing for the issuance of patents for 
lands to Indians under the Moses agreement of July 7, 1883; 


and 
H. R. 14344. An act for the relief of Col. Medad C. Martin. 
On March 9, 1906: 
H. R. 7961. An act for the relief of G. F. Tarbell. 
COMPACT BETWEEN NEW JERSEY AND DELAWARE RESPECTING DELA- 
WARE RIVER AND BAY. 
The SPHAKER laid before the House the following message 
from.the President of the United States, which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and ordered printed: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


In compliance with the request of the governor of the State of New 
Jersey I kranamit herewith, for the action of the Congress thereon, a 


certified copy of an act of the legislature of the State of New Jersey, 
entitled “An act to ratify and confirm a compact or agreement between 
the States of New Jersey and Delaware respecting the Delaware River 
and Bay, and to authorize the execution thereof.” 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
THe Warre Housse, March 9, 1906, . 


PENSION BILLS, 


Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bills on the Private Calendar in order for to-day may be 
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Hampshire asks 
unanimous: eonsent that bills under the order for to-day may be 
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 


ALFRED W. MORLEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15059) granting 
an increase of pension to Alfred W. Morley. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the oe and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Alfred 
W. rley, late of Company F, Seventh iment Ohlo Volunteer In- 
aan, and pay him a pensio $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. t 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
bare Dy engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
pass 


m at the rate o 


HENRY C. CARR. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14855) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry C. Carr. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the Pula mena and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
C. „ late musician, Third Regiment New York Volunteer Artillery, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, after the word “ Volunteer,” insert the word “ Light.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM C. HEARNE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14874) granting 
an increase of pension to William C. Hearne. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub: to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of William 

„ Hearne, late of Company E, Twenty-first Regiment Kentucky Volun- 
teer Infantry, and him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word thirty“ and insert In Lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ABRAM W. DAVENPORT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6110) granting 
an increase of pension to Abram W. Davenport. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the visions and limitations of the on laws, the name of Abram 
W. Davenport, late of Company H, Tenth Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 


being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 


FRANCIS M, SIMPSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14131) granting 
an increase of pension to Francis M. Simpson. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Francis 
M. Simpson, late pany G, u Regiment Missouri Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 
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The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

99 75 line 7, before the word “ Volunteer,“ insert the words State 
a. 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM H. PITCHFORD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7951) granting 
an increase of pension to William H. Pitchford. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
H. Pitchford, late of Company H, Twelfth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $75 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: . 

In line 8 strike out the word “ seventy-five ” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

NATHAN PARISH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9126) granting 
an increase of pension to Nathan Parish. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it cnacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Nathan 
Parish, late of Company K, Seventy-sixth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARION L. HOLVENSTOT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8137) granting 
an increase of pension to Nina Holvenstot. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Nina 
Holvenstot, dependent child of Wiliam E. Holvenstot, late of Com- 
pany B, Third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
3 at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “Nina” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words Marion L,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading ; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Marion L. Holvenstot.” 


CARRIE A. CONLEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9924) granting 
a pension to Carrie A. Conley. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enactcd, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Carrie 
A. Conley, widow of Isaiah Conley, late captain Company G, One hnn- 
dred and first Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 9 strike out the word “twenty” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twelve.” 

In same line, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in lieu of 
that she is now receiving.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Carrie A. Conley.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
rending; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time. and passed. 


The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Carrie A, Conley.” 


JOHN K. MILLER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8062) granting 
an increase of pension to John K. Miller. 

The bill was read, as follows: - 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject tə 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
K. Miller, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

NATHANIEL H. RONE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14840) grant- 
ing an increase of pension Nathaniel H. Rone. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Nathaniel H. Rone, late of Company I, Sixth Regiment Missouri State 
Militia Volunteers, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7 strike out the word “ Volunteers“ and insert in lieu thereof 


the words “ Volunteer Cavalry.” 
In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 


‘word “thirty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HENRY H. FORMAN, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13803) grant- 
ing a pension to Henry H. Foreman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of gt etn laws, the name of 
Henry H. Foreman, late of Company E, First Regiment Missouri Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “Foreman” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word Forman.” 

In line 8, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in leu of that 
he is now receiving.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. R 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Henry H. Forman.” 


MARTIN CALLAHAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4209) granting 
an increase of pension to Martin Callahan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the 5 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Martin Callahan, late of Company A and captain of Company F, Nirth 
Regiment Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month in lieu of that is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the words “of compet A and.” 

In same line, after the word “ captain,” strike out the word “ of.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ fifty and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. : 


HELEN H. HULBERT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2341) granting 
a pension to Helen H. Hulbert. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 5 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Helen 
H. Hulbert, widow of William Lawrence Hulbert, late captain, major, 
and lieutenant-colonel, One hundred and seventeenth Regiment New 
York orantes Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 
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The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 
‘nn line 6 Erike out the word “ Lawrence” and insert In lieu thereof 

e letter “ 

In Hne T irika out the words “ n and Jieutenant-colonel ” and 
insert in lieu thereof the words “Com 

In line 9 strike out the word “ thirty 7 ng insert in lieu thereof the 
word * twenty.” 

in same line, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in lieu of 
that she is now receiving.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Helen H. Hulbert.” 


MARY E. FIFIELD, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2780) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary E. Fifield. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to Ho on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of t n laws, the name of Mai 
E. Fiueld, widow of He L. Fifield, late of Company B, Eleven 
Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “twenty” and insert In Lieu thereof 
the word “ sixteen.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

p The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
ELIAS CLAUNCH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6946) granting 
an increase of pension to Elias ‘Claunch. 
The bill was m as follows: 


ha aon receiving. 
3 — amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
WS? 

In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN M. JONES. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9053) granting 
an increase of pension to John M. Jones. 
The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
J Jones, late of Company I, Twentieth Regiment fowa Yolun- 
teer Infantry, and y him a 
in lieu of that he is 7 receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 


n at the rate of $30 per month 


IRA GRABILL, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8328) granting 
an increase of pension to Ira Grabill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and d rar ms 3 per on the pension roll, subject 

to the visions and limitati sion laws, the name of 

oa Grabill. late of Company F, ore ghty el h Regiment Ilinois Volun- 
teer Intant and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 


being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and | 


passed. 
FIRMAN F. KIRK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7515) granting 
an increase of pension to Firman F. Kirk. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll » Subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, name of 
Firman F. Kirk, late private Company. First Rifles (Thirteenth 
Regiment) Pennsylvania Reserve Infantry (Forty-second Cowart 

enn. 


sergeant Compan soem oe C, One hundred and ninetieth nt 
sylvania Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


ee an n UA VO Se TTT 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


tants 3 a out the word “private” and insert in lieu thereof 
In same line and in line 7 strike oùt the words “ First Rifes (Thir- 
2 5 a iment),” and insert in lieu thereof the words Thirteenth 
egimen 
In line 7, before the word “ Layer insert the word “ Volunteer.” 
In same line and in line 8 out the words “(Forty-second 
Volunteers).” 
In same line strike out the word “ sergeant.” 
i In, „line 9, before the word “Infantry,” insert the word 
eer,” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


Volun- 


WILLIAM SMITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8316) granting 
an increase of pension to William Smith. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Smith, late of Compan I, One hundred and six ene Regiment New -+ 
York Volunteer In and pay him 2 nsion at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of tha that he is now recel 


5 To amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ollows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty” and Insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HIRAM LONG, 


The next pension business was the bill (II. R. 8665) granting 
an increase of pension to Hiram Long. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the ei of the sho nig be, and he ts 
horized and directed to lace on the pens! ion roll, subject to 


tne 8 and limitations of t tie pension Tax lent the name 
C ad pay him a aai ak the Aa on ae Regiment hip 
in lieu of that he so now receiving. rs 

* The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment va agreed to. 

The bill as amendéd was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

EDMUND CHAPMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10326) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Edmund Chapman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name "of Edmund 
Chapman, late of Com 3 A, Ninety-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer 8 and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 

assed. 


p 
MARY I. DAVENPORT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12187) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Mary L. Davenport. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
= revisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of M 

avenport, widow of Simeon J. venport, late first lieutenant 
8 . EI th Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension eg e rate of 530 per month in len of that she is now 
receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 9 strike out the word thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “sixteen.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

i THOMAS PATTERSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6128) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Patterson. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the A age rom laws, the name of Thomas 
Patterson, late of aed aw A, Tenth Iowa 1 and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Iowa,” insert the word “ Regiment.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM BLAIR. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6407) granting 
an increase of pension to William Blair. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Blair, late of Company D, Eighth ent New Jersey Volunteers, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7 strike out the word “ Volunteers” and insert in lien thereof 
the words “ Volunteer Infantry.” 

In the same line strike out the word “thirty” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


CARNER C. WELCH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8206) granting 
an increase of pension to Carner C. Welch. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 5 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
r ae redhat Bio ve md Te 
lieu of that he is now recel L > 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


ISAAC PLACE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13866) granting 
an increase of pension to Isaac Place, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Isaac 
Place, late of Company E, Ninth t Rhode Island Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Company,” strike out the word “of” 
and insert in lieu thereof the word“ captain.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “thirty and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SABINE VANCUREN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15029) granting 
an increase of pension to Sabine Van Curen. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sabine 
Van Curen, late of Compay F, Ninety-fifth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out the words Van Curen” and insert in lieu 


thereof the word “ Vancuren.” 
In same line, before the word “ Company,” strike out the word “ of” 
and insert in lieu thereof the words “ first lieutenant.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sabine Vancuren.” 


ANTHONY EMES. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15028) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Anthony Emes. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of An- 
thony Emes, late of Company K, One hundred and seventy-ninth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Drafted Militia, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, 
as follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. f 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

RUTH J. M’CANN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14834) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Ruth J. McCann. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pee on the pension roll, sub to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ruth 

. McCann, widow of Capt. Thomas K. McCann, who was Sgr se to 
duty as assistant quartermaster, the Third B: e, Third Division, 

rtment of West Virginia, and pay her a pension at the rate of $23 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ captain.” 

Strike out all of lines 7 and 8 and insert In lieu thereof the words 
“late captain and assistant a United States Volunteers.” 
Ps aua 9 erae out the word “ twenty-five” and insert in lieu thereof 

e word “ twelve.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ISAAC N. SEAL. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15249) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Isaac. N. Seal. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pice on the pension roll, sub; to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Isaac 
Sift e e ost os ak 
that he is now receiving. = 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7 strike out the word“ Cavalry and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Infantry.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


SUMNER P. WYMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14369) granting 
an increase of pension to Sumner P. Wyman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
. of Company 2, PIA Hegiment Massachusetts T 

A use eavy 
Artillery, and hi Í t the rate of $30 
an cand pay ö ra $30 per month in lieu 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, before the word “ Heavy,” insert the word “ Volunteer.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 8 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

GABRIEL Y. PALMER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14337) granting 
an increase of pension to Gabriel Y. Palmer. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior and 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension airy sub; — — 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Gabriel 
>A ek late of Company ae 1 ee of 712 de Acc Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension a e rate o lollars month 
in lieu of that Te is now receiving. g 
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Ke amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: ‘ 

In line 8 strike out the word “ seventy-two” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ forty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ZACUR P. POTT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14143) granting 
an increase of pension to Zacur P. Pott. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Zacur P. 
Pott, late of Company M, First Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, after the word “ Cavalry,” insert the word “and captain 
Company C, One hundred and ninety-fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Vol- 
unteer Infantry.” 

In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LUCINDA GAIN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12884) granting 
a pension to Lucinda Gain. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lucinda 
Gain, widow of Harrison Gain, late 
ment West Virginia Volunteer Infan 
rate of $20 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ private“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “of.” 

In line 8 strike out the word“ twenty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ sixteen.” 


In line 9, after the word month,” insert the words “in lien of that 
she is now receiving.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Lucinda Gain.” 


JOSIAH F, ALLEN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13198) grantin 
an increase of pension to Josiah F. Allen. 3 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior he, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joslah 
F. Allen, late of Company I, One hundred and twelfth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 
1 In line 8 strike out the word“ twenty and insert the word“ twenty- 
our. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


rivate Company E, Seventh Regi- 
y, and pay her a pension at the 


ABRAM J. BOZARTH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13597) granting 
an increase of pension to Abram J. Bozarth. 

"The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, anthorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Abram 
J. Bozarth, late captain Company K, enty-seventh Regiment Illinois 


Volunteer 3 and pay him a pension at the rate of $72 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “seventy-two” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “forty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


CHARLOTTE A. M’CORMICK. 


The next penson business was the bill (H. R. 12099) granting 
a pension to Charlotte A. McCormick. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pom on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Char- 
lotte A. McCormick, widow of the late Maj. Gen. Charles C. McCormick, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $80 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out the words “ the late Major-General.” 


In line 7, before the word and.“ insert the words late colonel Sey- 


enth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “eighty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN HENDERSON, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11563) granting 
an increase of pension to John Henderson. 
The bill was read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
rovisions and limitations of the pe. laws, the name of John Hen- 
erson, late of Company E, Two hundred and sixth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

AUGUSTUS D, KING. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13822) granting 
an increase of pension to Augustus D. King. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the proyinons and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Augus- 
tus D. King, late of Company A, Twenty-first Regiment Pennsylvania 
Velunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $100 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the words one hundred“ and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOHN R. MABEE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13170) granting 
an increase of pension to John R. Mabee. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
R. Mabee, late of 8 B, Twenty-eighth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer 8 and pay him a pension at the rate of $36 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, ás 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty-six” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JAMES H. WARD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10622) granting 
an increase of pension to J. H. Ward. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pas on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of J. II. 
Ward, late of First Regiment Potomac Home Brigade Maryland Volun- 
teer 5 and pay him a pension at the rate of $16 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

3 line 6 strike out the letter J.“ and insert in lieu thereof the word 
James.“ 

In =e line, before the word “First,” insert the words “ Com- 
pany H.” 
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In line 8 strike out the word “sixteen” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. , 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to James H, Ward.” 

BENJAMIN BOTNER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12509) granting 
an increase of pension to Benjamin Botner. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the nension laws, the name of Benja- 


min tner, late of Company A, Seventh Regiment Kentucky Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month In lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


ae amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ows: 

In line 8 strike ont the word “ thirty“ and Insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS H. WILSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11484) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas H. Wilson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the ea Mostar and limitations of the pension la the name of Thomas 
H. Wilson, late of Company C, Fi Regiment Pennsylvania Reserve 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ Fifth” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ Thirty-fourth.“ 

In line 7 strike out the word “ Reserve.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

r SALLIE W. MASON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12182) granting 
a pension to Sallie W. Mason. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sallie 
W. son, widow of Daniel W. Mason, late of Company, Third Regi- 
ment Arkansas Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, after the word“ late,“ strike out the word “of” and insert 
tn lieu thereof the words “ first lieutenant and adjutant.” 

In line 7 strike out the word “ bey er Ha 

In line 8 strike out the word “ twenty-four” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ seventeen.” 

The amendments were agreed to. : 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ROBERT R. MATTHEWS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11168) granting 
an increase of pension to Robert R. Mathews. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of bert 
R. Mathews, late of Company G, One hundred and thirtieth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and Com y M, Twenty-second Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer valry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word“ Mathews” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Matthews.” 

In lines 8 and 9 strike out the words Twenty-second on re Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer Cavalry” and insert in lieu thereof the words 
“Third Provisional Regiment Pennsyivania Volunteer Cavalry.” 


In line 9 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


——————————————————E—————————_———————————E ES 


The title was amended so as to read: “A Dill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Robert R. Matthews.” 


MATILDA ROCKWELL, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10923) granting 
an increase of pension to Matilda Rockwell. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, the name of Matilda 
Rockwell, widow of Henry 8. Rockwell, late of Company E, Nineteenth 
Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

5 Ti amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
‘ollows: 

In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty“ and Insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSEPHINE HOORNBECK. > 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11509) granting 
an increase of pension to Josephine Hoornbeck. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the pois and limitations of the pension laws, the name of sorpa: 
ine Hoornbeck, widow of Robert Hoornbeck, late of Company K, Fifty- 
sixth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word“ twelve“ and Insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ sixteen.” 4 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SARAH F. GALBRAITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10293) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah F. Galbraith. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sarah 
F. Galbraith, widow of Robert Galbraith, late colonel of the Fifth 
ment Tennessee Volunteer Cay: „ and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7 strike out the words “colonel of the“ and Insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ lieutenant-colonel.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and 


LUCIUS A. WEST. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10490) granting 
an increase of pension to Lucius A. West. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, rip oe to 
the proyisions and limitations of the sion laws, the name of Lucius 
A. West, late of Company First giment Ohio Volunteer Heavy. 
Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSIAH H. SEABOLD, 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11409) granting 
an increase of pension to Josiah H. Seabold. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Josiah 
H. geabold. late of Company F, Fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 


teer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 th in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
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LEWIS LOWRY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11690) granting 
an increase of pension to Lewis Lowry. 

The bill was read, as follows: 4 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 3 laws, the name of Lewis 
Lowry, late of Company K, First Regiment Nebraska Volunteer Infan- 
try, and First Regiment Nebraska Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Company,” strike out the word “of” and 
insert in lieu thereof the word captain.“ 

In lines 7 and 8 strike out the words “ Infantry, and First Regiment 
Nebraska Volunteer.” 

In line 9 strike out the word “ thirty-six” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ thirty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and. passed. 

MINNIE IRWIN. 


The aext pension business was the bill (H. R. 12194) granting 
an irerease of pension to Minnie Irwin. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Minnie Irwin, widow of Edward Irwin, late of Company D, Thirty- 
eighth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer hiany: and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, before the word “and,” insert the words “and Company 
A, Twenty-third Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps.” 

S nas S arro out the word “ twelve“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “eight.” 

In same line and in line 9 strike out the words “in lieu of that she 
is now receiving.” 

Amend the title so as to read: 
Minnie Irwin.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


“A pill granting a pension to 


EMILIE SCHELDT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6058) granting 
an inerease of pension to Emilie Scheldt. 
The bill was read, as follows: k 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the nsion laws, the name of 
Emilie Scheldt, widow of Julius Scheldt, late lieutenant of Company 
E, Thirty-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
now re- 


pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
ceiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: - 

In line 6, before the word “lieutenant,” insert the word “second.” 

In same line, after the word “ lieutenant,” strike out the word “ of.” 


In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ fifteen.” - 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN W. HANNAH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6888) granting 
an increase of pension to John W. Hannah. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
John W. Hannah, late of Company A, One hundred and twenty-fourth 
Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Company,” insert the words “ Company 
E, Sixteenth Regiment, and captain.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and p 

WILLIAM H. NORTRIV. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 552) granting 
an increase of pension to William II. Nortrip. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
H. Nortrip, late of Company I, Ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cay- 
alry, and pay a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

DAVID B. OTT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3456) granting 
an increase of pension to David B. Ott. : 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
B. Ott, late of Company I, Thirty-first Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
pag 8 and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word * thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSEPH RUPERT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2267) granting 
an increase of pension to Joseph Rupert. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of Joseph 
Rupert, late of Company H, Twelfth Regiment United States Volun- 
teer 1 and pay him a peusion at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 8 

In line 6 strike out the word Twelfth“ and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Sixteenth.” 

In line 7 strike out the words United States” and insert in Heu 
thereof the word “ Illinois.” 

In the same line strike out the word“ Infantry“ and insert in lieu 
thereof the word Cavalry.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof he 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WARREN B. TOMPKINS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11716) granting 
an increase of pension to Warren B. Tompkins. 

The bill was read, as follows: i 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 8 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Warren 
B. Tompkins, late of Company E, venty-fifth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

-In line 8 strike out the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

CHARLES H. FRIEND. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1027) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles H. Friend. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
H. lend, late of Company F, Second Regiment Minnesota Volunteer 


Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: ‘ 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed, 
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MORRIS B. DRAKE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1468) granting 

an increase of pension to Morris B. Drake. 
The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 

ereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 

rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Morris 

B. Drake, late of Company K, Twenty-third Regiment Michigan Volun- 

teer 3 and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 

lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” } 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

CHARLES HULL. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2396) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles Hull. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and .he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pemon laws, the name of 
Charles Hull, late of Company G, Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $72 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: > 

In line 8 strike out the word“ seventy-two" and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN B. CRAIG. 


The Sext pension business was the bill (H. R. 12578) granting 
an increase of pension to John B. Craig. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the 1 laws, the name of 
John B. Craig, late of Company H, Sixth Regiment Missouri State 
Militia, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 5 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, after the word “ Militia,” insert the words “ Volunteer 
Cavalry.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

` CHARLES F. BUNNELS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12498) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles F. Runnels. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Charles F. Runnels, late of Company, First Regiment Maine Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, after the word“ Company,” insert the letter“ M.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. f 

HENRY G. BOLLINGER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5917) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry G. Bollinger. 

The bill was read, as follows: ; 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
G. Bolinger, late captain of Camden County, Mo., Militia Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6, before the word “ Camden,” strike out the word “of.” 

In line 7, before the word “ Militia,” insert the word “ Volunteer.” 

In same line strike out the words“ Volunteer bari fe 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 
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The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS F. UNDERWOOD. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3281) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas F. Underwood. 
- The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
F. Underwood, late of Company D and Company L, Second Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Heavy Arti ery: and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$72 per month in lieu of that he is now recelying. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In, line 6, after the word “ and,“ insert the words “second lieuten- 


In Hine 8 strike out the word “seventy-two” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ thirty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN L. DECKER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14761) granting 
an increase of pension to John L. Decker. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John L. 
Decker, late of Company K, Third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieù 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: ; 

: Pe ire 6 strike out the letter “K” and insert in lieu thereof the 
etter “A.” ' 

In same line strike out the word“ Third“ and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Fifty-fourth.” 

In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

DAVID DAVIS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6142) granting 
an increase of pension to David Davis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
Davis, late of Company C, Thirtieth Regiment Maine Volunteer In- 
anan and pay him a pension at the rate of $72 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ Thirtieth“ and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Thirteeuth.” 


In line 8 strike out the word “seventy-two” and insert in lieu there- 
of the word “ thirty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

EDWARD V. MILES. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12541) granting 
an increase of pension to Edward V. Miles. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Edward 
V. Miles, late of Company F, Second iment Illinois Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

GEORGE L. JANNEY. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4691) granting 
an increase of pension to George L. Janney. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and h 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, — 8 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of George 
L. Janney, late of Company B, Thirty-sixth Regiment Indiaha Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 


lieu of that he is now receiving. 7 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
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MILO G. GIBSON. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3197) granting as follows: 


an increase of pension to Milo G. Gibson, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on = pension voll subject to 
the ac ue a and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Milo G. 
Gibson, late of Company C, one hundred and second Regiment Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lleu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM H. GILDERSLEEVE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2984) granting 
an increase of pension to William H. Gildersleeve. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
oe authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 

rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 

He lldersleeve, late captain Company E, Seventh R mt Wisconsin 
Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that è is now receiving. 


er amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ows: 

In line 7 strike out the word “ Veteran.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

DORA A. WEATHERSBY. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3541) granting 
a pension to Dora Weathersby. 

The bill was Beg as follows: 


F: — 8 of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, „ and d ga on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and nean of th 3 laws, the name of Dora 
Weathersby, widow of Howard eathersby, late of Company H, 
First Regiment Mississippi N Infantry, war with Spain, and 


pay her a pension at the rate of 520 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

Insert the initial “A.” after “ 8 in the claimant’s Christian 
7 7 8 in the title and the body of the 

In line 6 change the Christian name 116 to the initial L. 
im the same line, after “ late,” insert “ musician.” 

In line 7 strike out “ ‘of Company EL” 

In line 8 strike out “ twenty” and insert “ twelve.” 

Add to the end of the bill “ and $2 per month additional on account of 
each of the minor dren of said Howard L. Weathersby until they 
reach the age of 16 years.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


L.; * and 


JAMES B. BARRY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4598) granting 
an increase of pension to James B. Barry. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete a the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, au thorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and liettations of the pension 3 the name of James 
B. Barry, late of 8 Eli 8 1 iment Texas 

war with Mexico, and pay him a — at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out “ Ca: t. BU Chandler's; and in the same line, 


SEI 2 5 ve — a! 
erika @ Rangers; “ and in the same line, after Texas,” 
3 d Mounted Volant gers.“ 
In line 8 strike out ffty and yee “twenty.” 


The amendments were 

The bill as amended was 8 to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN G. DAVIS. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5725) granting 
an increase of pension to John G. Davis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the 33 of the Interior be, 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of sion laws, the name of John 
G. Davis, late of “jee N C, Fourth ent United States Artillery, 

Mexican war, and pay h im a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
Bleu of that he is now receiving. 


In line 7 strike out Mexican; and in the same line, after “ war,” 
insert “ with Mexico. 

In line 8 strike out “ thirty ” and insert “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

CATE E. COBB. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5726) granting 
an increase of pension to Cate E. Cobb. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Cate E, 
Cobb, widow of Gaston D. Cobb, late surgeon of First North Carolina 
Regiment estes war) Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 


the rate of $12 = month in Neu of that she is now receiving under 
certificate No. 28 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out“ of.” 

In line T, after“ “ Regiment ;" and in the same line 
strike 15 Regiment e war).“ 


In line 8, after “ Infantr: “war with Mex 
In lines 5 and 10 strike out under certificate No. ‘Sear. ” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

BENJAMIN Q. WARD. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8530) granting 
a pension to Benjamin Q. Ward. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the 8 of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to P ergg on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 8 laws, the name of Ben- 

amin Q. Ward, late of Compan 9 ent Volunteer 
ä with Mexico, pay him a ees at the rate of $50 
per mon 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In lines 6 and 7 strike out “—, ———— Regiment Volunteer 
Infantry" and insert “A, Light ‘Artillery, Santa Fe Battalion, Missouri 
Mounted Volunteers.” 

In line 8 strike out“ fifty” and insert “ twenty.” 

a ek to the end of the bill the words “in lieu of that he is now re- 

Neo the title so as to, read: 
slon to Benjamin Q. Ward.“ 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. ý 


“A bill granting an increase of pen- 


ELIZABETH D. HOPPIN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9296) granting 
an increase of pension to Elizabeth D. Hoppin. 
The bill was ee as follows: 


oppin, gy doe of Conte B. Hoppin, late major, Fifteenth 


ment Unit valry, and pay her ra pe pension at the rate of 


per month in lieu of hat 
The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 8 strike out “ seventy-five and insert “ thirty-five.” 

Add to the end of the bill the words, and 582 per month additional 
on account of each of the minor children of Curtis B. Hoppin until 
they reach the age of 16 years.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


Re; 
$ 


SILAS H. BALLARD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10450) granting 
an increase of pension to Silas H. Ballard. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 

the poo and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 

Sar H. Ballard, late of Captain Curtis's 5 A, Raiford's bat- 
talion, Alabama Volunteers, war with M and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $30 per month in Tier lieu of that he 1 is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out “A.” 
In Hne 


8 strike bo thirty“ and insert “ twenty.” 
The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
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reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
ALPHENIS M. BEALL. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10562) granting 
pension to Alpheuis M. Beall. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
e e M. Beall, late of Company F, Florida Volunteer Infantry, Semi- 
nole Indian war, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Alphenis M. Beall.” 
ean . 6 and 7 strike out “ Company F, Florida Volunteer Infantry, 

minole,"” 

In line 6 change the claimant’s Christian name to et ae BS and in 
the same line, after “late of,“ insert “Captain Snell's independent 
company, Florida Mounted Volunteers.” 

In line 7, before the word “ Indian,” insert “ Florida.” 

In line § strike out thirty“ and Insert “sixteen,” and add to the 
end of the bill the words “in lieu of that he is now receiving.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS J. CHAMBERS, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10785) granting 
a pension to Thomas J. Chambers. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
J. Chambers, late of 8 E, First Regiment Washington Territory 
Volunteers, Indian war of 1855, and to pay him a pension at the rate 
of $5 a month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In lines 7 and § strike out “ of eighteen hundred and fifty-five.” 

In line 7, after Territory,“ insert Mounted; and in the same 
line, after “ Volunteers,” insert “ Oregon and Washington Territory.” 

In line 8 strike out * to.” 

In line 9 strike out “a” and insert“ per.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LEVI N. LUNSFORD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13526) granting 
an increase of pension to Levi N. Lunsford. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Levi 
N. Lunsford, late of Company H, Second Regiment North Carolina 
Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out twenty“ and insert twelve.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ELIZABETH B. BUSBEE. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13537) granting 
an increase of pension to Elizabeth Busbee. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Eliza- 
beth B. Busbee, widow of Quentin Busbee, late purser of the ship Ger- 
mantown, naval service of the United States, war with Mexico, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 7 strike out “of the,” and after “Germantown” strike out 
“naval service of the United States“ and insert“ United States Navy.” 
In line 7, before the word “ ship,” insert“ United States.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ISAAC N. PERRY. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14113) granting 
an iucrease of pension to Isaac N. Perry. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
bereby, autborized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Isaac 
N. Perry, late of 8 E, First Regiment North Carolina Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

MARQUIS M. DE BURGER. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14437) granting 
an increase of pension to Marquis M. De Burger. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 3 and limitations of the ponos laws, the name of Marquis 
M. De Burger, late of Company I, First Regiment Pennsylyania Volun- 


teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, after “ Infantry,” insert “ war with Mexico.” 

In line 8 strike out “ thirty,” and insert “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SAMUEL P. NEWMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14824) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel P. Newman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 5 — laws, the name of Samuel 
P. Newman, late of Company G, Sixth Regiment United States Infan- 
try, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out“ Sixth” and insert“ First.” 

In line 7 strike gut United States Infantry“ and insert South 


Carolina Volunteer Infantry.“ 
In line 8 strike out thirty“ and Insert “ twenty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and pa: 

WILLIAM WOODS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14823) granting 
an increase of pension to William Woods. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piece on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Wil- 
liam Woods, late of 8 A, Florida Battalion Volunteer Infan- 
try, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In lines 6 and 7 strike out “ Battalion Volunteer Infantry,” and in 


the same line, after Florida,” insert“ Volunteers.“ 
In line 8 strike out thirty“ and Insert twenty.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN W. CREAGER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14909) granting 
a pension to John W. Creager. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
W. Creager, late of Company K, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, after“ Infantry,” insert “war with Mexico.” 

In 75 Ja and 8 strike out “ pay a pension at the rate of $20 

r month.” 

SIEK after “and,” in line 7, the words Company G, Twenty-eighth 
Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to John W. Creager.” 


ALEXANDER M. TAYLOR. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15251) granting 
an increase of pension to Alexander M. Taylor. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sul to 
the provisions and limitations of the bo Fe laws, the name Alex 
ander M. Ta — age of Company United States 


Volunteer In y him a at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu oft th: E he is now receiv 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out “K” and insert “ B.” 

In line 7 strike out Volunteer Infantry,” — in the same line, 


after “ United States,” insert ee See war — Mexico.“ 
In line 8 strike out “ thirty 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SAMUEL ALLBRIGHT. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15252) granting 
an incréase of pension to Samuel Allbright. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it ted, etc., That th th 

e it enacted, etc., a d to place on the pension roll, subject t0 


provis the name of 
Na late of Compan t United ited ‘States Vou 
unteer Infantry, and pay rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line — strike out “ 8 and in the same line, after “ Infan- 
‘war with M 


hs line S stcles ent N AO and insert “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


m a pension at 


BALOS C. DEWEES. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15253) granting 

increase of pension to Balos C. Dewees. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, au thorized and directed to place on the roll, sub: to 
the provisions and limitations of laws, the name Balos 
C. Dewees, late of Company E, Regiment United States Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In e 7 strike out“ Volunteer; and in the same line, after “ Infan- 


try,” insert “ war with Mexico.” 
In line 8 strike out thirty and insert twenty.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

IRWIN O'BRYAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15304) granting 
an increase of pension to Irwin O'Bryan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, 2 to 
the provisions and limitations * — E p laws, the name of Irwin 
O'Bryan late of Company C, s regiment, Texas 
Mounted Volunteers, war with ering and pay h m a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In lines 6 and 7 strike out “C, Col. W. C. Young's regiment.” 
In line 6, after “ late of,” insert 25 „Captain ‘Montague 8. 
word * Texas,” insert “ Third 


In line 7, before the Regiment.” 
In tine 8 strike out “ thirty ” and insert “ twenty.” 


The amendments were agreed to 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
WILLIAM LUCAS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15385) granting 
an increase of pension to William Lucas. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub. to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Lucas, late of Company F, Eleventh Regiment 9 Infantry, 


war with Mexico, — bay nim a pension at the rate $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 
In line 8 strike out “thirty ” and insert “ twenty.” 

The amendment was agreed to, 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

NANCY N. ALLEN. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15393) granting 
an increase of pension to Nancy N. Allen. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary 
2 authorized and di 
N len, widow of Abraham Allen, late of Troops F, H 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 


follows: 
In line 6 chan: “Troops” to “ Troo 55 
Š In line 7 str. e out F, H. ana.” and in the same line, after 


sig mage “ Texas and, New Mexico | 3 war.” 
In 8 strike out “ sixteen ” and insert “ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HENRY H. TILLSON. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15536) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry H. Tillson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the 
hereby, authorized and directed to 
— EI rovisions and limitations of 


Ison, late of Company A, Fi 3 Virginia Volunteer 
Infan , and him a pension at the rate 20 per month in lieu 
of that he is E SONE. oe eee ee 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, after “ Infantry,” insert “ war with Mexico.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SUSAN H. ISOM. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15553) granting 
an increase of pension to Susan H. Isom. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Susan 
H. Isom, widow of Lucas D, Isom, late of Company A, Third Regiment 
Tennessee Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, after “la ” insert “first 8 

In „ after “I try,” insert ar with Mexico.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM VAN KEUREN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13823) granting 
an increase of pension to William Van Keuren. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Van Keuren, late of Company D, New York Regiment Mounted Rifles, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the letter D and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “ M, First Regiment.” 

In line 7 strike out the word “ Regiment” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Volunteer.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HELEN AUGUSTA MASON BOYNTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13884) granting 
a pension to Helen Augusta Mason Boynton. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of 5 laws, the name of Helen 
Augusta Mason Boynton, widew of Henry V. 3 late brigadier- 
general, United States Volunteers, and pay her à pension at the rate 
of $50 per month. 
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The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, after the letter “ V,” insert the letter “N.” 

In line 7, after the word “ late,” insert the oe 2 “ ieutenant-colonel, 


t Ohio Volunteer Infantry, a 
In ine 8 e out the word “fifty” and Soom: ‘in lieu thereof the 
word “thirty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


CATHERINE SUMMERS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14078) granting 
a pension to Nathaniel Summers. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be if enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
y, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the on laws, the name of 
Nathaniel Sumners, idiotic son of Nathaniel Sumners, late of eens. 
K, Ninth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him 
pension at the rate of $12 per month. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out the words “ Nathaniel Sumners and insert in 
lieu thereof the words Catherine Summers.” 

In same line strike out the words “idiotic son” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ widow.” 

In same line, before the word “ late,” strike out the word “ Samners ” 
and insert in lieu word “ Summers.” 

In line 8, strike out the word him“ and insert in lieu thereof the 


word her.“ 

In same line strike out the word “twelve” and insert in lieu 
thereof the “ twenty-four.” 

In line 9, after the word “ month, insert the following: “in lieu 


of that she is now receiving: Prot That in the event of the 
death of Nathaniel Banners, helpless and dependent child of said 
Nathaniel Summers, the additional pension herein granted shall cease 
and determine: And provided further, That in the event of the death 
of Catherine Summers the name of said Nathaniel Summers shall be 
placed on the poms roll, subject to the provisions and limitations 
of the pension s, at the rate of $12 per month from and after the 
date of death of said Catherine Summers. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third | 
time, and passed. 

` The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Catherine Summers.” 


WILLIAM A. BLOSSOM. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14454) granting 
an increase of pension to William A. Blossom. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, Be: 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
ee S 3 iere of y eraai aor ~ t the West, 

ssou olunteers, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
month in Neu of that he ia now — oat oe 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the words Bissel’s engineer re t= 
insert in lieu thereof the words “ Com y F, Sar 5 eae ane 

In line 7 place parentheses about the words “ Missouri Volunteers.” 

In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty- six” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


— o 


CHARLES RATTRAY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14878) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles Rattray. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior and h 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll ul subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, of 
Cans bigger’ late = 5 1. 8 Regiment III. Ilinois 

olunteer and pa nsion a te 
month in ieu mM ot that he 4 — ot — sia gO S00 per 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, after the word “ late,“ strike = ba words “ mpan 
I” and insert in lieu thereof tae word: * m e 7 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ an “insert In lieu thereof the 
word * twenty-five.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third | 


time, and passed. 
ESTHER M. LOWE. 
The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14442) granting 
an increase of pension to Ester M. Lowe, 


! Infantry, 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized a directed place on the pension roll, subject 
to the 2 andl limitations of the pension laws, —.— mae of 
Ester widow of Frank E. Lowe, late of Com One 

ment New York Volunteer — mie: and 
of $30 per month in lieu of that she is 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line O ke out the word “ Ester” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word“ 

In line 7 strike out the letter “D” and insert in Heu thereof the 
ph ed A RE y-second Regiment, and first lieutenant Company A, 
and a 

a jo a Br strike out the word “ thirty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
wo s 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an Increase of 
pension to Esther M. Lowe. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ROBERT C. PATE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13341) granting 
an increase of pension to Robert C. Pate. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the vions m imitations ef the sion laws, the Regiment 
Robert captain mpany Thirty-seven m 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a ‘pension at the rate of $20 
per month in lieu of that e is now receiv ving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

ARGYLE Z. BUCK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15622) granting 
an increase of pension to Argyle Z. Buck. 
The bill was read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and h. 
orized and on the 


auth directed to roll, subject fo 
the provisions and limitations of the — laws, the name of Argyle 
ew 

York Volunteer I 


uck, late of — AY 9 and nns — y 
month in lieu of rra Be is ans ioar ieg ari 85 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty-six” and insert in Meu thereof 

word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN W. WISE. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15392) granting 
an increase of pension to John W. Wise. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and — Pr ; 
or authorized and directed to gra on the pension roll, sub; 
the provisions and limitations of ion laws, the name o Sonn 
W. V 8 late of company H, Eighth ent Kentucky Volunteer In- 


fan n at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he 15 now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

JOHN TL. BLINN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15414) granting 
an increase of pension to John L. Blinn. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John L. 
Blinn, late of Company A, Ninety-third Regiment United States Colored 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 


In line 6, before the word “ Company,” strike out the word “of” 
and insert in lieu thereof the words first lieutenant.” 
In line 7, before the word “ Infantry,” insert the word “ Volunteer.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN S. MILES. 


The next pension business was the bill (UM. R. 14258) granting 


an increase ef pension to John S. Miles 
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The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 8. 
Miles, late of Company H, Forty-second giment Missouri Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

PETER C. KRIEGER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14489) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Peter Krieger. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it ertacted, cte., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Peter 
Krieger, late of Company D, Forty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 


as follows: 


In line 6, after the word “ Peter,” insert the letter “ C.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Peter C. Krieger.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Tue bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 

reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN WILLIAMS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14235) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John Williams. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Williams, late of Company H, Fifteenth Regiment United States In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the letter “H” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “ C, First Battalion.” 

In line 7, after the word “Infantry,” insert the words “and Com- 
pany 3 hundred and seventy-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 

nfantry. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN MOULES. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10404) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John Moules. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, Sabie to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Moules, late of Company F, Fifteenth Regiment New York Heavy Ar- 
tillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, before the word “ Heavy,” insert the word “ Volunteer.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LORENZO D. MASON. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12880) granting 
an increase of pension to Lorenzo D. Mason. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lorenzo 
D. Mason, late of Company M, Second Regiment New Jersey Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lien 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

JOHN UNDERWOOD. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13723) granting 
an increase of pension to John Underwood. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


hereby, authorized and directed to pee on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 


Underwood, late of Com 8 A, Second Regiment Volunteer Reserve 
Corps, and Company I, Eighth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now recelying. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “Second” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Twenty-second.” 


In line 7 strike out the word “ Volunteer” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Veteran.” 


In same line and line 8 strike out the words “and Company I, 
Eighth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ROBERT G. SHUEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12122) granting 
an increase of pension to Robert G. Shuey. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Robert 
G. Shuey, late of 9 H, Twenty-second Regiment Iowa Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARION W. STARK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11076) granting 
a pension to Marion W. Starks. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pennon laws, the name of Marion 
W. Starks, widow of Daniel 8. Starks, late a pilot on United States 
steamboat W. H. Brown, United States Navy, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6, before the word “ widow,” strike out the word “ Starks” 
and insert in lien thereof the word“ Stark.“ 

In same line, before the word “late,” strike out the word “ Starks” 
and insert in lieu thereof the word Stark.” 

In same line strike out the word “ a.” 

In line 7 strike out the words “on United States steamboat” and 


insert in lieu thereof the words“ U. S. S. Alps and.“ 
In line S strike out the word“ twelve“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ eight.” 
8 the title so as to read: “A bill granting a pension to Marion 
Stark.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SAMUEL HORN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13336) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel Horn. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samuel 
Horn, late of Company B, Tenth Regiment New Jersey Volunteer In- 
fantz, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “twenty-four” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LUCY A. PENDER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11702) granting 
an increase of pension to Lucy A. Pender. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lucy A. 
Pender, widow of Charles H. Pender, late of Company F, First Itegi- 
ment Connecticut Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ sixteen.” 
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The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LEVI B. NOULTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11143) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Levi B. Noulton. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of paia la the name of Levi 
B. Noulton, late of Company K, Fifth ent New York Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery. and pay him a pension at oy rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he 2 now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

r Gat he wre = thirty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

GEORGE HOLDEN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12205) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to George Holden. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions ye limitations of the — laws, the name of George 
Holden, late of Company D, Forty-ninth t Missouri Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recemmended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ Forty-ninth” and insert in lieu there- 
of the word“ Forty-seventh.” 


In line 8 strik» out the word thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-fe1r.’ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOHN WILHELM. 
The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11206) grant- 


` Ing an increase of pension to John Wilhelm. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and 5 of the pension laws, the name of John 
Wilhelm, ae of Company I, Forty-first 3 Illinois Volunteer 
e and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


HENRY G. KLINK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12992) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry G. Klink. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
heny authorized and directed to place on ar pension roll, subject to 

rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 

G. 8. Wink late of Com L, Sixth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cay- 
alry, and him a pension at the rate of dollars per month in 
lieu of that he is now recetving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8, before the word “ dollars,” insert the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOHN T. COOK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15199) granting 
an increase of pension to John T. Cook, 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he — 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the previsions and limitations of the pension ee the name of 7 — T. 
Cook, tate of Company A, One hundred and forty-third t Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


In line 6 Strike out the words “ Company A” and insert in lieu thereof 


the words Captain Coyugham's company.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

GEORGE W. HAYTER. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15552) granting 
an increase of pension to George W. Hayter. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the peep aah of the Interior be, and he is 

hereby, authorized and directed to. n the pension roll, mabject to 

8 am. limitations ott the — laws, th George 

second-class fireman, United States Navy, and pay him 

a panno on Sat the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 

5 a amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ollows: 

In line 6 strike out the words “second-class fireman” and insert in 
lieu thereof the words “ of the U. S. S. Princeton and Wachusetts.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


e name of 


THOMAS E. MYERS, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10879) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Thomas E. Myres. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, su 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
E. Myres, late of Company I, Twenty-second Regiment Kentucky Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: : 

= 1 6 strike out the word “ Myres” and insert in lieu thereof the 
wo “ 

In same ‘Tine strike pat the word“ Twenty-second ” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ Secon 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 


word “ thirty.” 
Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 


sion to Thomas E Myers.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


of the Interior be, and = 
homas 


WILLIAM CUMMINGS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12192) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William Cummings. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it eet etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, a horized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 5 and limitations of the pension laws; — pone of Wil. 
liam Serge y late of the United States Navy, and im a pension 
at the rate 40 per month in lieu of that he is now 9 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
As follows: 
$ ra ane 6, before the word United,” insert the words U. S. S. 
etre 


In line 7 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lleu thereof the 
word “ twenty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSHUA BARNES. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13217) grant- 
ing a pension to Joshua Barnes. 

SF bill was RR as follows: 


t the Secretary of 
rected to piece a on 8 pension roll, sub, to 


oshua 
Barnes, late of Engineer Corpa Seven penao — New Tork State 


m at the rate of $30 per month. 
The amendments 5 by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6, after the word “C 


„ Insert the word“ Company.” 
In line 7 strike out the word Volunteers“ and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ Infan 


m a strike out the word * thirty ” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word“ 
The 8 were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


A 
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GEORGE M. APGAR. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11597) granting 
a pension to George M. Apgar. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of rge 
M. Apgar, late of Company D, Eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $25 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, before the word “and,” insert the words “and Company 
L, Ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ twenty-five" and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 

In same line, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in lieu of 
that he is now receiving.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to George M. Apgar.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed, 

ELIZABETH E. BARBER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12241) granting 
an increase of pension to Elizabeth E. Barber. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Eliza- 
beth E. Barber, widow of Benjamin P. Barber, late of Company D, 
First Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ twenty-four” and insert in lieu there- 
of the word * twelve.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSEPH J. VINCENT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10252) granting 
a pension to Joseph J. Vincent. 

- The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph 
J. Mucent late hospital steward, Twelfth Regiment Massachusetts 
e ad Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month. 

The amendments recomntended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

In same line, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in lieu of 
that he is now receiving.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Joseph J. Vincent.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

FRANKLIN G. MATTERN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8578) granting 
an increase of pension to Franklin G. Mattern. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Franklin G. Mattern, late of Company D, One hundred and forty- 
eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $35 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty-five” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ thirty.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN D. ATWATERS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7807) granting 
an increase of pension to John D. Atwater. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
John D. Atwater, late of Company E, Ninety-fifth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of t he is now receiving. 
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The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out the word “Atwater” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “Atwaters.” 


Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an Increase of pension 
to John D. Atwaters.” = . z 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ANDREW LA FORGE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8565) granting 
an increase of pension to Andrew La Forge. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Andrew La tig late captain Company I, Fifteenth Regiment Michl- 
gan Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a nsion at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committe was read, as 
follows: 


ae 6, before the word “ captain,” insert the words “ of Company 
nd. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARQUIS L. JOHNSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8942) granting 
an increase of pension to Marquis L. Johnson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Marquis 
L. Johnson, late of Company I, Fifty-first Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Company,” strike out the word “of” 
and insert in lieu thereof the word “ captain.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ABIGAIL TOWNSEND. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9888) granting 
a pension to Abigail Townsend. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of mB lactate laws, the name of Abigail 
Townsend, widow of James Townsend, late of the United States Navy, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month, 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, before the word “ United,” insert the words “U. S. S. 
Vermont.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

FARRIE M. ALLIS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9093) granting 
an inerease of pension to Farrie M. Allis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Farrie 
M. Riis, widow of Jerrie P. Allis, late of Company G, One hundred 
and fourteenth Regiment New York Volunteer . and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the words “of Company” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “ first lieutenant Companies.” 

In line 7, after the letter“ G,” insert the words “and F.” 

In lines 8 and 9 strike out the word“ twenty-five” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ twelve.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HARIET p. SANDERS. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9813) granting 
a pension to Harriet P, Sanders. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


1906. 


the 
P. Sander 
Sixty-fourth Ohio Volunteer enn 
general of the staff of Gen. James W. 
at the rate cf $50 per month. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out the word “Harriet” and Insert In lieu thereof 
the word “ Hariet.” 

In line 7 strike out the words “in the” and insert in lieu thereof 
the words “and adjutant.” 

In same line, before the word“ Ohio,” insert the word“ Regiment.” 

In same line strike out the word “and ” and all of line 8. 

In line 9 strike out the words “ W. Forsyth.” 

In same line strike out the word “fifty” and Insert In lleu thereof 
the word “ thirty.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting a pension to Harlet 
P. Sanders.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Harriet 
widow of Wilbur F. Sanders, late first lieutenant in the 
and acting assistant adjutant- 
Forsyth, and pay her a pension 


JONATHAN SHOOK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10019) granting 
an increase of pension to Jonathan Shook. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pince on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jona- 
than Shook, late of Company C, Seventh Regiment, and Company A, 
Fifteenth Regiment, Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 


CHARLES W. HENDERSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7609) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles Henderson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
Henderson, late of Company H, Fifteenth Regiment New York Engi- 
neers, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he Is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Henderson,” insert the letter “ W.” 

In the same line, before the word“ Company,” strike out the word 
“of” and insert in lieu thereof the words “first lieutenant.” 

R In line 7, before the word “ Engineers,” insert the word “ Volun- 
eer. 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
- sion to Charles W. Henderson.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

BOTTOL LARSEN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8042) granting 
an increase of pension to Bottol Larsen. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Bottol 
Larsen, late of Company D, Tenth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month In lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

GEORGE C. SACKETT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10300) granting 
an increase of pension to George C. Sackett. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of George 
C. Sackett, late of Company C, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

SAMUEL GREENLEE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3978) granting 
an inerease of pension to Samuel Greenlee. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
Hrd provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samuel 
ree: 


nlee, late of Company A, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment 
XL——227 i 
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5 Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiv ng. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, after the word “Infantry,” insert the words “and Com- 
pany I, Sixth Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS WOLCOTT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4352) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Wolcott. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
Wolcott, late of Company D, Sixth gipent Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

JOHN LINES. i 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5403) granting 
an increase of pension to John Lines. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pa on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Lines, late of company. E, Third Regiment New York Volunteer Light 


Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

MARSHALL U. GAGE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4717) granting 
a pension to Marshall U. Gage. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Marshall 
U. Gage, late of Company D, Tenth Regiment Michigan Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of dollars per month. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 8, before the word “ dollars,” insert the word “ thirty.” 

In same line, after the word“ month,” insert the words “in licu of 
that he is now receiving.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Marshall U. Gage.” 


The amendments: were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOHN DEARDOURFF. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4766) granting 
an increase of pension to John Deardourff. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Deardourff, late of Company C, Fiftieth- Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

AUGUSTUS JOYEUX. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6465) granting 
an increase of pension to Augustus Joyeux. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of A S- 
tus 2 5 late of Company E, Seventh Regiment Rhode Island Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $25 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word“ twenty-five” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty-four.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

A. LOUISA s. M’WHINNIE. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4261) granting 
an increase of pension to Louise S. MeWhinnie. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary Interlo d he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place ig 8 poo —— ject to 
the provisions and limitations of the laws, the name of Louise 
8. eWhinnie, widow of James cWhinnie, late of Company H, 
Twentieth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of dollars per month. 

à pe amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
ollows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ Louise” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “A. Louisa.” 

In line 8, before the word “dollars,” insert the word “ twelve.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. à 

The title was amended so as to read “A bill granting a pèn- 
sion to A. Louisa S. McWhinnie.” 


WILLIAM A. LINCOLN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6775) granting 
an increase of pension to William A. Lincoln. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


direc to 
the 1 and limitations of the 
. 5 yen i = 5 F, Firs nomes 3 Foume 
g a, a pension 
in lien of that he is Bod receiving. yi ja PRO RE Pon: 
bile amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ows: 


In line 6, before the word“ Company,” strike out the word “of” and 
powell lieu thereof the words “ lieutenant Company D, and 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill 5 eee was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; an g engrossed; it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. z 

THOMAS d. M'LAUGHLIN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3223) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas G. McLaughlin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interio 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the 3 one é 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
G. McLaughlin, late of Company B, T -seventh Regiment Wiscon- 

him a pens 


gimi 
sin Volunteer Infan and on of $40 
of that he is now pt Sa pay of $40 per month in lieu 


ie RE PERRET Dy the: coirdte Wai TORN, an 
‘ollows: 


In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and Insert in lieu 
word “ twenty-four.” ed ee 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

DECATUR HARMON. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2640) granting 
a pension to Decatur Harmon. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


autho and directed to place on the pension roll, subject t 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the eng 3 — 
tur ment New York Vol- 


armon, late of Company K, Eighty-first 
unteer Infantry, and pay piim a pension at the rate of $24 per month. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: y 


In line 8, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in lieu of that 
he is now receiving.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Decatur Harmon.” 

HANNAH A. SAWYER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2195) granting 
a pension to Hannah A. Sawyer. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub. to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Hannah 
A. Sawyer, widow of Horace A. Sawyer, late of Company H, First Regi- 


ment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
i td it was accordingly read the third time, and 


The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Hannah A, Sawyer.” 


JOHN d. WALLACE, 


The next pension buisness was the bill (H. R. 1241) granting 
an increase of pension to John G. Wallace. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
John G. Wallace, late of Company C, Sixth Regiment, and of Compan 
E, Twenty-seventh Regiment, an other commands of the Indiana Vol- 
unteer ‘antry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 
ate amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 

‘ollows : 

In line 6 strike ont the words “ Company C, Sixth Regiment,” 

In line 7 strike out the words “ and of.” 

In same line strike out the words and other.” 

In line 8 strike out the words “ commands of the.” 

In line 9 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in Heu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

FRANKLIN G. HAWKINS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 523) granting 
an increase of pension to Frank G. Hawkins. 

The bill was read, as follows: ; 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the msion laws, the name of 
Frank G. Hawkins, late of Com y G, One hundred and eighty-seventh 
Regiment New York Volunteer ‘antry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ Frank” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ Franklin.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in Meu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an 
increase of pension to Franklin G. Hawkins,” 


SUMNER F. HUNNEWELL, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 533) granting 
an increase of pension to Sumner F. Hunnewell. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pie on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the * laws, the name of 
Sumner F. Hunnewell, late of Company I, mty-fifth R t Maine 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word thirty“ and Insert In lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HENRY A. WHEELER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1655) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry A. Wheeler. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interfor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
A. Wheeler, late of Company I, Twelfth Regiment Vermont Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


1906. 
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GEORGE BUDDEN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13153) granting 
an increase of pension to George Budden. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the Fey pute laws, the name of George 
Budden, late of Company A, Twentieth Regiment Illinois Volunteer In- 
Tp and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

CHARLES C. BRIANT, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8823) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles C. Briant. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
C. Briant, late captain Company K, Sixth Regiment Indlana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

LYDIA M. EDWARDS. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14241) granting 
an increase of pension to Lydia M. Edwards. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lydia 

. Edw „ widow of Robert H. wards, late of Company C, One 
hundred and tenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
8 at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that she now re- 
ceiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows : 


In line 8 strike out the word “twenty-four” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ sixteen.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

FRANKLIN SIMPSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14918) granting 
an increase of pension to Franklin Simpson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Frank- 
lin Simpson, late of Company H, Ninety-fourth Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty ” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed, 

JAMES BUCKLEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15491) granting 
an increase of pension to James Buckley. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
Buckley, late of Company H, Third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer In- 
— 8 7 and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

AMELIA NICHOLS, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14327) granting 
an increase of pension to Amelia Nichols. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Amelia 
Nichols, widow of Franklin P. Nichols, late second lieutenant Company 
A, Seventh Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


In line 9 strike out the word “ twenty ” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “fifteen.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 3 

SARAH J. MERRILL. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14639) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah J. Merrill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the nsion laws, the name of 
Sarah J. Merrill, widow of Capt. George S. Merrill, late of Company B, 
Fourth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of dollars per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word “ Captain.” 

In same line, after the word“ late,” insert the word “ captain.” 

In line 7 strike out the word “of.” 

In same line strike out the word “ Volunteer,” and insert in Lieu 
thereof the word “ Militia.” 

In line 8, before the word “ dollars,” insert the word “ twelve.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


CHARLES M. PUMPELLY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14497) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Charles M. Pumpelly. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the nsion laws, the name of 
Charles M. Pumpelly, late of Company A, Sixteenth Regiment Kentuc 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per mon 
in lieu of that — 2 in p 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

ELIZABETH WESTON, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14560) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth Weston. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Elizabeth Weston, dependent mother of Clark W. Weston, late of Com- 
pany I, Ninth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pey her a 

now re- 


pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she 
ceiving. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 


EDMOND R. HAYWOOD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14375) granting 
an increase of pension to Edmond R. Haywood. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ge on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Edmond R. Haywood, late of Company D, First Battalion Arkansas 
Volunteer 8 and y him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of t he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

HENRY WEST. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14559) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry West. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
West, late of Company G, Twenty-third Regiment Michigan Volunteer 


Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


In line 8 strike out the word “ forty ” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
RHODA KENNEDY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15449) granting 
a pension to Rhoda Kennedy. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Rhoda 
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Kennedy, mother of Charles Kennedy, late of Company M, First Regi- 
ment United States Colored Artillery, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month, 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In line 6, before the word “ mother,” insert the word “ dependent.” 


1 In line 7, before the word “Artillery,” insert the words Volunteer 
eavy.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JERRY W. TALLMAN, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15691) granting 
an increase of pension to Jerry W. Tallman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pension laws, the name of Jerr. 
ria takin kd Gees APAA a Gs RE of Nas hoe 
unteer 
in lieu of that he is Bo receiving. =, 

; The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ollows: 

In line 6, after the word “ late,“ strike out the word “of” and in- 
gert in lieu thereof the words “ first lieutenant.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JAMES M. MOOMAW. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 18110) granting 
an increase of pension to James M. Mooman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on ion roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
M. Mooman, late of Company B, Seventieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $36 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


5 1 — amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
‘ollows: 


In line 6 strike out the word“ Mooman”™ and insert in lieu thereof 
the word“ Moomaw.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty-six" and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ thirty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to James M. Moomaw.” 


MARTHA A, REMINGTON, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11622) granting 
a pension to Martha A. Remington. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Martha 
A. Remington, widow of Thomas J. L. Remington, late major Seventy- 
fourth Regimen Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at 
the rate of $24 per month. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, after the word “late,” insert the words“ captain Company 
a In iine 8 strike out the word “ twenty-four" and insert in lieu thereof 
the word“ twelve.“ 

The amendments were agreed to. : 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third | Tenth Regiment, HIlinois 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSEPH B. FONNER, ALIAS JOHN HAVENS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11873) granting 
a pension to Joseph B. Fonner. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, oo to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph 
B. Fonner, late of Company L, Nineteenth Regiment lyania Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6, before the word “late,” insert the words “alias John 
Havens.” 


In line 8 strike out the word“ twenty-four ” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word“ twelve.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a pen- 
sion to Joseph B. Fonner, alias John Havens.” 


ZADICK CARTER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12533) granting 
an increase of pension to Zadick Carter. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Zadick 
Carter, late of Company A, First ms ports Eastern Shore Virginia Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now recelving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, before the word “ Eastern,“ Insert the word“ Loyal.” 

In line 7 strike out the word “ Shore.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

AUGUST BAUER. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10816) granting 
an increase of pension to August Bauer. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of August 
Bauer, late of Company F, One hundred and fortieth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 8 at the rate of $35 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiv ng. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, ag 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty-five” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOSEPH DOUGAL. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11868) granting 
an increase of pension to Joseph Dougal. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Josph 
Dougal, late of 88 E, Fifteenth Regiment, and Company 

olunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension a 


reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third | the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving, 


time, and passed. 
JOHN HORNBEAK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11926) granting passed. 


an increase of pension to John Hornbeak. 
The bill was read, as follows : z 


Be it onacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pace on the pension roll, sub, to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Hornbenk, late of Company, Sixth Provisional t Enrolled Mis- 
souri Militia Volunteer Infantry, and pry him a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 


In line 6 strike out the words “of Company” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ major.” 

In line 7 strike out the words “ Volunteer Infantry.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


LUKE M’LONEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11856) granting 
an increase of pension to Luke McLoney. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Luke 
MeLon late of Company H, One hundred nnd seventy-seventh Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$50 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “forty.” 


The amendment was agreed to, 
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The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third $ JESSE SILER. 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third] ‘The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9839) granting 
time, and passed. an increase of pension to Jesse Siler, 
DAVID H. ALLEN, The bill was read, as follows: 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11866) grant- Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
ing an increase of pension to Dayid A. Allen. the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jesse 
The bill was read, as follows: Siler, late of Company A, Eighth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infan- 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is | try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to he is now receiving. 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 


A. Allen, late of Company I, Second Regiment California Volunteer being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 


Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that be is now — ving. passed, 
The amendments recommended by the committee were read, HENRY HARES. A 
as follows: The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15007) granting 
In line 6 strike out the letter “A.” and Insert in lieu thereof the | an increase of pension to Henry Hares. 
| letter “ H.” a The bill was read, as follows: 
1 a ee to read: “A bill granting an increase af pen- Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
{ E 2 hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
The amendments were agreed to. the provisions and limitations of the on laws, the name of Henry 


| The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third | Hares, late of Company B, Seyenty-fifth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Í 
| reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third | If hf Be and pay him e peonon GE LA RATE OL BNO: DOr DINER Lace 


time, and passed. The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 


í GEORGE E. KING. follows: 

The next business business was the bill (H. R. 11667) grant- In line 6 strike out the word “ Company” and insert in lieu thereof 
ing an increase of pension to George E. King. the words “Companies I and.“ 

The bill was read, as follows: The amendment was agreed to. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secreta: f the Interi be, and he is The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
hereby, authorized and directed to at peg the pension. reali, sub: to | reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 


the provisions and limitations of the on laws, tae name of George | time, and . 
E. King, late of Company B, Third Regiment Delaware Volunteer In- ~ 
7 7 zod pay him 11 pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of JAMES H. POSEY. 
Bt he ts now xecolying, The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14890) granting 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and | an increase of pension to James H. Posey. 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and The bill was read, as follows: 


passed. Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
j JOHN N. BOYD. hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
= the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10907) grant- | II. Posey, late of Company D, Sixteenth Regiment West Virginia Vol- 
eit mace T a lace infantey amd pay Mat R pension at the Tate oF $30 per mont in 

The bill was read, as follows : ; 7 

lieu of that he is now receiving. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension 5 subject to The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
the provisions one tg ag ee the . — * the pamo of John N. | follows: 

yi ate om y en egimen nnsylyania Volunteer “of” inse: ereof 
Cavalry, and pay hlm a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 7 n e i 55 
that he is now receiving. a limes 7 and 8 strike out tho words “and of Company D, District 

ndm recomm: of Columbia Union Volunteer Infantry.” 
f 5 Am * ended by the committee was read, as In line 9 strike out the word “ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
‘ollows: word “ twenty-four.” 


In line S strike out the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereof the The amendments were agreed to. 
word “ twenty-four. The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


The amendment was agreed to. " . ingl i 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third ae T jae SE ee eee ß 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third i HENRY PORTER. 


time, and passed 
JACOB KELLER. The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7331) granting 
a pension to Henry Porter. 
The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10753) granting The bill was read, as follows: 
an increase of pension to Jacob Kellar. Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
The bill was read, as follows: hereby, authorised And directed so , piace om iie pension roll, subject to 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is Been lots Ot . i Twenty aith RAKUAT Kentacky: Volantes 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub; 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the pales ae Teak OTSA ET BAP PAE De® VERT oe see et eee. Pen eee ee 


Kellar, late of Company K, One hundred and sixty-ninth Regiment New The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 


York Volunteer Infantry, and him a pension at the rate of 8 
month in lieu of that he is DOW Tecetving. of $80 per’) follows : 


“u * “ 
The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as he is now receiving VOTA “month,” Insert the words “In leu of that 


follows: The amendment was agreed to. 
In line e strike out the word“ Kellar” and insert in lieu thereof the The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


word “ Keller.” f > 
The amendment was agreed to. 8 engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third | ” f 175 
time, and passed. crease of pension to Henry Porter. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- F 
crease of pension to Jacob Keller.” The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5486) granting 

OLAR a pension to Maggie Carroll. 
e eines The bill was read, as follows : 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10230) granting Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


, an increase of pension to Clark A. Winans. hereby, Be tne and directed bt place on he pension roll, sub ect to 
si e provisions a mitations o msion laws, the name of Maggie 
The bill was read, as follows: Carroll, widow of Henry L. Carroll, flenteniant Company B, First Bat- 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is | talion Georgia Volunteer Infantry, at the rate of $8 per mon to 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to | commence on the date of soldier's death, August 135 AD: 180 4. whe 
A 1 . 8 posi yee — of Neha died of disease contracted while in the service of the United States. 

| Rots Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 40 tu: |. The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. follows: 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 5 ont ‘the word“ ee, and insert in Wea thereot 

word“ Margarett.” 
oe engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 1 5 line, before the word “ lieutenant,” insert the words “ late 
ssed, z $ rs 


- 
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In lire 7, after the word “Infantry,” insert the words “and pay her 
a pension.” 

n line 8 strike out the word “eight” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twelve.” 

In same line strike out the words “to commence on the date and 
all of lines 9, 10, and 11. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a 
sion to Margarett Carroll.” 


JAMES M. MILLER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7681) granting 
an increase of pension to James M. Miller. 

The bill was read, as foliows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the A tapped and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
M. Miller, late of Company —, Twenty-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


A 2 amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ollows: 

In line 6, after the word“ Company,” insert the letter “ B.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


pen- 


FRANKLIN J. KECK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7738) granting 
an increase of pension to Franklin J. Keck. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the — laws, the name of Frank- 
lin J. Keck, late of Company I, First Re ent Volunteer Infan „ and 
late of Company G, One hundred and wenty-eighth Regiment Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In lines 6 and 7 strike out the words “ of Company I, First Regiment 
Volunteer Infantry, and late.“ 

ay line 8, before the word “ Volunteer,” insert the word Pennsyl- 
vania.” 

In line 9 strike out the word “ thirty ” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 1 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
MARTIN v. CANNEDY. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8315) granting 
an increase of pension to Martin V. Cannedy. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Martin 
V. Cannedy, late of Company H, One hundred and forty-fourth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$75 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: z , 

In line 8 strike out the word “seventy-five” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ARTHUR M. LEE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8722) granting 
an increase of pension to Arthur M. Lee. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Arthur M. Lee, late of Company —, Eighteenth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the words “of Company” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “ first lieutenant.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “fifty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “forty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time and passed. 
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MOSES B. DAVIS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8725) granting 
an increase of pension to Moses B. Davis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the ak Moc op and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Moses H. Davis, late of Company E, Fifteenth Regiment New 1 5 50 
shire Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
pér month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out 
the word “ twenty-four.’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereof 


JULIUS BEIER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7876) granting 
an increase of pension to Julius Beier. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Julius ier, late of Company C, Twenty-ninth Regiment Wisconsin 
Volunteer Sunny, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the letter C“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
letter“ B.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


JAMES H. HILL. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3660) granting 
an increase of pension to James H. Hill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the peace laws, the name of James 
II. Hill, late of Company E, Second Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 
Mounted Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

MARY O. ARNOLD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7225) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary O. Arnold. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pas on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary 
©. Arnold, widow of Marion Arnold, late of 2 H. First Regiment 
Ohio Light Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word Battery“ and insert In lieu thereof 
the word “ Company.” 

In line 7, after the word “ Ohio,” insert the word“ Volunteer.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


FRANK OSTERBERG. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 6488) granting 
an increase of pension to Frank Osterberg. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Frank 
Osterberg, late of the United States Navy, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 
$ 2 line 6, before the word “late,” insert the words aas William 

Kay.“ 

In same line, before the word “ United,” insert the words U. S. 8. 
Dacotah, Alleghany, and Grene 

In line 7, after the word “ month,” insert the words “in lieu of that 
he is now receiving.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pension 
to Frank Osterberg, alias William McKay.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
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reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. LEWIS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4946) granting 
an increase of pension to William H. Lewis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

— S A ee Taat te to place of the pension 7005 = ect Fr 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Hoa Taa ata OTET e nt ts ate $40" pot mon D 
lieu of ar that Be te is i receiving igs 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, 
as follows: 

In line § strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ thirty-six.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM MOORE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4888) granting 
an increase of pension to William Moore. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior A and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and eee an = the ion laws, the name of William 
Moore, late of Company C, Seventh ifegimene Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay him a pension at the — of 840 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6, before the word Company.“ strike out the word of and 
insert in lieu thereof the words “ second lieutenant.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “forty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “thirty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

FANNIE E. MORROW. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4633) granting 
an increase of pension to Fannie E. Morrow. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
— LBe os authorized and directed to place on the penalo roll, subject to 

o e, ons and 9 — the =e poe laws, the name of ie 
E. Morrow, widow of Dr. assistant surgeon Company 
‘A, One hundred and thirty — op at —— Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The amendments: recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

3 = ad 6 strike out the letter “S” and insert in leu thereof the 
etter F.“ 

In line 7 strike out the words | “Company A. 

In line 9 strike out the word “thirty” and faset in lieu thereof the 
word “ twelve.” 

Mr. SULLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, since that bill was reported 
evidence has come before the committee which warrants me in 
moving to amend the committee amendment by striking out 
“twelve” and inserting “sixteen.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendments as amended were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; was read a third time, and passed. 


ANDREW J. BENSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2765) granting 
an increase of pension to Andrew J. Benson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the of the Interi and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed aan the pension. pari subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the “ah epee — 1 1 7 ~~ name of Andrew 

enson, late of Company D, First Regiment N Hampshire Vol- 


unteer Heavy Artillery, an y him —.— pension at the rate of $3 
month in lieu of that he is Ae receiving. nt artis 


The amendment. recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


In line 8 strike —— „the word “thirty” and insert in lieu thereo 
the word “ twenty-four f 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS CARDER. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8007) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Carder. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secre 
and direct 


of terio; 
hereby, authorized and ong — ot a 


tary he is 
ed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of the 8 laws, the name of Thomas 
Carder, late of Company A, Sixth Regiment West Virginia. Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


Aes ibn if 6 strike out the letter “A” and insert in Ileu thereof the 


. — Seales strike out the word “ Sixth“ and insert in lieu thereof 
e word “ 
In line 7 Tike o out the word “Infantry” and insert in lieu thereof 


the i 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word. “ twenty-four.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN A. MALONE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10396) granting 
an increase of pension to John A. Malone. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed 5 wise e on the 8 roll, 5 to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
A. Malone, late of Company I, ee se Regiment Illinois» Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a spose at the rate of $24 per month 
in lew of that he ip Sor 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
heng Migro, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
pas: 


FRANCIS W. PRESTON, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9406) granting 
an increase of pension to Francis W. Preston. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, — 25 ect to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of neis 
— —.— late = Com: I, Thirteen Sarg E goun 

r Infan: and pa; a a a rate of mon 
lieu of that Ke is 3 N 


The bill was ordered to 5 engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

JOHANNA WALGWIST. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7806) granting 
an increase of pension to Johanna Walquist. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., T Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized an to place on the pension roll, subject- to 
the provisions and l fop rhaa of the on lewa; the name of Johanna 
Walquist, widow of John S. Wal 12 — 7 te ft Com oer K, Ninety- 
thi Regiment Illinois: Volunteer ae ft egy pay a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month in Liew of that she is now pte ing: 
vided, That in the event of the 3 of Anna C. Walquist, helpless and 
dependent daughter of said John S. Walau the additional pension 
herein granted shall cease and determine provided further, That 
in the event of the death of Johanna Walquist the name of Anna C. 
_— uist shall be placed on the pension roll, subject to the alaram 

imitations of the ion: laws, at the rate 12 PARE month from 
— Aha DALE Ot death of said Johanna 


The amendments recommended by the pri ya were read, as 
follows: 


In line after the word “ Johanna,” strike out the word“ Wal- 
and In lieu thereof the word “ Wal 
In same line, before the word late,“ strike out the word “ Wal- 
quist” and insert in lieu thereof the words “ alias Jonas Walgwist.” 
In line 8 strike out the word “twenty” and insert. 
“ twenty-four.” 
ce —— 1 e out the word Walqulist and insert in lieu thereof 
x a 
In line 11, before the word “ the,” strike out the 5 “ Walquist ” 
and insert in lieu thereof the words “alias Jonas Walgw. 
Mag = . Strike out the word“ Walquist and insert | ia lieu thereof 
In line 14 Wen Roe the word Walquist ” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word „ Walgwist.” 
In line 17 strike out the word “ Walquist” and insert in lieu thereof 
word “ Walgwist.” 
Amend title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pension. 
to Johanna Walgwist. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being, engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ANNIE E. PETERS. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7823) granting 
an increase of pension to Annie E. Peters, widow of John A. 
Peters. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
toe rovisions and a of the . laws, the name of Annie 
widow of John A. Fetes; late United. States 


R ripio North Carolina, 


Metacomet, her a. 
sion at the rate of $20 per month” in Heu of that she tw how — 2 
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The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In lines 6 and 7 strike out the words “landsman, United States 


steamers and insert in lieu thereof the words “of U. S. 8.7 
In line 8, before the word “and,” insert the words “ United States 
avy." 


vy. 
In same line strike out the word “ twenty ” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ sixteen.” 

Amend title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pension to 
Annie E. Peters.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARGARET BECKER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8930) granting 


an increase of pension to Margaret Becker. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ae on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mar- 
ms Becker, widow of John P. Becker, late captain Company K, 

nd Regiment Louisiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word “ twenty-five” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “ twenty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

; EDSON J. HARRISON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3484) granting 
an increase of pension to Edson J. Harrison. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Edson 
J. Harrison, late of Company B, Thirty-fourth Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 

follows: 

n In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LUCIUS R. SIMONS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 3233) granting 
an increase of pension to Lucius R. Simons. 

The bill was read, as follows: 
. Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 9 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lucius 
R. Simons, late of Troop L, Tenth Regiment of Illinois Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 5 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the word“ Troop” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ Company.” 

In same line, after the word “ Regiment,” strike out the word “ of.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

y WILLIAM R. DUNCAN. - 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1897) granting 
an increase of pension to William R. Duncan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place of the pension roll, subject to 
the 3 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
R. Duncan, late of Company G, Third Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $60 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 
word “thi 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


S sirike out the word “sixty” and insert in lieu thereof the 
rey 


SIOTHA BENNETT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2082) granting 
an increase of pension to Siotha Bennett. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Siotha 
Bennett, widow of Clarence E. Bennett, late lieutenant-colonel First 
Regiment California Volunteer GNT and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. 

ZACHARIAH GEORGE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12532) granting 
an increase of pension to Zachariah George, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ae on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Zach- 
ariah George, late of Company D, Tenth Regiment United States Col- 
ored Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading; and 
being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third time, and 
passed. i 

KATHERINE F. WAINWRIGHT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1322) granting 
an increase of pension to Katherine F. Wainwright. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the p ovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Kather- 
ine F. Wainwright, widow of Geo; A. Wainwright, late major of the 
First Regiment New Hampshire 2 Artillery, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 7, before the word “major,” insert the words “ first lieuten- 
ant Company A, and.” 

In same line strike out the words “ of the.” 

In line 7, after the word “ New Hampshire,” insert the word “ Vol- 
unteer.” 

In line 8 strike out the word “ thirty ” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-five.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. t 

ELLEN M. BRANT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2090) granting 
an increase of pension to Ellen M. Brant. p 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ellen 
M. Brant, widow of Uriah Brant, late captain Company H, Seventh 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 


75 line 6, after the word “late,” insert the words “frst Ileutenant 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


HENRY SANBORN, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 8344) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry Sanborn. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
Sanborn, late of Second Regiment United States Sharpshooters, and pay 
nae pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

In line 6, before the word“ Second,” insert the words“ Company F.“ 

In same line, after the word “ States,” insert the word“ Volunteer.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

CORA F. MITCHELL. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2034) granting 
a pension to Cora F. Mitchell. 

The bill was read, as follows:“ 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Cora F. 
Mitchell, dependent daughter of Seth W. Mitchell, late of Company C, 
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Thirty-eighth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

5 line 6, before the word “ dependent,” insert the words “ helpless 
and.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

CHARLES H. CONLEY. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1913) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles H. Conley. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
H. Conley, late of Company B, Twenty-eighth Regiment Connecticut 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out the word“ thirty“ and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

LEVI A. TRIPP. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 17) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Levi A. Tripp. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
+ hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of APE yep laws, the name of Levi A. 
Tripp, late of Company C, Thirtieth Regiment Maine Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. , 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 


ALPHONSO B. HOLLAND. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 19) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Alphonso B. Holland. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Al- 
phonso B. Holland, late of Company G, Second Regiment District of 
Columbia Volunteer Infantry, and Companies H and K, Twenty-ninth 
Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; was accordingly read 
the third time, and passed. 


ANDREW SMITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 22) granting an 
increase of pension to Andrew Smith. 

The bill was.read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Andrew 
Smith, late of Company G, Thirty-third Regiment Massachusetts Vol- 


unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT WINES. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 94) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert Wines, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 
Wines, late of Company I, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry. 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID D. GRIFFITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 162) granting an 
increase of pension to David D. Griffith. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
D. Griffith, late of Company H, Twenty-first Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY RUSSELL. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 165) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry Russell. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 8 laws, the name of Henry 
Russell, late of Company M. Eleventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH W. LEGRO. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 180) granting an 
increase of pension to Joseph W. Legro. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph 
W. o, late of Company D, Twenty-second Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. J 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES H. KANE, 4 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 187) granting an 
increase of pension to James H. Kane, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
H. Kane, late first lieutenant Company I, First Regiment Connecticut 
Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. ' 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


FREDRICH BEHRENS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 200) granting an 
increase of pension to Fredrich Behrens, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Fredrich 


Behrens, late of Company B, Twenty-first Regiment Iowa Volunteer In- 
tany and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lien of 
that is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


EDWARD E. NEEDHAM. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 203) granting an 
increase of pension to Edward E. Needham. 

The bill was read, as follows: r 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, N to 
the provisions and limitations of the penson laws, the name of Edward 
E. Needham, late of Company E, Thirty-second Regiment Iowa Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES WHITE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 218) granting an 
increase of pension to James White. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
White, late of Battery H, Fourth Regiment United States Artillery, 
and pay him a pamon at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JONATHAN F. GATES, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 220) granting an 
increase of pension to Jonathan F. Gates. ` 
The bill was read, as follows : 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jona- 
than F. Gates, late of Company C, Twenty-seventh Regiment Iowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


MARTIN L. ADAMS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 251) granting an 
increase of pension to Martin L. Adams. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and 9 of the pension laws, the name of 
L. Adams, late of company. Twenty-s Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY B. BURTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 325) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry B. Burton, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henr: 
B. Burton, late of Company B, One hundred and second Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a eee at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now eee 

The bill was ordered to a third — and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


MARY C. DUANE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 446) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary C. Duane. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, = he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 8 and . ae the e, Hate. Arst laws, the name of Mary C. 

e, widow of Daniel te lieutenant Company A, 


Third R ent Iowa Volunteer tn Infan y her a n at the 
rate of — 4 — month in lieu of tha that che i is 2 med 
That in the Svent of = death of Frank 


shall cease 

— a 9e ep A & 1 rc penne . said Frank Duane shall 
roll, subject to the pe nan and limitations 

of De puana lerhi 12340 ar the rate of $12 per month from and after the 

date of death of said Mary C. Duane. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES H. LEWIS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 466) granting an 
increase of pension to James H. Lewis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etoc., That th f the Interio and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to 1 15 8 = all t 
the provisions and limitations of 
3 — kon ag Ae Ress at the nfl Regimen of 922 
of that 1 he is on receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


AMOS M. BUNKEL. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 482) granting an 
increase of pension to Amos M. Runkel. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the 33 the Interior be, and he = 
hereby, authorized and directed to Be pension. on the is, the s roll, sub: 
tos AmE and limitations of t 

. Runke 


month in lieu ort at he me recele 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
BARNEY WHITNEY. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 492) granting an 
increase of pension to Barney Whitney. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, po That the Secretary 
directed to 


per month in lieu 


lydnia 


of the Interior be, and he is 
lace on the poson W subjeet 


to the ng and limitations of the pension the name of 
Barney ees iy late of Com y F, Seventy-ninth ‘Regim ent Pennsyl- 
vania Woluntee pay him a pension at the rate of $30 


per month th in lieu of tha ha is-bow recetving 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
ALFRED M’PHERRAN. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 527) granting an 
increase of pension to Alfred McPherran. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the 5 of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized and directed t lace on the 
ooa rovisions and imitations: 0 


fantry, pay him 
the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM CARR. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 548) granting an 
increase of pension to William Carr, 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the 8 of the Interior be, and he is 

d directed t lace on the pension roll, subject 

to the provisions and limitations. of the pension laws, the name of 

ps n D, ae Regiment Nebraska 2 

of that he is 2 pore ol F 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY H. HILL, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 555) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry H. Hill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Becre f the Interior be, and he i 
hereby, authorized and directed to sre 2 the ‘pension. roll, subject 
to the provisions — limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
. ˙ tata Ternant any, B: 

un r 
pension at the rate of $30 per month in leu of that ths is — ine. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 

ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH L. PRENTISS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 589) granting 
a pension to Joseph L. Prentiss. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub 725 — 
ie 8 1 Kai a penean laws, the he name of Jose 
Gaited States Army, and pay him a phi 5 at fhe r rate of $27 pe 

onth. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID X. PEARSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 597) granting an 
increase of pension to David M. Pearson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, he is 
hereby, authorized and directed lace on the pension roll, — . — to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
M late of the First y Kansas Volunteer 


Light Artili d him been ger: 8 — — £ $24 th in 
g ery, and pay a on a e rate o: r mon 
lieu of that he is now receiving. ps 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
MARY A. MEGRUE. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 599) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary A. Megrue. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, an he ls 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


tas provisions and limitations of the pension laws, ia name of ary A. 
Megrue, Ag mond of Ambrose R. Megrue, late 8 om any AG Tourin 
and pay a e rate 


Regimen hio Volunteer Cavalry 
20 oe 3 in Hen of that she is on — 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
BRIDGET EVANS. 


The next pension business was the pill (S. € 623) mane a an 
increase of pension to Bridget Evans. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place — — the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of ridget 
Evans, widow of James ng late 2 12 — D, Tenth Regiment Ten- 
nessee Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
JAMES M. CONRAD. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 641) granting an 
increase of pension to James M. Conrad. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on 2 pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pens. laws, the name of James 
M. late of Company H, Forty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES E. BISHOP. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 655) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles E. Bishop. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 


PP ͤ ÜF . ˙ . ̃— ö: .. -A 
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E. Bishop, late of Company B, First Regiment District of Columbia 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
ABRAHAM WALTERS, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 656) granting an 
increase of pension to Abraham Walters. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Abra- 
ham Walters, late of Com y E, inety-eighth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES CONINE. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 671) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles Conine. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
Conine, late of Company E, Nineteenth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES F. HUBBARD, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 672) granting an 
increase of pension to James F, Hubbard. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
F. Hubbard, late of Company K, Second Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Cavalry,.and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ULRIKA BOTTCHER. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 675) granting 
pension to Ulrika Bottcher. - 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ulrika 
Bottcher, widow of John Bottcher, late of Company B, Forty-fourth 
Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $8 per month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


LIZZIE M. M'LAUCHLAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 712) granting an 
increase of pension to Lizzie M. McLauchlan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lizzie 
M. McLauchlan, widow of George H. McLauchlan, late of U. S. S. 
Ohio, San Jacinto, and Sassacus, United States Navy, and 
pension at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she 
ceiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


THEODORE H. HANSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 716) granting an 
increase of pension to Theodore H. Hanson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Theo- 
dore H. Hanson, late of Company K, 5 Regiment Maine Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ORANGE S. MASON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 721) granting an 
increase of pension to Orange S. Mason. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 


to the provon and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Orange S. Mason, late of Company H, Eleventh Regiment, and Company 


ay her a 
s now re- 


B, Eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay bim a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


~ WILLIAM M. SMITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 725) granting an 
increase of pension to William M. Smith. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to 27 7 on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
William M. Smith, late of Company B, Twenty-second Regiment Michi- 
gan Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JERUSHA HAYWARD BROWN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 772) granting an 
increase of pension to Jerusha Hayward Brown. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Jerusha Hayward Brown, widow of Edw: M. Brown, late lieutenant- 
eolonel Eighth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month, such pension to be in lieu of that 
8 now receiving under special act of Congress approved June 9, 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. : 


GEORGE L. COOLEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 784) granting an 
increase of pension to George L. Cooley. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
George L. Cooley, late of Company F, Tenth Regiment Connecticut 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a nsion at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM BENKLER, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 790) granting an 
increase of pension to William Benkler. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to gree on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
William Benkler, late of Company C, Third Regiment Connecticut Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES A. FAY. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 886) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles A. Fay. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior bes and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the msion laws, the name of 
Charles A. Fay, late of Company H, Fifth ment Vermont Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM A. EGGLESTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 842) granting an 
increase of pension to William A. Eggleston. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the acne laws, the name of 
William A. Eggleston, late of Company E, Fifteenth Regiment Vermont 
Volunteer Infantry, and Company A, First Regiment Vermont Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


RICHARD T. FRIED, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 859) granting an 
increase of pension to Richard T. Fried. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, anthorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Richard 
T. Fried, izte of Company A, Forty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry. aud pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
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THOMAS O'CONNOR. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 861) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas O'Connor. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, anthorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 1 laws, the name of Thomas 
O'Connor, late of Company D, Secon ment “Ohio Volunteer Infan- 


try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 

ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HOWARD ELLIS. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 969) granting an 
increase of pension to Howard Ellis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 

by, anthorized and directed to place on the pension roll, 1 to 

the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Howard 
Ellis, late of Company H, Second ent Minnesota Volunteer In- 


n 
fantry, a im a pension at the rate of month in lieu of 
that he is how deceiving. e 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 

ingly read the third time, and passed. 
JOHN E. WOODSUM. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 1011) granting an 
increase of pension to John E. Woodsum. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John B. 
Woodsum, late of Company K, Eighth Regiment Vermont Volunteer In- 


fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


y PETER SHIPPMAN. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 1023) granting an 
increase of pension to Peter Shippman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ope on the pension roll, sub: i Bs 
eter 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
ISAIAH MITCHELL. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 1130) granting an 
increase of pension to Isaiah Mitchell. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of on laws, name of Isaiah 
Mitchell, late of Company G, One hundred and fifteenth ent 
United States Colored Volunteer Infantry pay him a on at 


d 
the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT S. BLAKE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1138) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert S. Blake. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub. to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 8. 
Blake, late captain Company M, Second t Indiana Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a on at the rate $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES M. FERNALD. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1173) granting an 
increase of pension to James M. Fernald. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of — laws, the name of James 
M. Fernald, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY J. PATTERSON. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 1227) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry J. Patterson. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor and he fs 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension oll. subject to 
the R ileen and limitations of the pension laws, the name of cca d 
iy fe Beene at of — . uc 85 T 1 8 ane 13 A 

gan Volunteer ntry, and pa; m a pension 
at the . ae $24 per month in lieu of that he is 8 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JULIA L. PLIMPTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1228) granting an 
increase of pension to Julia L. Plimpton. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


hereby, authorized and directed to ce on the pension roll, sub to 
the provisions and limitations of the Julia 
L. Plimpton, widow of Emo 
Fourth Regiment Michigan 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


EUGENE GASKILL. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1230) granting an 
increase of pension to Eugene Gaskill. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


ent Michigan Volunteer 
of $24 per month in lieu of 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM F. WILSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1246) granting an 
increase of pension to William F. Wilson. 

THe bill was read, as follows: ‘ 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to — on the penslon roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of Wil- 
!!!! peor gs O T mas 
unteer g 
month in nen of that E is A A receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


PETER BURNS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1251) granting an 
increase of pension to Peter Burns. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Peter 
Burns, late of Compeny H, Second ent Pennsylvania Reserves 
Volunteer hectare Uf United States ships Wabash, Saratoga, and 
Vermont, United States Navy, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ORLANDO C. PINKHAM. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1357) granting an 
increase of pension to Orlando C. Pinkham. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Orlando 
Cc. Pinkham, late of Eighth Unattached Company, Massachusetts Volun- 
teer 5 Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY JORDAN. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 1399) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry Jordan. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the jon laws, the name of Henry 


v 


Jordan, late lieutenant-colonel Seven: th Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer 2 and pay him a pension at the rute of 830 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
LEVI E. CROSS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1418) granting an 
increase of pension to Levi E. Cross. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secre 


of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and d 


irected to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
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Cross, late of Company 
Infantry, and pay him a pen: 
of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
SARAH A. TYLER. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 1420) granting an 
increase of pension to Sarah A. Tyler. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to peace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sarah 
A. Tyler, . — 8 of whiten 5 Peis pier late of Company & —— 
Regiment New Ham re Volunteer an and pay her a pensi 
at the rate of $12 oer month in lieu of at ako is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HARVEY C. BROWN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1421) granting an 
increase of pension to Harvey C. Brown. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Harvey 

. Brown, late of Company D, Fifth Regiment New Hampshire Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at tbe rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving, 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM F. DAVIS. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 1437) granting an 
increase of pension to William F. Davis. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


A, me aig a New Hampshire Volunteer 


on at rate of $24 per month in lieu 


ving. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN M. ODENHEIMER. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1527) granting an 
increase of pension to John M. Odenheimer. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John M. 
Odenheimer, late first lieutenant Company L, Sixth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
MARY o. BISHOP. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1555) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary C. Bishop. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to B ret on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary 
CS Feary a widow of John Bishop, W late second lieutenant Compan. 
G, and first lieutenant Company ‘Twenty-ninth Regiment Connecti- 
cut Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $25 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
PETER BETZ. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1624) granting an 
increase of pension to Peter Betz. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piara on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name o 
Betz, late of Company H, One hundred and twenty-eighth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
SOLOMON R. RUCH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1634) granting an | 


increase of pension to Solomon R. Ruch. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pare on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of ioio- 
mon R. Ruch, late of Company A, Fourteenth Regiment United States 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


Peter | 


JACOB d. ORTH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1645) granting an 
increase of pension to Jacob G. Orth. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jacob 
G. Orth, late of Company D, Twenty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN C. ESTES. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1665) granting an 
increase of pension to John C. Estes. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, svb to 
the — 4 and limitations of the pensien laws, the name of John 
Cc. tes, late of Company L, Fourth Regiment Massachusetts Volun- 
teer Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. BEARD. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1666) granting an 
increase of pension to George W. Beard. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of rge 
W. ard, late acting third assistant engineer, United States Navy. 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


FREDERICK W. PARTRIDGE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1834) granting an 
increase of pension to Frederick W. Partridge. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Fred- 
erick W. Partridge, late acting master, United States Navy, and pay 
nma pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


EDGAR TIBBILS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1905) granting an 
increase of pension to Edgar Tibbils. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 1 and limitations of the sion laws, the name of 
Tibbils, late of Company F, Second Regiment Michigan Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


FRANCESCO DEL GINDICE, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1908) granting an 
increase of pension to francesco Del Gindice. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pa on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension la the name of Fran- 
cesco Del Gindice, late musician, band, Tenth Regiment United States 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu 
| of that he is now receiving. 
| -The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

GUNNERUS INGEBRETSON. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 1911) granting an 
increase of pension to Gunnerus Ingebretson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he ig 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject ta 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Gun- 
nerus Ingebretson, late of Company E, Bighteenth Regiment Wisconsin 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
THOMAS EDSALL. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 1978) granting an 
i increase of pension to Thomas Edsall. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
Edsall, late of Company E, Ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


SOLOMON F. WEHR. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2044) granting a 
pension to Solomon F. Wehr. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Solo- 
mon F. Wehr, late acting assistant surgeon, United States Army, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
RUTH F. BENNETT. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2080) granting a 
pension to Ruth F. Bennett. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


SARAH E. ADAMS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2090) granting an 
increase of pension to Sarah E. Adams. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sarah 
E. Adams, widow of George II. Adams, late of Company A, Eleventh 
Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN P. BAMBUSH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2091) granting an 
increase of pension to John P. Bambush. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the peon laws, the name of Jobn 
P. Bambush, late of Company K, Thirty-fourth Regiment Massachu- 
setts Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
LORIN R. BINGHAM. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2103) granting an 
increase of pension to Lorin R. Bingham. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lorin 
R. Bingham, late of Company D, Second Regiment Iowa Volunteer In- 
rantiy, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

HELEN B. READ. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2153) granting an 
increase of pension to Helen B. Read. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Helen 
B. Read, widow of Ira B. Read, late first lieutenant 88 D and 
o Volunteer 


Riders Company E, One hundred and first Regiment Oh 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $17 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
ISAAC B. HEWITT. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 2168) granting an 
increase of pension to Isaac B. Hewitt. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to puea on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Isaac 


B. Hewitt, late acting first assistant engineer, United States Navy 
pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


and 


JOHN J. BUFFINGTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2182) granting an 
increase of pension to John J. Buffington. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
J. Buffington, late of Company E, First Regiment lowa Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


“DAVID W. MAGEE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2216) granting an 
increase of pension to David W. Magee. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and Hmitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
W. agee, late of Company F. First Regiment Indiana Volunteers, 
war with Mexico, and lieutenant-colonel Eighty-sixth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and colonel Forty-seventh Regiment Volunteer In- 
santy, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN RAUCH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2250) granting an 
increase the pension of John Rauch. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to gue on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jobn 
Rauch, late of Company E, One hundred and second Regiment Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
ASHLEY A. YOUMANS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2332) granting an 
increase of pension to Ashley A. Youmans. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pensions laws, the name of Ashley 
A. Youmans, late of sos, e G, Ninth iment New York Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

ALBERT C. ANDREWS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2344) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert C. Andrews. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 
C. Andrews, late of Company H, Thirty-second Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $55 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN W. REED. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2346) granting an 
increase of pension to John W. Reed. 

The bill was read, as follows: . 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, the name of John 
W. Reed, late of Company G, One hundred and thirty-seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN L. CLARK. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2393) granting an 
increase of pension to John L. Clark. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
L. Clark, late of Battery C, First Regiment Illinois Volunteer 1 
Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 
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The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS MILLIMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2406) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas Milliman, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
Milliman, late of e “apy E, Seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Company B, One hundred and sixty-sixth Regiment Ohio 
National Guard Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES L. NOGGLE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2473) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles L. Noggle. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
L. Noggle, late of Tw In ent Battery Wisconsin 
lery, and first lieutenant, Secon 0 8 United States Infantry, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

- JESSE M. FURMAN. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 2548) granting an 
increase of pension to Jesse M. Furman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to paa on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the rogi laws, the name of Jesse 
M. man, late of United States gunboat Essex, United States Navy, 
and Company B, First Regiment Vermont Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 


and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
GEORGE L. JAQUITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2840) granting an 
increase of pension to George L. Jaquith. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of rge 
L. aganin, late of Company G, ki Nyt’ Pao ha Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and Company G, Forty-seventh Regiment Massa- 
chusetts Volunteer Militia Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $25 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. i 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


GARRETT ROURKE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2863) granting an 
increase of pension to Garrett Rourke, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the a laws, the name of Garrett 
Rourke, late of Company E, Twenty-fourth Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
leu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. FLICK. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2868) granting an 
increase of pension to George W. Flick. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of rge 
W. Flick, late of Company H, Ninety-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL E. JOHNSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2882) granting an 
increase of pension to Samuel E. Johnson. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of uel 
E. Johnson, late of Company D, Thirteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and first lieutenant and adjutan 5 Regiment 
United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


Light Artil-- 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH E, STINES. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2950) granting an 
increase of pension to Joseph E. Stines, 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 8 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph 
E. Stines, late of Company C, Second Regiment North Carolina Vol- 


unteer Mounted Infan and a pension at the rate of $24 


per month in lieu of that he is ow receiving. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


FRANK WESTERVELT. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3031) granting an 
increase of pension to Frank Westervelt. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


rized and directed 
the provans and limitations of the 
Westervelt, late of Company B and 
New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY D. HALL, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3043) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry D. Hall. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
D. Hall, late of Company A, First Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, 
and first lieutenant and captain, United States Revenue Marine Service, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. i 


JOHN O. THORN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3036) granting an 
increase of pension to John O. Thorn. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
John O. Thorn, late of Company F, Thirtieth Regiment Maine Volun- 
teer Infantry, and One hundred and fourteenth Company, Second Bat- 
talion Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN G. BLESSING. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3121) granting an 
increase of pension to John G. Blessing. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


PARTHENIA W. BAKER. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3125) granting an 
increase of pension to Parthenia W. Baker. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Parthenia W. Baker, widow of Alpheus W. Baker, late second lieuten- 
ant Company H, Twenty-third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $15 per month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
GEORGIA D. BROWN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3132) granting an 
increase of pension to Georgia D. Brown. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to puce on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Georgia D. Brown, widow of ote M. Brown, late captain Company 
M, and major First Regiment Maine Volunteer Cavalr, ae pay her 

she is now 


a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of t 
receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
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JOHN HARPER. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3187) granting a 
pension to John Harper. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the nsion laws, the name of 
John Harper, late unassigned, One hun and forty-ninth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$12 per month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH RUTHERFORD. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3189) granting an 
increase of pension to Elizabeth Rutherford. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the msion laws, the name of 
Elizabeth Rutherford, widow of Hugh Rutherford, late of Company I, 
Eighty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pon — at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- | 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ANDREW J. COULTON, ALIAS SAMUEL MYERS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3199) granting an 
increase of pension to Andrew J. Coulton, alias Samuel Myers. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pa on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the msion laws, the name of 
Andrew J. Coulton, alias Samuel Myers, late of Company G, Third 
Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


NANCY A. TEETERS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3224) granting a 
pension to Nancy A. Teeters. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Nance . Teeters, widow of John Teeters, late of Company A, Eighty- 
fourth Regiment, and Company F, Eighty-seventh Regiment, Pennsyl- 
Siyari Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $8 per 
month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL WOOLLEY. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3242) granting an 
increase of pension to Daniel Woolley. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
rovisions and limitations of the msion laws, the name of 
‘oolley, late of Company C, Eighty-fourth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a on at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now recei N 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. ni 


RICHARD M. OGLE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3310) granting an 
increase of pension to Richard M. Ogle. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Richard M. Ogle, late of Company F, Twenty-third Regiment Missouri 
Volunteer 8 and pay him a poon at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


OSCAR F. RENICK. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3312) granting a 
pension to Oscar F. Renick. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Isterior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Oscar F. Renick, acting assistant surgeon, United States Army, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY V. HAMENSTAEDT. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3315) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry V. Hamenstaedt. 


The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and ted to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Henry V. Hamenstaedt, late of Company A, Second Regiment Missouri 
Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
LENA SHERMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3472) granting an 
increase of pension to Lena Sherman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lena 
Sherman, widow of Buren R. Sherman, late second lieutenant and cap- 
tain Company E, Thirteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a ponios at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


LA FORREST C. DARLING. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3473) granting an 
increase of pension to La Forrest C. Darling. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he ‘s 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the sion roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the — aws, the name of La 
Forrest C. Darling, late of Company I, elfth Regiment Vermont Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES B. KELLOGG. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 8474) granting an 
increase of pension to James B. Kellogg. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
B. Kellogg, late of U. S. S. Ohio, Princeton, and Mohican, United States 
Navy, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


EVERETT S. FITCH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3475) granting an 
increase of pension to Everett S. Fitch. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the E e and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Everett 
8. tch, late first lieutenant Company C, Fifth Regiment New- Hamp- 
shire Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CATHARINE BECHTOL. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3492) granting an 
increase of pension to Catharine Bechtol. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Catha- 
rine Bechtol, widow of John W. Bechtol, late of Company D, Twentieth 
Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


DOMINICK CAVANAUGH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3539) granting an 
increase of pension to Dominick Cavanaugh. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the [rag laws, the name of Domi- 
nick Cavanaugh, late of Company B, First Regiment Oregon Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

STEPHEN M. DAVIS. 

The next pension business was the bill (S. 3547) granting an 
increase of pension to Stephen M. Davis. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Stephen 
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M. Davis, late of Company A, Second Regiment North Carolina Volun- 
teer Mounted Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month fa lieu of that he is now receiving. 
- The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


SARGENT R. EMERSON. 


Tue next pension business was the bill (S. 3575) granting an 
inerease of pension to Sargent R. Emerson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Sargent 
R. Emerson, late of Pompan C, Thir th Regiment, and Company E, 
Seventeenth Regiment, Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
- The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES LEBO, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3588) granting an 
increase of pension to James Lebo. 
The bill was read, as follows : 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
Lebo, late of Company C, Ninth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CATHERINE COYLE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3626) granting a 
pension to Catherine Coyle. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pare on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Cath- 
erine Coyle, widow of Andrew Coyle, late of Company D, Twelfth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$8 per month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


OLIVER BRENTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3640) granting an 
increase of pension to Oliver Brenton. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Oliver 
Brenton, late of Company F, Third iment Indiana Volunteer Cay- 
alry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES RUTH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3714) granting an 
increase of pension to James Ruth. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, ‘and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pes on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 2 laws, the name of James 
Ruth, late captain Company F, Sixth ponens Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


MARY C. MORGAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3721) granting a 
pension to Mary C. Morgan. * 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary C. 
Morgan, widow of William J. Morgan, late captain Company C, One 
hundred and sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

DANIEL D. NASH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3751) granting an 
increase of pension to Daniel D. Nash. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, yo to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Daniel 
D. Nash, late major, One hundredth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 


beta & and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
s xL——228 


ALBERT D. CORDNER. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3800) granting an 
increase of pension to Albert D. Cordner, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 

. Cordner, late of Battery G, First ment Rhode Island Volunteer 
Light Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL J. BURLOCK. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 8866) granting an 
increase of pension to Samuel J. Burlock. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of muel 
J. Burlock, late of Company F, Ei nth R iment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN M’coyY. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3903) granting an 
increase of pension to John McCoy. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ope on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
McCoy, late of Battery H nd PE aroma United States Artillery, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES M. GARRITT. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3905) granting an 
increase of pension to James M. Garritt. 

The bill was read, as follows: ; 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
M. Garritt, late of Company B, Sixth iment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he 
now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID RANKIN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3932) granting an 
increase of pension to David Rankin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
Rankin, late first lieutenant Company H, Sixty-first iment Ohio 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


SIDNEY R. SMITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 3933) granting an 
increase of pension to Sidney R. Smith. 
The biil was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the Pepper laws, the name of Sidney 
R. Smith, late of Company L, Eleventh Regiment New York Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
: CROSBY PYLE WOODWARD. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4000) granting an 
increase of pension to Crosby Pyle Woodward. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Crosb 
Pyle Woodward, late of Company E, One hundred and twenty-fourt 
Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES 8. PARRISH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4006) granting an 
increase of pension to Charles S. Parrish. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub; to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
S. Parrish, late major Eighth Regiment and colonel One hundred and 

irtieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY C. JOHNSON, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4020) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry C. Johnson, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of Henry 
C. Johnson, late captain 5 2. Thirty-thind Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and y him a — at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of t he is now receiv. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


NORMAN W. LOMBARD. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4096) granting an 
increase of pension to Norman W. Lombard. ; 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub, to 
the eee and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Norman 
W. mbard, late of Company C, Fo iment Vermont Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $72 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. ; 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JULIUS T. WILLIAMSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4097) granting an 
increase of pension to Julius T. Williamson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 7 5 —.— and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Julius 
T. Williamson, late of Companies B and Regiment Vermont 


Volunteer Infantry, and him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


CARLTON A. WHEELER. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4100) granting an 
increase of pension to Carlton A. Wheeler. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Carlton 
A. eeler, late of Conon D, rd on Rifles, Massachusetts 
Militia Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN CONNOR. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4131) granting an 
increase of pension to John Connor. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pee on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Connor, late of Company K, First Regiment United States Artillery, 
and hospital steward, United States army, and pay a pension at 
the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

MARY P. JOHANNES. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4159) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary P. Johannes. 
The bill was read, as follows: 
it ted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
3 . ape directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations o; 188 pension laws, the name of 
Mary P. Johannes, widow of John G. Johannes, late lieutenant-colonel 
Eighth Regiment and colonel Eleventh Regiment Maryland Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pease at the rate of $80 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
MARGARET HALLETT. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4181) granting an 
increase of pension to Margaret Hallett. 
The bill was read, as follows: : 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to 2 on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the W laws, the name of 
Margaret Hallett, widow of William P. Hallett, late captain Company 


I, Thirteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
ion at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now recety- 
g. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


NATHANIEL E. SKELTON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4187) granting an 
increase of pension to Nathaniel E. Skelton. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Nathaniel E. Skelton, late of Company A, Twenty-third Regiment Maine 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


FRANK D. SMITH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4188) granting an 
increase of pension to Frank D. Smith. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the 3 and limitations of the pension la the name of 
Frank D. Smith, late of Company D, Second Regiment Wisconsin Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


BENJAMIN F, PEIRCE. 


The next pension business was the bill 
increase of pension to Benjamin F. Peirce. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Js 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the ght ned and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Benja» 
min F. Peirce, late of Company C, Forty-ninth Regiment Massachuse 
Volunteer ont ager Hl and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES CAIN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4226) granting an 
increase of pension to James Cain. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
Cain, late of Company L, Seventh Regiment Iowa Volunteer 8 
and pay him a pension at the rate of 830 per month in lieu of that he 
now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


AURELIA COTTEN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4280) granting a 
pension to Aurelia Cotten, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Aurelia 
Cotten, dependent mother of Theodore L. Cotten, late of Com B, 
Seventh Regiment, and Company C, Fourteenth Regiment, Iowa Völun- 
teer Infantry; Isaac S. Cotten, late of Company A, Twenty-seventh 
Regiment, and Company K, Twelfth Regiment, Iowa Volunteer Infan- 
try ; Gaylord M. Cotten, late of 8 „ Third Regiment Iowa Volun- 
teer Infantry, and Charles M. Cotten, late of Company I, Third Regi- 
ment, and Company F, Second Regiment, Iowa Volunteer infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $24 per month, 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS J. DAVIES. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4286) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas J. Davies. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
J. Davies, late of company D, Second R ent New York Volunteer 

m 


Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
FREDERICK C. STURM. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4319) granting an 
increase of pension to Frederick C. Sturm. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pension laws, the name of Fred- 


(S. 4228) granting an 
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erick C. Sturm, late captain Twenty-fifth Independent Battery Indi- 


ana Volunteer 0 5 Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$36 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


BARNEY M’GIRL. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4337) granting an 
increase of pension to Barney McGirl. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Barney 
McGirl, late of Company I, Second Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM FLUEGEL, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4362) granting an 
increase of pension to William Fluegel. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
Fluegel, late of Company E, First Battalion Minnesota Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now ving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed.” 


JOHN T. M'’GARRAUGH. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4881) granting an 
increase of pension to John T. MeGarraugh. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John T. 
McGarraugh, late of Company E, Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


LINDSAY KIRBY. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4422) granting an 
increase of pension to Lindsay Kirby. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lindsa 
Kirby, late of Company E, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ALPHONSO BROOKS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4496) granting an 
increase of pension to Alphonso Brooks, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Alphonso 
Brooks, late of Third Independent Battery, Iowa Volunteer Light Artil- 
lery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH CHANDLER, JR. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4507) granting an 
increase of pension to Joseph Chandler, jr. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph 
Chandler, jr., late of Com y G, Eleventh Regiment New Hampshire 
Volunteer Infantry, and Company F, Third Regiment Veteran Reserve 
Corps, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. ; 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY R. PEASE. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4636) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry R. Pease. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Henr: . Pease, late of 8 F, Twenty-fifth Regiment Connecti- 
cut Volunteer Infantry, and captain Company A, Eighty-fourth Regi- 
ment United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension 


at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


FREDERICK ZIMMERMAN, 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4637) granting an 
increase of pension to Frederick Zimmerman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Frederick Zimmerman, late of Company D, Sixth Regiment Minnesota 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a i at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. x 


ARTHUR THOMPSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 1889) granting an 
increase of pension to Arthur Thompson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the 8 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Arthur Thompson, late of 3 D, Eleventh Regiment New Hamp- 
shire Volunteer Infantry, and ca tain and assistant quartermaster, 
United States Volunteers, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 2 


H. EDWARD GOETZ. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 1895) grant- 
ing a pension to H. Edward Goetz. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
H. Edward Goetz, late captain Company C, Third Regiment Tennessee 
Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In lines 7 and 8 strike out “and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ELLEN HARRIMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2202) granting 
a pension to Ellen Harriman. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 


to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Ellen Harriman, widow of Dustin R. Harriman, late chief quarter- 
master, in the United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate 


dollars per month, 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, after “ Dustin R. Harriman,” insert “alias Edward Harri- 

In line 7 strike out “in the.” . 

In line 8, after “rate of,” insert twelve.“ 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


of 


RUFUS G. CHILDRESS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 2697) granting 
an increase of pension to R. G. Childress. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of R. 
G. Childress, late of J. S. Bagger’s company, Mounted Texas Volunteers, 
commanded by Capt. Pat Calhoun, United States Army, Indian war 
of 1 5, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 change the claimant's initial “ R.” to“ Rufus,” and in the 
same line, after “late of,” insert Captain; “ also in line 6 change 
“ Bagger’'s" to “ Bogges’s,” and in the. same line, after Mounted,” 
insert Battalion.” 

In lines 7 and 8 strike out “commanded by Captain Pat Calhoun, 
eee „States Army,” and insert in lieu thereof Texas and New 

exico. 

In lines 8 and 9 strike out “of eighteen hundred and fifty-four and 
eighteen hundred and nearen 

In line 10 strike ont “ twenty-four ™ and insert “ sixteen.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
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reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third | M. Gerth, widow of Reinbold 2 punts or canny ad B, Fifth Regiment 


time, and passed. 
The title was amended so as to read: 
crease of pension to Rufus G. Childress.” 


WILLIAM C. SHORT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 4593) granting 
a pension to William C. Short. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary et tho Anterior be, Sn Se 8 
hereby, authorized and directed to to place on the roll, sub: to 
as hort, tate ot ee of Die pension rolls, the Dame of W —.— 

or" th 0 a n Long’: company, Colonel 
Mexico, Pay him him a pension at the rate of 4 2800 per month. 
bir pecan recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In lines 6 and 7 strike out “ Colonel Hay’s regiment” and insert 


“ First R ent Texas Mounted Volunteers. 
In Une 8 strike out thirty and insert twelve.“ 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


“A bill granting an in- 


THOMAS HOWARD. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5252) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Howard. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the of the Interior be, and be is 


Secretary 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, yr to 
the provisions and limitations of the la the name of mas 
Regiment indiana Vo Volunteer In- 


Howard, late of Company A, 
fantry, war with Mexico. and pa: him ing pension at the rate of $25 


per month in lieu of that he is sow rece 
1 aoe amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
‘ollows: 

In line 8 change “ twenty-five” to “ twenty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HORACE D. MANN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5485) granting 
a pension to Horace D. Mann. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it-enacted, etċ., 2 1 the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub, to 
the provisions vig limitations of the pension laws, the name gS arac 
D. late of Company M, Third United States Infantry, — 
American was at the rate of $12 per month, to commence on 4th 
day of May, A. D. 1903. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, after “ Third,” insert “ Regiment.” 

In line T, before “ Infantry,” insert Volunteer.“ In same line 
strike out “Spanish-American ;” and in the same line, after * 
insert “ with pati and pay him a pension.” 

1 strike out to commence on the 4th day of May, 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


CAROLINE NEILSON, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 5936) granting 
an increase of pension to Caroline Neilson. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of Pog Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed = lace on the pension roll, sub to 
the provisions and limitations of cea laws, the name of Caro- 
line Neilson, widow of Thomas N. Neilson, late sergeant and captain 
in gaan s Maryland Militia, war of 1812, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 strike out the initial“ N.” 

In line 7, after “ ayeti reat 5 NN J. H. Stewart's Company, 
Maryland Militia Vo unteers ; ” the same line strike out 
captain in Stuart's Maryland Miia 

Ta line 9 strike out “fifty ” and insert twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

SUSIE M. GERTH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 7495) ane: 
a pension to Susie M. Gerth. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the 8 of the Interlor be, and he is 


hereby, authorized and directed > age on the pension roll, su to 
the provisions and limitations of 


pension laws, the name of Susie 


United States Caval 5 
rate of $12 per rete Billa eN. 


5 1 amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
ollows: 

In line 6 change “ Reinbold to “ Reinhold.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


a pension at the 


THOMAS F. DOWLING. 


The next pension business was the Dill (H. R. 7588) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Dowling. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the ion roll, subject to 
phe rovisions and limitations — the pension laws, the name of Thomas 

Wling, late of Company E, T. t Wisconsin Volunteer In- 


TTF dollars per month 
in r of that he is now receiving. 8 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In line 6, after “Thomas,” | insert the initial F.“ 


In line 7, after “ Infan th 
og arr gene insert “ war with Spain,” and strike out 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a pen- 
sion to Thomas F. Dowling. 

CHARLES R. HILL. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 9661) granting 
a pension to Charles R. Hill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the ec pay be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
Ds rovisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name harles 

ill, late of Company Sixth t Ohio Volunteer Infan 
war wih DAK and pay him a pension at the rate of $2 


5 a“ amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
‘ollows: 

In line 8 strike out “ twenty-four” and insert “ ten.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


GEORGE M. FRAZER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10448) granting 
an increase of pension to George M. Fraser. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the of the Interior be, and he is 


Secretary 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, —1 ect 5 
the provisions and limitations of the pension * the name of Geo 


T: Caval th Mexico, and a got t the 8 ot 
r 

$30 1 ae plies’ § in liew of that he is ot ge Bo recelyin, oe s 8 

The amendments recommended by the he IS were read, as 
follows: 

In line 7 strike out “of the; and in the same line, after Texas,” 
insert Volunteer.” 

In line 8 strike ont“ thirty“ and insert “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be 88 for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


M. | abbas late of Captain Baylor's 8 


ARTHUR R. DREPPARD. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 10900) granting 
an increase of pension to Arthur R. Dreppard. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
oa rovisions and limitations of the on laws, the name of Arthur 

reppard, late of Company M, Ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
E and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 


In line 7, after “ Infantry,” insert “ war with Spain.” 
In line 8 strike out thirty“ and insert eighteen.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN CLARK. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 11691) granting 

an increase of pension to John Clark. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Clark, late of Company K, Fourteenth Regiment United States Infan- 
try, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, 
as follows: 

In line 8 strike out thirty and insert twenty-four.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

l LOUIS GROSSMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 12651) granting 
a pension to Louis Grossman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Louis 
Grossman, late of Company D, Fifteenth Regiment United States In- 

try, and pay him a ion at the rate of $12 per month. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, 
as follows: 

In line 8 strike out “ twelve” and insert “eight.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

i JAMES H. GRIFFIN. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13079) granting 
an increase of pension to James H. Griffin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ce on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pension S, tJ 
H. Griffin, Iate of Company A, First Regiment North Carolina Volunteer 


Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in Heu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
ns follows: > 
In line 7 strike out the word “ Volunteer” and insert the word 


Volunteers. 
In the same line, after the word “ Volunteers,” insert the words 
the same line strike out the word In- 


“war with Mexico,” and in 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM J. HAYS. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 13255) granting 
an increase of pension to W. J. Hayes. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to Brag on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of pension laws, the name of W. J. 
Hayes, late of Capt. A. D. Johnson's co’ ze Florida Seminole Indian 
war, pay him a pension at the rate of $16 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

Change the initial “ W.“ where it appears in the title and body of 
the bili to “ William.” 

Change the claimant’s surname where it appears In the title and 
body of the bill to Hays.” 

In line 6 strike out “A. D. Johnson’s” and insert after Captain” 
8 — Johnston's, and before the word “company” insert 
* e ent. * 

In line 7 insert after “ Florida” the words Mounted Volunteers, 
were Indian war,” and in the same line strike out “ Seminole Indian 
; The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reađing; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS CHEEK. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14472) granting 
a pension to Thomas Cheek. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
Cheek, late of United States Navy, war with Spain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6, after late,“ strike out “of” and insert“ second-class boy, 
a an a : and in the same line strike out “ war with Spain.” 
line 7 strike out “thirty ” and insert “ six.” - 


|, The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


AUGUSTA N. MANSON. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14532) granting 
a pension to Augusta N. Manson, 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of thë pension laws, the name of Augusta 
N. Manson, widow of George W. Manson, late of Company D, Tenth 
R ent United States Infantry, and grant her a pension at the rate 
of $12 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting an increase of pen- 
slon to Augusta N. Manson.” 

, after Infantry,“ insert war with Mexico.” 

In line 8 strike out the word“ t” and insert “ pay,” and add to 
the end of the bill the words in lien of that she is now receiving.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

THOMAS CHAPMAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14547) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Chapman. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, eae to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of mas 
Chapman, late of 9 Palmetto Regiment, war with Mexico, 
and pay him a pension at rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now recetving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, after Com L,” insert “ First 8 South Caro- 
lina Volunteers,” and in the same line strike out etto Regiment.” 

In line 8 strike out “ thirty ” and insert “ twenty.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

HENRY GILHAM. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14655) granting 
a pension to Henry Gilham. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henry 
Gilham, Iate of Company D, Second Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In line 6 strike out“ D“ and insert H.” 

7 = try,” insert “ war with Mexico.” 
and 8 strike out “pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
Regi 33 „FC — One 
men 0 * eap ‘om i 
hundred and twentieth Regiment Indiana Infantry, 
hiss a penaton at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 3 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
JOSEPH A. JONES. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14718) granting 
an increase of pension to Joseph A. Jones. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension doll. subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 8 laws, the name of Joseph 

0 


A. Jones, late of Company D, Palmetto Regiment, and him a - 
sion at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. Ti 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 


In Hne 6, after “ Regiment,” insert “South Carolina Volunteer In- 
fantry, war with Mexico.” 
In line 7 strike out thirty“ and insert “ twenty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARY A. WITT. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14875) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary A. Witt. 
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The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to R opa on the pension roll, maoe to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary 
A. Witt, widow of William E. Witt, late of Company F, Third Regiment 
3 Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee ware read, 
as follows: 

In line 7, after “ Infantry,” insert “ war with Mexico.” 

In line 8 strike out twenty and insert “ twelve.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JAMES NUNAN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 14951) granting 
an increase of pension to James Nunan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll the name 
of James Nunan, a soldier of the Mexican war, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

After the word “roll,” in line 4, insert “subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws.’ 

In line 5, after the word “ Nunan,” insert “late of Company H, 
Third Regiment Kentucky Volunteers, war with Mexico.” 

In line 5 strike out “a soldier of the Mexican war.” 

In line 6 strike out “forty ” and insert twenty.“ 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN GREEN. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15110) granting 
an increase of pension to John Green. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Green, late of Company E, First Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out “fifty ” and insert twenty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. S 

JOHN J. MERIDETH. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15192) granting 
a pension to John J. Meredith. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

Be it enactéd, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
J. Meredith, late of Second Independent Company Illinois Volunteers, 
war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of- 530 per month. 

The amendments recommendéd by the committee were read, as 
follows: 

Change the claimant's surname where it appears in the title and body 
of the bill to“ Merideth.” 

In line 6, after “late of,” insert “the.” 

In line 7, after “ Illinois,” insert“ Mounted.” 

In line 8 strike out“ thirty and insert“ twenty.” 

Add to the end of the bill the words “in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ELIZABETH J. MARTIN. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15198) granting 
an increase of pension to Elizabeth J. Martin. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Eliza- 
beth J. Martin, widow of Isaac A. Martin, late of Company C, First 
Regiment North Carolina Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: ` 

In line 7 strike out “ Volunteer Infantry” and insert “ Volunteers.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
WESLEY SMITH. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15276) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Wesley Smith. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the e ane) and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Wesley 
Smith, late of Company D, First Regiment Kentucky Mounted Volun- 
teer Infantry, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: A 

In line 7 strike out the words “ Volunteer Infantry” and insert the 
word “ Volunteers.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

JOHN M, LOVE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15347) granting 
an increase of pension to John M. Love. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 


M. Love, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 
In line 6, after “ Love,” insert “late of Company K, First Regiment 


Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, war with Mexico.” 
In line 7 strike out “ thirty ” and insert “ twenty.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARY C. MOORE. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15382) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary C. Moore. 

The bill was read, as follows: ‘ 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary C. 
Moore, widow of W. H. Moore, late of Company A, North Carolina 
Militia, in the Indian war of 1837, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6 change the initial “ W.” to “ William ;” and in the same line 
after“ late of,” Insert Captain Killian's.“ 

In line 7 strike out “A,” and after “Militia” insert Volunteers, 
Cherokee Indian disturbances.” 

In lines 7 and 8 strike out “in the Indian war of 1837.” 

In line 9 strike out thirty“ and insert twelve.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARY PALMER, 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15870) granting 
a pension to Mary Palmer. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary 
Palmer, widow of Stephen Palmer, late of Captain Morgan's company of 
Iowa Mounted Volunteers, war with Mexico, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 

In line 6, after“ Stehpen,“ insert the initial J.; “ and in line 7, after 
“Morgan's,” insert “independent;’ and in the same line strike out 


“of” and “ Mounted.” 
In line 8 strike out “ twenty“ and insert“ eight.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed, 

VOLNEY P. LUDLOW. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15893) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Volney P. Ludlow. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Volney 
P. Ludlow, late of Company C, Fifth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
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2 amendment recommended by the committee was read, as 
follows: 

In line 8 strike out thirty and insert twenty.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 


JAMES M. CARLEY. 

The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15940) granting 
a pension to James M. Carley. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


—— etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
authorized and directed to pensi 


fhe provisions and limitations of pension laws, the name of James 
ley, late of Company B, Fifth Lg gam Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 


per month. 

3 ts recommended by the committee were read, as 
OLOWS = 

' Amend the title so as to read: “ Granting an increase of pension to 


* Carley.” 
In line 8 change “ twenty-four” to “twenty,” and add to the end of 


tne bil the words «In Teu of that he is now receiving.” 

The amendments were 

‘Tiss iil Ae CAAA aon ee D be engrossed for a third 
reading; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 
| LYDIA A. KELLER. 


The next pension business was the bill (H. R. 15941) granting 


n pension to Lydia A. Keller. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed t if yen on the pension roll, to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of dia 
A. lier, widow of Keller, late of Company C, One hundred 
and 2 5 — ent Pe 3 yo = yi try 
pa A Seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer antry ; 

ou ar alten Sioto Infant y; and Company 


Sixteenth 
pua States Infantry, anā 25 her a pension at the rate 
of $12 ee month. 


The amendment recommended by the committee was read, 


. as follows: 
In lines 15. 9. T 
pent an n'a, Seventy — 8 g e Voluntee —— 
try; 3 ment Pennsylva olunteer 
Infan tes Infantry, an 


— aert I, 
Sixteen Ts 1 Regiment 3 Soe gh et and * “a lieu thereof 


late ordnance sergeant, United States Army. 

The amendment was 3 to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading ; and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third 
time, and passed. 

ELEANORA A. KEELER. 


The next pension business was the bill a 1273) granting an 
increase of pension to Eleanora A. Keel 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the 83 of the Interior be, and he is 
d directed £ the pension le the name ol to 
e name —.— 


widow of . 
Grein Pig ord — Bng ee ath 


Se pay 

— ne rate of $12 per month in eu of that she is now receiving. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time and passed. 


NATHANIEL R. KENT. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2096) granting an 
increase of pension to Nathaniel R. Kent. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the 
on 


thaniel „F of Conpsn B, R 
lumbia Volunteer . war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


ADELLE D. IRWIN. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 2142) granting an 
increase of pension to Adelle D. Irwin. 
The bill ~~ read, as follows: 


D. Irw! 
ment United States 3 and pay 2 a 425 at the rate of & 5 
per month in lieu of that 


The bill was ordered to a third Sa and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
! = 


MARCELINA S. GROFF. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 2735) granting a 
pension to Marcelina S. Groff. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to — — on the pension ro 1. sub to 
the provisions and limitations of on laws, the name Mar- 

cel . Groff, widow of J. J. Gro late scout and 
Aretes Army, and p adattl her a 
— $2 per month faitional on account 

J. J. Groff until he reaches the age of 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 


ingly read the third time, and passed. 
GEORGE W. HALE. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 2968) granting a 
pension to George W. Hale. 
The bill was read, as follows: 
Be it he 
hereby, by Pipe 280 Ale — fo place on. the pension roll, subject to 


W. Hale, late of Company B, First 
‘exico, and oe hate @ pension nt the rate of 


war with M: $12 per mon 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
DELIA A. HOOKER. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 3029) granting an 
increase of pension to Delia A. Hooker. 
The bill was e as follows: 


pension at the rate of $12 


of the minor child of said 
years. 


of 8 — 
widow of E. Hooker, late captain, 
Balteck States Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rang of 350 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
SUSAN E. ISRAEL. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 3888) granting an 
increase of pension to Susan E. Israel. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the —— of Susan E. 
Israel, widow of J: M. late first ene y K, First 
Regiment North Carolina Volunteers, war with Mexi 3 — her a 
— at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 


The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 
JOHN H. M'KENZIE. 
The next pension business was the bill (S. 4227) granting a 
pension to John H. McKenzie. 
The bill was yeti as follows: 


eienxie, late t and guide, U Red States” and 
aston at the rate of $12 Ser Worth. á * 
The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 


AMOS M’MANUS. 


The next pension business was the bill (S. 4595) granting an 
increase of pension to Amos MeManus. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary ag the Interior be, and he is 
. authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, ewe to 


e provisions and limitations of 5 laws, the name of Amos 
onas late of Company C, Palme Regiment South Carolina Vol- 
un war with Mexico, and „ at the rate of $20 per 
month lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading; and it was accord- 
ingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Suttoway, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the several bills were passed was laid on the table. 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


By unanimous consent, Mr. Ryan was granted leave to with- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of Dean Wilson, Fifty-ninth Congress, no 
adverse report having been made thereon. 

BUREAU OF IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION, ETC. 


Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to an order of the 
House made on March 5, I move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15442) to estab- 
lish a Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization and to pro- 
vide for a uniferm rule for the naturalization of aliens through- 
out the United States. 
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Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I call for the regular order. 
E BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I submit this is the regular 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Capron). The Chair will 
state the bill presented by the gentleman from Colorado has 
been made privileged, and the motion to take up this bill would 
come in before the regular order. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, the bill I desire to call up is 
practically unfinished business. A roll call is in progress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman state for 
85 information of the Chair the particular bill to which he re- 

ers? 

Mr. PRINCE. Yes, sir. H. R. 15744—to abolish the office of 
Lieutenant-General of the Army of the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that is 
unfinished business, the Chair is informed, under the call of 
committees; and the Chair will state that the call of commit- 
tees would be in order at this time were it not for the privileged 
motion which has been presented by the gentleman from Colo- 
rado. The gentleman from Colorado moves that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 15442, the 
title of which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill to establish a Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization and 
to provide for a uniform rule for the naturalization of aliens through- 
out the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is upon the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Colorado, that the House resolve it- 
self into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill the title of which the 
Clerk has read. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolyed itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 15442) to establish a Bureau of Immigration 
and Naturalization and to provide for a uniform rule for the 
naturalization of aliens throughout the United States, Mr. Law- 
RENCE in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill to establish a Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization and 
to provide for a uniform rule for the naturalization of aliens through- 
out the United States. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the first reading of the bill may be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Chairman, in presenting this bill to the 
committee I do not believe that it will be necessary for me to 
dwell upon the importance of the subject. I think, perhaps, all 
members of the committee are fully convinced that the natur- 
alization laws need revision and amendment. We have at the 
present time, with only a few slight amendments, naturaliza- 
tion laws as they were written by James Madison in 1795. 
Under the Constitution Congress is authorized to establish a 
uniform rule of naturalization. The naturalization laws at the 
present time do not prescribe a uniform system of naturaliza- 
tion nor establish any code of procedure in such cases. The 
evils and the abuses, the crimes and the frauds that haye been 
committed against the naturalization laws of the country con- 
stitute, I think, the strongest argument that could possibly be 
advanced for an entire revision of those laws. The bill which 
we present to-day does not change the fundamental law in ref- 
erence to naturalization except in two particulars, to which I 
will address myself a little later, but it does provide for a gen- 
eral and a uniform sysem of naturalization to be enforced 
throughout the United States. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that 
the naturalization frauds have in the past two years attracted 
more attention than heretofore. A special prosecuting attorney 
was appointed by the Department of Justice to investigate 
naturalization frauds. In the short period of two years he 
filed criminal complaints in 791 cases, and secured convictions 
in 685 of those cases. During the same period of time he 
brought civil proceedings to cancel some fraudulent certificates 
of naturalization, and in that time he succeeded in haying 1,916 
fraudulent certificates of naturalization canceled. 

The bill that is presented to-day undertakes to correct the 
abuses that have grown up under our lax and careless system 
of naturalization, or perhaps I ought to say that have grown 
up because we have no system of naturalization which is uni- 
form throughout the country. The bill comes before the com- 
mittee with the unanimous report in its favor from the Com- 


mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. There were a num- 
ber of bills on the general subject of naturalization presented 
to that committee by different Members of the House. 

Last year the President, by an Executive order, appointed 
a Commission to examine the naturalization laws of the country 
and to make report to the House of the changes that were 
deemed advisable to be made in those laws. That committee 
consisted of Mr. M. D. Purdy, on behalf of the Department of 
Justice; Mr. Gaillard Hunt, on behalf of the Department of 
State, and Mr. Richard K. Campbell, on behalf of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and Labor. 

That Commission made an exhaustive report, which was trans- 
mitted to Congress by the President on the Ist of March, 1905. 
In that report is contained two ‘drafts of proposed bills upon this 
subject. The report of this Commission and the draft of the 
bills submitted by the Commission have had the careful consid- 
eration of the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, 
and this bill is in a large measure based upon the drafts of the 
bill prepared by that Commission. After we had considered the 
bills submitted by the Commission and the other bills intro- 
duced by the different Members of the House, the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization appointed a subcommittee 
consisting of five of its members to take all of these various 
bills, together with the report of the Commission, and out of 
those bills draft such a bill as would meet with the approval of 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. The bill 
presented to-day is the bill that that subcommittee prepared, 
submitted to the full Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion, and received its unanimous support. 

Perhaps I can not do better than to give a general outline of 
the provisions of the bill. As I said a few moments ago, it 
does not seek to change the fundamental principles that have 
governed in naturalization cases from the foundation of the 
Government, except in two particulars. Those two particulars, 
Mr. Chairman, are, first, that before an alien can become natu- 
ralized, if this bill shall be enacted into a law, it will be neces- 
sary that he shall satisfy the court that he is able to write 
either in his own language or in the English language, and able 
to read, speak, and understand the English language. That is 
the new qualification required of the alien for naturalization. 
You understand, Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, 
that this bill deals solely with naturalization. It does not touch 
the subject of immigration. That question is now being consid- 
ered by the committee and it is hoped and expected that it will 
be able to report a bill at this session of Congress upon that 
subject. 

Mr. McNARY rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
BonyNnce] yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McNary]? 

Mr. BON INGE. I do. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the gentle- 
man says a man must be able to read either in his own lan- 
guage or in the English language. 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; he must be able to write either in his 
own language or in the English language, and read, speak, and 
understand the English language. 

Mr. McNARY. I know that the law in the State of Massa- 
chusetts is that a man, in order to vote, must be able to read 
and write in the English language. It works very well. I 
would like to ask the gentleman if he knows any other State 
in the Union in which that requirement—being able to read and 
write the English language—is a prerequisite for voting? 

Mr. HAYES. I want to state that my own State of Califor- 
nia has exactly the same requirement in its constitution. A 
man must be able to read and write the English language. 

Mr. McNARY. I would like to ask any gentleman here how 
many other States there are that have it? I wish to get infor- 
mation on that subject, and the reason I am asking the question 
seems to be pertinent. We find that Massachusetts has the re- 
quirement and we find that California has. I am informed, and 
I belieye—and if I am not correct I would like to have the gen- 
tleman correct me—that very few States have that requirement. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Compartively few of them. I believe that 
there are more than the two that haye been named. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Washington and Wyoming have it. 
There are several Western States that have that same qualifica- 
tion. 

Mr. McNARY. The point I want to make is, does the gentle- 
man think it right to require of a man who wants naturaliza- 
tion a superior knowledge and education to that required of an 
American citizen in order to have the right to vote? In other 
words, three or four States in the American Union have this 
provision. Now, does he think it fair to ask of a foreigner a 


superior knowledge and superior education to that which they 
g * 
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ask of American citizens in forty four or five out of the forty- 
eight States in order that they may have the right to vote? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I can best answer that question by saying 
that the question as to who shall be entitled to vote in any 
specific State is not within the jurisdiction of this Congress to 
determine. It is a question to be decided by the States. We 
are dealing with the question of naturalization. We have au- 
thority over that subject, and it is the view of the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization that before a man should 
be naturalized as an American citizen he should have these quali- 
fications. We admit him, Mr. Chairman, to our shores, and we 
give him all the privileges and advantages that this country af- 
fords him. We let him live here for a period of five years. 
During the course of that time we believe that if he thinks well 
enough of citizenship in the American Republic, he can qualify 
himself to meet those requirements; and we believe that if he 
does not do so, he ought not to be admitted as a citizen of the 
United States. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman allow 
me to ask him this question right in that connection? Suppose 
an alien comes here and is excluded from the privilege of becom- 
ing a citizen by this law, because he can not write the English 
language. Now, he remains here five years. Suppose at the end 
of that time he is able to write, and read, and speak the English 
language. Will he then have the right to become a citizen? 

Mr. BONYNGE. He can become a citizen right away. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. At once? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly, at the end of five years’ resi- 
dence. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. On a single application? 

Mr. BONYNGE. If he has previously declared his intention 
two years before the expiration of the five years. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Is he permitted to make that declaration if 
_ he can not read and write and speak the English language at 

that time? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Then, after making his declaration of in- 
tention, which he can do after thirty days’ living in this country, 
he becomes a voter? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Under the laws of nine States of the Union. 

Mr. HINSHAW. But he can not become a full-fledged citi- 
zen, notwithstanding the fact that he is able to vote, until after 
he is able to read and write and has been here five years? 

Mr. BONYNGE. After five years’ residence. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Then wherein does the naturalization under 
your bill make him any better citizen after all this time that 
he has been allowed to yote? 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is a matter for the various States to 
regulate for themselves. We can only regulate the subject of 
naturalization. So it resolves itself into this one question, 
Mr. Chairman—whether or not that qualification is deemed a 
requisite by the Members of this House for citizenship in the 
American Republic. That is a question that has to be deter- 
mined by this House. And when we reach the section of the 
bill it will of course be open to discussion and amendment. Let 
me say this to the gentleman, that I do not think we ought to 
have a discussion of the various sections of the bill in detail 
at this time. When we read the bill section by section all these 
sections will be open for amendment. There will be no attempt 
to cut off the right of amendment. I want, as far as I can, to 
give a general outline of the provisions of the bill, and welcome 
any questions that will help to make clear what the bill provides 
for, but I do not want to go into a general discussion of the 
details of the measure at the present time. 

Mr. McNARY. I want to ask the gentleman a question or 
two about a matter in which I am a little rusty myself, and 
possibly the gentleman or perhaps other gentlemen may be able 
to answer them for me. I will ask the gentleman two ques- 
tions. First, as to whether or not this can be done in nine 
States, as I understood 

Mr. BONYNGE. I understand that is the number. 

Mr. McNARY. I understand that when these men have de- 
clared their intention to become citizens of the United States 
they have the right to vote for municipal officers and city 
officers, and also have the right to vote for Members of Con- 
gress and in the election of a President of the United States. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I think so. 

Mr. McNARY. They have that right? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I believe so, in those States which make 
that provision. 

Mr. McNARY. They have the same right that each and very 
full-fledged American citizen has in that respect? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McNARY. May I ask the gentleman if he can name 
those nine States? 


Mr. BONYNGE. I do not think that I can state them all. 
I think Wisconsin is one, Arkansas is another, and Indiana, and 
Nebraska. Maybe some other members of the committee can 
answer for their own States. The statement was made to the 
committee that there were nine. I did not charge my mind 
with the nine so as to be able to name them specifically. 

Mr. McNARY. Does the gentleman consider it fair to re- 
quire a man in States like Massachusetts, New York, Connecti- 
cut, Pennsylvania, or other States to spend five years and be- 
come a citizen, be able to read and write the English language, 
speaking or reading fluently before he can vote, while in other 
States men are allowed to vote eyen for President of the 
United States without becoming citizens at all? In the course 
of my political experience I have met men who have lived in 
Minnesota or in the Dakotas, who had to be naturalized in 
Massachusetts after having voted for Members of Congress and 
for the election of President of the United States in those 
States. Does your committee think it fair to impose rules 
in regard to naturalization of that character, which will 
cause men in certain sections of the country to wait a long 
time before they can vote for any office, while men in other 
sections are allowed to vote for Members of Congress and 
President of the United States without being citizens at all? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I can only answer that by saying to the 
gentleman that I think his argument might well have been 
addressed with force to those who provided that the States 
should have the regulation of the suffrage question, and if the 
subject had been delegated to Congress to prescribe the quali- 
fications of yoters in the different States, then it would be a 
question for us to consider; but I do not consider that it is 
now for us to determine that question at all, nor does the argu- 
ment address itself to us upon the subject of naturalization. 

Mr. McNARY. Except as to the weight of the argument, 
suggesting a great discrimination. 

Mr. BONYNGE. We make no discrimination. The Constitu- 
tion allows the State to prescribe the qualifications of their own 
voters; but to Congress has been delegated the duty of estab- 
lishing a rule of naturalization. 

Mr. McNARY. ‘That I clearly understand. 

Mr. BONYNGBE. So it is for us to determine whether or 
not 

Mr. McNARY. I ask the gentleman whether he admits that 
in nine States of the American Union there is practically no 
need of final naturalization at all and no compliance with the 
terms of the Constitution in that respect, and that practically 
men do not need to be naturalized, and yet can vote municipal, 
State, and national tickets without becoming naturalized? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Practically so. 

Mr. McNARY. And this law practically will not run in those 
States at all. 

Mr. BONYNGE. It will run in those States. They can not 
become naturalized. Under the laws of those States they will 
be able to vote. If I were in one of those States I would seek 
to change the law, but as a member of this committee and as a 
Member of this House I can not do it. 

Mr. McNARY. The law practically will not run in those 
Siates as regards voting. 

Mr. BONYNGE. It will run, as far as naturalization is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. McNARY. Practically it will not run. 

Mr. BONYNGE. It will run as far as we can make it run. 
We exhaust our power on the subject. 

Mr. STEENERSON. I desire to correct the gentleman from 
Massachusetts in regard to the qualifications of voters in the 
State of Minnesota. No one can vote in the State of Minnesota 
unless he is a citizen of the United States. 

Mr. McNARY. How long has that provision been in force? 

Mr. STEENERSON. That has been a provision of the con- 
stitution for some years—ten or twelve years. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I believe the nine States are mentioned in 
the report. 

Mr. McNARY. A man who was a native of Canada told me 
that he had yoted, I think, in Minnesota or Dakota; my recollec- 
tion is that he said Minnesota. That was more than ten or 
twelve years ago, and I think the gentleman will find that up 
until a comparatively short time they allowed men to vote in 
Minnesota for all these offices without naturalization. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Does the gentleman mean that a man can 
not vote in Minnesota until he has been five years in the United 
States and has taken out his final papers? 

Mr. STEENERSON. I mean that; yes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is the law in most of the States. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I want to ask the gentleman, if it be 
true, as it certainly is, that States have absolutely fixed the 
qualifications for voters and can authorize aliens to vote, if 
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the importance of this national legislation has not been unduly 
magnified? 

Mr. BONYNGH. It is not alone the right to vote that gives 
to the question its importance. There are many ways in which 
the subject of naturalization assumes importance. We have 
been called upon in many instances to protect those who have 
had certificates of naturalization that were forgeries when 
issued. It has great importance in our international relations. 
The right of citizenship confers other privileges than the mere 
right of voting. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Of course I realize that it confers 
other high privileges besides that of voting, but it seemed to me 
that those who were the most ardent for this legislation—and 
I do not mean that they are misguided—magnify its importance, 
believing that it would have a controlling influence upon those 
entitled to vote, whereas it can haye no influence at all except 
as States may see fit to adopt it. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Except as we may establish a standard 
which States will adopt as their own, and that is for them to 
determine, I think the gentleman from Iowa must admit that 
it will correct abuses in many States. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I have no question about that. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota rose. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman from Colo- 
rado yield to the gentleman from Minnesota? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I will state to the gentleman that 
until within the last seven or eight years a resident of Minne- 
sota could yote upon having declared his intention to become a 
citizen and taken out what is known as his “ first papers.” That 
was prior to seven or eight years ago. Subsequent to that time 
a man must not only declare his intention and remain there five 
years, but take out the final papers before he can vote. Such 
is the law at the present time. 

Mr. MoNARY. Was that change made in 1896? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. That was changed in 1896. 

* 5 McNARY. Then my information, Mr. Chairman, was 
right. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. My information on the subject is 
quite positive, because I had to do with the matter as attorney 
ond clerk of the city for the last ten years. 

Mr. BONYNGE. In answer to the question in what States 
aliens are permitted to vote, my colleague on the committee, 
Mr. Hares, has called my attention to a report made by the 
Commission, in which the names of those States are given. 
They are Arkansas, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Ne- 
braska, Texas, Oregon, and Wisconsin. 

Mr. YOUNG. If the gentleman will allow me a statement, I 
wish to say that that statement as to Michigan is an entire 
mistake. In 1896 we changed the constitution, and since that 
time we require that every voter shall be a full citizen of the 
United States. 

Mr. BONYNGE. What the gentleman from Michigan says 
only goes to show that if we change these limitations, the va- 
rious States will change their qualifications for voters. In my 
own State up to a few years ago an alien was permitted to vote 
after he had taken out his first papers. We have changed that, 
and now we have heard that Minnesota and Michigan have also 
changed their laws in that respect. I presume it will not be 
long before other States in the category will adopt the rule 
prevailing in most of the States. 

Mr. HINSHAW. If the gentleman will allow me. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The pill, as proposed by the gentleman here 
might change the State law. The State of Minnesota requires 
simply that a man shall live there five years and take out his 
final papers; but this bill will require that he shall be able to 
read and write the English language. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; to become naturalized. 

Mr. HINSHAW. ‘Therefore he could not become naturalized 
in Minnesota until he had complied with this law, and there- 
fore he could not vote until he could read and write. 

Mr. BONYNGE. The object of the bill is to have uniform 
rules in regard to naturalization. 

Mr. HINSHAW. And therefore it would change the law in 
Minnesota. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Not at all; the law deals with different 
subjects. In this bill we are dealing with naturalization, and 
the law the gentleman is speaking of in Minnesota is dealing 
with the voting qualifications. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman does not quite apprehend 
my point. Since in Minnesota a man can not vote until he has 
had his final papers, and under this proposed law of yours he 
can not have his final papers until he can read and write, 
therefore he must in the State of Minnesota, under this admin- 


istration of the law, be able to read and write before he can 
= his final papers and be able to read and write before he can 
vote. 

Mr. BONXNGE. But this bill does not change the law. It 
says that he shall read and write before he procures his final 

papers. We can not deal with his qualifications as a voter. 
This bill does not affect that law at all. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I am not objecting to the bill. I think it 
is a good one. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONYNGD. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would like to ask a question or two in re- 
gard to section 5. 

Mr. BONYNGE. We are not taking it up in that order at 
the present time. I was trying to give a general outline of the 
provisions of the bill. 

Mr. ROBERTS. It is for that very purpose that I desire to 
ask the question, to ascertain whether there is any change made 
in existing law with regard to the procedure of a young man 
under 18 years of age who is seeking to become naturalized? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No, sir. 

Mr. ROBERTS. If he comes under 18, he can then be nat- 
uralized 

Mr. BONYNGE. By the naturalization of his father; but we 
have made some provisions which will correct many of the 
abuses that have occurred in naturalization of those who ac- 
quire their naturalization through the naturalization of their 
parents, to which I shall call attention a little later. 

Mr. ROBERTS. As I read that section it seemed to me, under 
its wording, if the young man were under 18 years he must 
when he becomes 18 make his original declaration, and then 
8 take out his final papers. Is that the correct interpreta- 

on 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; he would not be required to do that if 
he is under 18 years of age. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Whereabouts in the bill is that provision 
for those cases? 

Mr. BONYNGE. My colleague says that I am in error in that 
respect, that he will be required, after reaching 18 years of age, 
to make his declaration of intention. 

Mr. ROBERTS. That is a change of existing law. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; to that extent. 

Mr. ROBERTS. So that under this bill all aliens, whether 
they come to this country under or over 18, must file the original 
declaration and then supplement that by what is called “ the 
second papers.” 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; I think my colleague is in error in 
reference to that. If he is under 18 years of age, he will be- 
come naturalized by the naturalization of his parents. 

Mr. ROBERTS. But suppose he has no parents? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, then he would have to, certainly. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Am I in error in stating that at present the 
alien under 18 is naturalized by taking out simply the one set 
of papers? 

Mr. BONYNGE. 

Mr. ROBERTS. 

Mr. BONYNGBE. 
believe. 

Mr. ROBERTS. 

Mr. BONYNGE. 
and proceed. 

Mr. ROBERTS. He is under the same requirement if he 
comes without his parents under 18 years of age as though he 
were over 18 years of age? 

Mr. BONYNGH. Yes. I did not understand the gentleman 
in the first instance. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Box NAI if he does not think 
this bill, if it becomes a law, will operate unfairly? I have in 
mind, for instance, immigrants in my section of Minnesota 
from Canada. 

We have many immigrants, say, over 40 years of age, who 
come from Ontario, Canada, who all speak the English lan- 
guage. We have just as good citizens coming from the Province 
of Quebec, also in Canada, only a few miles from where the first 
immigrants started, who do not speak the English language, 
and they may be of such mature age, say 40 or 45, with a family, 
that they can not acquire the English language sufficiently to 
become naturalized. Will not the operation of this law be this— 
that the man who happens to come from Ontario, where the 
English language is prevalent, will be able to become naturalized 
and a voter; whereas his neighbor, only a few miles away, born 
almost in the same neighborhood, having been brought up under 
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the laws of Canada, comes to the United States, settles in Minne- 
sota or any other State, but is unable to acquire the English lan- 
guage in the five years prescribed, will labor under the disadvan- 
tage of not being able to become naturalized, although in every 
respect as to morality, industry, intelligence, and education he 
may be the equal of the other? Does it not seem as though it 
might operate a little unfairly in cases of that kind? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Chairman, I have no doubt that there 
will be some desirable immigrants who can not comply with the 
provisions of this act and who will be excluded from natural- 
ization, but who would make good citizens; however, on the 
whole, considering the welfare of all the people of the United 
States, we believe the educational qualification to be required 
of all the immigrants. I think I have stated enough in ref- 
erence to that qualification to haye the committee understand 
that that is the new qualification provided for by the bill, and 
when we reach the section of the bill that includes this pro- 
vision it will then be open for discussion upon its merits. 

I now desire to proceed to outline the other provisions of 
the bill. The other additional qualification that is required 
from the alien is that he shall in his petition for naturalization 
declare that it is his intention to reside permanently in the 
United States. We have made that requirement for this rea- 
son: A great many cases have been called to our attention 
where immigrants haye remained here simply long enough to 
get their certificates of naturalization and then have returned 
to a foreign country, intending to reside permanently in their 
own country, but to claim the protection of the United States. 
We think before we should naturalize an alien in this country 
it ought to be his intention to reside permanently with us. 
Those are the two additional qualifications for naturalization 
that we have in this bill. The rest of the bill, Mr. Chairman, is 
in effect either administrative or provides a code of procedure, 
stating the method which an alien shall adopt to become natu- 
ralized. We proyide that the Bureau of Immigration shall be 
converted into the Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization. 
The purpose of doing that, Mr. Chairman, is that there shall 
be one central body, having the records of all the immigrants 
who land upon our shores and general supervision of the sub- 
ject of naturalization. This particular provision has been 
recommended to Congress by several of our Presidents—by 
President Arthur, President Cleveland, and, I think also, by 
President Roosevelt. Some have recommended that the Bureau 
should be under the Department of State, but after considering 
the matter fully, the committee thought it would be best that it 
should be under the Department of Commerce and Labor, where 
the Bureau of Immigration now is. The reasons that controlled 
us in making that selection are, first, that immigration and 
naturalization are very closely connected, and all of the rec- 
ords and the statistics relating to immigration being in the 
Bureau of Immigration, under the Department of Commerce 
and Labor, it would be more available for the new Bureau of 
Naturalization if those two were connected. 

In addition to that we save the expense of establishing a new 
bureau by consolidating this work which is so intimately con- 
nected under the one Bureau of Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. Now, in reference to the courts that shall have jurisdic- 
tion of the naturalization of aliens. Under the present law the 
courts in the different States, many of them of very limited 
jurisdiction, exercise jurisdiction in naturalization cases. I 
believe that naturalization should be a grave judicial proceed- 
ing; that the immigrant should be impressed with the impor- 
tance of the procedure, and we have provided by this bill that 
jurisdiction in naturalization cases should be confined to the 
Federal courts and to the courts in the different States having a 
seal, a clerk, and jurisdiction in actions at law when the amount 
in controversy is unlimited. In general, it may be said that 
that means the highest nisi prius courts in the different States 
and courts that have unlimited jurisdiction in actions at law. 
The commission recommended that naturalization should be 
confined to Federal courts. The committee did not adopt that 
suggestion for this reason, that it would in some States require 
the immigrant to travel many hundred miles to go to the 
place where the Federal court is held. It would concentrate the 
business so much in the Federal courts that it would prac- 
tically block naturalization of aliens, so we felt if we gave to 
the various State courts having unlimited jurisdiction and to 
the Federal courts that there would be enough courts in the 
different States to handle this business and at the same time 
it would be handled by courts of greater dignity and of more 
importance. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 


Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. This provision of the bill 
would exclude a class of courts in the State of Massachusetts, 
which courts haye a clerk and a seal, but the jurisdiction of 
which is limited to one and two thousand dollars, respectively. 
These courts are called “district” and “police” courts in the 
State outside the city of Boston, and called “ municipal courts” 
in the city of Boston. In the city of Boston they discharge the 
bulk of the legal business transacted in that city, although the 
8 court and the supreme court sit there regularly. 

TOW 

Mr. BONYNGE. Let me say, if the gentleman will pardon 
me, if they transact the bulk of the legal business in that city 
their time must be pretty well occupied, and it must relieve your 
other courts, so your other courts could give better attention to 
naturalization cases than if these lower courts were to have 
jurisdiction in such cases. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. That ought to be so, and 
that is a plausible answer, but the fact is both the nisi prius 
courts and the courts of the grade of which I speak are ex- 
tremely busy; but we are able to get the courts of the grade I 
speak of—that is, the grade next below the nisi prius court— 
to sit in the evening for the purpose of naturalizing aliens, and 
I am certain that 

Mr. BONYNGE. Is not that usually done just before election? 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Yes, 

Mr. BONYNGE. We want to correct that very practice, I 
will say to the gentleman. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I do not know how the 
gentleman will be able to correct it. That is the time when the 
people become active and when the desire to get men natural- 
ized arises, and I do not know of any way that you can compel 
men to become naturalized at other seasons of the year. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will call the gentleman’s attention to one 
of the provisions of the bill that I think will correct it. We 
provide in this bill that no courts shall naturalize aliens within 
thirty days of any general election held in the State. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I think there is a ques- 
tion of policy involved in that, but it will be time enough to dis- 
cuss that when we reach it. What I wanted to point out to the 
gentleman is this: That the superior courts in the State of Massa- 
chusetts, in my judgment, will never sit in the evening for the 
purpose of naturalizing aliens. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I hope they will sit during the regular busi- 
ness hours of the day. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. And the result will be 
that you will erect by national law another bar to the becoming 
of citizens by aliens, which, in my judgment, is not desirable. 

Mr. BONYNGE. It is not sought to make any bar against the 
naturalization of aliens, but only to protect and guard the pro- 
cedure and have it open and before the public. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. But this is the condi- 
tion: I have seen, for example, in the United States district 
courts 2,000 prospective citizens huddled together, waiting to 
have their papers passed upon. I have heard the judge declare 
that he would hear 50 or 100 cases, after which all the rest 
would be dismissed. Perhaps 1,500 men, who each had lost 
a half day’s pay, would be obliged to go home discouraged 
with the result of that day’s work, and would not come again. 
Now, if these men were honestly entitled to naturalization, 
it seems to me in that instance justice was not done, because it 
ought to be the policy in this country to enlarge the number 
who will become good citizens. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Les, sir; and that policy will still be pre- 
served. I do not think you will have a rush of 2,000 after this 
bill goes into effect, at one particular time. They will not have 
the inducement to apply for naturalization at any specific time 
after this bill goes into effect, if it does, but that naturaliza- 
tion will take place at different times throughout the year. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Oh, no. The gentleman 
will find, and I would be willing to predict it, that if he pre- 
vents naturalization for a period of thirty days prior to election 
that the great bulk of thegmaturalization will be done in the 
thirty-five or thirty-four or thirty-one days prior. In other 
words, the men will wait until the last minute, and you will have 
just the same crowding and confusion. 

Mr. BONYNGE. They have such a law as that in several 
States. In New Jersey, my colleague says, that law is in effect, 
and I think there is a similar provision in the State of New 
York. 

Mr. PAYNE. In New York it is ninety days. And that has 
worked well in my part of the State, and there is no rush like 
there used to be for naturalization just before election. There 
is no rush period of ninety days before election. But I do not 
know how it is in other States, but in my own State the pro- 
vision has worked well as a corrective of that evil. 
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Mr. CRUMPACKER. I would like to ask if these abuses of 
the naturalization laws have not occurred when men go by hun- 
dreds and thousands at the same time to be naturalized? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And under circumstances where no 
court can give proper inyestigation to the rights of applicants 
for citizenship as to their identity. And has not that practice 
created more criticism, and more just criticism, against our 
naturalization system than any other single thing? 

Mr. BONXNGE. The gentleman is exactly correct, and it is to 
correct that evil we have made this provision. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Then, the purpose of this is to correct 
the yery evil the gentleman from Massachusetts is defending? 

Mr. McNARY. Now, on this matter of identification, let me 
ask the gentleman here whether the identification of the alien 
can not be fixed and determined in the local court, where a man 
is known, and where the witnesses are known, better than in 
the United States court, or a court of larger jurisdiction, where 
it would be utterly impossible for the judge to haye knowledge of 
the man or of his witnesses? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Undoubtedly that fs true, and accordingly 
the bill contains this provision that the naturalization juris- 
diction of all courts herein specified, both State and Federal, 
shall relate only to the respective jurisdictions of said court. 

Mr. McNARY. To earry out the point made by my colleague, 
if you take a district like Suffolk County, which has 600,000 
population, now how would the judge have any knowledge of the 
men and witnesses in any such situation as that? 

Mr. BONYNGE. They will under other provisions of the bill, 
I think; because, without going into all these details at this 
time, Iet me say to the gentleman from Massachusetts that it will 
be necessary, if this bill be enacted into law, that the alien shall 
produce first the certificate of registry from the Bureau of Im- 
migration, which will contain his identification, a description of 
the man. A certificate is given to him when he lands in this 
country, and he must produce that with his petition for natural- 
ization and attach it to his petition. The man will also have a 
declaration of intention, which will likewise contain a descrip- 
tion of the man. He must produce his two witnesses in open 
court, and I think under the provisions of this bill we have 
guarded as safely as it is possible for us to do by legislation 
against one man entering under another man’s name, or frauds 
of that character. 

Mr. McNARY. Let me ask, what are the costs? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Eleven dollars for naturalization. 

Mr. McNARY. How much for the certificate from the Emmi- 
gration Bureau? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Nothing. 

Mr. McNARY. How much for his first declaration? 

Mr. BONYNGE. One dollar. 

Mr. McNARY. For the final? - 

Mr. BONYNGE. He pays $5 when he files his petition, and 
when he gets his certificate $5 more; $11 in all. 

Mr. McNARY. Now, the ordinary rates in the courts in 
Massachusetts would be $1 for the first declaration, $2 for the 
final, and if the clerk makes out the papers and the man does 
not get a friend to make out the papers, then he would pay the 
clerk $2 more, which makes it $5. Now, you have increased 
the cost by this bill from $6 to $8. Now, one point I want to 
make is that it seems to me that this bill, so far as I have been 
able to get it now, is somewhat like the Chinese-restriction act 
in its character of its certificates. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Not at all. 

Mr. McNARY. Well, perhaps that might not be the purpose; 
but it looks so. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will say to the gentleman, if he will permit 
me here, that the fees provided for by this bill for naturaliza- 
tion in the United States are less than those charged by any 
other important nation on the face of the globe. In England 
they pay $39 for naturalization. 

Mr. McNARY. I would like to_ask the gentleman whether 
there is any other country that anything like the 
great number that this country does? 

Mr. BONYNGE. There is no country; none but this. 

Mr. McNARY. Certainly no European country does. Does 
the gentleman know what are the naturalization laws in the Ar- 
gentine Republie or Chile, which correspond more nearly to the 
general character of development and civilization of this coun- 
try? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; I can not answer that question. 

Mr. McNARY. That is a fair comparison. No European 
country can be used as a fair comparison. 

Mr. BONYNGE. The reason for these fees is that there will 
be much more work required of the clerk, and we have got to 
provide for paying those fees. That is a matter of detail which 


hardly affects the general outline of the. bill that I am attempt- 
ing to give to the committee. 

Mr. McNARY. Now, let me ask the gentleman this question: 
Does the clerk get the fees or do they go to the Government? 

Mr. BONYNGE. The fee goes to pay the additional expense. 
The clerk gets one half and the other half goes to the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. McNARY. Now, we have wiped out the fees in most 
cases to United States clerks. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I think not. 

Mr. McNARY. I think so in Massachusetts. 

Mr. BONYNGH. That may be done in Massachusetts. 

Mr. MONARY. We have wiped out the clerk’s fees in the dis- 
trict and circuit courts of the United States in Massachusetts. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I do not dispute the gentleman’s statement, 
so far as Massachusetts is concerned. 

Mr. PAYNE. Now, with us, in the United States courts, the 
clerk is covering in the fees now. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is true. 

Mr. WALDO. He is covering in all over $3,000. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want very briefly to 
state the procedure that all aliens will have to adopt if this bill 
is enacted into law in order to become naturalized citizens. 

I have mentioned the fact that the Bureau of Immigration 
and Naturalization will have general control of the entire sub- 
ject. I have named the courts that will have jurisdiction in 
oo Now I wish to state what will be required of the 

ens. 

In answer to some questions that have been addressed to 
me I have also mentioned the fact that the immigrant will be 
given a certificate when he lands upon our shores, which will 
contain his description, the vessel, if he came by a vessel, that 
brought him to our shores, and other facts to identify him. 
At any time he may make his declaration of intention to be- 
come a citizen of the United States. That declaration he can 
make before the clerk of any of the courts authorized to exer- 
cise jurisdiction in naturalization cases. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I should like to ask the gentle- 
man if there is any provision in the bill whereby an alien who 
arrived here thirty or forty years ago can become naturalized 
when he has no such certificate? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, yes; certainly. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. There is such a provision? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. The provision that he shall produce 
that certificate only applies since 1900, since which time the 
Bureau of Immigration has been issuing such certificates. If 
he Ianded upon our shores prior to 1900, it is not required of 
him that he produce a certificate, because no such certificate 
was given to him, and it would therefore be unreasonable to 
ask it of the people who came before that time. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Does the gentleman not think 
that in many instances an immigrant may have lost his cer- 
tificate? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly, but he can procure a certified 
copy from the records. ' 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania. Is this certificate equiva- 
lent to a declaration of his intention? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; that certificate is given to him when 
he lands upon our shores for purposes of identification. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania. It establishes a date. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; it establishes the date, the identity of 
the person, the vessel upon which he came, if he came by a ves- 
sel. At any time thereafter he may make his declaration of 
intention to become a citizen, and that he can do on oath before 
the clerk of any court authorized by this act to naturalize 
aliens, or before the deputy clerk. When he makes that decla- 
ration he also declares that it is his bona fide intention to be- 
come a citizen of the United States and to renounce allegiance 
to all foreign potentates or powers. In that declaration shall 
be contained the name, the age, the occupation, the personal 
description, the place of birth, the last foreign residence and 
allegiance, the date of arrival, the name of the vessel, if any, 
in which he came to the United States, and his present place of 
residence in the United States, all of which is required of him 
for identification purposes, and is, I think, a good provision. 

After having made his declaration of intention to become a 
citizen, at any time within five years thereafter he may file his 
petition in writing in any of the courts authorized by this act 
to exercise jurisdiction in such cases to become a citizen of the 
United States. That petition must be in duplicate. It is re- 


quired that he shall set forth in that petition all of the facts 
which would qualify him for naturalization. 

The bill provides for certain specific forms for all these pro- 
ceedings. These forms are furnished by the Bureau of Natural- 
ization to the different courts of the country, and are in blank 
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form, so that the alien or the clerk can fill out the answers to | stood the gentleman to say that he wanted to give a compre- 


the questions, 

Mr. McNARY. What do these blanks cost the alien? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Nothing. They are furnished by the 
Bureau of Naturalization to the courts, and by the clerk are 
furnished to the alien. 

That petition must be filed under the proyisions of this bill 
at least ninety days before it is acted upon by the court. The 
object of requiring ninety days to elapse between the filing of 
the petition and the consideration of the petition by the court 
is to enable the clerk of the court to comply with other pro- 
visions of this act, which require him to furnish to the Bureau 
of Naturalization at Washington a statement of the petitions 
en file in his court for naturalization, setting forth the names 
and such information as the Bureau may ask for. 

Mr. BURNETT. The gentleman stated, as I understood, that 
at any time within five years he may file the petition. The 
gentlemen, I think, is in error. It is any time not less than 
two years nor more than five years. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is true; not less than two nor more 
than five years; because prior thereto he would not have beén 
in the country for the required time prescribed in the present 
statute, which provision is not changed in this bill. There must 
be five years’ residence. 

Mr. McNARY. Except in the case of the eighteen-year pro- 
vision. In that case he must stay longer—at least seven years. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Will my friend allow an interruption? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Has the time been extended that is now 
required for residence in the country—five years? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; five years. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Is there a provision in this bill like the 
present law which would enable a minor coming to this coun- 
try to get naturalized? 

Mr. BONYNGE. With his parents? 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. With or without his parents, to secure 
second papers, to secure his full citizenship without obtaining 
the first papers? 

Mr. BONYNGH. He would have to make a declaration of 
intention after he arrived at the age of 18 years, if he came 
here without his parents. If he came here with his parents, 
the naturalization of his parents would naturalize him. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. And the old provision of the law has 
been done away with? 

Mr. BONXNGE. In that respect it has. 

Mr. HINSHAW. May I interrupt the gentleman? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 

Mr. HINSHAW. What is the minimum time that must 
elapse between a declaration of intention and the procuring of 
the final papers? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Two years. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I would like to ask the gentleman in regard 
to two features of the bill. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Probably I will reach them in the regular 
order. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I want to know if there had been any 
change of the existing law as proposed in this bill in regard to 
the penalty for fraud in procuring naturalization. 

Mr. BONYNGE. We have made elaborate provisions in re- 
gard to that matter. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Have you changed existing law in regard to 
the penalties? 

Mr. BONYNGE. In what particular case? We have five or 
six sections in this bill dealing with crimes and frauds against 
naturalization. 

Mr. ROBERTS. 
for all frauds 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; there are several sections prescribing 
different penalties for different offenses, whether it is the fraud 
of the clerk of the court or the fraud of the immigrant or the 
fraud of other officers. f 

Mr. ROBERTS. I am speaking of the frauds of those who 
had assisted in procuring naturalization. Section 25 provides 
that any person who procures 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to refuse to 
answer the gentleman from Massachusetts, but I do not see how 
an answer to that question, or going into these details of the 
matter, can in any way assist this committee in getting a gen- 
eral idea of the provisions of the bill. It will be very pertinent 
when we reach the section for discussion. 

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman will pardon me, but I under- 


I see that section 25 prescribes the penalty 


hensive idea of the bill. 

Mr. BONYNGE. A general summary of its provisions. 

Mr. ROBERTS. It seems to me, then, that in doing that the 
gentleman might point out where it changed existing law. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I probably will soon reach that section of 
the bill to which the gentleman refers. I am now on the sub- 
ject of what the alien shall do to become naturalized. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I beg the gentleman’s pardon; I supposed 
the gentleman had left that subject. 

Mr. SPERRY. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. SPERRY. Will this cut out the court of common pleas 
in any State? 

Mr. BONYNGE. That depends upon what the jurisdiction of 
the court of common pleas may be. What is the jurisdiction 
of a court of common pleas that the gentleman has in mind? 
Is it a court of unlimited jurisdiction in actions at law? 

Mr. SPERRY. I think it is. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Then it will not cut it out. 

Mr. SPERRY. If it is limited, then it will cut it out? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. I think that answers the gentleman, 
The bill also provides, Mr. Chairman, that the United States, 
through its attorneys, shall have an opportunity, if cause ex- 
ists therefor, to oppose the naturalization of an alien. After 
the clerk of the court where the petition has been filed notifies 
the Bureau of Naturalization at Washington of the filing of 
the petition, if that Bureau finds any good, substantial reason 
from the records it has on file to oppose the naturalization of a 
particular alien, either because he is not the person he repre- 
sents himself to be or that he did not arrive in the country at 
the time he says in his petition that he did arrive, or for any 
other reason or cause that he is not entitled to naturalization, 
the Bureau may call on the United States district attorney for 
the district where the court is located and in which the petition 
is filed to oppose the naturalization of that alien. Appeals are 
provided for from the decision of the court either by the alien 
or by the United States Government. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER, Will the gentleman allow me a ques- 
tion on the subject of appeals? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not know of any case in our en- 
tire system of government where appeals are required or pro- 
vided by law from the State courts to the Federal courts from 
ordinary proceedings. I suppose there is no question about 
the right to provide for an appeal from a nisi prius court 
directly to a Federal court where the decision involves the right 
under the Federal statute, as it does in naturalization. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And the committee has worked that 
out. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I think the provision is perfectly legal, and 
I believe it can be sustained. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I understand the bill 
provides for an appeal directly from the State courts to the Fed- 
eral courts on the granting or the withholding of citizenship. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Les; it arises under a Federal statute. 

Mr, CRUMPACKER. I think that is a competent exercise 
of power, although I do not know of its ever having been exer- 
cised in the history of this country before. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Chairman, I did not read the provi- 
sions of the bill to which the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
BonynceE] refers, and therefore I would ask him whether in the 
bill he has made provision for the manner of appeal? 

Mr. BONYNGH. We have limited the time within which it 
may be taken, that is all. It will be governed by the general 
provisions for appeals. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Is it not stated to what court the appeal 
is to be taken? 

Mr. BONXNGE. Oh, yes; “to have the right of appeal to 
the United States circuit court of appeals of the proper cir- 
cuit and in such case as is described by section 5 of the judi- 
ciary act of March 3, 1991,” which provides certain cases where 
the question arises under a treaty or involves a constitutional 
question. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Suppose that the proceedings be initiated 
in the State courts, as, for instance, in the State of New York, 
in the supreme court, that court having jurisdiction of naturali- 
zation matters under the provisions of this act, and appeal be 
taken, there is nothing in the bill now before us which provides 
expressly that the appeal shall be taken from the State court to 
the Federal court, I take it. 

Mr, BONYNGE. In this bill? 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. The gentleman says an appeal shall be 
taken to the circuit court. 
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Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Does not that make it rather vague? 

Mr. BONYNGR. That in any naturalization proceeding in 
any ccurt exercising jurisdiction under this act either party 
shall have the right of appeal to the United States circuit court 
of appeals. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time of the gentleman be extended so that he may be per- 
mitted to conclude bis remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Colo- 
rado may be extended in order that he may be permitted to 
conclude his remarks. Is there objection? 

` There was no objection. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Chairman, it is required by the pro- 
visions of this bill that the hearing in naturalization eases be in 
open court; that the applicant shall appear in person before the 
court and produce his two witnesses in open court. We do that 
for the purpose of preventing the frauds that have so often 
been perpetrated in these cases and to impress the alien also 
with the importance of the proceeding to-which he is a party. 
The oath of allegiance must be taken by the alien in open court. 
We have elaborate provisions in the bill for keeping all records 
in such proceedings, requiring the clerks to keep a duplicate of 
the declaration of intention, and also a stub of the certificate of 
naturalization, so that there shall be a complete record in every 
court of all aliens naturalized by that court, and in the Bureau 
of Naturalization, at Washington, there shall be a complete 
record of the naturalization of all aliens who may became nat- 
uralized under the provisions of this bill after it goes into effect. 
We have also provided in reference to the certificate of naturali- 
zation that it shall be upon safety paper furnished by the 
Bureau of Naturalization and that those certificates shall be 
consecutively numbered. These provisions are all intended to 
prevent the sale of these certificates to people who are not en- 
titled to them. It came to the attention of the committee, and 
it has been stated many times in the press, that certificates of 
naturalization have been sold not only in the United States, 
but sold in foreign countries to people who have never been 
upon our shores, and that immigrants have landed upon our 
shores carrying with them fraudulent, counterfeit, and false 
certificates of naturalization that were sold to them upon the 
other side of the globe. These matters that we have provided 
for the keeping of record and the care of the certificates are 
to prevent such cases as those. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Chairman, I haye read that statement a 
number of times, that certificates of naturalization haye been 
Sold to people, and I have seen it in the newspapers. This 
committee has heard gentlemen on this whole subject. Can 
they give any definite statements as to such a practice or 
whether or not such certificates have been sold or who sold 
them and to what people? - 

Mr. BONYNGE. I can give the gentleman a few cases, if he 
will pardon me for a moment until I refer to the report of the 
Assistant Attorney-General, who had some people convicted for 
doing that very thing. Joel Marx made a report to the United 
States Attorney-General. Mr. Marx was the special assistant 
United States attorney appointed to prosecute frauds against the 
naturalization laws. He mentioned some of these cases: 


These cases are Included in the Inclosed tabulated statement, the 


rticulars of which are as follows: Robert Bunoro and Joseph 
‘apparelli were engaged in 8 and uttering for: certificates of 
citizenship, which found ready sale ants to 


in rg to enable immi 

in admission into the United States, which, upon investigation, were 
Fina to be forgeries. The entire certificate, including the copy of the 
seal of the district court of the United States for the southern district 
of New York, had been forged. 

Mr. McNARY. What happened to those men? 

Mr. BONYNGD. I think they are among those that were 
convicted by the prosecution. 

Mr. McNARY. And sentenced? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; sentenced. I believe he states what 
the sentence is. I will read a little further: 

In April, 1903, Bunoro and Capparelll were arrested and the entire 
outfit for the printing of these certificates, including the e seal of 
the United States district court, were captured. They were indicted on 
June 26, 1903, and upon conviction were sentenced to serve a term of 
eighteen months in the State prison at Sing Sing, N. Y. 

Mr. McNARY. Is not there existing law sufficient to deal 
with those cases? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Sufficient to punish after the crime has been 
committed, but not sufficient to prevent the perpetration of the 
wrong. It is far more important, I will say to the gentleman 


from Massachusetts, that we should prevent the commission of 
a crime than that we should catch the criminal after he has 
committed it and put him in jail, and in order to prevent the 


commission of crime we have provided these safeguards in the 
issuing of certificates of naturalization, and I can not conceive 
what possible objection anybody can have to saying that the 
certificates of naturalization that are issued should be given to 
the people who are entitled to them and that they shall not be 
used for fraudulent purposes. That is all we have sought to do 
by this bill and by these provisions to which I have just called 
to your attention. 

Mr. McNARY. Let me call the gentleman’s attention to the 
fact that nobody is objecting to it, but the gentleman misses 
the point of my request. I asked him whether the law is not 
sufficient now and he admits it is sufficient. 

Mr. BONYNGD. To punish the criminal. 

Mr. McNARY. To apprehend and punish. There is no law 
sufficient to do any more in this or any other country and the 
gentleman can not quote one. If it is possible for people to 
forge naturalization certificates now it is just as possible to 
forge the certificates of which the gentleman speaks. Why not? 
You can duplicate the seal, can you not? 

Mr. BONYNGE. We are trying to provide similar safeguards 
to those that are in force in regard to the issuance of our money. 
Of course, counterfeit money is sometimes circulated, but we 
have minimized the amount of danger just as far as we pos- 
sibly could. 

Mr. MONARY. Does the gentleman think, from his observi- 
tions on that committee, there were any large number of such 
cases as he has indicated? 

Mr. BON INGE. I think there were a large number of cases. 

Mr. McNARY. Where? 

Mr. BONYNGE. There were 1,916 fraudulent certificates 
canceled in two years that came to the attention of this special 
United States attorney. I think everyone who has examined 
the question carefully could not fail to be convinced there were 
a great many other cases which were not detected. These 
provisions not only minimize the possibility of the commission 
of such crime, but they help the detection of the crime after it 
had been committed. 

Mr. McNARY. Were any such cases shown outside of New 
York City? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 

Mr. McNARY. Where? 

Mr. BONXNGE. There were some in different sections of the 
country. 

Mr. McNARY. But you do not recall where. 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; I do not recall each of these specific 
eases to mind. It would be impossible to carry those 1,916 cases 
in my mind. 

Mr. McNARY. Well, I asked that question because I haye 
heard of no such accusation made anywhere except against 
New York City, and what I want to get at was, if no such 
practice prevails anywhere else we are practically reorganizing 
the whole law on the subject because in New York City cases 
arise that ought to be met by the officers of the Government 
there. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. We have had just such cases 
in the city of Philadelphia, where they haye been brought into 
court and convicted. 

Mr. McNARY. Did the gentleman get convictions of the 
fraudulent registration of thousands upon thousands of votes in 
the city of Philadelphia? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I answered the gentleman in 
good faith, and when I have been able to overturn his state- 
ment then he gets off the question. 

Mr. McNARY. No; the point I wanted to add is this: That 
a few cases of fraudulent naturalization is not by any means as 
bad an offense against American citizenship as sixty or a hun- 
dred thousand fraudulent registrations done by American citi- 
zens in one city. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. The gentleman may consider 
it legitimate debate when he makes a statement on one ques- 
tion and it is knocked out to try to drag up something else, and 
when we are discussing a bill we are supposed to discuss it in 
good faith. 

Now, I wish to state further, in answer to the gentleman’s 
question, that in New York City it is necessary for a street 
vender to be a naturalized citizen, and it was testified before 
our committee that hundreds of forged naturalization papers 
were sold almost openly to these venders in order that they 
could get their license. 

Mr. McNARY. I would like to ask the gentleman whether 
or not—I simply and solely hurt his vanity a little bit by talk- 
ing of Philadelphia—whether or not, to state it frankly before 
the people of this body, he believes the crime of naturaiization 
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is at all comparable with the 60,000 or 100,000 fraudulent reg- 
istrations discovered by the mayor of Philadelphia? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I will answer the gentleman. 
He picks out Philadelphia, I suppose, as a Democrat, as a Re- 
publican city. I will take New York as a Democratic city, and 
I will tell him the difference between Philadelphia and New 
York. When there was a change we accepted the votes of the 
people and abided by the result, but in New York they did not 
dare to open the ballot boxes nor count the votes. [Applause.] 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield for a dis- 
cussion of questions that have absolutely no reference to the 
bill before the committee. The question as to whether we pun- 
ish people who commit election frauds is a separate and distinct 
question. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McNary] 
ought not to expect that in a naturalization bill we are going 
to correct all the crimes and all the evils that may exist any- 
where throughout the United States. It is not very practical 
to say that one crime is worse than another, and that because 
one crime may happen to be a little worse than another we 
ought not attempt to prevent the commission of the crime of 
lesser degree. We are dealing with the crimes against the 
naturalization laws. We are seeking to prevent them. We are 
seeking, in case they are committed, to provide for their detec- 
tion and their punishment. I think it is a purpose that ought 
to meet with the unanimous support and the approval of all 
members of the committee. [Applause.] 

Mr. JAMES rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I do. 

Mr. JAMES. What is the amount that the clerk now receives 
for certifying these papers of naturalization? 

Mr. BONYNGE. At the present time? 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, that varies in every State of the Union. 
There are hardly two States alike, 

Mr. JAMES. The amount that he will receive under this 
bill if it becomes a law is $8, is it not? 

Mr. BONYNGE. The clerk? 

Mr. JAMES. Yes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; he gets $5 in each case. Eleven dol- 
lars is the cost to the alien, and $5 of that amount goes to the 
clerk for his additional service and $5 to the Treasury of the 
United States. 

Mr. JAMES. Does not the gentleman think that is an un- 
usually large amount to pay to the clerk for that sort of service? 

Mr. BONYNGH. It is the cheapest anywhere in any govern- 
ment on earth. 

Mr. JAMES. That may be true. How long does it take a 
clerk to make out these papers? They are furnished him by 
the Government? 

Mr. BONYNGE. He has to keep a record, and he has to keep 
the records bound. There will be considerable clerical work 
involved. 

Mr. JAMES. He does not have to pay for the binding of 
the records, does he? 

Mr. BONYNGE. He makes a return to the Bureau of Natu- 
ralization when these petitions are filed. He will be in corre- 
spondence with that Bureau to a very considerable extent. 

Mr. JAMES. Can he not certify all of these papers in two 
minutes? 

Mr. BONYNGHE. I do not think so; not at all. The average 
of naturalizations in the United States is 100,000 a year. 

Mr. JAMES. I understand that, but could he not attend to 
all the work necessary to naturalize one man in an hour? 

Mr. BONYNGE. To naturalize one man in an hour? 

Mr. JAMES. Yes; and certify all the papers. 

Mr. BONYNGE. He does not do it all at one time. 

Mr. JAMES. I understand; but put all of his work together, 
and could not he naturalize two in an hour? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I do not think he could. 

Mr. JAMES. He could do one in an hour, anyhow? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I do not know how long it would take, but 
what it requires of him is attending to first the declaration of 
intention. Suppose he fills out that blank and explains it to the 
alien. Then in two years or three years afterwards, when that 
alien comes back, he makes out his petition for him. 

Mr. JAMES. That is all furnished by the Government. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; but the blanks have to be filled out. 

Mr. JAMES. I understand. 

Mr. BONYNGE. He may be called upon to issue subpœnas; 
he has to enter an order of the court in each of these cases. 
After a declaration of intention has been made and after the 
petition has been filed, he is required to send a statement to the 
Bureau at Washington. 


Mr. JAMES. Now, the point I was making is, that it appears 
= me that it is an exorbitant charge that you allow the clerk 

make, 

Mr. BONYNGE. Now, if the gentleman thinks so, when that 
provision of the bill is reached, I have no doubt he will offer 
an amendment to cut it down, and we will discuss the amend- 
ment whether it shall be adopted or whether the opinion of the 
committee shall prevail. 

Mr. JAMES. If a man in good faith wants to become a citi- 
zen of this country, it ought to be possible for him to do so 
without the clerk collecting from him an exorbitant fee in 
order to obtain the right to become an American citizen. 

Mr. BONYNGE. We do not desire that he should collect an 
exorbitant fee. All we want the clerk to have is a sufficient 
compensation for the work he performs. If in the opinion of 
the majority of the committee the amount we have named is 
more than he should have, it is for them to correct it by an 
amendment. We think it is not. We think when you come to 
consider the entire provisions of the bill and know what is re- 
quired to be done by the clerk that you will agree with us that 
the amount asked the alien is not unreasonable. He is not 
required to pay it all at one time. The first dollar is paid 
when he makes the declaration of intention. He is not re- 
quired to make any additional expense until he files his petition, 
which he may do not less than two years nor more than five 
years after the declaration of intention. Then he will pay $5. 
When he gets his certificate of naturalization—and only in 
case he gets a certificate—he will pay the additional $5. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman explain what addi- 
tional expense the clerk will be put to in issuing these certifi- 
cates for which he is to receive compensation? 

Mr. BONYNGE. There is no petition now required to be filed 
in the court at all. The clerk is not required to keep a dupli- 
cate of the declaration of intention. He is not required to make 
a special order and enter the order upon the records of the court. 
He is not required now to send any statement of the business 
done in naturalization to any bureau in Washington. 

Mr. STAFFORD. That is not the point. That is additional 
labor rather than additional expense. My question was, What 
additional expense is the clerk put to for which he will re- 
ceive $5? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, I did not understand the gentleman’s 
question. The additional expense is not given to the clerk. He 
does not get $5 for each certificate. The clerk gets one-half of 
the $10. He gets $5 for all the services from the time the alien 
makes his declaration of intention until the certificate itself is 
issued. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What additional expense will the clerk 
have by reason of the work required in this bill? 

Mr. BONYNGE. We believe that the clerk will be required, 
especially in many of the large cities in the country, to have ad- 
ditional clerical force to transact that business, and that addi- 
tional clerical force he is required to pay out of these fees that 
we allow to him. 

Mr. STAFFORD. As the officers and clerks of the courts are 
now constituted, is there not provision made by law for the pay- 
ment of salaries of assistants to the clerks in the performance 
of the labor connected with the duties of their respective 
offices? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. STAFFORD. And will not that work be done in these 
cases and no additional expense whatever incurred by, the 
clerks of court. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I think not. I think that in many cases he 
will require additional clerical force. So far as the State courts 
are concerned we can not compel the State courts to exercise 
jurisdiction in naturalization. They may or they may not, just 
as they see fit. Butif they do, they must do it in accordance with 
the provisions of our law. But we have no control over the 
State courts, so that we could not compel them to exercise 
jurisdiction in these cases; and if we put on the clerks addi- 
tional labor in our State courts, and additional expenses, we 
must provide for that additional expense. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I understood the gentleman to 
say that from the time the alien filed his petition to be natural- 
ized until his certificate was issued the clerk received $5. 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; the alien pays $5 when he files his 
petition for naturalization, and then when he gets his certifi- 
cate he pays the other five. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I understood you to say that the 
fee that went to the clerk was for his services, because he is 
clerk; to wit, $5, and that the excess over and above that was 
to pay for the extra labor that would be occasioned. 

Mr. BONYNGE. He gets one-half of all fees that are paid 


into his court. 
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Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Where does the other half go? 

Mr. BONYNGE. To the Treasury of the United States, to 
maintain this Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization and 
provide for the clerks, assistants, and help necessary at Wash- 
ington, and the agents that that Bureau will employ. 

Mr. JAMES. How many aliens were naturalized in New 
York City last year? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I have heard the number stated, but I can 
not give it from memory. The total in the United States was 
approximately 100,000. 

Mr. JAMES. How many, would you say, in New York City? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will ask my colleague [Mr. Hayes] 
whether he remembers what number were naturalized in New 
York City last year. The statement was made before our 
committee, but I am unable to say from memory. 

Mr. HAYES. The gentleman from the southern district of 
New York, who appeared before our committee, stated that in 
the neighborhood of 5,000 were naturalized in the southern dis- 
trict of New York. $ s 
. BONYNGE. That is the southern judicial district. 

. JAMES. Does that include Brooklyn? 
. HAYES. I suppose it would. 
. BONYNGE. No; I think not. 
. JAMES. Say 10,000 in New York City. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I suppose the gentleman is endeavoring to 
arrive at how much the clerk can get. Let me call attention to 
the fact that there is a limit of $3,000 beyond which he can 
not go. 

Mr. JAMES. What is the limit? 

Mr. BONIXNGE. Three thousand dollars. 

Mr. JAMES. Then you limit him to $3,000 in a place like 
New York. 

Mr. BONYNGE. He can not go beyond that, unless the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and Labor, upon the petition of the clerk, 
finds that it is necessary that he should have additional compen- 
sation for an increased force beyond that which the $3,000 
would provide for. 

Mr. JAMES. What becomes of the rest of the fees received? 
Where do they go? 

Mr. BONXNGE. To the Government. 

Mr. JAMES. When he has already received as much as 
$3,000 for this naturalization of aliens, then the balance over 
and beyond that goes to the Government? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Goes to the Government of the United 
States. 

Mr. JAMES. But you then leave it within-the power of the 
Secretary of Commerce and Labor to pay him an additional 
amount? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Provided the clerk can satisfy the Secretary 
of Commerce and Labor that the business of his office requires 
an additional force which can not be compensated for with the 


000. 

Let me state the object of that. It was made upon the ear- 
nest solicitation of the member of the committee from New York 
City, and I suppose, to a certain extent, the same would also be 
true of Boston and Chicago and other large cities, that the ad- 
ditional work that would be required by the provisions of this 
bill would make necessary the employment of a number of 
clerks. We do not seek to prevent naturalization in any case 
where the alien is entitled to it. We have not sought to throw 
bars or obstacles in the way of naturalization. We want to 
provide the machinery by which those entitled to naturalization 
shall have the opportunity to be naturalized and not to delay 
them in their naturalization. 

Mr. JAMES. There is no limit fixed upon what the Secre- 
tary of Commerce and Labor may allow for these services? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No. 

Mr. JAMES. It is possible for him to allow an additional 
amount of $40,000, where there are 10,000 aliens naturalized, is 
it not? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I suppose it is possible that he might steal 
all the money that came into his hands. 

Mr. JAMES. Ob, no; but I am saying he could take the gen- 
tleman's speech as a basis, as to the extraordinary labor he had 
to perform, and show that to the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor, and upon that he could say, “I have naturalized 10,000 
or 12,000 people, and this additional amount ought to be al- 
lowed.” Could he not take the gentleman’s own speech as a 
basis for such a request as that? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I should like to ask the gentleman from 
Kentucky whether he thinks, if he were making an application 
as clerk of a court for an additional allowance, that he would 
base his application upon the statement made in debate that 
additional labor would be required, a statement which is true, 
without also showing to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor 


what labor was required of him and what clerks he had, or do 
you not believe that it would be necessary to show within the 
requirements of this bill that there was an increase of labor 
that would justify the Secretary of Commerce and Labor in 
making an additional appropriation to that clerk? 

Mr. JAMES. I might rely upon a speech of a Member of 
Congress, if he had the reputation that my friend from Colo- 
rado has and had given the matter the study and attention that 
he seeems to have given it—I might rely on that to a great 
extent. But we have seen where judges of the United States 
courts have certified that they expended $10 where they did not 
expend but two—— 

9 85 BONYNGE. We have heard a good deal of talk about 
that. 

Mr. JAMES. And this committee ought to have guarded 
this by providing a maximum amount above which the Secre- 
tary of Commerce and Labor could not go. 

Mr. BONYNGE. We think that we have guarded it suffi- 
ciently, but if the gentleman from Kentucky thinks that it is 
not guarded sufficiently, I have no doubt with the eminent 
ability that the gentleman from Kentucky possesses he will be 
able, when that section of the bill is reached, to offer an amend- 
ment which will absolutely prevent the dire consequences that 
are disturbing the gentleman’s mind. 

a aay JAMES. I will accept that as a retort courteous to my 
nquiry. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Will the gentleman permit me? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr: HINSHAW. In section 2, on page 4, it says “not less 
than two years nor more than five after he has made such decla- 
ration of intention, he shall make and file in duplicate a peti- 
tion in writing.” Thus, if a man, after he has taken out his 
first papers, allows more than five years to pass before applying 
for the second, he must begin again and take out his first papers. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; the declaration of intention has served 
its purpose and no longer is of value to the alien. 

Mr. HINSHAW. If he must go back and take out new first 
papers then he must allow two more years to pass. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Les; but he has had five years’ time since 
he made the first declaration to apply for his final papers. He 
was entitled to them two years after he made the declardtion 
of intention. We extended the time three years. Now, if he 
does not think enough of American citizenship within five years 
after he made the declaration to take out his final papers, we 
do not think that we require anything in the nature of hardship 
if he has to begin over again. 

Mr. HINSHAW. There is nothing to bar him from beginning 
again and taking out his first papers? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; he can begin over again and take out 
his first papers. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I believe I have generally given an out- 
line of the bill. There are sections in the bill defining crimes 
against naturalization and prescribing penalties therefor. There 
are also sections prescribing the forms to be used in all natu- 
ralization proceedings. I believe I have in this way given a 
general outline and a summary of the provisions of the bill. 
If there is any member of the subcommittee or of the Committee 
on Naturalization and Immigration that desires to add anything 
to what I have said, I would be glad to yield to him. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I would like to ask the gentleman a 
question. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Certainly. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I would like to ask my friend about the 
provision in section 9: 

Sec. 9. That no alien shall hereafter be naturalized or admitted as a 
citizen of the United States who can not write in his own language 
or in the English language, and who can not read, speak, and under- 
stand the English language. 

This section provides an educational test. 

Mr. BONXNGE. That was discussed before the gentleman 
came on the floor, and it will be reached for general discussion 
when the sections in the bill are read for amendment. I have 
explained to the committee that this bill did prescribe an educa- 
tional qualification for naturalization. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I do not particularly object to this para- 
graph, but you say “who can not read and understand the 
English language.” This is construed by a great many news- 
papers printed in German and other languages as a discrimina- 
tion in favor of the inhabitants of Great Britain who come here, 
against the people coming from Germany, France, Scandinavia, 
and other countries, In other words, you find in this country 
a great many communities of German-speaking people, or of 
people who speak Swedish, Scandinavian—— 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. And Dutch. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. And Dutch, Italian, and Hungarian, and 
while in theory it is eminently desirable for them to acquire 


— 


1906. 


the English language, and we should do everything possible to 
hasten the moment when they shall have acquired that lan- 
guage, as a matter of fact they are living together and do not 
come in contact with people speaking the English language, so 
that they are unable to acquire a knowledge of that language. 
They read the newspapers printed in their own language, they 
are in every sense of the word good Americans, they conduct 
themselves as loyal citizens of the country, and the only dif- 
ference between them and us is a difference in tongue. That 
is, it is not the difference of mind or of heart or of brain, but 
a difference of a twist of the tongue; that is all. 

Now, I say that this discrimination is possibly unjust, and 
it will work a hardship to n great many. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will say to the gentleman this: He has 
stated, as I recall-his“language, that it is well for us to do 
everything in our power to hasten the day when they will learn 
to speak the English language. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Yes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. So that they can read our laws and under- 
stand them in the language in which our laws are written. 
Does not the gentleman believe that such a provision as this 
in a naturalization bill will hasten the day when they will learn 
to speak and understand the English language? They will 
come to this country and will want to become citizens. We 
will want those people to become citizens of the United States, 
and we will give them the five years, and they will receive 
notice that if they want to enjoy all the privileges of our citi- 
zenship they must in those five years’ time learn enough of our 
language to be able to speak and understand it. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. In theory this is right, but let me state 
the practice to the gentleman. An immigrant. is usually a man 
who is past the school age—that is, he is in most cases a person 
of, say, from 15 to 30 or 35 and 40. When he sets foot upon 
the soil of this country he will have to hustle, to use a usual 
term, for a living. He has to work from morning until night. 
If he happens to live in a large city he will have the benefit of 
evening schools and can acquire the English language there. but 
if he happens to live in country districts where such schools do 
not exist and where he is obliged to work from morning to night 
and where he merely associates with his own people—that is, the 
people who speak his language, it will be almost impossible for 
him to acquire a knowledge of the English language which is 
required here, and what would be the actual and practical effect 
of that? It is that we keep from citizenship, we prevent from 
being identified with our institutions men who are entirely 
willing to become American citizens, men who are fit and compe- 
tent to become American citizens but for that lack of knowledge 
of the English language. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Does the gentleman believe that immigrants 
assimilate with us better if they understand the English lan- 
guage than if they do not? ; 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. That is a question. I would say to the 
gentleman this, that you take, for instance, a good American 
newspaper printed in the German language. That paper edu- 
cates its readers in every possible way in American ideas and 
up to American ideals. It teaches them what the law is in this 
country, what our institutions are, and what it is to become a 
good American citizens, so that if a man reads a German paper 
and not an English paper at all, it is just possible that he may 
become just as good an American citizen, is it not? 

Mr. BONYNGE: Certainly. I do not intend to be under- 
stood as saying that because he does not speak the English 
language he will not become a good American citizen; but I 
think if he understands the English language, whether he under- 
stood it when he came to this country or not, if he acquires a 
knowledge of the English language he will more readily as- 
similate with us than if he retained his own language and lived 
wholly with his own people. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. I agree with that. I would much prefer 
him to know the English language. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Does not the present bill prevent the 
naturalization of an alien who can not read, speak, and under- 
stand the English language? That is the language of the bill. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. The gentleman means if this bin 
should become enacted into law that a person could not be 
naturalized unless he could read, speak, and understand the 
English lahguage? f 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Yes. Who shall determine whether he 
can speak and understand the English language? 

Mr. BONYNGE. ~The court. He has to appear in court. 
have to leave it to the discretion of the court. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Does not the gentleman from Colorado 
realize the fact that there are at present a large number of 
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prehending the purpose of our institutions and voting intelli- 

gently at the polls, who do not write the English language and 

who do not as fully -understand the English language as many 

of those who are brought up and educated in the public schools 

of this country? 

5 — BONXNGE. I have no doubt there are a great many ol 
em. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. That being so, why should not such per- 
sons, being aliens otherwise entitled to naturalization under the 
provisions of this bill, be allowed to come in and be enrolled into 
citizenship of this country? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I have no doubt, I will say to the gentle- 
man from New York, as I believe I did in answer to some other 
gentleman who asked practically the same question, that there 
may be some who will be excluded under the provisions of this 
bill who would otherwise make good citizens, but on the whole 
I believe that it is better for our citizenship that those who 
acquire it should have an understanding of the English lan- 
guage, which is the language of the country, and we do not 
think it is any hardship because the opportunity will be afforded 
to all of them during the five years to acquire that knowledge. 
We do not require that they shall learn to write in our language 
during the five years. I think that would be unreasonable, 
but we do require that the alien must either write in his own 
language or in the English language. That is in the alterna- 
tive so far as writing is concerned... He must speak, ‘read; and 
understand the English, I think the gentleman will agree with 
me, as did the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BarrHotpr], that 
a man who speaks, reads, and understands the English language 
is more apt to be in sympathy with our institutions and to 
assimilate better than one who does not. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. But would you shut the door to the thou- 
sands upon thousands of aliens who are fully in aceord with 
our institutions and with everything that pertains to good citi- 
zenship, but who unfortunately have not been able to acquire the 
use of the English language so as to understand it and so as 
to speak it and read it? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I will say to the gentleman from New York 
I do not believe that anybody who sincerely desires to acquire 
that knowledge within five years, living in this country, could 
not qualify himself under the provisions of this bill for natu- 
ralization. It is true that in the past they have not, because the 
inducement to them has not existed. If we hold out to them 
this inducement and say to them, “ Before you are entitled to 
citizenship in the United States you must acquire this knowl- 
edge,” I believe there will be very few of them at the end of 
five years who sincerely and earnestly want to fit themselves 
for American citizenship who will not be entitled to have it. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Now, you take the large number of 
foreign publications, or, rather, as my friend from Missouri 
said, the American papers printed in foreign languages. Take 
the German, Scandinavian, Norwegian papers, and hundreds of. 
other papers published throughout this country in foreign lan- 
guages. Persons of the character I have mentioned read these 
papers. They inform themselves of what is going on in the 
community. They read the editorials in those papers, as well 
written as you find editorials in many of the papers printed in 
English and 

Mr. BONYNGE. I have no doubt of that at all, but let me 
say to the gentleman, do you not believe the tendency would be 
to have more papers printed in the English language among the 
people you have described if we bad this provision in our bill’ 
instead of having those papers printed in the language of those 
people? 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I think not. On the other hand, I think 
that instead of holding out an inducement to these thousands’ 
upon thousands of people otherwise qualified, holding out to 
them an opportunity to come in and assimilate with us and be- 
come good citizens, you simply shut the door upon them. Many 
of them are workmen, they are laboring people toiling from 
morn until night, and some late into the hours of night for a- 
living. ‘To get the instruction necessary to qualify for citizen- 
ship under the pending bill is very hard under present conditions,’ 
and they do not have the same opportunity as the young people— 
as, for instance, the boys and the girls—to acquire a knowledge 
of the English language, so as to speak and understand it as 
this measure evidently contemplates. The result is that these 
toiling masses, perfectly willing to enter into the spirit of 
American citizenship, who love this country, who adore the 
flag, will be kept out because you have shut upon them the door 
of opportunity. Is not that so? 

Mr. BONYNGE. We do not feel it is so. We feel every one 
who did desire could in the course of five years qualify himself 


excellent American citizens, thoroughly American in spirit, com- | for citizenship. 
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Mr. COCKRAN. I would like to ask the gentleman from Colo- 
rado if there be an educational test on the right to exercise suf- 
frage in the State of Colorado? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No, sir. 

_ Mr. COCKRAN. Under this bill a more severe test is placed 
on admission to citizenship than on the exercise of its highest 
right. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes, sir; because we can not deal with the 
subject of the qualification of voters in the respective States 
through Congressional action. That subject is relegated to the 
different States, as the gentleman from New York well under- 
stands. 

Mr. COCKRAN.. Certainly. Now, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Colorado, because I haye not heard his expla- 
nation of the bill, what evil affecting the security of.the Gov- 
ernment or the prosperity of the nation does he expect to rem- 
edy by this measure imposing a severer test on mere admission 
to citizenship than his own State and the other States of the 
Union, with one or two exceptions, haye found it necessary to 
impose on the right of suffrage? 

Mr, BONYNGE. If the provisions of this bill should be en- 
acted into law, those who apply for naturalization without hav- 
ing this qualification will not be able to vote even in my own 
State, because they must have their final papers, and they could 
not receive their final papers without meeting the requirements 
of this bill. 

Mr. COCKRAN. But in some States—— 

Mr. BONXNGE. In some States they would. 

Mr. COCKRAN. So we would have this spectacle under the 
operation of this measure, that men whom this law, in effect, 
denounces as unfit for citizenship and who could not become 
citizens would be helping control the governments of States. 

Mr. BONXNGE. That is true now in some States. A man is 
allowed to vote on his first papers, and in other States it is re- 
quired that he shall have his final papers. We can not make a 
uniform rule, unfortunately, regarding the qualifications of 
voters. 

Mr. COCKRAN. That is quite true; but the gentleman real- 
izes the fact that under existing law there could not be a condi- 
tion in which a man is excluded even from admission to citizen- 
ship and at the same time be exercising the sovereign power of 
citizenship by voting for Members of this House or any other 
officers that are chosen by suffrage? 

Mr. BONXNGE. That is a matter that the State has entire 
control of. It is for each State to determine whether they shall 
permit them to do so or not. We are here, as I think I said be- 
fore the gentleman was on the floor, dealing with the subject of 
naturalization. In the end, upon this proposition it must be de- 
termined by a solution of this question, namely, Is this require- 
ment beneficial; is it necessary; does it raise the standard of 
our citizenship? We can not determine whether or not this 
qualification should be required for all naturalization, by decid- 
ing whether or not a State will permit a person without that 
qualification to yote, but we must meet it as an independent 
question. There is an argument to be made upon both sides of 
the proposition. I realize that. The argument should be con- 
fined to the subject of naturalization, for this is the subject we 
are dealing with, whether or not this qualification is a good 
qualification and required of an applicant for naturalization. 
` Now, when that section of the bill is before the committee I 
can well understand that there will be strong arguments made 
against it, and, I think, very strong arguments in its favor. 
We listened to the arguments on both sides. We believed, as 
a committee, that the stronger argument was in favor of re- 
quiring this qualification. The Committee of the Whole House 
may differ with us. We hope to be able to convince them that 
the conclusion we arrived at was right. 

Mr. COCKRAN. It is to get the conclusions of the commit- 
tee and the reasons which led to them before the Committee of 
the Whole that I propound these questions, 

Mr. BONYNGE. The gentleman was not present, I think, 
when I stated that my object this afternoon was not to discuss 
or go into an argument in detail in regard to the different pro- 
visions of the bill, but, in opening the question, to put before 
the Committee of the Whole in a general way the provisions of 
the bill—to summarize it—so that they will have a general 
understanding of its provisions, and then when we take up the 
bill section by section to argue and discuss these provisions. 

Mr. COCKRAN. With that statement, of course, Mr. Chair- 
man, further questioning on that head would be inopportune 
and ‘premature. But I might ask this question: I see that the 
alien is required to. write some language? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 

Mr. COCKRAN. And then to read, speak, and understand 

the English language? 


Mr. BONYNGE. Yes, sir. g 

Mr. COCKRAN. Well, of course a man who can write any 
language and can read, speak, and understand the English lan- 
guage would be able to write the English language. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Not necessarily. 

Mr. COCKRAN. I confess I am not able to discover the 
distinction, 

Mr. BONYNGE. I think a German might be able to write in 
his German characters aud not be able to write the English 
language, and yet be able to read and speak the English lan- 


guage, 

Mr. COCKRAN. That may be á possibility. It the gentle- 
man’s mind can grasp that a German able to PONA his own lan- 
guage could read and | understand ar 

Mr. BONYNGE. I have mention 
there are others. 

Mr. COCKRAN. I will not pause to discuss that, but does 
the bill proyide any machinery by which examination into a 
man’s knowledge of the English language can be conducted? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No, sir; it leaves it to the court. He must 
satisfy the court. That is what is required of the alien—that 
he must satisfy the court. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Does it prescribe how well he must speak it? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No, sir. 

Mr, COCKRAN. Must he speak it grammatically? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No, sir. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Does not the gentleman think that he ought 
to make provisions against encouraging assaults on the national 
tongue by untrained minds? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I think not. 

Mr. COCKRAN. One word more. The general purpose of 
this measure, as I understand it, is to modify the naturalization 
laws in three respects—— 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, no; it is to provide a uniform system 
of naturalization, and adds two essential qualifications to the 
right of naturalization. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Yes; I understand. 

Mr. BONYNGE. And add two new qualifications for the 
ae of naturalization. 

COCKRAN. One is to do away with the right of a 
een who comes here under 18 years of age to take out final 
papers without a prior declaration of intentions. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is not one of the qualifications. I am 
sorry that the gentleman did not do me the honor to be present 
when I endeavored to explain the bill. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Which was a loss of which I am keenly 
sensible, due entirely to the fact that I supposed the House was 
engaged in pension bills, and was not aware that this bill was 
being considered. Now I am endeavoring to recover the loss. 

Mr. BONXNGE. I will be very glad to answer any questions 
the gentleman desires to ask, so far as it is possible for me to 
do so. 

Mr. COCKRAN. This bill does aim to take away the right of 
a person coming under 18 years of age to be naturalized with- 
out a prior declaration of intentions? 

Mr. BONYNGE. The bill does this: When an alien comes 
here under 18 years, without his parents, he will be required to 
make his declaration of intention after he reaches the age of 18 
years. 

Mr. COCKRAN. 

Mr. BONYNGE. 
have referred to. 

Mr. COCKRAN. 


“only o one, but I think 


And it imposes an educational qualification. 
Yes; to the extent of these sections that I 


And it raises the cost of naturalization from 


There is no uniform cost. 

Mr. COCKRAN. From $3 to $11? 

Mr. BONYNGE. In some States, I believe, it runs as high as 
$10 at the present time. 

Mr. COCKRAN. It fixes another amount than the one usually 
exacted? 

Mr. BONYNGE. It fixes a uniform rate that will be enforced 
all bs over the United States, instead of having, as now is the case, 
a few dollars in one State and up to $10 in others. 

Mr. COCKRAN. . These are the three modifications or changes 
of the naturalization Jaw? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Not at all; I will state to the gentleman. It 
is necessary to repeat, of course, in order to answer the question 
the gentleman has propounded. It establishes what courts shall 
have jurisdiction. 

Mr. COCKRAN. . Yes. 

Mr. BONYNGE. It also provides a uniform 8 from 
the inception of the application for naturalization until it is 
consummated in the final issuance of the certificate. It at- 
tempts to guard against frauds and crimes that have been com- 
mitted against our naturalization laws, and prescribes penal- 
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ties for the commission of such crimes. It establishes a Bureau 
of Naturalization in Washington, which will be required to keep 
an accurate record of the naturalization certificates issued 
throughout the United States, and it authorizes the United 
States Government, through the United States attorneys, in cases 
where cause may exist, to oppose a petition for naturalization. 
It provides a procedure for the cancellation of certificates of 
naturalization that may be obtained through fraud of any kind. 
It provides that the alien should live at least one year in the 
State in which he makes the application for naturalization. It 
provides that the examination of the alien shall be made in 
open court, and provides for two witnesses to be examined be- 
fore the court. Now, that is it, in a general way; I suppose I 
have omitted some other provisions, and while I did not, per- 
haps, mention the one, two, three, or four to which the gentle- 
man from New York has referred, it includes those and some 
others that I have heretofore mentioned. 

Mr. COCKRAN. The gentleman has misapprehended my 
question. I did not ask what all the features of the bill were, 
but how far they modified the requirements and conditions of 
naturalization—not the procedure of naturalization. 

Mr. BONYNGE. The procedure can be put under one head 
as one feature of the bill. I think that is a very, very impor- 
tant feature; that we should exercise the authority given to us 
by the Constitution of the United States to establish—to use 
the exact language of the Constitution—“ to establish an uni- 
form rule of naturalization.” That this bill does; and I think 
it is very important. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Nobody disputes that. I merely wanted to 
know what particular modifications were proposed in the con- 
ditions to naturalization, not the procedure. 

Mr. BON INGE. Those I have mentioned, and the educa- 
tional qualification; and one that may not seem very important 
at first, but we think it will correct some of the evils—that the 
applicant shall declare that it is his intention to remain per- 
manently a citizen of the United States. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Let me aşk the gentleman this question: 
If he has stated it before I came in, of course I shall not ask 
him to repeat it, for I can read it in the Recorp. Has the gen- 
tleman informed the committee of the reasons that haye im- 
pelled such an important change as this? Has he shown any 
damage that has resulted to the country, any peril to its insti- 
tutions, any danger to its Government from the lack of these 
provisions? 

Mr. BONYNGE. I have attempted to call attention to some 
of them, and in the discussion of the bill, when its various pro- 
visions are considered during the reading of the bill by sections, 
probably will refer to others. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. 
man a question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Colo- 
rado yield to the gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 


I should like to ask the gentle- 


Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The gentleman has stated what 
Is it the idea of 


purpose he desires to accomplish by this bill. 
the gentleman from Colorado that he is to establish through the 
influence of this enactment uniformity in citizenship and fran- 
chise laws of the country? 

Mr. BONYNGE. We did not take that-into consideration, 
although I have no doubt it will have that tendency. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. If you did not haye that in your 
mind as a desirable end, lack of uniformity may lead to con- 
fusion. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I do not know how any State can legislate 
upon that subject at all. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Why, certainly. 

Mr. BONYNGE. The entire power and control over naturali- 
zation is confined to Congress. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The gentleman does not under- 
stand me. Your State, for instance, requires a man to take out 
his second papers before he can vote. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is a different subject. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I am talking about section 9 now. 
We will assume for the sake of argument that the State of In- 
diana allows a man to vote on his first papers, and some of the 
other States do. Would not confusion result, just as the gen- 
tleman from New York states—that one State would permit a 
xan to vote for every officer to be chosen, while another deprived 
him of that right? 

Mr. BONYNGE. My answer is, there would be no greater 
confusion than there is now. In some States a person is per- 
mitted to vote upon his first papers, as the gentleman has stated, 
but in others they require final papers. In some States women 
are permitted to vote; in others they are not. That subject is 
left entirely to our State governments. The question for us to 


determine here is whether we shall have a uniform system of 
naturalization. We can not undertake to regulate the right of 
suffrage in the different States in the Union. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. No; that is very true; bet I 
want to emphasize this. In my Congressional district, for in- 
stance, there are thousands of Hollanders, who speak, read, 
and write the Dutch language. There are no better citizens in 
this country than the Dutch. They know what good govern- 
ment is and what the blessings of liberty mean. Their ancestors 
fought and struggled for liberty. They are patriotic people. 
They are among the best citizens of our State. They are frugal, 
enterprising, and prosperous. They are Christian people. I 
would not, for anything, have these people discriminated against. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Let me ask the gentleman, Does he not 
think that those people can, in the course of five years, qualify 
themselves to meet the provisions of this bill? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. If they were people of leisure; 
but they are not. Having resided among them for many years, 
Iam unable to speak their language, and they are unable to speak 
my language; and yet those splendid people have their own 
vehicles of public thought. Their own newspapers and maga- 
zines, printed in their native tongue, furnish to them the daily 
news and keep them in touch with the best public thought. 
I say that any attempt to impose an educational qualification 
upon citizenship is an abridgment of patriotism [applause] 
and an unfair discrimination against unfortunate people, whose 
hearts may be alive to every national responsibility. 

Mr. HOGG. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Certainly. 

Mr. HOGG. Is any injury to come to American citizenship 
from being intelligent? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I hope not. This is the most in- 
telligent citizenship in the world. 

Mr. HOGG. Is there any reason why the American people 
should not preserve the rights they guarantee to every citizen, 
that the people who exercise this right should be Americans? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. ‘The gentleman presupposes that 
we inherited this Government. 

Mr. HOGG. Well, we did. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. We did not inherit it. It was 
taken away from our oppressors; and I say to the gentleman 
that many of the battles of this nation have been fought by 
men who did not understand our language. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, not altogether. I would not detract 
from them any of the credit to which they are entitled, but, 
while they undoubtedly contributed to our success, it is not 
true that many of our battles have been fought by men who 
did not understand our language. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Over and over again. 

Mr. BONYNGE. If the gentleman will permit me, nobody 
will dispute the fact that those who can speak our language and 
understand it will, as the gentleman from Missouri said, more 
readily assimilate with us and our institutions. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I am not so sure of that. 

Mr. BONYNGE. The gentleman is sure about it? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I am not so sure about it. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Does the gentleman contend that men more 
readily assimilate with our institutions if gathered together in 
local communities where they use the tongue of their native 
land rather than the tongue that is in use throughout the United 
States? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Good citizenship, as the gentle- 
man from Colorado knows 

Mr. BONYNGE. I did not say good citizenship. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. But I am talking about good 
citizenship. I am talking about citizenship that stands for your 
country’s ideals. I am talking about citizenship that educates 
its children to be patriotic and country loving, that breeds no 
vice or disasters, that harbors no unworthy influences. I am 
talking about citizenship that lives in the heart of the American 
patriot as well as the head. I am not talking about fortunate 
citizenship segregated and set apart by early education. I 
have known many men to fill with credit high public station 
whole situation in early life barred them from even common 
schools. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I haye no question about it. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I have known many a man in 
high public place that could not parse a sentence, and I say 
that one of the best evidences of the greatness of your country, 
of its stability, of its permanency, of its right to lead, is the 
fact that men come from every quarter of the globe, and, shak- 
ing off their environment, link their fortunes with ours, lead 
in the battle of good citizenship that uplifts the entire country ; 
and I say further that any mere book learning that circum- 
scribes their rights or keeps them from participating in our Goy- 
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ernment when they are otherwise well qualified is an act of 
absolute injustice. [Applause.] 

Mr. BONYNGE. The provisions of this bill do not prevent 
anybody from coming to our shores. We are not dealing with 
the immigration question. We simply say to them, “ Come 
here and enjoy the blessings of this Government if you ‘wish to. 
We open our schools to you; we give you every possible facility to 
fit yourself for naturalization and become a part of our citi- 
zenship. All we ask of you is that during the five years that 
you are living here qualifying yourself for citizenship you shall 
acquire a sufficient knowledge of our language to satisfy the 
court to which you make application for naturalization that you 
make yourself able to understand our language.” 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. But you fix no standard. 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; because I think it would be impossible 
to fix a standard that would apply in all cases. If I was sit- 
ting on the bench as a judge, I certainly should not regard the 
grammar of a man as a qualification. 

Mr. WM, ALDEN SMITH. But some other judge might. 

Mr. BONYNGH. All a man would be required to do under 
the provisions of this bill would be to satisfy the court that 
he could read and understand the language, regardless of 
whether he used it grammatically or not. If he could under- 
stand our language so that he could familiarize himself with 
our laws and take part in the discussions and listen to the dis- 
cussion of questions affecting the welfare of the nation, that 
would be sufficient. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Does not the gentleman realize that if the 
language is as valuable as he says it is, taking liberties with 
its grammar must be almost a crime? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; and the gentleman from New York 
does not so regard it, nor do I think the gentleman’s remark 
adds anything at all to the discussion of this question. 

Mr. COCKRAN. If the gentleman puts a knowledge of the 
English tongue at such a high valuation as to make it a quali- 
fication for citizenship, can he afford to treat as of slight con- 
sequence that which goes to the very vitals of the efficiency 
and value of the language? 

Mr. BONYNGH. The gentleman from Colorado has no diffi- 
culty in satisfying his own mind—I do not know whether he can 
satisfy the gentleman from New York or not—but there is a 
vast difference between trying to establish a standard of knowl- 
edge of the language and saying that a man shall be able to 
write and understand a language; that he is better fitted for 
citizenship by that knowledge I have no doubt, whether he uses 
the language grammatically or not. 

I have no question that the gentleman in his practice as an 
attorney has examined many witnesses who could not use the 
English language grammatically, but who were even able to 
understand the intricate, difficult, and complex questions that 
the gentleman from New York propounded to them, 

Mr. COCKRAN. But surely the gentleman does not pretend 
that knowledge of the language was ever made a qualification 
for admitting a man to the witness chair? 

Mr. BONYNGD. It has often been made the qualification as 
to whether or not he should have the aid of an interpreter, and 
it was not required before he should speak in our language that 
he should speak it grammatically. If he could speak and un- 
derstand it he was denied the assistance of an interpreter; so 
that the gentleman will readily see that it is possible for the 
court to determine whether or not a person can read and under- 
stand the language, whether he uses it grammatically or not. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Would the gentleman consider that a person 
who spoke two languages badly, ungrammatically, was more 
intelligent than a person who spoke one language well. 

—.— BONYNGE. It would altogether depend upon the indi- 
vidual. 

Mr. COCKRAN. But under this bill a man who could speak 
two languages badly would be eligible, while a man who spoke 
one grammatically might be ineligible for citizenship. 

Mr. HOGG. Mr. Chairman, I think we can all well under- 
stand that there are many men from other portions of the coun- 
try who speak the language quite well who are not entirely 
intelligible. [Laughter.] 

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has just 
proved it. [Renewed laughter.] 

Mr. HOGG. And if the gentleman is in doubt about it, I shall 
apply it specifically. Many a man can parse and not be fit 
for citizenship. Many a man may come from Ireland, as we 
have, and still not understand the genius of our Government. 

Mr. COCKRAN. That proposition, Mr. Chairman, I chal- 
lenge. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HOGG. I will admit this much to the gentleman from 


New York, that a gentleman who comes from New York or from 
Ireland always understands everything. [Laughter.] 

Mr. COCKRAN. There is at least one exception, and this 
time the gentleman from New York proves it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HOGG. It is one of the inherent things that belongs to 
the race, that they understand everything. Now, I desire to 
ask the gentleman from Colorado one question with reference 
oe the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WX. ALDEN SMITH] 
said. 

Mr. BONYNGE. If the gentleman will confine himself to the 
bill, I shall be glad to answer it. I have already occupied the 
floor for two hours. 

Mr. HOGG. The purpose of the bill is to make our citizen- 
ship more intelligent. 

Mr. BONYNGE. With reference to this particular provision, 
the educational qualifications, that would be true, but that is 
not the sole purpose of the bill. 

Mr. HOGG. Why should it not be? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Because we want to guard against these 
frauds and abuses, to which I also called attention, and havé a 
uniform system of naturalization throughout the country. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. And also because there 
is no power in the Federal Government to reach the illiterate 
natives of the States. The only illiterate the Federal Govern- 
ment can reach is the alien. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wm. ALDEN SmirH] has given us a very 
beautiful definition of liberty. I desire to ask the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. Bonyner] if he thinks if all the Members 
of the House present here this afternoon had been Dutchmen 
they could have understood the argument he has made and the 
argument the gentleman from Michigan made? 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; and I am afraid some who speak the 
English language may not have understood it [laughter], but 
the difficulty has been with those gentlemen who have not under- 
stood it and not with the expression of the gentleman from 
Colorado. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Chairman, I have looked through the bill 
rather hurriedly, trying to listen to the gentleman’s remarks, 
and one point I have not been able to make clear in my mind, 
and that is, as to whether or not the naturalization of an alien 
naturalizes his children? 

Mr. BONXNGE. Yes; it does. 

Mr. McNARY. Where is that in the bill? 

Mr. BONYNGE. We have not changed existing law in that 
respect. We have not repealed it. We have repealed certain 
specific statutes. We have a repealing’section in this statute, 
but have not repealed that feature of it. 

Mr. McNARY. I understand. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. Bonynee] argues that an educational qualification here in 
regard to obtaining the right of naturalization to become an 
American citizen would elevate the standard of American citi- 
zenship. I want to know whether or not in his opinion an edu- 
cational qualification for voters throughout the States would 
elevate the standard of citizenship. 

Mr. BONYNGE. If the gentleman asks for my individual 
opinion, I would say yes. 

Mr. VoLSTEAD. I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question: Does not this discriminate in favor of that class of 
immigration coming over here 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; it does not deal with the immigration 
question at all. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Is it not a fact it is going to have this 
effect, that it is going to permit people coming from Great 
Britain to take public land while it is going in a very large 
measure to prevent those coming from other countries 

Mr. BONYNGE. No; because on a declaration of intent to 
become a citizen 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. He must be a citizen before he proves the 
homestead. 

Mr. CHANEY. I would like to ask the gentleman if in the 
study of the language the bill does not restrict the immigrant to 


any particular school? It enables him to learn the language , 


in any school? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Yes; whether he learns it in school or by 
contact with the people. It makes no difference. 

Mr. SMITH of California. It seems to me the theory of the 
bill and its discussion to-day as well have been on the matter of 
voting almost entirely. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is what I endeavored to make clear, 
that the discussion of that did not really relate to this bill. 

Mr. SMITH of California. That is what I think. Now, then, 
putting the matter of citizenship entirely aside, what evils have 
ever been apparent in this country growing out of the naturaliza- 
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tion of foreigners who come into this country? As I interpre the 
bill from a hasty examination it endeavors to make naturaliza- 
tion quite difficult. 

Mr. BONYNGE. No, sir; it endeavors to guard against the 
commission of fraud in naturalization, but in doing so there 
are some provisions which will make naturalization not as easy 
as it has been heretofore, and that must necessarily be so. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Have there ever been any con- 
siderable number of frauds committed in the matter of citizen- 
ship except in connection with the elective franchise? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Oh, yes; thousands of them. 

Mr. SMITH of California. What is the difference between 
the foreigner and the naturalized citizen outside of the matter 
of the elective franchise? 

Mr. BONYNGE. You asked whether there were other frauds 
except election frauds committed against our naturalization 
laws. Here are the certificates to which I called attention 
early in the day. 

Mr. SMITH of California. What were they used for? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Used for the purpose of gaining admission 
to the country, used for the purpose of claiming the protection 
of the United States Government by an alien living permanently 
abroad and holding in his pocket a certificate of naturalization 
in the United States. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And several hundred were sold by United 
States consuls in China recently. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Haskins having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that 
the Senate had passed bills of the following titles; in which 
the concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 3506. An act for the relief of Henry E. Rhoades, assistant 
engineer, United States Navy, retired; and 

S. 4952. An act making an appropriation for the improvement 
of the mouth of the Columbia River. 


BUREAU OF IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION, ETC. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I yield to my colleague on the committee, 
who has asked for a few minutes’ time. 

Mr. HAYES rose. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman 
sits down 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado was given 
permission to conclude his own remarks. The Chair does not 
understand that he can yield time to another. Now, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado having concluded his remarks, the Chair 
will ask if there is a member of the committee who desires to 
be recognized in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Before that is done, I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Colorado 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I would like to ask, as 
this comes with a unanimous report from the committee and as 
there is no agreement for a division of time, I would like to in- 
quire whether some arrangement could not be made so that the 
opponents of the bill could have time if they chose? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Very well; I shall be very glad to do any- 
thing reasonable in that respect. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I shall request some 
time. 

Mr. BONYNGE. When we get into the House some arrange- 
ment of that kind can be made. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state the parliamentary sit- 
uation. The gentleman from Colorado, in charge of the Dill, 
having been heard, now it is in order under the rule for any 
member of the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization 
to ask to be recognized in opposition to the bill, and the Chair 
will ask if there is any such member of the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization? 

Mr. BURNETT. I am a member of the committee, and I 
desire to be recognized in opposition to section 9—just a sug- 
gestion or two on that proposition and that alone. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair first will ask if there is anyone 
on the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization who de- 
sires to be recognized in opposition to the bill as a whole? If 
not, he will then recognize any Member of the House. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. If my colleague from New York who is 


on the committee were here, I am certain that he would yield to 
me. So certain am I, that on an occasion heretofore he said 


that I might be recognized in his time. He is not present. May 
I therefore ask to be recognized in his time? I ask unanimous 
consent that I may be recognized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will again ask if there is any- 
one on the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization who 
desires to be recognized in opposition to the bill as a whole? 

Mr. BURNETT. The entire bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. BURNETT. I do not, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GoLpFoGLE] is recognized for one hour. 

Mr. STEENERSON. I will ask the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Gotprocte] to yield to me, so that I may ask a 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GOLDFOGLE] yield so that the gentleman from Minnesota may 
ask a question? 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Five minutes. 

Mr. STEENERSON. I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. BonyNGE] if he answered the question put by my 
colleague from Minnesota, as to what effect the adoption of this 
bill and its becoming a law would have upon the operation of 
the homestead law? The gentleman is well aware that no one 
775 B up a homestead until he is a full citizen of the United 

ta 


Now, the result would be, it seems to me—and T will ask if 
it is not true—that all of those immigrants who can learn the 
English language in five years will be able to make final proof, 
but those who are unable to acquire that tongue, although they, 
may be as well educated as any gentleman present or anywhere 
else in the world, would be deprived of the right to prove up 
their homestead? 

Mr. BONYNGE. He can file on the land without haying his 
final papers. 

Mr. STEENERSON. - Yes; but he can not prove up; he can 
not get the patent. If he does not prove up in seven years, it 
is forfeited to the United States. 

Mr. BONYNGE. That is a matter for discussion—that is, 
what effect that will have on this requirement. 

Mr. HAYES. Will the gentleman from New York [Mr. GOLD- 
FOGLE] yield to me for half a minute until I can correct a mis- 
apprehension? 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Certainly. 

Mr. HAYES. I want to state that I have satisfied myself 
that the southern district of New York, which was referred to 
in the discussion, embraces the whole city of New York, and 
the clerk of that court was before us and stated that on an 
average there were 5,000 naturalized in his district in one year. 
That includes the whole city of New York. 

Mr. COCKRAN. If the gentleman will permit me to interpo- 
late a statement here, I would inform him that it does not in- 
clude Brooklyn, which is a separate district. The city of New 
York includes Brooklyn, Flushing, and a large part of what was 
Queens County. What the gentleman undoubtedly means is 
that the Borough of Manhattan—the old city of New York—is 
in the southern district. 

Mr. HAYES. The gentleman is right. I thank him for the 
correction, 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. McCreary of Min- 
nesota having taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. 
Wacuter, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported that 
they had examined and found truly enrolled bill of the follow- 
ing title; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 13538. An act to incorporate The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching. 


BUREAU OF IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION, ETC. 
The committee resumed its session. 


(Mr. GOLDFOGLE addressed the committee. See Appendix.] 


Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of 
my time, and ask leave to extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks leaye 
to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. ; 

Mr. BONYNGE.- Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. LAWRENCE, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 15442) 
to establish a Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization to pro- 
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vide for a uniform rule for the naturalization of aliens through- 
out the United States, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


CHANGES OF REFERENCE. 


By unanimous consent the Committee on War Claims was dis- 
charged from the further consideration of the bill (S. 4348) 
for the relief of Augustus Trabing, and the same was referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
change the reference of some papers from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, to which they were sent by inadvertence, to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. They were papers 
put in the basket to accompany a resolution introduced by me 
yesterday, which resolution was referred to the Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

The SPEAKER. Touching what subject? 

Mr. COCKRAN. Touching the admission of a certain publi- 
cation to the use of the mails. The papers in question were 
official transcripts of judicial proceedings in the State of New 
York, to which reference was made in the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. That is sufficient to identify them. Is 
there objection to the request of the gentleman from New York? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, 


Mr. SOUTHWICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Education be considered to have been 
passed without prejudice in the call of committees at the last 
call and that it shall be called at the next call of committees. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New York? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNZD. 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of 
the following titles: 

S. 3288. An act to authorize the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany and the Pennsylvania and Newark Railroad Company, or 
their successors, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Delaware River; and 

S. 4128. An act permitting the building of a dam across the 
Red Lake River at or near the junction of Black River with 
said Red Lake River in Red Lake County, Minn. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its 
appropriate committee, as indicated below: 

S. 4952. An act making an appropriation for the improvement 
of the mouth of the Columbia River—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 


THE ZEBULON MONTGOMERY PIKE MONUMENT ASSOCIATION, 


Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 18783) 
to provide souvenir medallions for The Zebulon Montgomery 
Pike Monument Association, which I send to the desk and ask 
to have read. i 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purpose of aiding in securing a 
proper and adequate celebration of the one hundredth anniversary of 
he southwest expedition of Lieut. Zebulon Montgomery Pike and of 
the exploring of the territory of the upper Arkansas Valley, includin 

rtions of the States of Kansas and Colorado and of the Territory o 

ew Mexico, said celebration to be held at some proper Pe in the 
immediate vicinity of Pikes Peak, Colorado, in the year 1 „the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to have prepared, in the 
United States mint at Philadelphia, two dies for medallions, of such de- 
sign and size as may be designated by The Zebulon Montgomery Pike 
Monument Association, a corporation organized under the laws of the 
State of Colorado, and approved by him; and he shall have made and 
struck, at some one of the mints of the United States, from these dies 
such number of medallions of silver and bronze, not to exceed 100,000, 
as may be requested by the said monument association, the net proceeds 
from the sale of the said proposed medallions to be applied exclusively 
to the fund to defray the expenses of construction and erection of a 
monument to said Pike and of the exercises in dedication thereof under 
the auspices of the said monument association. 

Sec. 2. That the material from which said proposed medallions are 
to be made shall be furnished by the Director of the Mint of the United 
States to the superintendent of the mint at which the same shall be 
struck, on or before the 15th day of April, 1906, in such amounts and in 
such proportions as the president of the said The Zebulon Montgomery 
Pike Monument Association may request, within the limits of cost pro- 
vided by this bill, and the said superintendent of said mint shall de- 
liver sald medallions, when made, to the said president of said The Zeb- 
ulon Montgomery Pike Monument Association; and there is hereby ap- 

ropriated for the purposes of this act the sum of 85.000, or so much 
Thereof as may be necessary, out of any funds of the United States not 
otherwise appropriated. 


Mr. SOUTHARD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ments, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


In place of section 2 insert the folowing 
“Spc. 2. That material from which said proposed medallions are to 


be made shall be furnished by the Secretary of the Treasury on or be- 
fore the ist day of May, 1906, in such amounts and in such propor- 
tions as the president of such The Zebulon Montgomery Pike Monument 
Association may, in writing, request, and the Secretar 
shall deliver said medallions, when made, to the president of such The 
Zebulon Montgomery Pike Monument Association upon the payment to 
tas 5 of the Treasury of an amount not less than the cost 
ereof.“ 


Amend section 1, page 2. line 9, so that the same shall read: “ Silver 
oe 8 not to exceed in the aggregate 100,000 and in such quan- 
es as.“ 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the bill just reported with the amendments offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I do not object to the considera- 
tion of the bill if it be considered as amended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of 
the bill as amended? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading ; and it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Brooxs of Colorado, a motion to reconsider 
the last vote was laid on the table. 


DAVID A. JONES, 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the following resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, ete., That the President be requested to return to the House 


of Representatives the bill (H. R. 8494) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to David A. Jones. À 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
6 minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjourned 
until Monday next, at 12 o’clock. 


of the Treasury 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let- 
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Paw- 
tuxet Cove, Rhode Island—to the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior 
submitting an estimate of appropriation for additional clerks 
in the Office of Commissioner of Indian Affairs—to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor submitting an estimate of appropriation for the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey—to the Committee on Appropriations, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, 
with a favorable recommendation, a draft of proposed legisla- 
tion relative to leasing lands of minor Indian allottees—to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. VOLSTEAD, from the Committee on the Public Lands, 
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2296) restor- 
ing to the public domain certain lands in the State of Minne- 
sota, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2173); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WANGER, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House 
(H. R. 14316) to further enlarge the powers and authority of 
the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service and to impose 
further duties thereon, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2174) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15328) to ap- 
prove certain final proofs in the Chamberlain land district, 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3655 


South Dakota, reported the same with amendment, accompanied | 2826 of the Revised Statutes—to the Committee on Ways and 


by a report (No. 2175); which said bill and report were re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 8278) authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to issue patent to Keystone Camp, No. 2879, of the Mod- 
ern Woodmen of America, to certain lands for cemetery pur- 
poses, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 2176); which said bill and report were referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. DAVEY of Louisiana, from the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign. Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the 
House (H. R. 15259) to authorize the North Mississippi Trac- 
tion Company to construct dams.and power stations on the Bear 
River, on the northeast quarter of section 31, township 5, range 
11, in Tishomingo County, Miss., reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2177) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DAWSON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1649) providing 
for the retirement of petty officers and enlisted men of the 
Navy, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 2178) ; which said bill and report were referred to 
the House Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the Senate (S. 1804) providing for the use of certified 
checks to secure compliance with proposals and contracts for 
naval supplies, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2179); which said bill and report were 
referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. JENKINS, from the. Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the House resolution (H. Res, 350) requesting in- 
formation from the Secretary of the Treasury relative to extra 
compensation received by the United States district attorney 
for the southern district of New York, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2180); which said 
resolution and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. COUSINS, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13851) author- 
izing the appointment of dental surgeons in the Navy, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2181); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to which was referred the bills of the House 
H. R. 117 and H. R. 1232, reported in lieu thereof a bill (H. R. 
16484) to amend section 1 of an act entitled “An act relative to 
the Metropolitan police of the District of Columbia,” approved 
February 28, 1901, accompanied by a report (No. 2182); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ROBERTS, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 283) to pro- 
vide suitable medals for officers and men of the Navy and 
Marine Corps who participated in certain engagements of the 
civil war, reported the same with amendment; accompanied by 
a report (No. 2183); which said bill and report were referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. MEYER, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13895) to correct the 
nayal record of Michael Sheehan, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2184); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, Dills, resolutions, and me- 
morials of the following titles were introduced and severally 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. LITTAUER, from the Committee on Appropriations: 
A bill (H. R. 16472) making appropriations for the legislative, 
executive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, and for other purposes—te the 
Union Calendar. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16473) to amend section 


Means. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 16474) au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to appoint commis- 
sioners to estimate damages done to planted oysters and oyster 
beds in Raritan Bay and adjoining waters in New York and 
New Jersey, and to make compensation therefor—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 16475) to incorporate The 
Washington Auditorium Company—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KALANIANAOLE: A bill (H. R. 16476) to provide 
for the purchase of a site for a public building at Honolulu, 
Hawaii—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16477) to 
authorize the erection of a monument at Fort Seybert, W. Va., 
to commemorate the capture and massacre of Captain Seybert 
and a number of men and women at that point and in the South 
Fork and South Branch valleys of the Potomac by the noted 
Indian chief Kill Buck and his band of Indian warriors in the 
year 1758—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. SMITH of California: A bill (H. R. 16478) providing 
a means for acquiring title to private holdings in the Sequoia 
and General Grant national parks, in the State of California, 
in which are big trees and other natural curiosities and won- 
ders—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. BRANTLEY: A bill (H. R. 16479) to make spirit- 
uous, malt, vinous, and intoxicating liquors of all kinds in inter- 
state commerce a special class in such commerce, and to regulate 
in certain cases the transportation and sale thereof—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TAWNEY: A bill (H. R. 16480) to levy a tax upon 
the issuance of coupons, prize tickets, and other devices, and on 
the redemption, payment, purchase, or exchange of coupons, 
prize tickets, tags, bands, or other articles, things, or parts of 
articles or things that shall have been attached to, packed in or 
with or formed a part of, or encircling any manufactured to- 
bacco, cigar or ‘cigars, cigarette or cigarettes, or snuff, or any 
stamped package or receptacle thereof—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. 16481) 5 
$10,000 to enlarge the public building at Toledo, Ohio, to meet 
the necessities of public business—to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. GILLESPIE: A bill (H. R. 16482) to enlarge the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission under Senate 
joint resolution No. 32, passed by the present Congress, and to 
make an appropriation for carrying out the purpose of said. 
resolution—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: A bill (H. R. 16483) requiring cer- 
tain places of business in the District of Columbia to be closed 
on Sunday—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia: A bill (H. R. 16484) to amend section 1 
of an act entitled “An act relating to the Metropolitan police of 
the District of Columbia,” approved February 28, 1901—to the 
Union Calendar. 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 115) 
amending joint resolution instructing the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to make examinations into the subject of railroad 
discriminations and monopolies, and report on the same from 
time to time, approved March 7, 1906—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GILLETT of California: A joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 116) accepting the recession by the State of California of 
the Yosemite Valley grant and the Mariposa Big Tree Grove, 
and including the same, together with fractional sections 5 and 
6, township 5 south, range 22 east, Mount Diablo meridian, 
California, within the metes and bounds of the Yosemite Na- 
tional Park, and changing the boundaries thereof—to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. HAYES: A concurrent resolution (H. ©. Res. 23) 
calling for a survey and estimate for removing certain rocks 
in San Francisco Harbor—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: A resolution (H. Res. 363) classifying 
employees of the House cloakrooms as skilled laborers and 
fixing their compensation as such—to the Committee on Ac- 
counts. 

By Mr. CAPRON: A resolution (H. Res. 364) authorising 
the employment of a machinist in the heating and ventilating 
department of the House in lieu of a fireman—to the Committee 
on Accounts. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: ‘ 

By Mr. ANDRUS: A bill (H. R. 16485) for the relief of the 
2 of John T. McCord, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. BOWIE: A bill (H. R. 16486) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas Bosworth—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16487) granting 
an increase of pension to Mrs. Martha Lavender—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16488) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Hopkins—to the Committee on Pensions. 

. By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 16489) granting a pen- 
sion to Minnie Strange—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16490) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Anderson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16491) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis Denson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16492) granting an increase of pension to 
John M, Logan—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 16493) granting 
an increase of pension to W. T. Sallee—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H, R. 16494) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. CONNER: A bill (H. R. 16495) granting a pension 
to M. L. Bennett—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16496) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Daily—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virgina: A bill (H. R. 16497) for the 
relief of John Edwards, alias John D. Edwards—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16498) for the relief of the estate of James 
Watson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims: 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16499) granting a pension to George W. 
Johnson—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16500) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert A. A. Collins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GREGG: A bill (H. R. 16501) for the relief of Ed- 
ward Haines, John Haugland, Wallace L. Reed, W. D. Davis, 
Martin Monson, Johann Bottjer, and the legal representatives 
of J. P. Ferweda, deceased—io the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 16502) for the relief of 
John H. McKenna—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 16503) granting an increase of 
pension to Wesley C. Sawyer—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 16504) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas W. Barnum—to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions, 

By Mr. HILL of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 16505) granting 
an increase of pension to Narcissa G. Short—to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 16506) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Kate S. T. Church—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: A bill (H. R. 16507) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the military record of John Schmitz— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16508) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Jacob L. Lynn—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16509) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Charles F. Chamberlain—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16510) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of William M. Carroll—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16511) for the relief 
of Joseph O. Smith—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 16512) granting a pension to 
Ebzena Rambo—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LONGWORTH: A bill (H. R. 16513) granting a pen- 
sion to Bridget M. Duffy—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A bill (H. R. 16514) granting an 
increase of pension to John W. Barton—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: A bill (H. R. 16515) for the relief of 
Robert Gray—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. McGAYVIN: A bill (H. R. 16516) granting an increase 
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of pension to James B. Fairchild—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 16517) granting an increase of 
pension to S. W. Tanner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 16518) for the relief of 
George F. Dewey—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 16519) granting an increase 
of pension to Erwin G. Dudley—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 16520) granting an increase 
of pension to Edward C. Farrell—to the Committee on Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16521) directing the Secretary of the In- 
terior to convey a certain parcel of land to Johnson County, 
Wyo.—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. OTJEN: A bill (H. R. 16522) granting an increase of 
esi to Charles Meyer—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. R. 16523) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Charles P. Hopkins—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PAGE: A bill (H. R. 16524) granting an increase of 
pension to Samuel S. Hunter—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 
16525) granting an increase of pension to M. A. Nash—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16526) granting an increase of pension to 
James R. Hilliard—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16527) granting an increase of pension to 
William Martin—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16528) granting an increase of pension to 
Catherine Price—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16529) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Sykes—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16530) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Gautier—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 16531) 
for the relief of the trustees of Columbia Baptist Church—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. PAYNE: A bill (H. R. 16532) granting an increase of 
pemon to William Barber—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 16533) granting an increase 
o pension to Otis L. Keith—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 16534) for the relief 
of the heirs of William A. Redman, deceased—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

By Mr. SMYSER: A bill (H. R. 16535) granting an increase 
of pension to Jonathan I. Wright—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16536) granting an increase of pension to 
Cyrus S. Case—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16537) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Mary = Beardsley—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10538) granting an increase of pension to 
Catharine Eucke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 16539) granting a pension to 
Mary A. Hampton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16540) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah M. Evans—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16541) granting an increase of pension to 
Ambrose Y. 'Teague—to the Committee on Peusions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16542) granting an increase’ of pension to 
Samuel J. Kent—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16548) to complete the military record of 
Reuben K. Deaver—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WOODYARD: A bill (H..R. 16544) for the relief of 
the heirs of James H. Cooper —to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CHANEY: A bill-(H. R. 16545) to correct the mili- 
tary record of George W. Dunning—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. WACHTER: A bill (H. R. 16546) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Louis F. Beeler—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16547) granting an increase of pension to 
John Rutter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 
By the SPHAKER: Petition of Albert Godchaux, for quaran- 
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tine in charge of the National Government—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Illinois 
Manufacturers’ Association, for repeal of revenue tax on dena- 
turized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Foreign Missionary Society of 
the Fifth Baptist Church of Philadelphia, relative to affairs in 
the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ANDRUS: Petition of the Dayspring Presbyterian 
Church, against bill H. R. 7048—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: Petition of Fred Swaine, protesting 
against the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BEALL of Texas: Petition of the Iron Molders’ Union 
of Dallas, Tex., fayoring restriction of immigration—to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of members of the F. E. and C. U. A., Local No. 
1760, for a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: Petition of citizens of Blue Mound, 
Kans., against bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Manufacturers’ Association of Chicago, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROWN: Petition of citizens of Wood County, Wis., 
protesting against passage of bill H. R. 3022—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Martha Layender—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. s 

By Mr. CASSEL: Petition of Bureau Brothers, of Philadel- 
phia, relative to free entry of bronze sculptures—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of residents of Lancaster County, Pa., relative 
to the People’s United States Bank—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the National Bank of Manheim, Pa., for bill 
H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of residents of Lancaster County, Pa., against 
— 1 — legislation—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbia. ‘ 

Also, petition of the German-American Alliance, relative to the 
franking privilege—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Division No. 104, Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. : 

Also, petition of residents of Pennsylvania, for repeal of reye- 
nue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of the Delaware Valley Naturalists’ Union, for 
preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

By Mr. CONNER: Petition of 300 persons of Fort Dodge, 
Iowa, for an amendment to the Constitution to suppress polyg- 
amy—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CURRIER: Petition of Pilot Grange, of Percy, N. H., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. \ 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: Petition of the Tucker 
(W. Va.) Democrat and Times, for removal of the tax on lino- 
type machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of West Virginia, in favor of bill 
H. R. 180, the good-roads bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, resolution of Ridgedale Council, Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, for the further restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, papers to accompany bill for the relief of George W. 
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAWES: Petition of citizens of Ohio, favoring re- 
striction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, against intoxicating bever- 
ages on Army transports—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, joint resolution of the Ohio assembly, for bill H. R. 
7046—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, relative to restoration of 
the old National Road as a historic landmark—to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ 
Association, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of C. C. Carpenter et al., of El- 
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lenburg Center, N. Y., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Charities and the Commons (a journal), rel- 
ative to charities in the District of Columbia—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, of 
Chicago, Ill., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petition of citizens of New York, for 
repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLACK: Petition of George W. Harper, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of American members of the Edu- 
cational Association of China, relative to admission of Chinese 
students—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of 164 residents 
of Athol, Mass., against religious legislation in the District of 
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of trustees of the Boston Atheneum, protesting 
against the proposed amendment to the copyright law—to the 
Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of C. A. Benninghause, for repeal 
of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
John H. McKenna—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Vernon (Vt.) Grange, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAYES: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Wes- 
ley C. Sawyer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of banks of San Francisco, against bill H. R. 
48—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of the Theatrical Stage Em- 
ployees’ Union, of Portland, Oreg., against bill S. 27—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. ; 

Also, petition of citizens of Oregon, against bill H. R. 10510— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Thomas W. Barnum—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of Franklin Bartlett Camp, No. 11, Sons of 
Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of Painters’ Union No. 481, of Hartford, Conn., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Herbert E. Smythe et al., of Bridgeport, 
Conn., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HITT: Petition of citizens of Warren, Ill., against a 
sae rsh law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of J. B. Day, of 
Red Bank, N. J., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Randall Spaulding, of Montclair, N. J., favor- 
ing the National Educational Association—to the Committee on 
Education. 

Also, petition of the Wednesday Morning Club, of Cranford, 
N. J., for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of C. J. Baxter, for reincorporation of the Na- 
tional Educational Association—to the Committee on Education. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of citizens of Sioux City, Iowa, 
against religious legislation—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Loyal Freeman Hall, of Butler, 
Pa., for reincorporation of the National Teachers’ Association— 
to the Committee on Education. 

By Mr. JENKINS: Petition of citizens of Wisconsin, against 
bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: Petition of citizens of 
Nebraska, against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KINKAID: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, against 
repeal of the oleomargarine law—to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

By Mr. LAMB: Petition of citizens of Richmond, Va., against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. S 

By Mr. LEE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Joseph 
J. Good—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the American Wine Growers’ 
Association, for a pure-wine law—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Petition of citizens of Maine, rela- 
tive to reform in the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: Petition of citizens of Georgia, 
against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. ; 4 

By Mr. LLOYD: Petition of citizens of Missouri, against re- 
ligious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of citizens of Chicago, III., 
against the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McCALL: Petition of manufacturers of Boston, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McGAVIN: Petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ 
Association, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief of heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster —to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union, relative to the 
merchant marine of the Great Lakes—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
mene of estate of Austin Hackworth—to the Committee on War 

laims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Jasper Hack- 
worth to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of estate of John A. 
Pasterly—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of heirs of John A. 
Pickett—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of heirs of Burrell L. 
Bennett—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of D. J. Rodgers—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of heirs of Margaret 
Sivley—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mrs. M. J. Roberts— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Edward D. Pick- 
ett—to the Committee on War Claims. i 

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of many citizens of New York an 
vicinity, for relief of heirs of victims of General Slocum dis- 
aster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. OTJEN: Petition of Burdick Allen et al, of Mil- 
waukee, Wis., against the anti-injunction bill—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Daily Kuryer Polski, of Milwaukee, 
Wis., for removal of the tax on linotype machines—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of the Illinois Manufactur- 
ers’ Association, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alco- 
hol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PADGETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Charles P. Hopkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PAGE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of S. S. 
Hunter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina: Paper to accom- 
pany bill for relief of trustees of Columbia Baptist Church—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of Charles Wellington, professor 
of chemistry of the Massachusetts Agricultural College, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RYAN: Resolution of the Illinois Manufacturers’ 
‘Association, favoring free alcohol in the arts—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD: Petition of the Association of 
Mexican War Veterans, for increase of pension—to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SHARTEL: Petition of citizens of Missouri, against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: Petition of citizens of Texas, for a 
parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: Petition of the faculty of the Univer- 
sity of Washington, for the metric system—to the Committee 
on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 


By Mr. STERLING: Petition of citizens of Bloomington, III., 
against bill H. R. 3022—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Ohio: Petition of the National Grange, 
Patrons of Husbandry, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. > 

Also, petition of the Hlinois Manufacturers’ Association, of 
Chicago, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers“ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, against bills H. R. 8022 and 
10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, for ui parcels-post law—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the National Grange and H. S. Gargett, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Mr. TIRRELL: Petition of many citizens of New York and 
vicinity for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum 
disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of John Zobrist, of Billingham, 
Minn., for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WACHTER: Paper to aceompany bill for relief of 
Louis F. Beeler—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of John Rutter—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBB: Petition of the Hibernian Benevolent So- 
ciety of Wilmington, N. C., for a statue of Commodore John 
Barry—to the Committee on the Library. 


SENATE. 


Monpay, March 12, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed- 
ings of Friday last, when, on request of Mr. Kran, and by unani- 
mous consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

CHOCTAW INDIAN FUND. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid befere the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior submitting a draft of an item 
for incorporation in the Indian appropriation bill for the fiscal 
year 1907, for the appropriation and disposition of certain 
moneys due the Choctaw tribe of Indians under treaty stipula- 
tions and agreements with the Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians- 
aggregating $600,657.92; which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. 

JOHN HUDGINS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica: 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, in re- 
sponse to a resolution of the 5th instant, a report,and state- 
ment made by the Auditor for the Post-Office Department rela- 
tive to a balance of $246.57 found due John Hudgins, of Grand 
River, Mo., for carrying the mail from July 1, 1858, to. November 
5, 1861, ete.; which, with the accompanying paper, was referred 
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, and ordered to 
be printed. 

ENDIAN LANDS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting the draft 
of a bill to afford relief in cases where the United States holds 
land in trust for a minor Indian allottee or minor heir of a de- 
ceased allottee; which, with the accompanying paper, was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownina, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed a coneurrent resolution requesting the President of the 
United States to return to the House the bill (H. R. 8494) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to David A. Jones; in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message: also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate: 


te: 
II. R. 523. An act granting an inerease of pension to Frankiin- 
G. Hawkins; 
H. R. 533. An act granting an increase of pension to Sumner 
F. Hunnewell; 
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H. R. 552. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Nortrip; 

H. R. 1027. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Friend; 

H. R. 1241. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Wallace; 

H. R. 1322. An act granting an increase of pension to Kath- 
erine F. Wainwright; 

H. R. 1468. An act granting an increase of pension to Morris 
B. Drake; 

H. R. 1655. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
A. Wheeler ; 

H. R. 1895. An act granting a pension to H. Edward Goetz; 

H. R. 1897. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
R. Duncan; 

H. R. 1913. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Conley ; 

H. R. 2034. An act granting a pension to Cora F. Mitchell; 

H. R. 2082. An act granting an increase of pension to Siotha 
Bennett ; 
5 H. R. 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen M. 

rant; 

H. R. 2195. An act granting an increase of pension to Hannah 
A. Sawyer; 

H. R. 2202. An act granting a pension to Ellen Harriman; 

H. R. 2267. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Rupert; 

H. R.2341. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen H. 
Hulbert; 

H. R. 2396. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Hull; 
$ H. R. 2640. An act granting an increase of pension to Decatur 

armon ; 

H. R. 2697. An act granting an increase of pension to Rufus 
G. Childress; j 

H. R. 2765. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Benson; 
ae R. 2780. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 

eld; 

H. R. 2984. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Gildersleeve; 

H. R. 3007. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Carder ; 
8 II. R. 3197. An act granting an increase of pension to Milo G. 

ibson ; 

H. R. 3223. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
G. McLaughlin ; 

H. R. 3233. An act granting an increase of pension to Lucius 
R. Simons; 

H. R. 3281. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
F. Underwood ; 

H. R. 3344. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Sanborn ; 
= 755 R. 3456. An act granting an increase of pension to David 

. Ott; 

H. R. 3484. An act granting an increase of pension to Edson 
J. Harrison ; 

H. R. 3541. An act granting a pension to Dora A. Weathersby ; 
1 3660. An act granting an increase of pension to James 

H. R. 3978. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Greenlee ; 

H. R. 4209. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin 
Callahan ; 

H. R. 4261. An act granting a pension to A. Louisa S. Me- 
Whinnie; 

H. R. 4352. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Wolcott; . 

H. R. 4593. An act granting a pension to William C. Short; 

H. R. 4598. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Barry ; 

H. R. 4633. An act granting an increase of pension to Fannie 
E. Morrow ; 

H. R. 4691. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
L. Janney ; 

H. R. 4717. An act granting a pension to Marshall U. Gage; 

H. R. 4766. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Deardourff ; 

H. R. 4888. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Moore; 

II. sd 4946. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Lewis; 

H. R. 5252. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Howard; . 


H. R. 5403. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Lines ; 

H. R. 5485. An act granting a pension to Horace D. Mann, 

H. R. 5486. An act granting a pension to Margarett Carroll; 

H. R. 5725. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
G. Davis; 

H. R. 5726. An act granting an increase of pension to Cate E. 
Cobb; 

H. R. 5917. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
G. Bollinger; 

H. R. 5936. An act granting an increase of pension to Caroline 
Neilson ; 

H. R. 6058. An act granting an increase of pension to Emilie 
Scheldt; 

H. R. 6110. An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 
W. Davenport; 

H. R. 6128. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Patterson ; 

H. R. 6142. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Davis; 

H. R. 6407. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Blair; 

H. R. 6465. An act granting an increase of pension to Au- 
gustus Joyeux; 

H. R. 6488. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Osterberg, alias William McKay ; 

H. R. 6775. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Lincoln; 

H. R. 6888. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Hannah; 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Elias 


. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary O. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 


An act granting a pension to Susie M. Gerth; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Firman 


An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
F. Dowling; 

H. R. 7609. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Henderson ; 

H. R. 7681. An act granting an increase of pensión to James 
M. Miller; 

H. R. 7738. An act granting an increase of pension to Franklin 
J. Keck; 

H. R. 7806. An act granting an increase of pension to Johanna 
Walgwist; 

H. R. 7807. An act granting an increase of pension to John D. 
Atwater; 

H. R. 7823. An act granting an increase of pension to Annie 
E. Peters; ; 

H. R. 7876. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius 
Beier ; 

H. R. 7951. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Pitehford ; 
H. R. 8042. An act granting an increase of pension to Bottol 
Larsen ; 8 
H. R. 8062. An act granting an increase of pension to John K. 
Miller; 

II. R. 8137. An act granting an increase of pension to Marion 
L. Holvenstot ; 

H. R. 8206. An act granting an increase of pension to Carner 
C. Welch; 

H. R. 8315. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin 
V. Cannedy ; 

H. R. 8316. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Smith; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Ira 


. An act granting a pension to Benjamin Q. Ward; 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 


An act granting an increase of pension to Franklin 
G. Mattern; 

H. R. 8665. 
Long; 

H. R. 8722. 
M. Lee; 

H. R. 8725. 
B. Davis; 

H. R. 8823. 
C. Briant; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Hiram 
An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
An act granting an increase of pension to Moses 
An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
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oo An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
ecker ; 
H. R. 8942. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
L. Johnson ; 
2323 An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Jones; 
3 9093. An act granting an increase of pension to Farrie 
P S5; 
5 E 1 9126. An act granting an increase of penslon to Nathan 
arish; 
H. R. 9296. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth D. Hoppin; 
H. R. 9406. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
W. Preston ; 
H. R. 9661. An act granting a pension to Charles R. Hill; 
H. R. 9813. An act granting a pension to Harriet P. Sanders; 
H. R. 9839. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse 


Siler; 
H. R. 9888. An act granting a pension to Abigail Townsend; 
H. R. 9924. An act granting an increase of pension to Carrie 

A. Conley 

H. R. 10019. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Shook ; 

H. R. 10230. An act granting an increase of pension to Clark 
A. Winans; 

H. R. 10252. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Vincent; 

H. R. 10293. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
F. Galbraith ; 

H. R. 10300. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
C. Sackett ; 

H. R. 10326. An act granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
mund Chapman ; 

H. R. 10396. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
A. Malone; 
8 10404. An act granting an increase of pension to John 

oules ; 
3 An act granting an increase of pension to George 

. Frazer; 

H. R. 10450. An act granting an increase of pension to Silas 
H. Ballard ; 

H. R. 10490. An act granting an increase of pension to Lucius 
A. West; 

H. R. 10562. An act granting an increase of pension to Al- 
phenis M. Beall; 

H. R. 10622. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Ward; 

H. R. 10753. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Keller; 

H. R. 10785. An act granting a pension to Thomas J. Cham- 


bers; 

H. R. 10816. An act granting an increase of pension to August 
Bauer ; 

II. R. 10879. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
E. Myers; 

H. R. 10900. An act granting an increase of penslon to Arthur 
R. Dreppard ; 

H. R. 10907. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
N. Boyd; 

H. R. 10923. An act granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
Rockwell ; 

H. R. 11076. An act granting a pension to Marion W. Stark; 

H. R. 11143. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi B. 
Noulton ; 

H. R. 11168. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
R. Matthews; 

H. R. 11206. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
[Wilhelm ; 

H. R. 11409. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
H. Seabold ; 

H. R. 11484. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
H. Wilson; 

H. R. 11509. An act granting an increase of pension to Jo- 
sephine Hoornbeck ; 

H. R. 11563. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Henderson; 

H. R. 11597. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
M. Apgar; 

H. R. 11622. An act granting a pension to Martha A. Rem- 


ington ; 

H. R. 11667. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
E. King; 

H. R. 11690. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
Lowry; 


So 11691. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
ark; 

H. R. 11702. An act granting an increase of pension to Lucy . 
A. Pender ; : 

H. R. 11716. An act granting an increase of pension to War- 
ren B. Tompkins; 

H. R. 11856. An act granting an increase of pension to Luke 
McLoney ; 
5 55 11866. An act granting an increase of pension to David 

en; 

pat B 11808. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

ouga 

H. R. 11873. An act granting a pension to Joseph B. Fonner, 
alias John Havens; 

H. R. 11926. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Hornbeak ; k 

H. R. 11946. An act to amend section 6 of an act approved 
February 8, 1887, entitled “An act to provide for the allotment 
of lands in severalty to Indians on the various reservations and 
to extend the protection of the laws of the United States and 
the Territories over the Indians, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 12099. An act granting a pension to Charlotte A. Me- 


Cormick ; 

H.R. 12122. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
G. Shuey ; 

H. R. 12182. An act granting a pension to Sallie W. Mason; 

H. R. 12187. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
L. Davenport ; 

H. R. 12192. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Cummings ; 

H. R. 12194. An act granting a pension to Minnie Irwin; 

H. R. 12205. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Holden ; 

H. R. 12241. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth E. Barber ; 

H. R. 12498. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
F. Runnels; 

H. R. 12509. An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min Botner ; 

H. R. 12532. An act granting an increase of pension to Zacha- 
riah George; 

H. R. 12533. An act granting an increase of pension to Zadick 
Carter ; 

H. R. 12541. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
V. Miles; 

H. R. 12578. An act granting an increase of pension to John B. 
Craig; 

H. R. 12651. An act granting a pension to Louis Grossman; 

H. R. 12880. An act granting an increase of pension to Lo- 
renzo D. Mason; 

II. R. 12884. An act granting an increase of pension to Lucinda 
Gain; 

H. R. 12992. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
G. Klink; 

H. R. 13079. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Griffin: : 

H. R. 13110. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Moomaw ; 

H. R. 13153, An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Budden ; 

H. R. 13170. An act granting an increase of pension to John R. 


Mabee; 

H. R. 13198. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
F. Allen; 

H. R. 13217. An act granting a pension to Joshua Barnes ; 

H. R. 18255. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Hays 

H. oa 13336 An act granting an increase of pension to Sam- 
uel Horn; 

H. R. 13341. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
C. Pate; 

H. R. 13526. An act granting a pension to Levi N. Lunsford; 

H. R. 13537, An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth B. Busbee ; 

H. R. 13597. An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 
J. Bozarth; 

H. R. 13723. An act granting an increase of pension to Johu 
Underwood ; 

H. R. 13783. An act to provide souvenir medallions for The 
Zebulon Montgomery Pike Monument Association ; | 
H. R. 13803. An act granting a pension to Henry H. Forman; 
H. R. 13822. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 

tus Ð. King; 
H. R. 13823. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- | 
liaın Van Keuren; 
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H. R. 13866. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Place; 

H. R. 18884. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen 
Augusta Mason Boynton; 

H. R. 14078. An act granting an increase of pension to Cath- 
erine Summers; 

H. R. 14113. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
N. Perry 

H. R. 14131. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 


H. R. 14143. An act granting an increase of pension to Zacur 
H. R. 14235. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. R. 14241. 
H. R. 14258. An act granting an increase of pension to John 


H. R. 14327. An act granting an increase of pension to Amelia 
Nichols ; 

H. R. 14337. An act granting an increase of pension to Gabriel 
Y. Palmer; 

H. R. 14369. An act granting an increase of pension to Sum- 
ner P. Wyman; 

H. R. 14375. An act granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
mond R. Haywood; 

H. R. 14437. An act granting an increase of pension to Mar- 
quis M. De Burger; 

H. R. 14442. An act granting an increase of pension to Ester 


M. Lowe; 
14454. An act granting an Increase of pension to Wil- 
Blossom ; 
14472. An act granting a pension to Thomas Cheek; 
H. R. 14489. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Krieger ; 
H. R. 14497. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
M. Pumpelly ; 
H. R. 14532. An act granting an increase of pension to Augusta 
N. Manson; 
H. R. 14547. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Chapman; 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
West; 
H. R. 14560. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Weston; 
5 H. R. 14639. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
. Merrill; 
i H. R. 14655. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
ilham; 
f H. R. 14718. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
'A. Jones; 
H. R. 14761. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
L. Decker; 
H. R. 14823. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Woods; 
H. R. 14824. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
P. Newman; 
H. R. 14834. An act granting an increase of pension to Ruth J. 
McCann; 
H. R. 14840. An act granting an increase of pension to Na- 
thaniel H. Rone; 
m H. R. 14855. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Carr; 
H. R. 14874. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam C. Hearne; 
H. R. 14875. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
‘A. Witt; 
H. R. 14878. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Rattray ; 
H. R. 14890. An act granting an increase-of pension to James 


An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia 


. Posey 
H. R. 14909. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
W. Creager; 
H. R. 14918. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
Iin Simpson; 
es, R. 14951. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
unan; 
Ra R. 15007. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
ares; 
H. R. 15028. An act granting an increase of pension to An- 
thony Emes; 
H. R. 15029. An act granting an increase of pension to Sabine 
Vancuren ; 
H. R. 15059. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
W. Morley; 


H. R. 15110. An act granting an increase of pension to John 


Green ; 

H. R. 15192. An act granting a pension to John J. Meredith; 

H. R. 15198. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth J. Martin; 

H. R. 15199. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
T. Cook; 

H. R. 15249. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
N. Seal; 

H. R. 15251. An act granting an increase of pension to Alex- 
ander M. Taylor; 

H. R. 15252. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Allbright ; 
a hoe R. 15253. An act granting an increase of pension to Balos 
3 ae 15276 An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley 

mith; 
one R. 15304. An act granting an increase of pension to Irwin 

an: 

H. R. 15347. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
M. Love; 

3 15382. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
C. Moore; 

H. R. 15385. An act granting an increase of:pension to Wil- 
liam Lucas; 
eae 15392. An act granting an increase of pension to John 

ise ; 

ties 15398. An act granting an increase of pension to Nancy 
N. Allen; 

H. R. 15414. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
L. Blinn; 

H. R. 15449. An act granting a pension to Rhoda Kennedy; 

H. R. 15491. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Buckley ; 

H. R. 15536. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
H. Tillson ; 

H. R. 15552. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Hayter; 
1 R. 15553. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 

. Isom; 

H. R. 15622. An act granting an increase of pension to Argyle 
Z. Buck ; 

H. R. 15649. An act extending the time for the construction of 
a dam across the Mississippi River, authorized by the act of 
Congress approved March 12, 1904; 

H. R. 15691. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerry 
W. Tallman; 

H. R. 15870. An act granting a pension to Mary Palmer ; 

H. R. 15893. An act granting an increase of pension to Volney 
P. Ludlow; 

H. R. 15940. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Carley ; and 

H. R. 15941. An act granting a pension to Lydia A. Keller. 

Subsequently the foregoing pension bills were severally read 
twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Medary- 
ville Bank, of Medaryville, Ind., praying for the enactment of 
legislation respecting bills of lading, etc.; which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by Charles Broadway 
Rouss Camp, No. 1191, United Confederate Veterans, of the 
District of Columbia, tendering to the Congress of the United 
States its thanks for the enactment of a law providing for the 
eare and marking of the graves of the soldiers and sailors of 
the Confederate army and navy who died in northern prisons, 
etc.; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Johnsonburg, Pa., praying for the adoption 
of an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy; 
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. PLATT presented the petition of W. J. Kirkpatrick, of 
Rochester Junction; of Rey. H. ©. Whitney, of Great Neck, and 
of Local Council No. 117, Junior Order of United American Me- 
chanies, of Tonawanda, all in the State of New York, praying 
for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration; which 
were referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Council, 
American Federation of Labor, of Jamestown, N. Y., and a 
memorial of the Democratic electors of Gouverneur, N. Y., re- 
monstrating against the repeal of the present Chinese-exclu- 
sion Iaw; which were referred to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion. 

He also presented a petition of the congregations of the Bap- 


tist, Free Methodist, and Methodist Episcopal churches, of 
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Rushford, N. Y., praying for an investigation of the charges 
made and filed against Hon. REED Smoor, a Senator from the 
State of Utah; which was referred to the Committee on Privi- 
leges and Elections. 

He also presented a memorial of Tappen Camp, No. 1, Sons 
of Veterans, of Kingston, N. Y., remonstrating against the 
enactment of legislation to prohibit the wearing of the uniform 
of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue-Cutter Service; 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Bela Poste, 
Syracuse, Sidney, Lagrangeville, Saugerties, Colton, Ellen- 
burg Center, and of Local Grange No. 713, Patrons of Hus- 
bandry, of West Eaton, all in the State of New York, praying 
for the enactment of legislation to remove the duty on denatur- 
ized alcohol; which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the John Burroughs 
Society, of Portland, Oreg., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to prohibit the killing of wild birds and animals in the 
District of Columbia; which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Claremont, 
N. H., praying for an investigation of the existing conditions in 
the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Colored High School 
Alumni Association of the District of Columbia, praying for 
the enactment of legislation to increase the salaries of public 
school teachers in the District of Columbia; which was referred 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Business Men’s Associa- 
tion of Washington, D. C., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation providing for the temporary maintenance of the Long 
Bridge over the Potomac River; which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Washing- 
ton, D. C., praying for the enactment of legislation providing 
for the extension and correction of Fourth, Sixth Seventh, and 
Franklin streets NE.; which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEAN presented a petition of sundry citizens of Bergen 
County, N. J., praying for the passage of the so-called “ Hepburn 
bill,” to regulate the interstate transportation of intoxicating 
liquors; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 62, American 
Federation of Musicians, of Trenton, N. J., praying for the en- 
actment of legislation to prohibit Government musicians from 
competing with civilian musicians; which was xeferred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of Hohokus Lodge, No. 299, 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Paterson, N. J., praying 
for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill,” and 
also the anti-injunction bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented the petitions of E. R. Johnson, of Vineland; 
Randall Spaulding, of Montclair; Thomas Colby, of Garfield; 
William Wetzel, of Trenton, and C. J. Baxter, of Trenton, all 
in the State of New Jersey, praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion covering the reincorporation of the National Education As- 
sociation; which were referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

Mr. DRYDEN presented a petition of the Woman's Reading 
Club of Rutherford, N. J., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion providing for the purchase of the two Calaveras groves of 
big trees in the State of California, ete.; which was referred to 
the Committee on Forest Reservations and the Protection of 
Game. 

He also presented the petition of Charles P. Deyoe, of Ramsey, 
N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to establish a 
laboratory for the study of the criminal, pauper, and defective 
classes; which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented the memorial of Rey. W. E. Cornwell, of 
Jacobstown, N. J., praying for an investigation of the charges 
made and filed against Hon. Reep Smoot, a Senator from the 
State of Utah; which was referred to the Committee on Privi- 
leges and Elections. 

He also presented the memorial of Peter Henderson & Co., 
of New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against any appro- 
priation being made for the free distribution of seeds for the 
coming year; which was referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 

He also presented a memorial of the Essex Trades Council, 
American Federation of Labor, of Newark, N. J., remonstrit- 
ing any reduction of the duty on harness and saddlery; which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance. 


He also presented a memorial of Major William McKinley 
Camp, No. 9, Sons of Veterans, of Pleasantville, N. J., remon- 
strating against the enactment of legislation to prohibit the 
wearing of the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or 
Revenue Service; which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also presented petitions of the Montclair public schools, 
of Montclair; of the board of education of Garfield; of William 
A. Wetzel, of Trenton; of the New Jersey Training School, of 
Vineland, and of the department of public instruction of Tren- 
ton, all in the State of New Jersey, praying for the enactinent 
of legislation to reincorporate the National Educational Asso- 
ciation under the name of the National Education Association 
of the United States; which were referred to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Club of Orange 
N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to establish a 
children’s bureau in the Department of the Interior: which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented petitions of Hoboken Lodge, No. 299, Broth- 
erhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Paterson; of Jersey City 
Division, No. 53, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Jer- 
sey City; of Weehawken Lodge, No. 491, Brotherhood of Rail- 
road Trainmen, of Union Hill; of Riley Van Fae Division, No. 
387, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Camden; of 
Liberty Island Lodge, No. 99, Brotherhood of Railroad Train- 
men, of Jersey City, and of Atlantic City Division, No. 446, 
Order of Railway Conductors, of Hammondton, all in the State 
of New Jersey, praying for the passage of the so-called “ em- 
ployers’ liability bill” and also the “ anti-injunction bill;” 
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also.presented a petition of Local Union No. 248, Ameri- 
ean Federation of Musicians, of Paterson, N. J., and a petition 
of Local Union No. 62, American Federation of Musicians, of 
Trenton, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to pro- 
hibit Government musicians from competing with civilian 
musicians; which were referred to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Mr. PROCTOR presented a memorial of Colonel J. B. Mead 
Camp, No. 37, Vermont Division Sons of Veterans, of Randolph, 
vt., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to pro- 
hibit the wearing of ‘the uniform of the Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, or Revenue Service; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented petitions of F. G. Butterfield & Co. and 
J. B. Goodhue, of Derby Line, Vt., praying for the adoption of 
the so-called “Grosscup” plan for railway rate legislation; 
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. CLAPP presented a petition of the Minnesota Editorial 
Association, praying for the removal of the tariff on composing 
and linotype machines and the parts thereof; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance, 

He also presented a petition of District Lodge, No. 48, In- 
ternational Association of Machinists, of St. Paul, Minn., pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation providing for increased 
compensation for the mechanics employed in the gun factory 
of the Washington Navy-Yard; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. SCOTT presented a petition of Local Division No. 690, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Weston, W. Va., pray- 
ing for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill” 
and also the “ anti-injunction bill;“ which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. DICK. I present a petition of the legislature of the State 
of Ohio, praying for the enactment of legislation conferring 
power upon some competent administrative body to preseribe 
railroad rates subject to review by the courts. I ask that 
the petition lie on the table, and that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the petition was ordered to lie on 
the table and be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Joint resolution (No. 8) relative to railroad rates. 


Be it resolved by the general assembly of Ohio, That the members-of 
the general assembly of Ohio believe that President Roosevelt was right 
when he recommended to Congress that a law be passed “ conferring 
upon some competent administrative body the power to decide upon the 
case being brought before it whether a given rate prescribed by a rail- 
road is reasonable and just, and if it is found unreasonable an He ha 
then, after full investigation of the complaint, to prescribe the limit of 
rate beyond which it shall not be lawful to go, the maximum reason- 
able rate,’ as it is romany called, this decision to go into effect 
in a reasonable time and to obtain from thence onward, subject 
to review by the courts.” 

Sec. 2. That we commend the wisdom of such legislation by the Con- 
gress of the United States, and request the Senators and Members of 
the House of Representatives from Ohio, in Congress, to vote for the 
passage of a law containing such provisions. 


1906. 


Sec. 3. That OPR of this resolution be sent to the Senators and 
Representatives of Ohio, in Congress, by the secretary of state. 
C. A. THOMPSON, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
James M. WILLIAMS, 
President pro tempore of the Senate, 
Adopted February 23, 1906. 


UNITED Stats OF AMERICA, OHIO, 
i Office of the Secretary of State: 

I, Lewis C. Laylin, secretary of state of the State of Ohio, do hereby 
certify that the foregoing is an exemplified copy, carefully compared 
by me with the original rolls now on file in this ofice and in mg official 
custody as secretary of state, as required by the laws of the State of 
Ohio, of a joint resolution adopted by the general assembly of the State 
of Ohio on the 23d day of February, 1906. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed 
my official seal at Columbus, the 24th day of February, A. D. 1906. 

[sean] Lewis 8. LAYLIN 

Secretary of State. 


Mr. DICK. I present a petition of the legislature of the State 
of Ohio, praying for the adoption of an amendment to House 
bill No. 7046, to except the Vicksburg National Military Park 
Commission from its operations. I ask that the petition be 
printed in the Recorp, and that it be referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: > 


Joint resolution (No. ead rsa gy our Representatives in Congress to 
use their influence to-have H. R. 7046 so amended as to except Vicks- 
burg National Military Park Commission from its operations. 


Whereas a bill has been intzoduced (H. R. fone: in the House of 
Representatives of the Congress of the United States for the termination 
of the four national N A, rk commissions and the creation of a 
national amy park commission of five members to have charge of all 
the military Bane S; an 

Whereas the Chickamauga Park Commission, appointed September 1 
1890; the Gettysburg Park Commission 8 May 25, 1893; and 
the Shiloh Park Commission, appointed anu 15, 1895, bave each 
been given sufficient time in which to practically complete the work 
committed to them; and 

Whereas the Vicksburg National Military Park Commission was ap- 
pointed March 1, 1899, and should not be terminated until the work 
which has been planned and which is now being executed under said 
Commission is completed; and 

Whereas: Ohio furnished thirty-nine organizations to the Vicksburg 
paign Sao pas the t number of any State except Illinois: 


eir influence to have said House bill No. 7046 so amended as to ex- 
cept the Vicksburg National Military Park Commission from its opera- 
tions until June 30, 1910, thereby permitting that Commission to finish 


its work. 
FREEMAN T. EAGLESON, 
Speaker pro tempore of the House of Representatives. 
JAMES M. WILLIAMS, 
President pro tempore of the Senate. 
Adopted February 23, 1906. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, OHIO, 
Office of the Secretary of State: 

I, Lewis C. Laylin, secretary of state of the State of Ohio, do hereby 
certify that the oregolng is an exemplified copy, carefully compared by 
me with the original rolls now on file in this office and in my official 
custody as secretary of state, as required by the laws of the State of 


Ohio, of a joint resolution adopted by the general assembly of the State 


of Ohio on the 23d day of February, 1906. 
In 8 whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed 
my official seal at Columbus the 24th day of February, A. D. 1906. 
(SEAL.] Lewis C. LAYLIN, Secretary of State. 


Mr. CULLOM presented petitions of sundry citizens of Chi- 
cago and Oak Park, in the State of Illinois, praying for the en- 
actment of legislation to remove the duty on linotype and com- 
posing machines and the parts thereof; which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the State Grange of Illinois, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Dunlap, III., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the State Grange of Illinois, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Dunlap, III., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to establish a postal savings-bank system; 
yic was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post- 

ads. 

He also presented a petition of the State Grange of Illinois, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Dunlap, III., praying for the passage 
of the so-called“ Hepburn railroad’ rate bill; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the State Grange of Illinois, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Dunlap, III., remonstrating against 
any appropriation being made for the free distribution of seed; 
sok ea was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Galesburg, 
Kankakee, Decatur, Chicago, Hast St. Louis, Freeport, Blue 
Island, Roodhouse, Joliet, Elgin, Mattoon, Rock Island, Clinton, 
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Aurora, all in the State of Illinois, praying for the passage of 
the so-called “ employers’ liability bill;“ which were referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. t 

He also presented sundry memorials of citizens of Chicago, 
III., and a memorial of Local Union No. 41, Cigar Makers’ Inter- 
national Union of America, of Aurora, III., remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called “Philippine tariff bill;” which 
were referred to the Committee on the Philippines, 

He also presented a petition of the State Grange of Illinois, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Dunlap, III., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation providing for the election of United States 
Senators by a direct vote of the people; which was referred to 
the Committee on Privileges and Elections. $ 

He also presented a petition of the Retail Merchants’ Asso- 
ciation of Peoria, III., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to enlarge the powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission) 
which was ordered to lie on the table. "i 

He also presented a memorial of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Olney, III., remonstrating against the repeal 
of the present anticanteen law; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Herrick, 
III., praying for an investigation of the charges made and filed 
against Hon. Reep Smoor, a Senator from the State of Utah; 
which was referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elec- 
tions. 

He also presented a petition of Arsenal Lodge, No. 81, Inter- 
national Association of Machinists, of Davenport, III., praying 
for the enactment of legislation to regulate the compensation of 
skilled mechanics at the Naval Gun Factory, in the navy-yard 
at Washington, D. C.; which was referred to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 5 

He also presented a petition of the Chicago Federation of 
Labor, of Illinois, praying for the enactment of legislation re- 
lating to the complement of crews of vessels; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the State Grange of Illinois, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Dunlap, III., and a petition of the 
Manufacturers’ Association of Chicago, Ill., praying for the 
enactment of legislation providing for the construction of a 
deep waterway between the Great Lakes and the Gulf of 
Mexico; which were referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented petitions of Local Division No. 83, Order 
of Railway Conductors, of Galesburg; of Local Division No. 
474, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Joliet; of the Union 
Furniture Company, of Rockford; of Local Division No. 293, 
Order of Railway Conductors, of Chicago, and of George W. 
Tilton Division, No. 875, Order of Railroad Trainmen, of Chi- 
cago, all in the State of Illinois, praying for the passage of the 
so-called “ employers’ liability bill” and also the “ anti-injunc- 
tion bill;” which were referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Albion, 
Wadsworth, and Roberts, and of Meadow Mound Grange, Pat- 
rons of Husbandry, of Lyman, all in the State of Illinois, pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation to remove the duty on 
denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. { 

Mr. FULTON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Mon- 
mouth, Oreg., praying for the passage of the so-called “ Hepburn 
bill,” to regulate the interstate transportation of intoxicating 
liquors; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Monmouth, 
Oreg., praying for the passage of the so-called “ parcels-post 
bill; ” which was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and 
Post-Roads. 3 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Monmouth, 
Oreg., praying for the removal of the tax on denaturized alco- 
hol; which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Monmouth, 
Oreg., remonstrating against the repeal of the present oleo- 
margarine law; which was referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. - 

Mr. ANKENY presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Ritzville, Wash., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called “ parcels-post bill; ” which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. SPOONER presented memorials of sundry citizens of 
Green Bay, Taylor, Ripon, Waldo, Hustisford, Clintonville, Sey- 
mour, Fall Creek, Richland Center, Sawyer, Viola, Stoughton, 
Kendall, Deerfield, Brooklyn, Dorchester, Antigo, Shullsburg, 
and Amery, all in the State of Wisconsin, remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called“ parcels-post bill;” which were 
referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 
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Mr. WARREN presented a petition of the Wyoming State 
Federation of Women's Clubs, praying for the enactment of 
legislation to restrict immigration; which was referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. HOPKINS presented the memorial of Carson, Pirie, Scott 


& Co., of Chicago, Ill., remonstrating against the passage of the 
so-called “ anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred to the Com- 
‘mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Evanston, 
Chicago, and Springfield, all in the State of Illinois, praying 
for an investigation of the existing conditions in the Kongo 
Free State; which were referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of New 
Athens, III., remonstrating against the proposed change for the 
consolidation of third and fourth class mail matter; which was 
referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Davenport, 
Rock Island, and Moline, all m the State of Illinois, remon- 
strating against the enactment of legislation providing for the 
consolidation and reorganization of customs collection districts ; 
which were referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. GAMBLE presented the petition of J. L. Plowman and 
sundry other citizens of Oldham, S. Dak., praying for the pas- 
sage of the so-called“ pure-food bill; ” which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

He also presented petitions of A. W. Hyde, of Brookings, and 
of sundry other citizens of South Dakota, praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to repeal the revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol; which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr, BRANDEGEE presented petitions of Local Union No. 
234, American Federation of Musicians, of New Haven; of 
Local Union No. 55, American Federation of Musicians, of 
Meriden; of Local Union No. 403, American Federation of Mù- 
sicians, of Willimantic, all in the State of Connecticut, praying 
for the enactment of legislation to prohibit Government mu- 
sicians from competing with civilian musicians; which were 
referred to the Committee on Nayal Affairs. 

Mr. ELKINS presented sundry papers to accompany the Dill 
(S. 1491) granting an increase of pension to A. L. Hoult; which 
were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PENROSE presented a petition of 23 citizens of Souder- 
ton, Pa., praying for the enactment of legislation to amend an 
act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 
4, 1887; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He’ also presented petitions of 18 citizens of Pennsylvania, 
and of sundry charity organizations of Easton, Pa., praying for 
the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration ; which 
were referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of Progress Grange, No. 96, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Center Hall, Pa., praying for the re- 
moval of the tax on denaturized alcohol; which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

* He also presented memorials of the Central Labor Union of 

Columbia, of the Trades Assembly of Bradford, and of the 
American Federation of Trades Unions, of York, all in the State 
of Pennsylvania, remonstrating against the repeal of the pres- 
ent Chinese-exclusion law; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration. 

He also presented a memorial of the congregation of the Re- 
formed Presbyterian Church of Pittsburg, Pa., remonstrating 
against the repeal of the present anti-canteen law; which were 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of the Lawrenceville Board of 
Trade, of Pittsburg, Pa., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion providing additional accommodations at the post-office, 
Pittsburg, Pa; which was referred to the Committee on Post- 
Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented petitions of the Delaware Valley Natural- 
ists’ Union, of Philadelphia; of the Civic Club of Harrisburg, 
and of the Woman’s Club of Conshohocken, all in the State of 
Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legislation to pre- 
vent the destruction of Niagara Falls on the American side by 
the diversion of the waters for manufacturing purposes ; which 
were ordered to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally with amend- 
ments, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4817) granting an increase of pension to Delight R. 
Allen; and 

A bill (S. 1435) granting an increase of pension to L. T. 
Davis. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 


referred the following bills, reported them each with an amend- 

ment, and submitted reports thereon : : 

nies (S. 4551) granting an increase of pension to John F. 
e; 

A bill (S. 3811) granting an increase of pension to Ephraim 
Winters; 

A bill (S. 1203) granting a e to Albert B. Lawrence; 

A bill (S. 2638) granting an increase of pension to Thomas B. 
Whaley ; 

A bill (S. 4386) granting a pension to George Thomas; 

A bill (S. 306) granting a pension to Cassy Cottrill; and 
ne bill (S. 1434) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

rry. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bilis, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

2 A at (H. R. 8275) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
ucoc 

A bill (H. R. 8826) granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Mason; 
3 (H. R. 7827) granting an increase of pension to William 

er; 
on bill (H. R. 7883) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
8; 

A bill (H. R. 6148) granting a pension to Henry P. Will; . 

A bill (H. R. 5383) granting an increase of pension to John 
W. Davis; 

A bill (H. R. 4989) granting an increase of pension to Domi- 
nick Arnold ; 

8 G 1 H. R. 11259) granting an increase of pension to Barnes 

Smith; 

A bill (H. R. 10047) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Ellicott; 

A bill (H. R. 10920) granting a pension to Mary Edna Cam- 
meron ; 

A bill (H. R. 11071) granting an increase of pension to Allen 
E. Williams; 

A bill (H. R. 11408) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Reed; and 

A bill (H. R. 11625) granting a pension to William ©. Robison. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the Dill (S. 4541) granting an increase of pension to 
Benson H. Bowman, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 97) granting an increase of pension to Thomas F. Carey, 
reported it with amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted apes thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 8642) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Crandell ; 

i 5 — (H. R. 9127) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 15 
teric 

A bill (H. R. 7547) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Allison; 

A bill (H. R. 6508) granting an increase of pension to John 
P. Moore; 

Te bill (H. R. 6177) granting an increase of pension to John 
aack ; 

A bill (H. R. 10827) granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Crittenden ; 

A bill (II. R. 10894) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Riley ; 

A bill (H. R. 10897) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Deems; - 

A bill (Al. R. 1803) granting a pension to George 8 S. Taylor; and 

A bill (H. R. 14719) granting an increase of pension to Han- 
nah A. Preston. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3035) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Shedd; 

A bill (s. 4124) granting an increase of pension to Alden 
Fuller ; 

A bill (S. 2209) granting a pension to Milford W. Oxley; . 

A bill (H. R. 8739) granting an increase of pension to Frank 
N. Gray; 

A bill (H. R. 8836) granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth C. Howell; 

ABU (H. R. 4257) granting £ an increase of pension to Alice 
M. Durney 

A bill H. R. 4823) granting an increase of pension to John 
G. C. Macfarlane ; 

A bill (H. R. 9887) granting a pension to George Saxe; 
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A bill (H. R. 10322) granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
W. Calhoun; 

A bill (H. R. 11196) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Joslyn; and 

A bill (H. R. 11557) granting an increase of pension to Clin- 
ton A. Chapman. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with 
amendments, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3254) granting an increase of pension to Anna 
Frances Hall; 

A bill (S. 4801) granting an increase of pension to Louisa 
Arnold; and 
pes bill (S. 2077) granting an increase of pension to Alice A. 

rms. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1354) granting a pension to Lydia Jones; 

A bill (S. 1012) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
H. Foster; and 

A bill (II. R. 6216) granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
D. Hopkins. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4228) granting an increase of pension to Joel S. 
Weiser ; 

5 A bill (S. 3484) granting an increase of pension to Jacob A. 
ield ; 

1 bill (S. 1415) granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
er; 

A bill (S. 3532) granting an increase of pension to Anna K. 
Carpenter: 

A bill (S. 1910) granting an increase of pension to Theodore 
McClellan; and ; 

A bill (H. R. 6158) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Rittenhouse. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with 
amendments, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 8524) granting a pension to John N. Henry; 

A bill (S. 3987) granting an increase of pension to Samuel H. 
Hancock ; 

A bill (S. 2083) granting an increase of pension to David 
Trimble; and 

A bill (S. 4691) granting an increase of pension to A. J. 
Burget. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4877) granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
O. Webber ; 

A bill (S, 8296) granting an increase of pension to Patrick 


Burk ; 

A bill (S. 3297) granting an increase of pension to George 
Conklin; 

A bill (S. 3835) granting an increase of pension to Luther 
M. Royal; 

A bill (S. 8257) granting an increase of pension to Walter 


reen ; 

A bill (S. 2102) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Lucas; 

A bill (H. R. 8063) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Coburn; 

A bill (H. R. 9235) granting an increase of pension to Kate H. 
Kavanaugh ; 

A bill (H. R. 7631) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
W. Foster ; 

A bill (H. R. 6918) granting an increase of pension to Hein- 
rick Krumdick ; 

A bill (H. R. 6921) granting a pension to Eliza B. Wilson; 

A bill (H. R. 5026) granting an increase of pension to Asa 
Tout; 
A bill (H. R. 6453) granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Marsden ; 

A bill (H. R. 1742) granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Daughenbaugh ; 

A bill (H. R. 4832) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
W. Yates; 

A bill (H. R. 9860) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
H. Hirst; 

A bill (H. R. 10217) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam A. Barnes; 
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A bill (A. R. 10478) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam McGowan; and 

A bill (H. R. 11849) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
M. Young. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them each with an amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2970) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
E. Keith; and 

A bill (H. R. 9216) granting an increase of pension to Cath- 
erine R. Mitchell. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 2725) granting an increase of pension to 
John Mather, reported it with amendments, and submitted a 
report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 8207) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
A. Proctor ; 

A bill (H. R. 8208) granting an increase of pension to Eli 
Brainard ; 
= A bill (H. R. 8917) granting an increase of pension to James 

ines ; 

A bill (H. R. 8161) granting an increase of pension to Alonzo 
Douglas ; 

A bill (H. R. 6066) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
H. Lewis; 

A bill (H. R. 5215) granting an increase of pension to Jennie 
Little; 

A bill (H. R. 11052) granting an increase of pension to John 
P. Vance; 

A bill (H. R. 11065) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Pollard ; 

A bill (H. R. 11078) granting a pension to Rosa Zurrin; 

A bill (H. R. 11107) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam E. Fritts; 

A bill (H. R. 12229) granting an increase of pension to Reu- 
ben I. Turkheim, alias Joseph Adler; and 

A bill (H. R. 12351) granting an increase of pension to John 
Foltz. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4606) granting an increase of pension 
to Kate Gilmore, reported it with an amendment, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally with amendments, and 
submitted reports thereon : 

A biil (S. 3222) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Golder; and 

A bill (S. 520) granting an increase of pension to William D. 
Johnson. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 
it bill (H. R. 8607) granting an increase of pension to Arthur 

aire; 

A bill (H. R. 7208) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
G. Massey ; 

A bill (H. R. 5615) granting an increase of pension to John 
Coleman, jr. ; 

A bill (H. R. 5616) granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Schroeders ; 

A bill (H. R. 5724) granting an increase of pension to William 
O. Gillespie; 

A bill (H. R. 5727) granting an increase of pension to William 
T. Harris; 

A bill (H. R. 10723) granting an increase of pension to Ben- 
jamin French ; 

y A bill (H. R. 10724) granting an increase of pension to David 


ruce; 
A bill (H. R. 9955) granting a pension to James W. Baker; 


and 

A bill (H. R. 12396) granting an increase of pension to James 
Hutchinson. 

Mr. KNOX, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2948) to amend section 1 of the act 
approved March 3, 1905, providing for an additional associate 
justice of the supreme court of Arizona, and for other purposes, 
reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Fisheries, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4236) to establish a fish-cultural sta- 
tion at Neligh, Nebr., reported it with amendments, and submit- 
ted a report thereon. 
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Mr. GAMBLE (for Mr. Carr), from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H, R. 12845) to consoli- 
date the city of South McAlester and the town of McAlester, in 
the Indian Territory, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 4684) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to sell 160 acres of land occupied by the 
Sbebit Indians in Washington County, Utah, to the Utah and 
Eastern Copper Company, reported it without amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 


CONTRACTS BY ISTHMIAN CANAL COMMISSION. 


Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom the 
subject was referred, reported the following resolution, and it 
was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to. 

Resolved, That there be printed for the use of the Senate the state- 
ment herewith presented, it being a “ List of contracts aggregating 
$1,000 or more entered into by the Isthmian Canal Commission as 
result of advertising for proposals, February 1, 1905, to October 31, 
1905, inclusive.” 

E STATISTICS RELATING TO COAL. 


Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom the 
subject was referred, reported the following concurrent resolu- 
tion, and it was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of ri itd is concurring), 
That there be printer the following documents: 

First. Reports of the efficiency of various coals used by the United 
States ships from 1896 to 1898, inclusive, made by the Bureau of 
Bquipment of the Navy in 1899. 

Second. Pape 47 to 71, inclusive, of the Report of the Bureau of 
Equipment of the Navy for 1902, under the heading of “ Equipment 
expenses abroad.” 

hird. Pages 55 to 67 of the report of said Bureau for 1903, under 
the same heading. 

Fourth. Letter from the Secretary of the Navy to John T, Morgan, 
with accompanying statements, dated March 6, 1906. 

Said papers to be bound together in eloth, as one document, of which 
the usual number shall be printed and bound for the use of the Senate, 
and 500 copies for the Navy Department, 


Sund. W. C. BRAISTED’S REPORT ON RUSSO-JAPANESE WAR. 


Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Printing, to whom was 
referred the resolution submitted by Mr. Penrose on the 5th 
instant, reported it without amendment, and it was considered 
by undnimous consent, and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed 2,250 copies of the “ Report on the 
Japanese naval medical and sanitary features of the Russo-Japanese 
war to the Surgeon-General, United States Navy, by Surg: Will cc 
Bralsted, United States Navy,” of which 1,250 copies shall be for the 


use of the Senate and 1,000 copies for the use of the Bureau of Medi- 
cine and Surgery of the Navy artment. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. NELSON introduced a bill (S. 4976) to grant certain 
land to the State of Minnesota, to be used as a site for the con- 
struction of a sanitarium for the treatment of consumptives; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Public Lands. 

Mr. BLACKBURN introduced a bill (S. 4977) to provide 
additional land for the Jackson School, in the District of Co- 
lumbia; which was read twice by its title, and, with the ac- 
companying paper, referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. TELLER introduced a bill (S. 4878) for the relief of 
Thomas Smith; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4979) granting an increase of 
pension to Don C. Smith; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO introduced a bill (S. 4980) for the relief 
of the Roman Catholic Church of Jacksonville, Fla.; which 
was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. TILLMAN introduced a bill (S. 4981) for the relief of 
Edward P. M. Robinson; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Claims. . 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 4982) relating to the 
sale of poultry in the District of Columbia; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4983) granting an increase of 
pension to John M. Farquhar; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. PROCTOR introduced a bill (S. 4984) to amend section 
5200, Revised Statutes of the United States, relating to na- 
tional banks; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4985) to provide for the erection 
of a post-office and custom-house at Richford, Vt.; which was 


read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 4986) granting an increase of 
pension to Alfred Beham; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. CULLOM introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 4987) for the relief of the estate of Charles A. 
Folson; and 

A bill (S. 4988) for the relief of the estate of Isaac D. 
Yocum, deceased. 


Mr. CULLOM introduced the following bills, which were. 


severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 4989) granting a pension to Mary Frances Smith 
(with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4990) granting an increase of pension to Gabriel M. 
Funk (with an accompanying paper) ; 4 

A bill (S. 4991) granting a pension to Lycurgus D. Riggs 
(with accompanying papers) ; : 

A bill (S. 4992) granting an increase of pension to William 
F. Cox (with an accompanying paper); 

A bill (S. 4993) granting an increase of pension to Aaron M. 
Elliott (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 4994) granting a pension to Margaret Collinsworth 
(with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4995) granting a pension to Martha J. Kellogg; 

A bill (S. 4996) granting a pension to Nathan Bighan; 

A bill (S. 4997) granting a pension to Sue Webb Cooke (with 
an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4998) granting an increase of pension to W. W. 
Shields (with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 4999) granting a pension to Jacob Kuntz (with an 
accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 5000) granting a pension to George W. Stewart 
(with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5001) granting an increase of pension to Louis A. 
Baird; 

A bill (S. 5002) granting an increase of pension to Pascal J. 
Elsworth (with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 5003) granting an increase of pension to Alfred W. 
Gilkinson (with an accompanying paper) ; : 

A bill (S. 5004) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Chrysup ;, 

A bill (S. 5005) granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
C. Boner (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5006) granting an increase of pension to Levi Dod- 
son (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5007) granting an increase of pension to John 
MeArthur (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5008) granting an increase of pension to Johnson 
Gammel (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5009) granting a pension to Mary L. Miller (with 
accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5010) granting a pension to Francis M. Walker 
(with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5011) granting an increase of pension to Clark A. 
Winans; 

A bill (S. 5012) granting an increase of pension to William 
Donegan (with accompanying papers) ; and 

A bill (S. 5013) granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Miehe (with accompanying papers). 

Mr. LODGE introduced a bill (S. 5014) to amend the mili- 
tary record of William H. Dunbrack; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 5015) making an appropria- 
tion to aid in building a bridge across the St. John River be- 
tween Van Buren, Me., and St. Leonards, New Brunswick; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Commerce. 

Mr. DRYDEN introduced a bill (S. 5016) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Charles G. Polk; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. BURROWS introduced a bill (S. 5017) granting a pen- 
sion to Elizabeth Akorn; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. ee 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5018) granting an increase of 
pension to William L. Thornton; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions, 

Mr. HOPKINS introduced a bill (S. 5019) granting a pen- 
sion to Rosetta R. Fuller; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 
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He also introduced a bill (S. 5020) granting a pension to Edna 
Burnett; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. WETMORE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5021) granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Kearney ; 

A bill (S. 5022) granting an increase of pension to Henry S. 
Olney (with an accompanying paper) fand 

A bill (S. 5023) granting an increase of pension to Ruth E. 
Olney (with an accompanying paper). 

Mr. BURNHAM introduced a bill (S. 5024) granting a pen- 
sion to Fannie J. Sargent; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. HEMENWAY introduced a bill (S. 5025) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jacob Sappenfield; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PILES introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Commerce : 

A bill (S. 5026) providing for the construction and equipment 
of a first-class life-saving ocean-going tug, also a launch 
tender to be used in connection therewith, for service on the 
North Pacific coast of the United States; and f 

A bill (S. 5027) providing for the establishment of three life- 
saving stations on the coast of Washington between Cape Flat- 
tery and Grays Harbor. 

Mr. PILES introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs : 

A bill (S. 5028) to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of Thomas F. Callan, alias Thomas Cowan; and 

A bill (S. 5029) to remove the charge of desertion from the 
military record of James H. Nowlin, alias James H. Hendley. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 5030) to prevent the 
desecration of the American flag; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also (by request) introduced a bill (S. 5031) for the relief 
of Mrs. George C. Maynard, widow of George C. Maynard; which 
was read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5032) granting a pension to Daisy 
Crowninshield Stuyvesant; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. NEWLANDS introduced a bill (S. 5033) authorizing the 
extension of W and Adams streets NW.; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. CLAY introduced a bill (S. 5034) for the relief of the es- 
tate of James Hosford, deceased; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (S. 5035) authorizing a survey 
of the Ohio River at Cincinnati, Ohio, for the purpose of estab- 
lishing an ice harbor; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5036) granting an increase of pension to C. C. Aills; 

A bill (S. 5087) granting an increase of pension to Travilla 
A. Russell; 5 

A bill (S. 5038) granting an increase of pension to James 
Richards; and 

A bill (S. 5039) granting a pension to J. H. Micheal. 

Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (S. 5040) for the relief of D. B. 
Barbour and A. P. Gladden, copartners doing business under 
the firm name of Brown, Barbour & Gladden; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. BRANDEGER introduced a bill (S. 5041) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George A. Tucker; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SPOONER introduced a bill- (S. 5042) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Josephine S. Jones; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 5043) to determine the 
quantity of the so-called hammer blow, centrifugal lift, and 
tangential throw of the counterbalance in locomotiye driving 
wheels; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5044) granting an increase of 


pension to Henry G. Chritzman; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. McCRBEARY introduced a bill (S. 5045) for the relief of 
the estate of William Points, deceased; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on Claims, 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions : 

A bill (S. 5046) granting a pension to George Amerine ; 

A bill (S. 5047) granting a pension to Amanda Jane Harris 
(with accompanying papers) ; and 

A bill (S. 5048) granting a pension to Sarah J. Ballard (with 
an accompanying paper). 

Mr. MILLARD introduced a bill (S. 5049) to provide a site 
for an armory in the District of Columbia and a commission to 
report plans and estimates to the Congress; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Mr. FORAKER introduced a bill (S. 5050) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Evan E. Edwards; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5051) to restore to its former 
position on the list of captains of artillery the name of William 
F. Hancock; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5052) to validate a certain 
certificate of soldiers’ additional homestead right; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

Mr. CRANE introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 41) au- 
thorizing the Secretary of War, in his discretion, to cause to be 
sold or leased the Alaskan telegraph system of the United 
States; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. PROCTOR submitted an amendment authorizing the ap- 
pointment of Maj. Gen. Oliver O. Howard, United States Army, 
retired, to the grade of Lieutenant-General on the retired list, 
intended to be proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs and 
ordered to be printed. 

Mr. KITTREDGE submitted an amendment authorizing 
Anpaodutawin, Yankton Sioux allottee, to sell and convey not 
exceeding 40 acres of her allotment, etc., intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. PILES submitted an amendment relative to extensions 
and betterments of the Washington-Alaska military cable and 
telegraph system, intended to be proposed by him to the Army 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. FULTON submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $537,007.20 for the purpose of carrying into effect the 
agreement entered into on June 17, 1901, by and between James 
McLaughlin, United States Indian inspector, on the part of the 
United States, and the Klamath and Modoc tribes and the 
Yahooskin band of Snake Indians, belonging to the Klamath 
Agency in the State of Oregon, etc., intended to be proposed by 
him to the Indian appropriation bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. GAMBLE submitted the following amendments, intended 
to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which 
were referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed: 

An amendment authorizing the issuance of a patent in fee 
to Daniel Dowan, of the Sisseton and Wahpeton band of Sioux 
Indians, ete. ; 

An amendment authorizing the issuance of a patent in fee to 
Samuel Quinn, of the Sisseton and Wahpeton band of Sioux 
Indians, ete. ; and 

An amendment authorizing the issuance of a patent in fee to 
Henry Red Earth, of the Sisseton and Wahpeton band of Sioux 
Indians, ete. 

Mr. DICK submitted an amendment relative to the retire- 
ment with increased rank of officers with civil-war records 
below the grade of brigadier-general who have heretofore been 
retired for disability contracted in line of duty, etc., intended to 
be proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 


3668 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Marcu 12 


$2,290.49 to pay Albert H. Reynolds on account of two: United 
States Indian vouchers issued on March 26, 1877, and after- 
wards refused payment, etc., intended to be proposed by him to 
the Indian appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


PANAMA CANAL. 


Mr. MORGAN. I move that Senate Document No. 357, Fifty- 
seventh Congress, first session, relating to the interoceanic 
canal, and also Senate Document No. 393, Fifty-seventh Con- 
gress, first session, relative to the earthquake at Panama in 
1882, be reprinted as one document, and that it be referred to 
the Committee on Interoceanic Canals. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL, 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
B. F. Barnes, one of his secretaries, announced that the Presi- 
dent had approved and signed the following act on March 9: 

S. 1234. An act to provide for the appropriate marking of 
the graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Confederate army 
and navy who died in northern prisons and were buried near 
the prisons where they died, and for other purposes. 


DAVID A. JONES. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
concurrent resolution of the House of Representatives; and it 
was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 


That the President be requested to return to the House of Representa- 
tives the bill (H. R. 8494) granting an increase of pension David 


A. Jones. 
HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


H. R. 11946. An act to amend section 6 of an act approved 
February 8, 1887, entitled “An act to provide for the allotment 
of lands in severalty to Indians on the various reservations and 
to extend the protection of the laws of the United States and 
the Territories over the Indians, and for other purposes,” was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, 

H. R. 13783. An act to provide souvenir medallions for The 
Zebulon Montgomery Pike Monument Association was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the Library. 

H. R. 15649. An act extending the time for the construction of 
a dam across the Mississippi River, authorized by the act of 
Congress approved March 12, 1904, was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


SAMOAN CLAIMS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered to be printed: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith a report by the Secre of State concernin 
this Government's obligation to pay to that of France the sum o 
$3,391.13, under the convention between the United States, Germany, 
and Great Britain, for the settlement of Samoan claims, signed a 
Washington on November 7, 1899. 

Prompt action should be taken to discharge obligation. 


— ROOSEVELT. 

Tun WHITE HoUsE, March 12, 1906. 

TRAFFIC IN OPIUM. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Philippines, and ordered to be printed: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith, for the Information of the Congress, the report 
of the committee appointed by the Philippine Commission to. investi- 
gate the use of opium and the traffic th „ and the rules, ordinances, 


and laws Ta such use and traffic in Japan, Formosa, nghal, 
ey ert Bagon.. Singapore, Burmah, Java, and the Philippine 
ands. 


I also inelose a letter from the Secretary of War submitting the 
report for transmission. 


Tun WHrra House, March 12, 1906. 
RAILROAD: DISCRIMINATIONS AND MONOPOLIES. 


Mr. TILLMAN. Mr, President, some days ago I gave notice 
that at the first opportunity I would ask the Senate to give me 
permission to discuss briefiy the message of the President sent 
to the Senate on the 7th of March. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent to submit a few remarks on it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from South Carolina? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. TILLMAN. In order that the Senate may refresh its 
memory in regard to the message, I ask that it be read. It is 
not very long. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the mes- 


sage. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


The Secretary read as follows: 
To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I have signed the joint resolution “instructing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to make examinations into the subject of railroad 
discriminations and monopolies in coal and oil, and report on the same 
from time to time.” I have signed it with hesitation, because in the 
form in which it was passed it achieves very little and may achieve 
nothing; and it is high undesirable that a resolution of this kind 
Shall become law in such form as to give the impression of insincerit 
that Is, of pretending to do something which really is not done. ut 
after much hesitation I concluded to sign the resolution because its 
defects can be remedied by legislation which I hereby ask for; and it 
must be understood that unless this subsequent legislation is granted 
the present resolution must be mainly, and may be entirely, inoperative. 

Before specifying what this legislation is I wish to call attention to 
one or two prelimin, facts. In the first place, a part of the investi- 
gation requested by e House of Representatives in the resolution 
adopted February 15, 1905, relating to the oll industry, and a further 
pavs having to do with the anthracite-coal industry, has been for some 
ime under investigation by the Department of Commerce and bor. 
These investigations, I am informed, are approaching completion, and 
before Congress adjourns I shall submit to you the preliminary reports 
of these investigations. Until these reports are completed the nter- 
state Commerce Commission could not endeavor to carry out so much 
of the resolution of Congress as refers to the ground thus already cov- 
ered without running the risk of seeing the two investigations conflict, 
and therefore render each other more or less nugatory. In the second 
place, I call your attention to the fact that if an investigation of the 
nature proposed in this joint resolution is thoroughly and effectively 
conducted, it will result giving immunity from criminal prosecution 
to all persons who are called, sworn, and constrained by compulsory 

rocess of law to testify as witnesses, though of course such immunity 
rom prosecution is not given to those from whom statements or infor- 
mation merely, in contradistinction to sworn testimony, is obtained. 

This is not at all to say that such investigations should not be under- 
taken. Publicity can itself often accomplish extraordinary results 
for good, and the court of public Fae 
where the courts of law are powerless. The y 
an investigation securing sioria — is about abuses and giving 
Congress the material on which to proceed the enactment of laws is 
more useful than a criminal prosecution can possibly be, but it should 
not be provided for by law without a clear understanding that it may 
be an alternative instead of an additional remedy—that is, that to carry 
on the investigation may serve as a bar to the su rosecution 
of the offenses disclo The official body directed by ngress to 
make the in tion must of course carry out its direction, and 
therefore the direction should not be given without full appreciation 
of what it means. 

But the direction contained in the joint resolution which I have 
signed will remain almost inoperative unless money is provided to 
carry out the investigations in question, and unless the Commission in 
carrying them out is authorized to administer oaths and compel the 
attendance of wi 


puma by the parties investigated, the investigation would be help up 


I accordingly recommend to Congress the serious consideration of 
just what they wish the Commission to do and how far they wish it to 
go, ha in view the possible 5 of conducting an inves- 
tigation like this and of also pro g ya ge a court of law; 
and furthermore, that a sufficient sum, say $50,000, be at once added 
to the current appropriation for the Commission, so as to enable them 
to do the work indicated in a thorough and complete manner, while at 
the same time the power is explicitly conferred upon them to adminis- 
ter oaths and compel the attendance of witnesses in making the inves- 
tigation in question, which covers work quite apart from their usual 
duties. It seems unwise to uire an investigation by a commission 
and then not to furnish either full legal power or the money, both 
of which are necessary to render the ijui effective. 


HEODORE ROOSEVELT. 

Tue Warre House, March 7, 1906. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I desire to premise what I 
shall say briefly—for I do not intend to talk long—by stating, 
with the greatest possible emphasis, that I deprecate and re- 
gret the necessity of commenting upon and criticising this ex- 
traordinary paper. Fate has recertly enlisted me as an ally in 
the work of securing an adequate railroad rate regulation bill 
with the President; and as my whole heart and soul are dedi- 
eated to that work, and was so long before this year or last 
year, I do not want to appear to criticise the President or to do 
anything that will occasion any disruption of the amicable re- 
lations that now exist, or apparently exist. [Laughter.] But 
there are some things that, as a man and as a Senator, I can 
not put up with patiently. I wish to say, first, that I had the 
honor of introducing this resolution which has excited the Ex- 
ecutive contempt and criticism. I introduced it in the commit- 
tee, and it was reported from the committee unanimously. 
Therefore, while I wrote or copied it from the House resolution 
of Mr. Grrwespre, with some additions which I thought were nec- 
essary, it is still my work. It first passed the Senate, and prob- 
ably if it had not first passed the Senate it would never have 
passed the other branch of Congress. Therefore, I feel some 
personal responsibility for it. The committee adopted it and re- 


ported it unanimously, and therefore the committee is responsi- 
ble for it; the Senate adopted it unanimously, and therefore 
the Senate is responsible for it. ‘Therefore, as a Senator, I de- 
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sire to call attention to some things in connection with this 
document. 

In the first place, if I understand the English language at all, 
the President charges the Senate with pretending to do some- 
thing with insincerity—if there is any great distinction—and, 
thirdly, with being ignorant of what it was trying to do. That 
is going a very great way in a very little while, and it is a large 
contract which the President has taken upon himself to justify 
these sweeping accusations. 

If there is any point in the message at all, it lies in the fact, 
if it be a fact, that the resolution which we passed here mind 
you, it was a joint resolution, and therefore a law, with all the 
force of any act of Congress—I say if there is any point in the 
criticism of the President, it is that that joint resolution does 
not go directly at a given purpose and define that purpose so 
clearly that it can not be misunderstood, and that there is in- 
adequate power in it to accomplish the result had in view. 
Therefore, I will read those parts of the resolution which bear 
on this question. After the resolving words, instructing the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and so forth, the resolution 
Says: 

First. Whether any common carriers by railroad, subject to the 
interstate-commerce act, or either of them, own or have any interest 
In, by means of stock ownership in other corporations or otherwise, 
any of the coal or oil which they, or either of them, directly or through 
other companies which tey control or in which they have an interest, 
carry over their or any of their lines as common carriers, or in any 
manner own, control, or have any interest in coal lands or properties 
or oil lands or properties. 

Second. Whether the officers of any of the carrier companies afore- 
said, or any of them, or u. m or persons charged with the dut 
of distributing cars or furn g facilities to shippers are interested, 
either directly or Indirectly, by means of stock ownership or otherwise 
in corporations or companies owning, operating, leasing, or otherwise 
interested in any coal mines, coal properties, or coal c, oil, oil 

roperties, or oil traffie over the railroads with which they or any of 
hem are connected or by which they or any of them are employed. 

Third. Whether there is any contract, combination in the form of 
trust, or otherwise, or conspiracy in restraint of trade or commerce 
among the several States, In which any common carrier engaged in the 
transportation of coal or oil is interested, or to which it is a party; 
and whether any such common carrier monopolizes or attempts to 
monopolize, or €o! es or conspires with any other carrier, com y 
or companies, person or persons to monopolize any of the teada oe 
commerce in coal or oil, or traffic therein among the several States or 
with nations, and whether or not, and if so, to what extent, 
such carriers, or any of them, limit or control, directly or indirectly, 
- aa of coal mines or the price of coal and oil or the price 
of o 


That is the way it passed, and that fs the law. 

Now, Mr. President, this resolution deals altogether with 
common carriers in their relation to the production, transporta- 
tion, and marketing of coal and oil. Let us see whether or not 
this is not in effect and in actuality an amendment to the inter- 
state-commerce law. It certainly has all the force of that law; 
and if that act, as originally passed and subsequently amended, 
embraces a provision which confers power upon the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to do the things and everything which 
this resolution authorizes, I want to know where the President 
gets a foundation for asserting that we have not already pro- 
vided for the powers which he asks us to give him or for Con- 
gress to enact later, which is the subject of the message. 

I now read from section 12 of the act of 1887 as amended 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. As I read the President’s message, it 
seems to me that the principal point he makes is that Congress 
failed to provide a sum of money 

Mr. TILLMAN. I will get to that presently. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. A sum of money necessary to conduct 
the investigation provided for by the joint resolution introduced 
by the Senator, and that there is no authority in the resolution, 
under which such an investigation can be successfully conducted. 
It seems to me that is the point. 

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator will possess his soul in pa- 
tience, I will say that while I have not yet reached those points, 
I am trying to get to them just as fast as I know how. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH. I have no doubt the Senator will come 
to them, but I merely wanted to call his attention to the fact 
that I think those are the principal points in the President’s 
message. 

Mr. TILLMAN. There are two points; one that there is no 
money, and the other that there is no power to administer oaths 
and send for persons and papers; and if there were not, there 
might be some danger of some of these rascals getting scot-free 
and not going to the penitentiary, or something like that. Those 
are the points the President is trying to make. 

I was trying to read from the act of 1887, amended by the act 
of March 2, 1889, and amended by the act of February 10, 1891. 
Mind, you, I have already said that in effect this joint resolu- 


tion is an amendment to the act to regulate commerce, because 
it relates to public carriers and authorizes the Commission, 
which has control of public carriers under the law, to do certain 
things by way of investigation. 

Now, let us see what the original act says: 

Sec. 12. 
1100 

a 
to the manner pee method in which e same is i ETY ee e 

Here is the broad and sweeping provision of the original law 
covering this entire field, which we have authorized or ordered 
the Commission to investigate, and there is already law enough 
for the Commission to proceed under its original power to in- 
vestigate along every line that we have laid down in this last 
resolution— 
ont — 2 right to 8 from N 0 8 earriers full and 

0) 
the Zuties and carry out the 8 — which it —— 9 

Further on in the same section this language occurs: 

And for the purposes of this act the Commission shall have power 
the production ofall books, ‘papers tarifs, contrac, ugreements, and 
documents relating to any matter under investigation. ee 

There is the power already in the law to send for persons and 
papers and administer oaths; but that is not all. Further on 
section 20 of the act states: 

Sec. 20. That the Commission fs hereby authorized to require annual 
reports from all common carriers subject to the provisions of this act, 
to fix the time and prescribe the manner in which such reports shall be 
made, and to require from such carriers specific answers to all ques- 
tions upon which the Commission may need information. 

Is not that broad enough to cover the earth almost, as far as 
allowing the Commission to go into the business of these people 
and investigate all along any line relating to the public welfare 
in relation to the common carriers? But that is not all yet. For 
some reason —1 do not know why—there was trouble about wit- 
nesses, and therefore Congress, on February 11, 1893, enacted 
the following specific provision : 

That no pura shall be excused from attending and 2 

an 


ereof on groun: 
reason 
su 


5 evidence, 8 or otherwise, re- 
quired of him, me tend criminate him or subject him to a penalty 
or forfeiture. But no person shall be prosecu or subjected to any 
—- or forfeiture for or on account of any transaction, matter, or 

ng, concerning which he ma; or produce evidence, docu- 
fon, or in obediennce to its 


quae one lawful inquiry, or to produce books, papers, con- 


tracts, ents, documents, if in his power to do so, in obedi- 
ence to su or law: requirement the Commission shall be 
guilty of an offense, and upon conviction thereof a court of compe- 


n $100 nor more 
than $ 
both suc 

Here is a supplemental power. 

Mr. BACON. On what page is that? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Page 22 of the act to regulate commerce, 
as published by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Here is the sweeping, drastic provision passed after there 
had been some trouble with the original proposition or the 
original grant of power, in which the Commission is granted 
the most complete remedy in regard to witnesses in administer- 
ing oaths and sending for persons and papers in pursuance of 
its duty to investigate and obtain information in relation to 
these public carriers and any act of theirs in restraint of trade 
by conspiracy or otherwise. 

Therefore—I may be mistaken, but it seems to me that it can 
not be disputed—the Interstate Commerce Commission now 
has the fullest possible power, as much as we could give it if 
we passed an act here every day for the next twelve months, to 
investigate any and every thing which it is ordered to investi- 
gate under this last resolution, because this resolution refers to 
matters that are unlawful, that are in restraint of trade, which 
relate to rebates, which relate to conspiracies, to combinations, 
and all that kind of thing. 

To my mind, it is an insult for the President to send a mes- 
sage here telling us we did not know what we were trying to 
do, and that we were exercising or using insincerity in deal- 
ing with a great and important question like this. But let 
us see how much further the President goes. He says: 


In the first place, a pas of the investigation requested by the 
House of Representatives the resolution adopted 2 15, 1905, 
relating to the oil industry, and a further pest having to do with the 
anthracite-coal industry, has been for some time under investigation by 
the Department of Commerce and Labor. 
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- Well, here is the resolution of February 15, 1906, which I will 
read. It was passed by the House of Representatives. This is 
not a joint resolution: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of Commerce and Labor be, and he is 


hereby, requested to investigate the cause or causes of the low price 
of crude oil or petroleum in the United States, and especially in the 
Kansas field, and the unusually lar margins between the price of 
crude oil or petroleum and the sel ng price of refined oil and its 
by-products, and whether the said conditions have resulted in whole or 
in part from any contract, combination, in the form of a trust, or 
otherwise, or conspiracy in restraint of trade and commerce among the 
several States and Territories, or with foreign countries; also whether 
the said prices haye been controlled, in whole or in part, by any cor- 
poration, joint stock company, or corporate combination engaged in 
commerce eos the several States and Territories, or with foreign 
nations, also whether such corporation, joint stock company, or cor- 
porate combination, in purchasing crude oil or pees. by any order 
or practice of discrimination, boycot blacklists, or in any manner 
discriminates against any particular oil field; also to Investigate the 
organization, capitalization, profits, conduct, and management of the 
business of such corporation or corporations, company or companies, 
and corporate combinations, if any, and to make ‘early report of its 
findings, according to law, to the end that such information may be 
used by Congress as a basis for legislation, or by the Department of 
Justice as a basis for legal proceedings. 

There is not a solitary word in this House resolution about 
coal. It has no force of law, as it simply requests, although in 
the House that is the usual form. It uses the word “ requested.” 

The Secretary of Commerce and Labor be, and he is hereby, requested. 

We usually direct the heads of Departments at this end of 
the Capitol. But the President speaks of the investigation by 
the Department of Commerce and Labor as already under way, 
and says he will send us the results of that investigation soon. 
He mentions that that investigation includes coal, when the 
resolution does not ask it to include coal, and when we—the 
Senate and the House of Representatives—in pursuance of our 
constitutional rights, having passed an act or a joint resolution, 
which has the force of an act, instructing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to do certain things, we are scolded, and in 
a mahner insulted, by being charged with insincerity, pretense, 
and ignorance. I can only say that the President must have 
been misinformed and miserably advised by somebody who 
ought to have seen to the matter. Of course, I know the Presi- 
dent personally may not be able to take the time to investigate, 
but he has innumerable helpers in the Department of Justice, 
as well, also, in the Executive Mansion, and he should have 
had somebody to advise him. I am not a lawyer; I am only a 
farmer, but I know enough to understand—and I have not had 
anybody to help me work up this case—but anybody with com- 
mon sense could have discovered that there was no real founda- 
tion or reason for the President sending us any such message as 
that. r 

Let us look a little into the money question. How do any of 
the Departments of the Government regularly constituted, like 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, get their money, their 
appropriations? Here is the only authorized and lawful way 
for them to get any money. The act of July 7, 1884 (24 Stats., 
p. 284), in the last part of the paragraph, provides: 

And hereafter all estimates of 3 and estimates of de- 
ficiencies in appropriations intended for the consideration and seeking 
the action of any of the committees of Congress shall be transmitted to 
Congress through the 3 of the Treasury, and in no other man- 
ner; and the said Secretary shall first cause the same to be properly 
classified, compiled, Indexed, and printed, under the supervision of the 


chief of division of warrants, estimates, and appropriations of his 
Department. 


When the estimates go to the Committee on Appropriations 
the amount asked for is investigated by that committee, and if 
they approve it the item goes into some appropriation bill— 
usually the sundry civil bill in such a case as this, I believe 
and any deficiency that might be in existence or impending in 
the Interstate Commerce Commission would, of course, be 
amply provided for in the regular appropriation bill whenever 
we passed it. It is therefore child’s play, if I may use such a 
term, to talk to us about having been insincere and making a 
pretense of an investigation because we did not appropriate 
money directly in the joint resolution which directs a Depart- 
ment of the Government, already in existence and acting under 
the laws which control it, to investigate along this specific line; 
and, as I have heretofore said, it already had full authority 
under the original act to have investigated every solitary thing 
which we have ordered them to investigate in this resolution. 
Therefore the Commission has the power of sending for persons 
and papers already vested in it, and it would have been absurd 
to have placed in this resolution a provision specifically author- 
izing the Commission to send for persons and papers, to admin- 
ister oaths, and so forth. 

But there is still something else. This investigation, which 
was ordered by this Congress under this resolution, deals with 
public carriers and their relation to trade and to producers. 
Now. let us see how far the Department of Commerce and 


Labor has any right to touch that question at all. The Presi- 
dent says that it is already investigating under a resolution of 
the House. Let us see what the law says. Section 6 of the 
act of February 14, 1903, provides that— 

The said Commissioner— 

That is, the Commissioner of Labor— 

The said Commissioner shall have power and authority to make. 
under the direction and control of the Secretary of Commerce an 
Labor, diligent investigation into the organization, conduct, and man- 
agement of the business of any corporation, joint stock company, or 
ped 8.72 combination engaged in commerce among the several States 
and with foreign nations, iea caer of common carriers subject to “An 
act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887. 8 

Mr. Garfield, if he is investigating the common carriers in 
relation to the transportation of coal and oil or anything else, 
is absolutely outside of his jurisdiction, and is meddling with 
something with which he has no concern. 

I have here certain opinions of the Supreme Court as to the 
power and jurisdiction and duty of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. I will not take the trouble to read them, because 
they are merely amplifications and interpretations of the lan- 
guage, so broad and sweeping that they merely fortify the posi- 
tion I have taken in regard to the power of that Department of 
the Government. But I will print them as a part of my re- 
marks unless there is objection. 

The opinions referred to are as follows: 

Mr. Justice Brewer, in the Maximum Freight Rate decision 
(167 U. S., 479), said: 

It [the Commission] is charged with the general duty of inquiring as 
to the management of the business of rallroad companies and to keep 
itself informed as to the manner in which the same is conducted, and 
has the right to compel complete and full information as to the manner 
in which such carriers are transacting their business. * * * 


It 
must also see that publicity, which is required by section 6, is observed 
by the railroad companies. 


Mr. Justice Harlan, in 168 United States, 144, said: 
The Commission was established to protect the public against im- 


proper practices of transportation companies engaged in commerce 
among the several States. 


Mr. Justice Day, in the recently decided Baird case (194 U. S., 
25), makes the following observation : 

The inquiry of a board of the character of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission should not be too narrowly constrained by technical rules 
as to the admissibility of proof. Its function is largely one of investi- 

ation, and it should not hampered in making inquiry pertaining to 
nterstate commerce by those narrow rules which peara in trials at 
common law, where a strict correspondence is required between allega- 
tion and proof. * * + 

To upreasonably hamper the Commission by narrowing its field of 
inquiry beyond the requirements of the due protection of rights of citi- 
zens will be to seriously impair its usefulness and prevent a realization 
of the salutary purposes for which it was established by Congress, 

Circuit Judge Taft, in 99 Federal Reports, 52, said: 

It has been suggested that traffic managers are much better able, by 
reason of their knowledge and experience, to fix rates, and to decide 
what discriminations are justified by the circumstances, than courts, 
This can not be conceded, so far as it relates to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, which by reason of the experience of its members 
in this kind of controversy and their great opportunity for full informa- 
tion is, in a sense, an expert tribunal. 


Judge Shiras, in the Social Circle case (162 U. S., 184), said: 


The purposes of the act call for a full inquiry by the Commission into 
a — 7 circumstances and conditions pertinent to the questions in- 
volved. 


Mr. TILLMAN. There is little more I care to say at present; 
but I feel that it is a misfortune that the President should have 
been so rash and lacking in discretion, if I may use the word, in 
dealing with the Senate. It is not the first time he has presumed 
to lecture us. I recall two or three messages in which he has 
spoken in terms of criticism and complaint. Once, I recollect, a 
couple of years ago I think it was, in regard to some bills relat- 
ing to the Navy, the Naval Committee had received his message 
or his letter. We had considered it, and the legislation that 
he requested had passed the bodies and had gone to him; but 
there was so much carelessness around the Executive Office that 
he did not know that, and he sent a message here in which he 
scolded us for not attending to his wishes. 

Now, as I said, I pardon a great deal to the immense burden 
that is on the man; I pardon his impetuosity; but there are 
limits to human patience; and the President ought to recollect 
that the Senate has some rights and privileges, and he ought not, 
at least lightly and flippantly, to insult us. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I have often observed that 
those who are most ready and most severe in criticism are the 
most sensitive when they are themselves criticised. I do not 
myself see how the President of the United States could have 
treated this resolution, for which I voted, otherwise than he 
has done unless he had vetoed it. This resolution belongs to a 
common class, and everyone who has been in Congress for any 
length of time must have observed a great many like it. Some 


subject is fashionable and occupying the public mind. It is 
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desired to show that our sentiments are right on this subject, 


and then comes a resolution. The subjects vary from winter 


to winter. I remember one year it was considered very desir- 
able that we should have ardent resolutions passed about the 
Armenians and denouncing the oppressions that were suffered 
by that unfortunate people. So we had a number of excellent 
resolutions of varying degrees of violence which showed the 
warmth of our hearts, effected nothing, and did no harm. 
There was another period in the Senate, I recollect, when we 
passed a number of admirable resolutions in favor of peace and 
arbitration, but when we got down to the practical question 
of arbitration treaties the treaties did not pass. 

Yet I do not think we were insincere. It does not follow 
that because we have assented to certain loose and general 
propositions we are therefore committed to every kind of prac- 
tical legislation which may be offered. A resolution which 
thunders in the index and shows that we are properly aroused 
to the dangers arising from corporations generally and from 
railroads in particular, and which does not commit us to any 
specific legislation, is one very easy to vote for. There does not 
seem to be much object in defeating it or in arguing about it, 
and so it goes through loosely drawn and without careful con- 
sideration. 

Now, this joint resolution ought not to have any existence 
whatever if what the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILL- 
MAN] says about the existing law is true. If the Interstate 
Commerce Commission have full power to do all that this 
resolution requires, then Congress has placed itself in the some- 
what foolish attitude of reenacting existing law. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator from Massachusetts par- 
don me? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. LODGE. I do. 

Mr. TILLMAN. What is known as the “Elkins law” is 
largely, if not wholly, in so far as its enforcement goes, under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Justice. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission probably felt that it would be invading 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Justice if it undertook 
to go into this specific line of investigation, and it was unwill- 
ing to undertake it without authority or instruction. The joint 
resolution is a little broader than the usual jurisdiction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, inasmuch as it deals with 
the question of the ownership of coal lands by railroad com- 
panies and the control of the coal market by reason of such 
ownership and monopoly. For these reasons the joint resolu- 
tion was passed. 

I will say, that so far from having any insincere purpose, 
or pretending about it, I was very anxious and solicitous to 
get some direct and positive information bearing on all those 
questions in regard to the monopoly of coal lands and the re- 
fusal of railroads to make connections with spur lines. I there- 
fore earnestly desired the specific investigation, and wanted it 
at once, in order that we might have the facts sworn to instead 
of memorials and letters such as that of the governor of West 
Virginia and the letter of the Red Rock Fuel Company, relat- 
ing to abuses in the coal trade. I earnestly desired that we 
should have this specific investigation, in order that Congress 
might haye the facts, and before the session ends, probably, be 
able to put into the law which is under contemplation to be en- 
acted, something that would give relief from this intolerable 
condition in West Virginia. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I do not question in the least 
the Senator’s sincerity. I am just as guilty as he is in having 
voted for the joint resolution. It passed unanimously. It be- 
longs, as I have tried to explain, to a class of resolutions which 
in themselves I do not think are very sincere, or rather, I 
should say, very carefully considered. I think such resolutions 
are passed largely because they happen to catch the fancy of 
the moment. But when this resolution reached the President 
he was bound to consider the very practical question as to how 
he was to make it effective, and he found it sadly deficient. 

But the Senator in what he just said admits specifically what 
I have already stated in explaining why it was passed—that it 
was broader than the existing law, that it was new legislation. 
Hither the Interstate Commerce Commission had already all the 
powers which this joint resolution gives or it had not. If the 
Interstate Commerce Commission already had all the powers 
that the joint resolution, which of course is a law, proposes to 
give, then a mere request for information, a simple Senate reso- 
lution would have given us all the information, and the Com- 
mission would have been obliged under existing law to do all 
that is demanded by the resolution. But the moment we pass 
a new law we either put ourselves in the attitude of reenacting 
existing law or we admit that new legislation is needed. 


Now, looking at section 12 of the interstate-commerce act and 
the powers there given, I think it is very cleat that this joint 
resolution does give additional powers to and impose new du- 
ties upon the Interstate Commerce Commission. I do not think 
the original act contemplated investigation into the ownership 
of oil fields or of coal mines, still less into the ownership of 
stocks in any other company by officers of railroads. There- 
fore, in order to enable the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
make these inquiries, I am inclined to think that new legislation 
was necessary. We passed that new legislation here in this 
resolution. If it is new legislation, possibly the old grant of 
power to summon witnesses would be sufficient, and there would 
be no need of giving that authority specifically when we con- 
ferred new powers; but I think it is a point that might well be 
made against the resolution. 

But, however this may be, it is perfectly clear to my 
mind that it is impossible to carry on an investigation of the 
scope and extent called for without additional funds. There 
ought to have been an appropriation with the resolution, as is 
constantly done when resolutions ordering investigations are 
passed. Without the appropriation the resolution does not 
seem very serious or at all practical, and this suggests insin- 
cerity. The Interstate Commerce Commission is a body of only 
five men. It has an immense burden of work. In addition to 
the duties imposed upon it by law, it has been very actively en- 
gaged in promoting additional legislation for enlargement of its 
own powers, and here we are demanding that it make at once 
an inquiry which would tax the resources of the Census Bu- 
reau. To look into all these railroad ownerships; to look into 
all the relations of railroads to coal and oil transportation 
opens an immense field of inquiry, and it seems to me we ought 
to have added the $50,000, or whateyer sum is necessary, to ena- 
ble the Commission to make the inquiry properly and rapidly. 

The President, of course, could have vetoed the joint resolu- 
tion and given substantially the same reasons for doing so as 
those with which he has accompanied his approval. He thought 
it better, desiring to promote the inquiry, to send in with his 
approval a statement as to what additional legislation he 
deemed necessary in order to make the law effective. It seems 
to me that this complaint of the President’s criticising the Con- 
gress is beside the mark. Does anybody deny the constitu- 
tional right of the President to veto a bill and give his reasons 
therefor? And yet what is a veto, except the severest possible 
criticism? I have never heard the suggestion for one moment 
that the exercise of that constitutional power is something out 
of the province of the Executive or in bad taste or in any way 
improper. 

Instead of that he has acted with Congress, so far as he 
could, in signing the joint resolution, a joint resolution which, 
as I have said, admits by its very existence that the present 
law is insufficient, and he has explained to Congress what is 
being done in the direction covered by the resolution, and 
has also pointed out what further legislation he thinks necessary 
in order to make the law effective. He would have been dere- 
lict in his duty if he had not done so. One of the suggestions he 
makes is that the Interstate Commerce Commission should have 
specific power in these cases covered by the resolution to sub- 
pena witnesses, administer oaths, etc. Whether that is neces- 
sary or not, in view of the old law, I will not pretend to say. 
The President thinks it “ questionable,” and I suppose he had 
good legal advice upon that point. As to the appropriation, 
which is not a legal question, I have no hesitation in saying that 
the joint resolution as it stands, and admitting its necessity, is, 
without money to carry on the investigation, little more than 
waste paper. It would have been simply disingenuous for the 
Executive to have signed the joint resolution without comment 
and then allowed it to rust away in the archives of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, for it would have been absolutely 
impossible for them, with their present force, to carry on any 
such inquiry. 

Mr. FORAKER obtained the floor. 


Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator from Ohio yield to me ‘for 
a moment? 
Mr. FORAKER. Certainly. 


Mr. TILLMAN, In response to the intimation of the Senator 
from Massachusetts, I will say that I was told upon inquiry 
that the Interstate Commerce Commission had ample funds to 
begin this inquiry, and as Congress in the joint resolution ex- 
pressly ordered the Commission at the earliest possible moment 
to begin it, that was all that was necessary. It stands to reason 
that under the law the Commission knew that if it needed 
more money all it would have to do would be to signify to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, according to law, how much it 
would require, and he would transmit an estimate to Congress, 
and Congress would grant it without a word. 
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Mr. LODGE. The Senator has sources of information about 
the funds of the Interstate Commerce Commission which 
I do not possess. But it seems to me the President, who is re- 
sponsible as the Chief Executive for an inquiry like this, 
whether made by the Interstate Commerce Commission or not, 
is probably not making his statement in regard to the funds nec- 
essary as a mere matter of guesswork. I think if the Senator 
would pursue his inquiry he would find that the President was 
well informed upon that subject. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I do not rise to discuss the 
joint resolution or the message of the President other than to 
say that when the joint resolution was adopted, in so far as 
it occurred to me at all, I assumed, as doubtless other Senators 
did, that we were requiring a duty of a body which already had 
authority under the law to administer oaths, to make examina- 
tions, to send for persons and papers, and to exercise every 
other power necessary to be exercised to make this a successful 
investigation. 

So far as an appropriation is concerned, I do not recall that 
it entered my mind at the time, but if it had come into my mind 
I should have concluded then, as I conclude now, that the 
Interstate Commerce Commission being so directed, if it needed 
any funds beyond those already appropriated, would make 
known its desire for a further appropriation, and the Congress 
would of course respond promptly, as it always does, making 
such appropriation as in the estimation of the Commission 
might be necessary to enable it to do what we had required it 
to do. 

The point I rose to speak about is the passage in the speech 
of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce], in which he 
said that the joint resolution was adopted as a matter of course, 
as one of a class of resolutions that nobody seriously had in 
mind, or words to that effect. Mr. President, the joint resolu- 
tion was not so treated in committee, where it was carefully 
considered, nor was it so treated in the Senate, as I understood 
at the time, by Senators who voted for it. The purpose of the 
joint resolution is to ascertain facts, as the Senator from South 
Carolina has well said, necessary for the Congress to have to 
enable it to act intelligently in breaking up what I regard as 
the greatest evil connected with the common-carrier system of 
this country as common carriers have been operated. 

I do not believe that a common carrier should be engaged in 
any business except only that of a common carrier. I do not 
believe that a common carrier should be allowed to own coal 
mines and operate them, except only possibly where they have 
a vested right with which we have no power to interfere. I 
do not believe they should be allowed to engage in any other 
business. Their business should be solely and exclusively that 
of common carriers. All other businesses should be carried 
on by other people, and every man who carries on the business 
of a coal operator or any other kind of business should feel 
and know that he has exactly the same right with respect to 
the carriage of his product that every other man has who has 
oceasion to patronize the carriers of the country. 

This has been for many years a grievous evil. It has been 
complained of throughout the country. I have had it called 
to my attention repeatedly, and the time is here now, and ripe 
for it, if we propose to do something to put the common-carrier 
business of the country upon a better footing, to investigate 
this matter and investigate it thoroughly, in order that we may 
act intelligently. I would have preferred that a committee ap- 
pointed by the Congress should make the investigation, but that, 
under the great pressure of business of the session, seemed 
impossible, and it was referred, by common consent, to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, thinking they were more 
familiar with the general subject than any of the Members of 
either House probably are; that they could act in making the 
investigation along the line of their general duties; that they 
could take such time as might be needed, and that they already 
had, in a sense, all the facilities necessary for proceeding in- 
telligently and successfully. 

I voted for the joint resolution not insincerely, but sincerely, 
because I believed it to be a step in the direction of curing the 
most grievous wrong of all the wrongs that are complained of 
against the railroads. 

Mr. SPOONER obtained the floor. 

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. LODGE. I merely wish to say a single word in regard 
to what the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] said. 

I agree entirely with the Senator from Ohio as to the im- 
portance of putting a stop to this ownership of outside prop- 
erties by railroad companies. I agree entirely with the view 
taken by the Supreme Court on that subject. I did not know 
that we were discussing the merits of the question. My point 
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was that Congress passes a great many resolutions of that kind 
very loosely, without stopping to see that they are perfected 
and that they carry with them the necessary machinery. That 
was the only point I desired to make. I do not disagree in the 
least with the importance of the question or of the investigation, 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, a few words on this subject. 
I think an examination of the joint resolution makes it perfectly 
obvious that it failed to receive from the Senate that care which 
the importance of the subject demanded. So far as concerns 
the matter of politeness between the executive and the legis- 
lative departments, I do not care to say anything except that 
it is a fundamental proposition that the coordinate branches of 
the Government shall treat each other with courtesy, and it is 
of the greatest consequence that that rule never should be vio- 
lated. If it has been violated at any time it has been, I think, 
much violated by the Senate in years past in permitting observa- 
tions to be made here in harsh criticism of the executive and 
judicial departments of the Government. 

I do not think it is a fair construction of the President's mes- 
sage to say that it charges insincerity upon the Congress in the 
passage of the joint resolution or upon anyone who had to do 
with its introduction or its passage. The President was obliged 
by the resolution—because it was a joint resolution, which, 
under the Constitution, required his approval—to sign it, if it 
was to become a law; and the President may very well be 
excused for not wishing, if he has correctly construed the joint 
resolution, to be a participant in legislation which seemed to 
be intended to accomplish something in the public interest which 
he was convinced it did not accomplish. And so the President 
says very properly: 

I have signed it with hesitation, because in the form in which it was 
passed it achieves very little and may achieve nothing; and it is high! 


undesirable that a resolution of this kind shall become law in suc 
form as to give the impression of insincerity— 


That is, the resolution— 
that is, of pretending to do something which really Is not done. 

The resolution, in my opinion, would not do what on its face 
it purports to do. It would not confer upon the Interstate 
Commerce Commission power to do several things which ex- 
plicitly it purports to confer upon the Commission; and the 
President, in signing it, might very well say with propriety what 
he has said as to the resolution, and it is a far cry from that 
to a statement by the President in a message that the Congress 
has been insincere about it or has pretended to do something 
which it did not really intend should be accomplished. 

Mr. President, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILL- 
MAN] says this law is an amendment to the interstate-commerce 
law. The Senator is obliged to so contend in order to find in 
the interstate-commerce act or any of its amendments authority 
for the Commission—and I doubt if it would be found there 
then—to do some of the things which the joint resolution seems 
to have intended to impose upon the Commission. The inter- 
state- commerce law is very plain. Its object was plain. Its 
object was to regulate common carriers engaged in interstate 
transportation. Its object was to secure the administration, in 
respect of rates, of the common-law rules upon the subject, 
which upon that subject, as upon a great many other subjects, 
are the perfection, so far as principle is concerned, of human 
wisdom. 

I have glanced hastily through this act. I find nothing in it 
which authorizes the Interstate Commerce Commission to in- 
vestigate with reference to whether a monopoly in coal has 
been created or as to whether a monopoly in oil has been 
created. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. SPOONER. I will yield in a moment. 

Let me read this: 

Third. Whether there is any contract, combination in the form of 
trust, or otherwise, or conspiracy in restraint of trade or commerce 
among the several States, in which any common carrier engaged in the 
transportation of coal or oil is interested, or to which it is a party; 
and whether any such common carrier monopolizes or attempts to 
monopolize, or combines or conspires with any other carrier, company 
or companies, person or r to monopolize any part of the trade or 
commerce in coal or oil, or traffic therein among the several States 
or with foreign nations, and whether or not, and if so, to what extent, 
such carriers, or any of them, limit or control, directly or indirectly, 
— 7 ee of coal mines or the price of coal and oil elds cr the price 
of oll. 

I find nothing in the interstate-commerce law tending to con- 
fer upon the Interstate Commerce Commission the power to 
investigate or deal with some of the matters referred to there. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Now, will the Senator from Wisconsin allow 
me? 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Everybody knows how inadequate is my le- 
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gal information or acumen to deal with the Senator from Wis- 
consin when he gets to his strong suit of 


Mr. SPOONER. Special pleading. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes. But I want to ask the Senator a ques- 
tion. If the interstate-commerce law, as it is now on the statute 
books, has in two specific enactments conferred upon the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission the power to send for persons and 
papers, and to compel witnesses to attend, and to administer 
oaths, and all of that, which the President says we ought to 
give again, and if its general jurisdiction is that of investigating 
the affairs of common carriers which transport products by 
railroad, which the act says, would it not have been surplusage 
and more or less redundancy and idiocy to have put it into the 
joint resolution and for a third time to have the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission empowered to send for persons and papers? 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Senator from South Carolina had 
studied law, as he ought to have done, he would not put such a 
question to me. 

One question is, Mr. President, and of it I have little doubt, 
that the joint resolution is absolutely defective in not conferring 
specifically upon the Interstate Commerce Commission the power 
necessary to carry on this investigation in its full scope. There 
are matters here which probably the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission could institute and carry on without any added power 
conferred by the joint resolution, although that Commission is 
authorized to summon witnesses and to make investigations only 
for the purpose of enabling them to discharge the duties imposed 
upon them by that act. 

Mr. TILLMAN. But do we not give them additional duties 
and additional powers in the joint resolution? 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes; you give them additional duties, but 
you do not give them the additional power to correspond to the 
additional duties. You attempt to enlarge the interstate-com- 
merce act by a joint resolution to include some of the antitrust 
act. The Senator must not think that because a carrier engaged 
in interstate commerce happens to be interested in a contract in 
restraint of trade it therefore falls within the interstate-com- 
merce act. The merger sought by the Northern Pacific and the 
Great Northern was not prosecuted under the interstate-com- 
merce act, although both of the parties to it were carriers en- 
gaged in interstate commerce. It was not overthrown because 
of anything in the interstate-commerce act. It was overthrown 
because the Supreme Court of the United States had decided 
against the contention of the railroads of the country that the 
antitrust act included railroads. It was overthrown because 
it was in violation of the antitrust act as being a combination in 
the form of a trust or conspiracy in restraint of trade or com- 
merce among the several States. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Do not the words the Senator has just read 
give the Interstate Commerce Commission as now constituted 
full authority to investigate everything we have ordered it to 
investigate in the joint resolution? 

Mr. SPOONER. These words are not in the interstate-com- 
merce act. The Interstate Commerce Commission was never 
charged with the administration of the antitrust act, whether 
the violation of the antitrust act was by carriers or otherwise. 
We have conferred upon the Interstate Commerce Commission 
the power to make investigation, with power to compel the at- 
tendance of witnesses, with power to take depositions as to all 
matters which will enable the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to discharge the duties imposed by that act upon it, and no 
further. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Suppose I were to inform the Senator from 
Wisconsin that, so far from having the power conferred by the 
new enactment to send for persons and papers, there are probably 
500 men in Pennsylvania, Maryland, and West Virginia who are 
clamoring for an opportunity to be heard and to produce the 
evidence to show that they have been robbed systematically and 
discriminated against by these people? 

Mr. SPOONER. Yes; that has nothing to do—- 

Mr. TILLMAN. Why do you contend for the right to send 
for persons and papers and to give money when the witnesses 
are begging to be heard and to be given an opportunity in a 
tribunal to have the matter investigated? 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, that obviously has nothing 
whatever to do with the question. The railroad officers and* 
agents are not “begging to be heard.” The President has 
signed this joint resolution. He desires to carry it into effect, 
as does every man who voted for it. You will find no difference 
of opinion in the Congress, so far as I have heard, as to the 
necessity for breaking up this combination of ownership of 
interstate carriers in the production of the necessaries of life— 
none whatever. The President simply calls our attention to 
the fact that the joint resolution we sent to him is inadequate. 


Mr. TILLMAN. In his judgment. 

Mr. SPOONER. Well, it is inadequate in my judgment, and 
it is a question for the Senate to determine whether it is inad- 
equate in its judgment. If the Senator is right that it is an 
amendment to the interstate-commerce law, it has an effect 
which certainly he did not intend it to have upon the antitrust 
law. But it is not an amendment of any law. The interstate- 
commerce law is a permanent law. This joint resolution, Mr. 
President, is temporary. 

Mr. TILLMAN. It is a law as all laws are, permanent until 
they are repealed. 

Mr. SPOONER. No; all laws are not permanent. Some 
laws are to require a certain thing to be done, which being done 
ends it. 

Mr. TILLMAN. But the law still stands, does it not? 

Mr. SPOONER. Does this law intend that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission shall keep on for the next forty years in 
an investigation of this kind? 

Mr. TILLMAN. If it is necessary. They would have author- 
ity, if new conditions arose under which the same abuses existed, 
to take that old law and root it out from the cloud of dust under 
which it might have been buried for fifty years. Until repealed 
it is a law. I am lawyer enough to know that, and the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin can not deny it. 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not want the Senator to attempt in this 
public way to intimidate me. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator knows he is just getting off an 
old joke on that proposition. [Laughter in the galleries.] I 
am not trying to intimidate him, and he knows that I am not. 

Mr. SPOONER. The situation calls for the joke. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin will 
please suspend. It is the duty of the Chair to admonish the 
occupants of the galleries that manifestations of any kind are 
not allowed under the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. LODGE. I merely wanted to ask the Senator a question. 
The Senator from South Carolina spoke of the Red Rock Fuel 
Company, of which we have heard a greatdeal. If the Interstate 
Commerce Commission has now all the power that the joint res- 
olution gives it, why is it necessary to save them by a new law? 

Mr. TILLMAN. In regard to the Red Rock Fuel Company, 
I will state 

Mr. LODGE. I did not ask the question of the Senator from + 
South Carolina. I asked the question of the Senator from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator from Wisconsin will permit 
me, I will answer it. [Laughter.] 

The Red Rock Fuel Company went to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission under the law, made its complaint, had its 
hearing, got its judgment. The judgment went to the court 
for enforcement, and the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad said, 
We will not do it.” There you have got it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, so far as the ownership by 
interstate carriers of coal mines or the ownership by the officers 
of interstate-commerce carriers of coal mines operates for dis- 
crimination, as it does in an infamous way, that is within the 
jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission now. So 
far as it operates in certain other respects it is within the ju- 
risdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. The joint 
resolution, then, would simply be an injunction upon the Com- 
mission to investigate and report. So far as it goes beyond 
that and deals with combinations and conspiracies in restraint 
of trade affecting the price of coal to the general consumer 
throughout the United States, affecting the price of oil to con- 
sumers in the United States, by limiting the output of coal mines 
and oil wells, it goes beyond anything in the interstate-commerce 
law, and the Senator ought to know it. 

Mr. TILLMAN. If it had not gone beyond and added to the 
powers already in the interstate-commerce law there-would have 
been no purpose in passing it. It directs the Commission to do 
a specific thing, because we want to know. 

Mr. SPOONER. But, Mr. President, if it had simply set in 
motion by a joint resolution the investigating power of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission as to matters already within 
its jurisdiction, then nobody could have said that the resolution 
was defective in not conferring power to send for persons and 
papers and to administer oaths and compel the attendance of 
witnesses. But when it goes beyond that and fails to include 
the power, either by reference to the interstate-commerce act 
or independently, in the Commission to compel the attendance of 
witnesses and to administer oaths, then it is defective in just 
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the particular that the President claims in his message that it 
is defective, and to that extent it might be a “ water haul,” that 
is all. 


Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me? 

Mr. SPOONER. Certainly. 

Mr. BACON. Does the Senator mean to be understood to say 
that if by a proper enactment the jurisdiction of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to make investigations is enlarged by 
the addition of another subject, it is necessary for the statute 
making that enlargement to reconfer upon the Commission the 
power to send for witnesses? 

Mr. SPOONER. I do not. 

Mr. BACON. That is exactly this case. 

Mr. SPOONER. That is not exactly this case. This is a 
joint resolution instructing the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion to investigate some matters which are now within its juris- 
diction. 

Mr. BACON. Then, if the Senator will pardon me, it must 
be one of two things. It is either an enlargement of the juris- 
diction, in which case, under the statement just made by the 
Senator, reconferring the power to send for persons and papers 
would not be necessary, or it is a direction under the present 
law. In either case the repetition of this power is not necessary. 


Mr. SPOONER. It bears on its face indubitable evidence. 


that it is not an amendment of the interstate- commerce law at 
all. It is just what it would have been if it had been a con- 
current resolution calling upon the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to make the investigation here indicated. What is the 
object? It is to investigate and report— 


That said Commission be required to make this investigation at its 
earliest possible conyenience and to furnish the information above re- 
pape from time to time and as soon as it can be done consistent with 
e performance of its public duty, 

* 


. * e . 

That said Commission be also required to report as 
it can suggest to cure the evils above set forth, if they 

Mr. President, in the execution of this joint resolution the 
most skillful lawyers in the United States will be empioyed to 
obstruct it. A law has to be very plain in conferring power upon 
a body to warrant imprisonment for contempt, and where the 
jurisdiction has to be spelled out, where it is not clear, as it 
ought to be clear, the courts will not do it. If this matter is 
one of doubt, as it is in the mind of the President, in the mind 
of his Attorney-General, in the minds of Senators, who are just 
as anxious to have it made strong and perfect as the Senator 
from South Carolina surely is, why project this investigation 
-with power attempted to be conferred in words utterly inade- 
quate or liable to be so held? Why not do what the President 
recommends in a respectful way to the Congress? Why not 
make it perfectly clear. 

Mr. President, it is the intention of Congress to confer this 
power so that no man can defy the authorities, a subpoena hav- 
ing been issued, by a refusal to testify. That is all there is to 
it. The money part of it is nothing, for Congress could have 
appropriated the money by joint resolution at any time, and it 
ought to appropriate the money. The President did right to 
call attention to it. I think he was—— 

Mr. BACON. Was it necessary to appropriate it in the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. SPOONER. No, sir; it was not. But with the haste 
that the joint resolution enjoined it would have been wiser to 
have appropriated it in the resolution unless inquiry had first 
developed the fact that an appropriation already existed from 
which the expenditure could be made. That is another evidence 
of a little too much haste in passing the joint resolution. 

Mr. BACON. I call the attention of the Senator to the fact 
that there are numerous amendments to the original law en- 
larging the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
and in no one of them was there ever an appropriation at the 
time made for the purpose of carrying it out. 

Mr. SPOONER. Does the Senator think that an appropria- 
tion is necessary? 

Mr. BACON. I do, but I do not think it was either necessary 
or wise to put it in the joint resolution. 

Mr. SPOONER. Does the Senator think the money is at hand 
now without an appropriation? 

Mr. BACON. If not, the ordinary way of getting it would be 
through an appropriation bill, and that was ready at hand. 

Mr. SPOONER. I suppose the President knows whether it 
is or not, and by this recommendation he conveys delicately to 
Congress, I should think, the information that it is not. 

Mr. BACON. As the Senator well knows, these appropria- 
tions are made in the regular appropriation bills. He can not 
find anywhere in the legislation of Congress that special appro- 
priations have been made to carry out the purposes of the 
interstate-commerce law in the amendments of the original act. 


. Ga 
to what remedy 
exist. 


Mr. SPOONER. This is what the President says: 


As the resolution now is the Commission, which is very busy with its 
legitimate work and which has no extra money at its "disposal, would 
be able to make the investigation only in the most partial and unsatis- 
factory manner; and, moreover, it is questionable whether it could, 
under this resolution, administer oaths at all or compel the attendance 
of witnesses. 

I agree to that proposition. So the President says— 

If this power were disputed by the parties investigated— 

And does anybody doubt that it will be disputed? 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have already told the Senator that there 
are a cloud of witnesses begging to be heard under the wrongs 
which they have endured. I suppose the other side will bring 
something to try to rebut it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock haying ar- 
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be stated. 

The Secretary. A bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT: The Senator from Texas [Mr. OUL- 
BERSON] is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator from Texas yield to me for 
one moment only? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. The President says: 

If this power were di he — 
tion would 1 be held of 5 8 8 — 8 
in which case, during the period of waiting, the Commission could only 
investigate to the extent and in the manner already provided under its 
organic law; so that the passage of the resolution would have achieved 
no good result whatever. 

I agree to that. 

Mr. ELKINS. Will the Senator from Texas allow me to 
make a statement about this matter? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. ELKINS. It will not take a minute. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Very well. 

Mr. ELKINS. I wish to make a statement on the question 
which has been under discussion before the Senate. 

Mr. BACON. I hope the Senator will wait and bring it up 
again. Some of the rest of us want to say something. 

Mr. ELKINS. If anybody else is going to bring it up, very 
well. I did not know that that was the intention. 

Mr. BACON. Not now; but let us wait until another time, so 
that all may have a chance to speak on it. 

Mr. ELKINS. Very well. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The unfinished business will be 
proceeded with. 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and all acts 
amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, on the 26th of February I 
offered a bill in the nature of a substitute for the bill which has 
been reported from the Senate Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. The substitute occupies common ground with the com- 
mittee bill to the extent of proposing to enlarge the powers of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. There is material differ- 
ence, however, in other particulars between the bill which I pro- 
pose and the bill reported by the committee. 

The bill which I propose, among other things, will restore 
the punishment of imprisonment against persons who give and 
persons who receive rebates. In addition, the bill which I 
propose contains important provisions on the central proposition 
involved in this discussion, that conferring emergency powers 
on the Interstate Commerce Commission, and I will read that 
section of the bill for the information of the Senate, as I have 
perfected it. 

That whenever the Interstate Commerce Commission, created by “An 
act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and exercising 
powers thereunder and under acts amendatory thereof, and under this 
act, shall, upon complaint and hearing, as provided by sald acts, or 
either of them, decide that any rate fixed for service which is subject 
to the provisions of said acts, or either of them, is unjust and unreason- 
“able, said Commission shall have the power, and it shall be its duty, to 
fix a just and reasonable rate for such service and make an order speci- 
fying the time, which shal! be within thirty days from the date of said 
order, when such rate shall take effect; and thereafter such rate shall 
be the only lawful rate which the carrier may charge for such service 
for the period of one year from the time such rate may become opera- 
tive, ess otherwise ordered by the Commission: Provided, That if 
such rate so fixed by the Commission is confiscatory of the property of 
. A ‚ —— prccmaines ia eguit 
fa any court of the United States of competent jurisdiction to enjoin 
the enforcement of such order and rate; and in such proceedings either 
party to the suit may appeal immediately and directly to the Supreme 
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Court of the United States from the final decree therein or from any 
interlocutory or temporary restraining order therein by which the 
enforcement of the rate or order so established and made by the Com- 
mission is enjoined in whole or in per and said case so appealed shall 
be advanced and take precedence in the Supreme Court of the United 
States of all cases of a different character therein ponang Provided 
further, That in determining what is a just and reasonable rate and 
what is a confiscatory rate no consideration shall be given fictitious 
stock issued by the carrier, or bonds or other obligations of the carrier 
issued in excess of the fair value of its property. 

Mr. President, what I shall say to-day will have reference to 
the bill which I have proposed, and particularly it will have 
reference to the central question involved in the bill and in the 
committee bill to create emergency powers in the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

It has been suggested that an effective measure by Congress 
for the regulation of commerce may tend to trench upon the 
Democratic doctrine of State rights. To my mind that involves 
undue apprehension or a misconception of that doctrine. To 
the political belief which would preserye unimpaired all the re- 
served rights of the States within the true meaning and spirit 
of the Constitution my adherence has always been given, and my 
loyalty to it will continue until the end, because it is based upon 
historic truth, upon a just interpretation of the Constitution, 
and upon sound political philosophy. 

What that faith is in its relation to the party creed and to the 
particular question under debate it is important to understand, 
at least in its general aspect. Fundamentally the faith of the 
Democratic party rests upon inherent principles of liberty, of 
which free government itself is not the source, but only the ex- 
pression. So far as that faith, in its narrower scope, is founded 
in our dual system of State and Federal Governments, so far as 
it depends upon the construction of the Federal Constitution, it 
was stated in its breadth and fullness by Jefferson in his first 
inaugural address, that great paper which, read in connection 
with the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, is 
the charter of the Democratic party. There he declared that 
the essential principles of our Government, which pertain to this 
question, consist “in the support of the State governments in 
all their rights as the most competent administrations for our 
domestic concerns, and the surest bulwarks against antirepub- 
lican tendencies ” and “ the preservation of the General Govern- 
ment in its whole constitutional vigor as the sheet anchor of our 
peace at home and safety abroad.” 

Not only the outward form, but the broad spirit of this state- 
ment of Democratic faith, meets now, and has always met, my 
unqualified approval. In their respective spheres the State 
and Federal governments are supreme, and the supremacy of 
each, the Federal as well as the State governments, should be 
steadfastly maintained. The reserved powers of the States, 
the powers not delegated to the Federal Government, but which 
remain in the States or in the people, comprising the great mass 
of governmental functions, should be absolutely free from Fed- 
eral interference and control, while the limited and enumerated 
powers delegated by the Constitution to the Federal Govern- 
ment should be equally upheld and sustained. While it is the 
duty of the Democratic party to maintain inviolate all the re- 
served rights of the States, it is also its duty to sustain the 
undoubted powers of the Federal Government in their whole 
constitutional strength. In my judgment, the doctrine of con- 
current power in the State and Federal governments, except 
where expressly given, is without warrant in the Constitution, 
although it is sometimes supported by the highest judicial au- 
thority. 

But, Mr. President, it is not my purpose to enter upon a gen- 
eral exposition of our system of government. The inquiry here, 
the single inquiry to which my attention will be directed to-day, 
relates to the power of Congress to regulate foreign and inter- 
state commerce and the extent of that authority. 

The Federal Government being one of limited and enumerated 
powers, if a given power exists it must be found in the Consti- 
tution. The authority of Congress to regulate foreign and in- 
terstate commerce does not spring, as has been suggested by a 
distinguished Senator, from the general-welfare clause of the 
Constitution. That phrase is used but twice in the Constitu- 
tion—once in the preamble and once in that section which con- 
fers upon Congress power to lay and collect taxes, duties, im- 
posts, and excises, to pay the debts, and provide for the common 
defense and general welfare of the United States. 

While, in exercising this power to tax, commerce may be af- 
fected, it is manifest from the context that the substantive 
power in Congress to regulate foreign and interstate commerce 
can not be derived from this taxing provision, and consequently, 
if derivable at all from the general-welfare clause, it must be 
from that employed in the preamble. 

It is equally obvious to me, Mr. President, from the nature 
and office of the preamble, that it does not confer such power 


or any power whatever. It was not intended to be and it is 
not the source of governmental authority of any character. It 
is a mere declaration of the purposes sought to be accomplished, 
and in the manner therein provided, by the establishment of the 
Constitution. The declaration of the preamble that— 

„We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect 
Union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the 
common. defence, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessin 


of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this 
Constitution— 


is not in itself a grant of power, but imports only that, by the 
establishment of the Constitution which follows, it is the purpose 
to promote the general welfare and attain the other high con- 
ceptions of a free people which are named. The general welfare 
was not to be promoted by the exercise of authority drawn from 
this reference to it in the preamble, but by the establishment 
of the Constitution, with the grants and prohibitions and reser- 
vations which it contains. It follows logically from what I 
have said that, in my judgment, the vital and potential author- 
ity in Congress in respect to this subject is to be found exclu- 
sively and necessarily in that provision of the Constitution 
which expressly confers upon Congress power “to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations and among the several States 
and with the Indian tribes.” 

It is a remarkable fact of history that the necessity for some 
such provision as this, the necessity for the regulation of for- 
eign and interstate commerce by some general authority, was 
the chief concern of the statesmen who framed the Constitu- 
tion. Indeed the convention of 1787 was not called to frame 
a Constitution, but solely to revise the Articles of Confedera- 
tion, and especially to secure some adequate general regulation 
of this character of commerce by such revision. 

At the commencement of the American Revolution the thir- 
teen British colonies were sovereign political communities. 
They were protected by Great Britain against foreign danger 
and in a degree against internal discord, but with reference to 
their domestic concerns, they were, as between themselves, 
Separate and independent. With respect to foreign and inter- 
nal commerce they were independent of each other and in 
a large degree of the parent country. There was no general 
authority over either foreign or intercolonial commerce, and 
consequently irritating and discriminating regulations of such 
commerce often resulted. 

Taxation of such commerce by some of the colonies through 
whose ports it passed was followed by severe and hurtful 
retaliation. New Jersey, placed between Philadelphia and New 
York, was likened to a cask tapped at both ends, and North 
Carolina, between Virginia and South Carolina, to a patient 
bleeding at both arms. Relief from these jealousies, conflict- 
ing regulations, and unjust commercial impositions was sought 
in the adoption of the Articles of Confederation. This form of 
government, however, afforded no adequate remedy, because, 
like the previous condition of the colonies, there was no ex- 
clusive and general authority over commerce, and especially 
commerce among the States. The complaints which were made 
under the colonial system, complaints of inharmonious regula- 
tions, of unjust tribute levied upon the products of neighboring 
States, and of contracted commercial intercourse under which 
trade was stifled and paralyzed, were revived and emphasized. 
Even Washington, mortified by the conduct of some of the 
States, declared that selfishness, commercial greed, and the 
indisposition to do justice were sources of national embarrass- 
ment, In the midst of these conditions the purpose to seek 
relief in a further change of government began to take shape 
and form. 

The Constitution of the United States, which was the result 
of this movement—the greatest product of constructive states- 
manship in the annals of mankind—was not only not fore- 
shadowed by contemporaneous events, but the supreme and im- 
pelling motive of its formation was freedom of trade rather 
than freedom of man. It may be that the latter was thought 
to be already secure, and yet it is still remarkable that such an 
instrument as this Constitution, framed in the shadow of the 
Revolution, by States yet in the infancy of independence, which 
declared new guaranties of liberty and discovered untried 
philosophies of government, should have sprung primarily, not 
from the higher aspirations and nobler impulses which conse- 
crated the struggle for independence, but from the demand for 
some general authority over commerce. That this is true is as 
indisputable as it is extraordinary. 

To the Commonwealth of Virginia—God bless her—as in 
other cases of conspicuous and illustrious services to mankind, 
belongs the high honor of haying initiated the movement which 
culminated in the adoption of the Constitution of the United 
States. Bear with me, Mr. President, a moment, while I put in 
a few sentences the history of that period. 
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In January, 1786, commissioners from that Commonwealth, 
consisting of Madison, Randolph, Tucker, Mason, and others, 
were appointed to confer with such commissioners as might be 
selected from other States— 

To take into consideration the trade of the United States; to exam- 
ine the relative situations and trade of said States; to consider how 
far a uniform system in their commercial regulations may be necessary 
to their common interest and their permanent ny, and to report 
to the several States such an act tive to this great object as, when 
unanimously ratified by them, will enable the United States in Congress 
assembled effectually to provide for the same. 


Commissioners from only five States, pursuant to this call, 
met at Annapolis in September, 1786, and in consequence of 
this partial representation of the States no action was taken, 
except to adopt general resolutions and to recommend that a 
convention convene at Philadelphia in May, 1787. 

When this report was submitted to Congress that body re- 
solved that a conyention should be held at Philadelphia, but 
“for the sole and express purpose of revising the Articles of 
Confederation.” The result of the deliberations of that great 
convention, called to revise the Articles of Confederation, and 
not to form a constitution, is known of all thinking men, and 
further consideration is unnecessary here. Nor does the oc- 
casion invite an extended examination of the proceedings of 
the convention which resulted in the adoption of the commerce 
clause of the Constitution, which is the subject of this debate. 
It is sufficient to declare, Mr. President, as the truth of history, 
that the imperative necessity to provide a general authority 
for the regulation of foreign and interstate commerce aroused 
the country; that this was the dominating motive for calling 
the convention; that, although the convention was composed 
of men of different political schools, and although many plans 
of a constitution were submitted, all of them contemplated 
conferring this power upon the Federal Government; and that 
the grant of the power to Congress to regulate foreign and in- 
terstate commerce is exclusive and complete. Referring to 
foreign and interstate commerce and expressing the undoubted 
sense of the convention, Madison, who more than any other 
man was the author of the Constitution, declared he was 
“more and more convinced that the regulation of commerce was 
in its nature indivisible and ought to be wholly under one 
authority.” 

When, therefore, Mr. President, the subject of proposed legis- 
lation is commerce and, moreover, is commerce with foreign na- 
tions or among the several States, the authority to regulate it is 
exclusively and completely in Co The converse of the 
proposition is true. If the subject of proposed legislation is not 
commerce, or is a mere aid, auxiliary, or incident to such com- 
merce, or if it be in fact commerce, yet commerce of a domestic 
or intrastate character, the authority to regulate it is exclusively 
and completely in the States. 

The authority of the States continues, likewise, when the 
legislation does not amount to regulation, but touches foreign 
and interstate commerce only incidentally and remotely, and 
also when the subject of legislation pertains to the general 
police powers which are reserved to the States. 

The power delegated to Congress, which we are considering, 
Mr. President, is to regulate foreign and interstate commerce. 
The bill under consideration, so far as need be stated now, pre- 
supposing that Congress itself may fix rates to be charged by 
earriers of foreign and interstate traffic, provides that the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, when a rate is found by it, upon 
complaint and hearing, to be unjust and unreasonable, shall fix 
in lieu thereof a just and reasonable rate. 

At the threshold of an inquiry into the authority of Congress 
to enact such a statute several matters of importance may be 
assumed as being thoroughly established. Since the great case 
of Gibbons v. Ogden (9 Wheaton) there has been no question 
that commerce, the subject of this provision of the Consti- 
tution, embraces both traffic and commercial intercourse with 
foreign nations and among the States. It is equally accepted 
law that this commerce includes foreign and interstate nayiga- 
tion and transportation, by whatever motive power carried on, 
and that the authority to regulate such commerce necessarily 
comprehends authority to prescribe and establish the rules by 
which it is governed, managed, and conducted. Obviously, 
therefore, as foreign or interstate transportation is foreign or 
interstate commerce, the question here is whether the power in 
Congress to regulate such commerce includes the power to fix 
rates to be charged for such transportation, and if so, whether 
this power, to the extent proposed in this bill, may be delegated 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

It should be borne in mind that the authority of Congress to 
regulate commerce is limited to foreign and interstate com- 
merce—to traffic, commercial intercourse, navigation, and trans- 
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portation between the States and foreign nations and between 
the States themselves. 

Prior to the adoption of the Constitution the regulation of 
such commerce was under the control of the respective States. 

The commercial intercourse with foreign nations and between 
the States which existed at that time was not carried on as 
matter of right, but by comity or authority of the States. 

Each State being sovereign, and there being no general au- 
thority over the subject, each State might prohibit such com- 
mercial intercourse altogether, or permit it upon terms which it 
might impose. By the adoption of the Constitution the regula- 
tion of such commerce was taken from the States and conferred 
upon Congress, and the whole power which the States possessed 
in this respect was thereby delegated to the Federal Govern- 
ment, under the limitations and restrictions of the Constitution. 
Commercial intercourse with foregin nations and among the 
several States continued after the adoption of the Constitution, 
and whether conducted by individuals, by State corporations, or 
by Federal corporations it is subject to the regulation of Con- 


gress. 

What, then, is this power to regulate commerce which is 
yested in Congress, and does it include the power to fix rates of 
transportation? Whether authority to regulate embraces au- 
thority to engage in such commerce; whether the United States, 
with limited, not general sovereignty, may construct and oper- 
ate railroads, it is unnecessary to determine, because each of 
these inquiries may be denied, and yet, under the power to rogu- 
late commerce, Congress may fix the rates of transportation. 

To regulate, Mr. President, is to arrange, adjust, dispose, 
methodize, direct, order, rule, or govern. On principle, and as 
an original question, the power to regulate commerce includes 
the power to fix rates of transportation, because transportation 
is commerce; and to fix the rates is to that extent and neces- 
sarily to prescribe the rule by which it is governed. > 

Transportation for hire, which is the only kind sought to be 
regulated, from the very nature of the subject can not be car- 
ried on without establishing the amount of the wage or re- 
muneration to be paid, and to fix this wage or remuneration is 
but to prescribe pro tanto the rule which is absolutely neces- 
sary for its conduct and its government. 

Mr. President, the proposition approaches if it does not reach 
the self-evident and the axiomatic. Congress may fix and 
establish this wage or rate in general terms, as that it shall be 
reasonable; or a specific or maximum rate may be established, 
because either is within the broad and comprehensive power to 
regulate and govern. Not only as a question of first impression, 
but on the highest judicial authority, the power to regulate com- 
merce includes the establishment of rates. From time im- 
memorial the government of turnpikes, bridges, and ferries, 
under individual or corporate ownership, has been held to carry 
with it authority to fix tolls and charges, and as the rate of 
passage over these is a part of the entire cost of transportation, 
the principle involved in each is undeniably the same. 

But, Mr. President, there is far more pertinent authority. 
Chief Justice Marshall, in Gibbons v. Ogden (9 Wheaton, 196), 
declared : 

It is the power to regulate; that is, to ribe the rule by which 
77 This power, like all others vested in Con- 
gress, is complete in itself, may be exercised to its utmost extent, and 
3 no limitations other than are prescribed in the Consti- 

The same principle was recently declared in Buttfield v. 
Stranahan (192 U. S., 470, 492), and in Northern Securities 
Company v. United States (193 U. S., 197, 341, 367). In 
Gloucester Ferry Company v. Pennsylvania (114 U. S., 203), 
the court said: 

The power to re; 
by which it shall 
shall be conducted. 

If the power to regulate is complete in itself and may be 
exercised by Congress to its utmost extent, subject only to the 
limitations prescribed in the Constitution—if the power to reg- 
ulate includes the conditions upon which transportation may 
be conducted—then unquestionably the power to regulate em- 
braces the power to fix rates of transportation, because this is 
not only within the unlimited power described, but to establish 
rates of transportation, whether done in general terms, as that 
they shall be reasonable, or in specific terms, naming maximum 
or actual rates, is to prescribe the conditions upon which it may 
be conducted. 

The Supreme Court of the United States in the case of 
Philadelphia Steamship Company v. Pennsylvania (122 U. S. 
338), used this language: 

The application of this reasoning to the case in hand is obvious. 
Of what use would it be to the shipowner, In carrying on interstate 


te commerce is the power to prescribe the rule 
governed—that is, the conditions upon which it 
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and foreign commerce, to have the right of transporting persons and 

free from State interference if he had not the equal right to 
charge for such transportation without such interference? The very 
object of his en aging in transportation Is to receive pay for it. If 
the regulation of the transportation belongs to the power of Congress 
to regulate commerce, the regulation of fares and freights receivable 
for such transportation must equally belong to that patver. 

Construing the municipal power to regulate the streets of a 
city, the same court said, in St. Louis v. Western Union Tele- 
graph Co. (149 U. S., 465, 469) : 

The word “regulate” is one of broad Import. It is the word used 
in the Federal Constitution to define the power of Congress over for- 
eign and interstate commerce, and he who reads the many opinions of 

court will perceive how broad and comprehensive it has been held 

to be. If the Sy gives a right to the use of the streets or public 

grounds, as it did by ordinance, it simply regulates the use when it 

rescribes the terms and conditions — 877 Which ney shall be used. If 

t should see fit to construct an extensive boulevard In the city and then 

limit the use to vehicles of a certain kind or exact a toll from all who 
use it, would that be other than a regulation of the use? 

I understood the distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. For- 
AKER] the other day to say that no case could be found where 
the Supreme Court had decided that Congress could fix rates. 
In the case of Interstate Commerce Commission v. R. R. Co. 
(167 U. S., 494), the same court said: 

There were three obvious and dissimilar courses open for considera- 
tion. Congress might itself prescribe the rates; or it might commit to 


/ some subordinate tribunal this duty; or it eee leave with the com- 


panies the right to fix rates, apd a to regulations and restrictions, as 
well as to that rule which is as old as the existence of common carriers, 
to wit, that rates must be reasonable. 


Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. What I said in the remarks referred to by 
the Senator from Texas was this: That there were some expres- 
sions, particularly in the case from which the Senator is now 
reading, which indicated that the Supreme Court entertained 
that view, but that none of these expressions were made in a 
ease where that question was before the court and where they 
were passing on that question. That I repeat. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, the Senator’s explanation 
is in accordance with what I understood and in accordance 
with what I attempted to say. In the case to which I called 
attention a moment ago, in 122 United States, in an opinion 
delivered by Mr. Justice Brewer, the court, in a case where it 
was necessary to say so declared that the power to regulate 
rates of freight and passengers belonged to the power to regu- 
late commerce. In the case in 167 United States, to which the 
Senator has just referred, the court had for consideration the 
whole question involved in the regulation of commerce, and it 
distinctly declared that there were three methods open; that 
Congress itself might prescribe the rates; that it might delegate 
the power to a subordinate tribunal, or that it might leave the 
matter to the railroad companies themselves, 

But proceeding, Mr. President, with this matter of authori- 
ties. In the case of Ames v. Union Pacific Railway Company 
(64 Fed. Rep., 165, 178) Mr. Justice Brewer, on the circuit, 
said: 


But within the scope of the word “ regulation,” as commonly used, 
is embraced the idea of fiming the compensation which the owners of 
railroad property shall receive for the use thereof. 

In the dissenting opinion in Northern Securities Company v. 
United States (193 U. S., 368) Mr. Justice White said: 

The plenary authority of Congress over interstate commerce, its 
right to regulate it to the fullest extent, to fiv the rates. to be charged 
for the movement of interstate commerce, to legislate concerning the 
— * and vehicles actually engaged in such traffic, and to exert any 
a every yD Sam over such commerce which flows from the 
authority confer by the Constitution is thus conceded. 


Congress has so construed this provision of the Constitution 
and acted upon it. By section 18 of the act approved July 1, 
1862, which is the charter of the Union Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany, it is provided that in the event the net earnings— 


After deduct all expenditures, including repairs and the furnish- 
ing, running, and management of said road shall exceed 10 per cent 
upon its cost, exclusive of the 5 per cent to be paid to the United 
States, Congress may reduce the rates of fare thereon, if unreasonable, 
and may fie and establish the same by law. 


This is the precise authority which I am seeking to establish— 
the authority of Congress to fix rates by law when those fixed 
by the companies are found to be unreasonable. Like power in 
Congress is asserted in the act approved March 3, 1871, which 
is the charter of the Texas Pacific Railroad Company, where 
it is provided in section 15 that— 

The rates charged for carrying be Age 55 and freight. per mile, shall 


not exceed the prices which may by Congress for carrying 
sengers and freight on the Union Pacific and Central Pacific 3 


Mr. FORAKER. I called attention to these acts of Congress 
in the remarks I made on the occasion referred to by the Sen- 
ator, but differentiated those cases from the others we had been 


discussing, and the difference is this: In that case the United 
States was exercising its proprietary right to grant it a fran- 
chise, and it had a right to attach any conditions it saw fit as 
the conditions of the taking of the right. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The Senator ought also to have said that 
Congress in granting this franchise to the railroad company 
was doing so under its authority to regulate commerce. It was 
using it as a means, among others, to regulate commerce, and 
Congress can not assume authority to fix the rates of transpor- 
tation over any railroad except it be under the authority to 
regulate commerce. 

Mr. FORAKER. There are some expressions in some of the 
eases to the effect that Congress may have the right to build a 
railroad in the exercise of its power to regulate commerce; but 
I do not know of any case decided by the Supreme Court where 
that question was before it in which they have held that Con- 
gress was undertaking to exercise its power to regulate com- 
merce when it granted charters for the construction of these 
railroads. In the acts and in the decisions they are referred to 
as haying been authorized by the Government in the exercise 
of its power to establish post-roads, provide for the national de- 
fense, etc. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Assuming, therefore, on principle, on 
judicial authority, and on Congressional precedents, that Con- 
gress itself may fix the rates of transportation of foreign and 
interstate commerce, the further question is whether it may, to 
the extent proposed in the bill, delegate this power to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. It has often been decided by the 
highest State courts and by the Supreme Court of the United 
States—so often that citation of authorities on the subject is 
unnecessary—that State legislatures may fix rates directly, or 
delegate the power to do so, as to domestic commerce, to rail- 
road commissions. These decisions are persuasive, but not con- 
clusive of the question as presented here, because the authority 
of the States over domestic commerce is derived from their gen- 
eral sovereignty, while that of Congress rests upon the specific 
grant of power to regulate commerce, and also because in some 
of the States where the cases arose the legislatures were ex- 
pressly authorized by the State constitution to create such com- 
missions and invest them with such powers. This is particu- 
larly true of the celebrated Reagan case (154 U. S., 362), for 
by an amendment to the constitution of Texas, adopted for the 
purpose, the legislature, in regulating rates, was expressly au- 
thorized to “provide and establish all requisite means and 
agencies invested with such powers as may be deemed adequate 
and advisable.” i 

Mr. KNOX. Before the Senator leaves the proposition that 
Congress has the power to establish rates of interstate trans- 
portation, I wish to ask him if he does not attach a great deal 
of importance to this fact: The courts have decided over and 
over again that the States may not regulate the charges upon 
interstate transportation, because it would interfere with the 
regulative power of Congress, and therefore must it not be 
within the regulative power of Congress? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Undoubtedly; and I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania for suggesting it. 

Returning to the proposition which I desire to submit to the 
Senate now—that is, that Congress may, to the extent proposed 
in this bill, delegate the rate-making power to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the Federal Constitution declares that 


All l lative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress 
of the Cited States. 


The power in Congress to regulate foreign and interstate 
commerce is necessarily a legislative power. This is not only 
the innate character of the power, but the Constitution declares 
it to be such by vesting it in Congress, which, besides being 
clothed with all Federal legislative powers, except in instances 
not pertinent here, as in making treaties, is without authority 
to exercise any other power. 

As Congress may establish rates of transportation, under its 
authority to regulate commerce, the power to establish rates 
must be legislative, and as a distinctly Federal question it has 
been so expressly decided in Interstate Commerce Commission v. 
Railroad Company (167 U. S., 499). 

To deny that the power to fix rates of transportation is legis- 
lative in character is to deny that Congress may exercise it, be- 
cause Congress may not constitutionally exercise any other than 
legislative powers. 

Mr. President, I concede as a general and essential principle 
of American constitutional law that.Congress may not delegate 
its legislative powers, and consequently Congress may not dele- 
gate its legislative power to regulate commerce. While the 
power of Congress to fix rates of transportation is included in 
and derived from and incident to its bread legislative power to 
regulate commerce, it does not follow that, after making gen- 
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eral provision for the regulation of commerce, it may not de- 
volve on a board or commission the power to fix rates. 

Mr. RAYNER. May I interrupt the Senator from Texas 
while he is upon this proposition? ’ 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. à 

Mr. RAYNER. I should like to say to the Senator from 
Texas that, while I agree with him in the main point he is 
arguing, the case that has given me more trouble than any other 
is that of the Northern Securities Company against The United 
States, which is the latest decision we have upon the subject, 
and there the court intimates that the question is not closed. 
The Senator read from the dissenting opinion. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yes. 7 

Mr. RAYNER. In the opinion of the majority of the court 
there is this statement: 

Will it be said that Congress can meet such emergencies by prescrib- 
ing the rates by which interstate carriers shall be gover in the 
transportation of freight and passengers? If Congress has the power 
to fix such rates—and upon that question we express no opinion. 

That looks very much like the court had never expressed an 
opinion on the subject that bound them in any way. 

Mr, CULBERSON. I remember the language used by Mr. 
Justice Harlan in that case, and I have not been unmindful of 
it in what I have said. But under the previous decisions of 
the court, where the question was discussed thoroughly, it seems 
to me there is no resisting the conclusion that the court as 
a court has determined the question. 

Early in our history Chief Justice Marshall, in Wayman v. 
Southard (10 Wheat., 46), said: 

The difference between the departments e is that the legis- 
lature makes, the executive executes, and the judiciary construes the 
law, but the maker of the law may commit something to the discre- 
tion of the other departments, and the precise boundary of this power 
is a subject of delicate and difficult aea Into which a court will not 
enter unnecessarily. z 

By declaring that rates of transportation shall be just and 
reasonable Congress would prescribe the comprehensive rule by 
which it would be regulated, and while it possesses the naked 
power to fix the rates directly, it may rightfully vest in a board 
or commission authority to fix such rates. 

That would merely give effect to the general purpose of the 
act to establish just and reasonable rates and would be a means 
used by Congress to exercise its power to regulate commerce. 
It would not add to or subtract from the law as such; it 
would not alter or amend it; it would not be new or additional 
legislation proper; it would only effectuate and enforce the 
general standard of rates fixed by the law. Under the circum- 
stances it would be legislation only in a qualified sense, for the 
controlling legislation on the subject would be the law declaring 
that the rates should be just and reasonable. 

The act of Congress approved March 2, 1897, to prevent the 
importation of impure and unwholesome tea is a type of such a 
law. It prohibited the importation of tea inferior in purity, 
quality, and fitness for consumption to the standards prepared 
by a board and approved by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
The act was attacked on the ground that it delegated legisla- 
tive power to the Secretary of the Treasury to fix the standard 
of purity of tea, but its validity was sustained by the Supreme 
Court of the United States in the recent case of Buttfield v. 
Stranaham (192 U. S., 470, 496), where it is said: 

Congress legislated on the subject as far as was reasonably practi- 
cable, and from the necessity of the case was compelled to leave to 
executive officials the duty of bringing about the result pointed out by 
the statute. To deny the power of Congress to delegate such a duty 
would, in effect, amount to but declaring that the plenary power vested 
in rs haa to regulate foreign commerce could not be efficaciously 
exer > 

The sound rule of interpretation announced in this case is 
applicable to the question under consideration. The proposed 
act provides the general rule that rates shall be just and reason- 
able. Congress has the power to go further and fix the rates 
which should conform to this rule, but it would be inconvenient, 
if not impracticable to do so. It may therefore leave it to the 
railroad companies to fix the rates, as it has heretofore done, 
sometimes by implication and sometimes expressly, or it may 
authorize the Interstate Commerce Commission to fix the rates. 
The former method has never been questioned, and on principle 
the latter is equally beyond controversy, because the power is 
the same, and if it may be delegated in one case it may be also 
delegated in the other. Neither would involve an unlawful 
delegation of legislative power. By providing that rates shall be 
just and reasonable Congress will legislate as far as is reason- 
ably practicable, and by giving authority to the Commission, 
which is constantly in session, composed of impartial and 
learned members, and provided with appropriate machinery for 
exhaustive inquiry and prompt action, is but to devolve upon the 
Commission the duty of bringing about the result pointed out 
by the statute,” which is to fix just and reasonable rates. 
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The legislation proposed here is freer from constitutional 
objections than the act regulating the importation of tea. There 
the power to fix the general standard of tea, as well as its en- 
forcement, was devolved upon the Secretary of the Treasury, 
while here Congress will fix the general standard of rates, leay- 
ing only to the Commission authority to effectuate the general 
purpose, 

Mr. President, while the grant of legislative powers to Con- 
gress carries with it authority to pass all necessary laws, yet 
the Constitution expressly and significantly, as I think, gives 
discretion to Congress as to laws it may pass to execute its 
powers. After granting all Federal legislative powers to Con- 
gress, the Constitution enumerates those powers, and then de- 
clares that Congress shall have the additional power— 


To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the foregoing powers, and all other powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the United States or in any Depart- 
ment or officer thereof. 


This is not authority to make provision for the enforcement 
of laws which have been passed, but more than that. 
thority to make laws for “ carrying into execution the foregoing 
powers,” one of which is to regulate foreign and interstate com- 
merce, and the proposed law is necessary and proper to execute 
that power. This provision of the Federal Constitution, al- 
though of a more general character, is akin to that clause of the 
constitution of Texas which authorizes the legislature, in exe- 


cuting its power to regulate rates, to provide and establish b 
all requisite means and agencies, invested with such powers as 


may be deemed adequate and advisable,” and under which the 
railroad commission of that State was organized and invested 
with this legislative power. 

Nor can it be justly said, Mr. President, as has been contended 
by a distinguished former Secretary of State, that the standard 
of “reasonable” is too broad and general, wanting in that spe- 
cific character which should mark a rule of civil conduct which 
can be executed by a board or a commission. The standard of 
reasonable in its application to common carriers was fixed hy 
the common law, and its meaning is as clear as that of any other 
general principle of that great system of our ancestors. While 
the common law is not of itself in force in the United States, 
yet this standard of the common law by which the charge of 
carriers is measured has been frequently adopted in the stat- 
utes of the United States and its signification and limitations 
have been so repeatedly declared judicially that it may be re- 
garded as a part of American law. As a consequence, because 
its meaning and boundaries have been crystallized in our juris- 
prudence, the attempt to fix a different standard, as is done in 
some of the bills on this subject—as that the rate shall be law- 
ful, fairly remunerative, and the like—not only tends to confu- 
sion, but to the destruction of a standard which has been thor- 
oughly defined and which has marked the industrial progress of 
the country. 

If, Mr. President, the power to establish rates of transporta- 
tion of foreign and interstate commerce is comprised in the gen- 
eral power to regulate commerce; if this power to fix rates may 
be exercised directly by Congress, or, to the limited extent pro- 
posed, may be devolved upon the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, when and upon what grounds may the courts of the United 
States interfere in the interest of the carrier to prevent the en- 
forcement of rates so established? This question as it relates 
to State regulation of rates has been frequently decided by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and while the decisions 
are not decisive of the question as it arises here, the reasoning 
is applicable and instructive. 

The grounds upon which the Federal courts will arrest the 
operation of rates fixed by legislatures or State commissions 
have been thus stated in the leading cases: 

It is not to be inferred that this power of limitation or regulation is 
itself without limit. This power to regulate is not a power to destroy 
and limitation is not the equivalent of confiscation. Under pretense 
of regulating fares and freights the State can not require a railroad 
corporation to carry persons or property without reward: neither can 
it do that which in law amounts to a taking of private property for 
public use without just compensation or without due process of law. 
(Railroad Commission cases, 116 U. S., 307, 311.) 

Quoting the language above from the Railroad Commission 
cases, and holding that the rates fixed by the legislature were 
not unreasonable, the Supreme Court said: 

Still less does it appear that there has been any such confiscation as 
amounts to a 1 177 of property without due process of law. (Dow v. 
Beidelman, 125 U. S., 680.) 

If the company is deprived of the power of charging reasonable rates 
for the use of its property and such deprivation takes place in the ab- 
sence of an investigation by judicial machinery, it is deprived of the 
lawful use of its property; and thus, In substance and effect, of the 
property itself, without due process of law and In violation of the Con- 
stitution of the United States; and In so far as it is thus deprived, 
while other rsons are permitted to receive reasonable profits upon 
their invested capital, the 7 e is deprived of the equal protection 
of the laws. (Railroad Co. v. Minnesota, 134 U. S., 418, 458.) 


It is au- 


1906. 
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The legislature has power to fix rates and the extent of judicial Inter- 
ference is protection against unreasonable rates, Railroad Commission 
cases, 116 U. S., 307; Railroad Co. v. Minnesota, 134 U. S., 418.) 

* * * * — * > 

Surely before the courts are called upon to adjudge an act of the 

legislature fixing the maximum passenger rates for railroad companies 


‘to be unconstitutional, on the ground that its enforcement would pre- 


vent the ‘stockholders from receiving any dividends on their invest- 


ments, or the bondholders any interest on their loans, they should be 


— 


— 


fully advised as to what is done with the receipts and earnings of the 
company. (Railroad Co. v. Wellman, 143 U. S., 339, 344, 345.) 

We are of opinion that the act of the legislature of New York is not 
contrary to the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, and does not deprive the eitizen of his property without due 
process of law; that the act, in 2 the maximum charges which it 
specifies, is not unconstitutional, nor is it so in limiting the charge for 
shoveling to the actual cost thereof. 

* . * > s * * 

In the cases before us the records do not show that the charges 
fixed by the statute are unreasonable or that property has been taken 
without due process of law or that there has been any denial of the 
n of the laws, even if under any cirumstatiena we could 


equal protec 
determine that the maximum rate fixed by the legislature was unrea- 
sonable. (Budd v. New York, 143 U. S., 617, 544, 548.) 


In the Reagan case the biH of complaint charged that the rates were 
unreasonable and confiscatory, and that their enforcement would 
amount to a deprivation of property without due process of law, and 
without adequate compensation, in violation of the State and Federal 
constitutions. “ Still there can be no doubt of their od go and duty 
(the courts) to inquire whether a body of rates prescri by a legisla- 
ture or a commission is unjust and unreasonable and such as to work 
a practical destruction to rights of property, and if found so to be, to 
restrain its operation.” 

La » * * . . * 

These cases all nig aged the proposition that while it is not the prov- 
ince of the courts to enter upon the merely administrative duty of 
framing a tariff of rates for carriage, it is within the scope of judi- 
cial power and a part of judicial duty to restrain anything which, 
in the form of a regulation of rates, operates to deny the owners 
of propon inyested in the business of tra tation that equal pro- 
tection which is the constitutional right of all owners of other prop- 
orty it ee The — protection of the laws which, by the four- 
teenth amendment, no State can deny to the individual, forbids 1 la- 
tion, in whatever form it may be enacted, by which the property of one 
individual is, without compensation, wrested from him for the benefit 
2 Ose: oy” the public. (Reagan v. Loan and Trust Co., 154 U. S., 

5 9 8 


7 my the courts 9 
treat such a question as a judicia 
the ses of thet perty without d 3 
com es eir proj without due process of law 
ving them of the equal protection of the . — (Railroad 
Co. v. Gill, 156 U. S., 649, 657. 
principles must be ed as settled: 
1. A railroad corporation a person within the meaning of the 
fourteenth amendment declaring that no State shall deprive any per- 


son of property without due process of law nor deny to any person 
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. 
2. A State enactment, or regulations made under the authority of a 


State enactment, establishing rates for the transportation of persons 
or property by railroad that will not admit of the carrier 1 
suc) Na ges as under all the mstances is just to it an 
to the public would deprive such carrier of its property without due 
process of law and deny to it the equal pro on of the laws, and 
would therefore be 21 — ant to the fourteenth amendment of the 
Constitution of the Uni States, 

3. While rates for the 5 of 1 and pioneri within 
the limits of a State are primarily for its determination, the ques- 
tion whether they are so unreasonably low as to deprive the carrier of 
its property without such compensation as the Constitution secures, 
and therefore without due process of law, can not be so conclusively 
determined by the legislature of the State or by regulations adopted 
under its authority that the matter m. not become the subject of 
judicial inquiry. (Smyth v. Ames, 169 U. S., 466, 526.) 

If the rates are fixed at an insufficient amount within the meaning 
of that term eer compensation) as given by. the courts, the law 
would be inva’ as amounting to the taking of the property of the 
company Sk rie due process of law. (Railroad Co. v. Smith, 173 


When we recall that, as estimated, over ten thousand millions of 
dollars are invested in railroad property, the 3 that such a 
vast amount of property is beyond protecting clauses of the Con- 
stitution; that the owners may be deprived of it by the arbitrary 
enactment of any legislature, State, or nation, without any right of 
appeal to the courts, is one which can not for a moment be tolerated. 
(Railroad Co. v. Tompkins, 176 U. S., 172.) 

It is sufficient, however, for the purpose of this case to say that the 
action of the Commission in fixing the rate complained of as to this 
particular class of freight has not been shown to be so unjust or un- 
reasonable as to amount to a aring of ger without due process of 
law. (Railroad Co. v. Minnesota, 186 U. S., 268, 269. 

Referring with commendation to the principles announced in the 
Reagan case, Mr. Justice Brewer, on the circuit, in Ames v. Railroad 


Company (64 Fed. Rep., 173), said 

“But the grave question still remains, are the rates prescribed in 
this act, as the maximum over which the railroad companies may not 
go unreasonable, and so unreasonable as to justify the courts in stay- 
ng thelr operation?” 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas 
yield to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. CLAY. The only question that worries me about the 
case of Smyth v. Ames (169 U. S.) is this: I concede that 
Congress can not empower the Interstate Commerce Commission 


to make a rate that is not compensatory for the services per- 


formed. I should like to ask the Senator this question: If we 
empower the Interstate Commerce Commission to make a rate, 
and declare that that rate must be reasonable and just and 
compensatory, and the carrier should come to the conclusion 
that the Commission had exceeded the authority of Congress, 
and had put in operation a rate that was not reasonable and 
just, can we deprive the carrier of the right of going into a 
court of equity and enjoining the enforcement of that rate 
until there is a final hearing? In other words, can we provide 
that the rates fixed by the Commission shall be effective until 
there is a final hearing under the Constitution? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, in the course of what I 
have intended to say I will reach that suggestion of the Senator 
from Georgia presently, and I hope I will answer him satis- 
factorily. 

Mr. President, from these extracts from the opinions in the 
leading Federal authorities it is plain that in cases arising 
under State regulation of rates the grounds of judicial inter- 
ference have been wholly constitutional. The language of the 
opinions varies, it is true, but the decisions unquestionably rest 
upon the proposition that when rates are so unreasonable as to 
justify judicial interposition it is because, in violation of the 
fourteenth amendment to the Federal Constitution, they amount 
to a deprivation of property without due process of law or to a 
denial of the equal protection of the laws. 

There runs through these decisions also the principle that 
the courts will not interfere with the large discretion in legis- 
latures and commissions in fixing rates, will not interpose their 
judgment in matters of policy and business affecting rates, and 
that to justify judicial interference the rates must not only be 
unreasonable, but so unreasonable as to amount to confiscation. 

This is because rate making is a legislative and not a judicial 
function. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. I should like to ask the Senator right there 
if he does not understand that the Supreme Court has prac- 
tically established the proposition that a rate which does not 
furnish a revenue that will bear expenses of operation and also 
supply a fair remuneration or return on the investment is con- 
fiscatory? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I do not so understand the decisions. 

Mr. FULTON. What does the Senator understand that the 
Supreme Court would consider a rate that would be confiscatory? 

Mr. CULBERSON. The latest expression upon that question, 
5 ae Senator is aware, is in the case of Smyth v. Ames, in 169 

Mr. FULTON. The Nebraska case? 

Mr. CULBERSON. The Nebraska case, in which the court 
for several pages makes general observations with reference to 
the elements of a reasonable rate. Taking it all together it 
amounts to saying that each case must stand on its own foot- 
ing, and it said, besides, that there are some cases in which 
rates would be intolerable if they permitted a return on the 
actual cost or the actual investment in the railroad property. 

But, Mr. President, the proposition that I was discussing 

Mr. FULTON. Will the Senator allow me right there? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. I happen to have here a quotation from the 
Nebraska case. It says: 

What the company is entitled to ask Is a fair return upon the value 
of that which it employs for the public convenience. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly, that is the general basis; but 
the Senator will observe that there are qualifications of that in 
the opinion. ; 

Mr. FULTON. If the Senator will allow me, if the company 
is entitled to a fair return on that which it employs for the 
publie convenience, then anything which would deprive it of 
that fair return would, in the judgment of the court, be con- 
fiscatory, or, at least, it would be that entrenchment upon the 
rights of the company which would justify the court in inter- 
fering, would it not? 

Mr. CULBERSON. In that very case Mr. Justice Harlan 
said, in delivering the opinion, if the rate is such as not to per- 
mit a fair return, or such compensation as the Constitution se- 
cures to the company, it would be confiscatory, and its enforce- 
ment might be arrested by the Federal court. 

I was observing, Mr. President, when interrupted, that the 
force of these decisions rests upon the proposition that rate- 
making is a legislative not a judicial function; that rates are 
based upon considerations so multitudinous, conflicting, and 
varying as to afford no definite legal rules for their ascertain- 
ment which the courts may apply, and that it is contrary to the 
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„a wide range within which an 
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genius of our Government that the judiciary shall control legis- 
lative functions so long as they are exercised within constitu- 
tional limitations. If a statute, State or Federal, authorized 
the courts to review generally or at any stage where discretion 
may be exercised the fixing of rates by the legislative branch 
of the Government or by a commission, it would be an unwar- 
ranted attempt to confer legislative power on the courts. 

When rates are fixed by the legislature or a commission act- 
ing under a statute to fix just and reasonable rates, the legisla- 
tive act of regulation of commerce by the establishment of rates 
is complete, and the only inquiry which the courts may then 
institute is whether these rates have been established without 
passing the bounds of constitutional authority. 

Primarily and generally it may be said that when a power, 

whether exercised by the legislature or a commission, is legis- 
lative in character, the courts, from the very nature of the 
judicial attribute and our constitutional system, may not or- 
dinarily interfere with its exercise. It is only when the action 
of the legislature or the commission is arbitrary, despotic, and 
violative of the organic law, passing the limits of legislative 
authority, that the courts may interfere to restrain or limit 
their action. 
Mr. President, both the constitutional questions and the ques- 
tions of business and policy, which enter into rate making, were 
clearly presented by Mr. Victor Morawetz, general counsel of 
the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad Company in his 
statement before the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce 
in April, 1905. It has all the force of a declaration against in- 
terest and is entitled to your serious consideration. Let me 
read it: 

2. My second point, which is well settled, is that Congress has no 
constitutional power to reduce the charges of a carrier so far as to 
deprive the carrier of a reasonable return upon his property. Under 
the fifth amendment to the Constitution any act of Congress or any 
order of a commission established by Congress limiting or fixing the 
rates of a railway company would be unconstitutional if the enforce- 
ment of that act of Congress or order of a commission would in effect 
deprive the carrier of a reasonable return upon the property used for 
the purpose of furnishing the service to the public. 

3. The third point which I wish to make is this: There is a wide 
range between a rate that is unreasonably high, and therefore illegal 
as against the shipper, and a rate that is so low as to be confiscatory 
as against the carrier. For example: Assuming that a railway com- 
pany may charge 40 cents a hundred pounds for carrying a pre 
article between two oes without making the rate unreasonably high, 
and therefore Illegal, it is quite possible that this rate might be re- 
dreed by legislative action to, say, 30 cents a hundred pounds without 
violating any constitutional right of the carrier. In thig case the 
maximum rate which would be reasonable and which could be imposed 
by the carrier upon the shipper would be 40 cents a hundred pounds, 
and the minimum rate which could be imposed by the legislature on 
the railway company would be 30 cents a hundred pounds. The adjust- 
ment of the rate between these two extremes would depend upon con- 
siderations of business policy and would not be governed by the appli- 
cation of any legal principles or definite rules. The charges of carriers, 
like the charges in any other business, are fixed largely by considera- 
tions of business policy, such as the desirability of encouraging certain 
industries or of developing incidentally other sources of traffic. Man 
other elements must be conside: besides the cost of doing the busi- 


ness, such as compron by land and water, the volume of the business. 


the character of the business, the length of the haul, the rates which 


can be paid in competition with producers of similar articles at other 

laces, the existence of return loads, etc. It is rarely, if ever, true 

\that there is but one just and reasonable rate for the transportation of 
a given article between two points. In nearly every instance there is 

rate would be just and reasonable, and 
it is wholly a question of business policy at what point the rate shall 
be fixed within that range. 

Mr. President, the prohibitions of the fourteenth amendment 
to the Federal Constitution which were applied in the State 
cases, to which I have called attention, have no direct applica- 
tion to the question as presented here. The limitations upon 
the power of Congress or a commission created by it are those 
of the fifth amendment to the Federal Constitution, to the effect 
that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property with- 
out due process of law, nor shall private property be taken for 
public use without just compensation. 

The first of these provisions, that relating to the deprivation 
of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, is pre- 
cisely the same as that on the same subject in the fourteenth 
amendment, the one prohibitive of Federal action and the other 
prohibitive of State action, and consequently the logic of the 
eases to which I have referred applies to the Federal question 
here. 

Undoubtedly under these decisions similar rates fixed by 
Congress or a Federal commission would be held violative of this 
provision of the fifth amendment, and undoubtedly also, under 
these State cases, it would be held that the courts would not 
concern themselves with the questions of business and policy 
involved in rate making, and that in order to justify interference 
the rates must not only be unreasonable, but so unreasonable 
as to be equivalent to confiscation. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President—— 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I am very much interested in the discus- 
sion of this legal question which the Senator is so ably pre- 
senting. I should like to know whether, in his judgment, the 
fifth amendment would apply to what might be termed the 
reasonable profits which a person would be entitled to make 
upon his business, or whether it would have any application 
except where the question of confiscation attached, which would 
be at the line between the actual cost and where the profits 
began? That is a question which seems to me to be very impor- 
tant to consider, because it goes to the question of the jurisdic- 
tion of the court to review. It is based upon that principle 
when reduced down. I should be very glad, indeed, if it would 
not interrupt the line of the Senator’s argument, if he would 
give us the benefit of his suggestion as to where the fifth amend- 
ment attaches—to be explicit, whether it attaches until the 
principle of confiscation commences or whether it involves the 
question of a reasonable profit. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I was attempting to pre- 
sent that particular question, and I had said that in my judg- 
ment, under the decisions in the State cases to which I have 
invited attention, the same principles would apply; and that 
with similar rates fixed by Congress or the Interstate Commerce 
Commission they would be declared in violation of that provi- 
sion of the fifth amendment against the deprivation of property 
without due process of law, as those cases have elucidated that 
question. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. NELSON. Is not the criterion of these cases found in 
the last paragraph of the amendment—‘ Nor shall private 
property be taken for public use without just compensation?” 
Is not that always the criterion as to whether it is just com- 
pensation, and is not that the counterpart and equivalent of 
the phrase “a reasonable rate?“ 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I was about to reach that 
clause of the fifth amendment when interrupted by the Senator 
from Minnesota. I was about to say that when rates are con- 
fiscatory and wanting in just compensation, within the mean- 
ing of these decisions, it would probably be held to be a taking 
of private property for public use without just compensation, 
in violation of this clause of the fifth amendment, although in 
strictness the regulation of the use of property would not be a 
taking, and although such a construction might extend this pro- 
vision beyond the conception of its framers. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. CLAY. Then do I understand the Senator from Texas to 
concede that Congress can not pass a law which will temporarily 
deprive the carriers of the right to go into the courts and test 
the question as to whether or not the rate is confiscatory? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I am coming to that, if the Senator will 
allow me. Mr. President, as the grounds of judicial interposi- 
tion are constitutional, there is, in my judgment, no necessity 
for embodying the right of judicial review in this bill, although 
I have done so. This right of judicial review exists by virtue 
of the Constitution, and a statute may not add to or subtract 
from it. Still, if it is incorporated in the bill, confining it to 
the constitutional provision upon which it properly rests, and 
not extending it to matters of business and policy respecting 
rates with which the courts will not concern themselves, because 
it is no part of the judicial function, it will but recognize the 
constitutional right which already exists, and though entirely 
useless will not be objectionable. - 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. When the Congress, as is proposed in the 
bill under consideration, provides that the rate shall be just and 
reasonable and fairly remunerative, is not that a legislative 
requirement that it would be proper to have the courts protect 
in the execution of this law, if we saw fit to give that authority? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, that is the very matter 
which I am endeavoring to guard against, the proposition to 
change the standard by which rates are measured, the proposi- 
tion to introduce a new standard. Do not misunderstand me. 
Without reflecting upon anyone and without intention to reflect 
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upon anyone, the proposition to introduce a new standard by 
which rates will be measured and determined is to legislate in 
favor of the railroad companies and give them an opportunity 
to have a different and more favorable standard established 
than that which is now in existence. 

Mr. FORAKER. I only want to exactly understand the 
Senator in that connection. If I do understand him, he is op- 
posed to the employment of the language “ fairly remunerative. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I have said so. 

Mr. FORAKER. I wanted to understand perfectly the ground 
on which it establishes a new standard not heretofore known 
to the law. It is the Senator’s idea that “ justly compensatory,’ 
if that is a correct expression, would conform to the standard 
that has heretofore been employed? 

Mr. CULBERSON. My bill uses the words “ just and reason- 
able,’ which have been repeatedly construed by the Supreme 
Court of the United States, and I think that standard should 
be adhered to. 

Mr. FORAKER. I simply wanted to understand the Senator, 
and I would have understood him, no doubt, if I had been fol- 
lowing him a little bit more closely, but my attention was dis- 
tracted for a moment. I know that the Senator in his bill em- 
ploys the language just and reasonable,” but I have seen it 
stated in the newspapers that it will be contended that the 
words “ fairly remunerative ” should be stricken out of this bill 
and the words “justly compensatory ” inserted in lieu thereof. 
I only wanted to understand exactly where the Senator stood 
with respect to that; and I wanted to follow it with a question 
as to whether he does not think that that would be establishing 
a new standard also? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I have already said that, 
in my judgment, the attempt to fix a new standard, as that the 
rate shall be fairly remunerative, would tend to confusion and 
to the destruction of the standard which has been fixed, the 
meaning of which is thoroughly established by the decisions 
and understood by the public. 

Now, I will stop a moment and go out of my line to say a 
word on the pending bill, although I did not intend to discuss 
the particular features of the bill to-day, which is in the keep- 
ing and under the guidance of the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Truman]. That bill in respect to the 
question just presented by the Senator from Ohio amounts to 
this: The railroad company is required by the bill to fix just 
and reasonable rates; when the Commission is authorized to 
hear complaints the Commission is required to fix what, in its 
judgment, is a just and reasonable and a fairly remunerative 
rate, which is a far more liberal standard, as I think, or at 
least a different standard, from that which the railroad com- 
pany is authorized and required to establish and the meaning 
of which has been crystallized in the law. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask just one 
question? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Does the Senator see any distinction or 
contend for one between the just compensation of the fifth 
amendment as applied to this subject-matter and the reasonable 
compensation of the common law? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I have already stated 
that when this question reaches the Supreme Court it will 
probably apply—as, in fact, it has applied the same language in 
State constitutions—“ just compensation” to the words “just 
and reasonable,” which come down to us from the common law, 
and that the courts would probably hold a rate which would 
not give the return that the decisions say they ought to give 
would be lacking in just compensation within the meaning of 
the fifth amendment, and therefore would be unconstitutional. 

Mr. SPOONER. Then the Senator is not contending for dif- 
ferent degrees of confiscation, of course? : 

Mr. CULBERSON. Surely not. I am surprised that the 
Senator should ask the question. 

Mr. SPOONER. I did ask it. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yes; that is evident. 

But, Mr. President, when interrupted I was speaking with 
reference to what ought to go into this bill with respect to the 
right of judicial review. I have said that, in my opinion, it is 
unnecessary to incorporate such a provision, but that it would 
be harmless if incorporated. I desire to say now that if the bill 
undertakes affirmatively to limit or deny the constitutional right 
of review, that provision of the bill would be void, although the 
other part of the act might stand and be effective. 

Mr. President, by the Constitution the judicial power of the 


United States is vested in one Supreme Court and in such in- 


ferior courts as Congress may establish; and the judicial power 
of the United States extends, among others, to all cases in law 
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and equity arising under the Constitution. It is within the 
power of Congress to abolish all courts inferior to the Supreme 
Court, or to take from them jurisdiction of cases arising under 
the Constitution. But so long as they have jurisdiction of such 
cases, as now, the exercise of the judicial power to determine, 
in a proper case, whether rates have been established in viola- 
tion of the Constitution can not, I think, be limited, abridged, 
or denied by statute. If the courts are authorized, as is con- 
ceded, to enjoin the operation of confiscatory rates by final de- 
cree to deny them authority to do so previous to this, although 


jurisdiction has attached, would in effect limit the exercise of 


the judicial power which springs from the Constitution. Juris- 
diction is conferred in this instance by statute; but the judicial 
power arises primarily from the Constitution. Under the Gon- 
stitution, Mr. President, persons may no more be deprived tem- 
porarily of their property without due process of law, or for 
public use without just compensation, than they may be deprived 
of it permanently. A remedy, as proposed in this bill, against 
the improvident use of restraining orders is to authorize imme- 
diate appeals from such orders directly to the Supreme Court of 
the United States, where it is not to be doubted these questions 
will receive that consideration which their importance and grav- 
ity demand, and will be determined in accordance with those 
great principles of justice which lie at the foundation of judicial 
power. 

Mr. FORAKER. If I do not interrupt the Senator 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator is making a very able and a 
very interesting argument, and I only want to get the Senator’s 
views. I do not interrupt him for any other purpose. I under- 
stand the Senator to have stated that he recognizes that there is 


a difference between confiscatory rates and what are just and 


reasonable rates; and I understand him to be contending now 
that the court, without any statutory enactment, has the power 
to intervene at the suit of an aggrieved party to protect from 
confiscatory rates; but do I understand the Senator to contend 
that that power extends to an inquiry as to whether or not a 
given rate is a just and reasonable rate, or does it stop with the 
question whether or not it is confiscatory? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, the Senator misunder- 
stands me in a degree. The Supreme Court has said, in the 


different opinions, as I undertsand them, that the courts have 


uo authority to interfere with the rates so far as the standard 
of just and reasonable is concerned, except when they are so 
unreasonable as to justify the charge or claim that they are 
equivalent to confiscation. 

Mr. FORAKER. Then the reverse of that proposition, as I 
understand the Senator, is that they have no power at all as 


to just and reasonable rates, but their sole inquiry is whether 


or not the rates are confiscatory? 

Mr. CULBERSON. That is my opinion of the law. 

Mr. FORAKER. Does the Senator not concede that Congress, 
requiring just and reasonable rates, as contradistinguished from 
all other kinds of rates to be fixed, may at the same time 
authorize the court to inquire as to whether or not the rates in 
a given case are just and reasonable and in accordance with 
the requirements of the statute? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I do not think so at all, Mr. President, 
because there is a latitude in the fixing of just and reasonable 


rates, between rates which, popularly speaking, for instance, \ 


would be extortionate as to the shipper and those which would 
be conflscatory as to the carrier. Within those limitations, in 
my judgment, Congress has no power to authorize the courts to 
go, because it involves the execution of a legislative power 
rather than a judicial power. 

Mr. President, not only may Congress fix the rates of trans- 
portation, or, to the extent involved in this bill, delegate that 
power to the Interstate Commerce Commission, but, in my judg- 
men, it is expedient and wise to do so. It has been said that 
the abuses in the management and operation of railroads, which 
are admitted to have existed, have passed away, and that con- 
sequently there is no necessity for the passage of such a law as 
this. 

There is abundant evidence, some of it adduced before the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce during the past year, 
that this assumption is wholly unfounded. Rebates continue 
to be paid in some degree; and, although the bill under consid- 
eration, in direct legislation, only adds to the punishment for 
such offenses, yet this feature, as well as the entire act, will 
exert a wholesome and restraining influence. Discrimination 
against commodities and places is perhaps as rife as at any 
other period during our history. 
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Much has been said in the consideration of this subject here 
and elsewhere respecting the general downward trend of rail- 
road rates. For the greater portion of the last thirty years 
that great economic fact has been evident; but for the last few 
years, according to the Interstate Commerce Commission, rates 
have been on an ascending scale. 

The grain rate has advanced. In fiye years the rate on 
yellow-pine lumber has advanced 20 per cent. During recent 
years the rate on live stock from Texas to Wyoming and Mon- 
tana has advanced from $55 to $100 per carload. The south- 
western systems of railroads, at one bound and by concerted 
action, advanced the rates on all classes of goods and commodi- 
ties from 7 to 20 per cent. By reclassification of freights 
throughout the United States, made between 1900 and 1903, 
under which commodities were transferred to classes bearing 
higher rates, the average increase was 21 per cent; and the 
income for 1908, due largely to this advance in rates, exceeded 
the income for 1899 by $155,000,000. The railroads of the 
United States for the year ending June 30, 1903, earned a net 
income of 5.1 per cent on a total stock and bond valuation of 
$63,000 a mile, which was at least $23,000 a mile in excess of the 
fair value of the property, and therefore for purposes of reve- 
nue from rates was excessive and fictitious. But aside from 
these specifications, aside from rebates and discriminations, 
aside from increased and burdensome rates, aside from the 
tribute levied upon the commerce of the country to support 
speculative and fictitious issues of stock and bonds, this power 
should be conferred upon the Commission as a guard against 
possible injustice to the public. 

Railroads are public highways, and the companies exercise 
functions of sovereignty. They possess the power of eminent 
domain and the authority to take tolls. Their franchises, which 
were granted subject to the rights of the people, enter into the 
value of railway property, which is clothed with a public inter- 
est and charged with a public trust. 

It is true, Mr. President, that the railroad companies and the 
stock and bond holders made their investments upon the implied 
understanding that they would be permitted to charge reason- 
able rates, but whether rates are reasonable does not depend 


\ wholly upon the revenue they will yield. The right of the 


public to insist upon reasonable rates, upon rates which are rea- 
sonable both to the public and to the companies, is superior 
and paramount to the naked right of the companies to revenue 
and income. The companies, as a rule, and for obvious rea- 
sons, will establish rates chiefly upon considerations of revenue 
and income, while an impartial and disinterested commission 
will consider the interests both of the public and the companies. 

Under different conditions, when wealth was dispersed and 
competition in force, the Government wisely abstained from 
exercising its authority to establish rates. But conditions have 
changed. Competition has been destroyed by combinations 
and mergers and traffic arran ts. The railway wealth of 
the land challenges belief, and its rapid accumulation in the 
hands of a few, with the stupendous commercial and political 
and selfish power it exerts, is a dangerous tendency, which, 
while it may not be averted, should be minimized, directed, and 
controlled. 

Betweén the public and corporate avarice there stands to-day 
nothing save the law against extortion, which, in the hands of 
the private citizen against great aggregations of capital, is a 
futile and worthless remedy. 

Already, Mr. President, the general establishment of rates 
throughout the United States is dictated by a body of capital- 
ists who control the great systems, not much greater in number 
than the Interstate Commerce Commission, and the philosophy 
of this bill is to protect the public in some degree against the 
selfishness of this combination by conferring limited and emer- 
gency powers upon an organized, legal, and impartial tribunal 
which will represent fairly every interest entitled to considera- 
tion, and which will be actuated and guided by principles of 
justice, and not the merciless and despotic standard of what the 
traffic will bear. And the public will ultimately come into its 
own. Special interests may disregard popular rights for a time, 
may despise and deny and trample upon them for a season, still 
they will triumph; and, if need be, these interests will be made 
to feel that the people have not yet lost the spirit of resistance. 

Mr. FORAKER. Before the Senator takes his seat I desire 
to call his attention to the case of the United States against The 
Union Pacific Railroad Company, reported in 91 United States, 
at page 72. I call his attention to this case in order to show 
under what power of Congress it was that the Congress author- 
ized the construction of the Union Pacific Railroad, and partic- 
ularly to show that it was not even in the exercise of the power 
to regulate commerce. I want it put into the RECORD now, once 


for all, for doubtless it will be referred to again. I read from 
page 79: 

Many of the provisions in the original act of 1862 are outside of 
the usual course of legislative action concerning grants to railroads, 
and can not be properly construed without reference to the circumstances 
which existed when it was passed. The war of the rebellion was in 
progress ; and, owing to complications with England, the country had 

ome alarmed for the safety of our Pacific possessions. The loss of 
them was in case those complications should result in an open 
rupture; but, even if this fear were 1 It was quite apparent 
that we were unable to furnish that degree of protection to the people 
occupying them which every government owes to its citizens. It is 
true, the threatened 225 was happily averted; but wisdom pointed 
out the necessity of making suitable provision for the future. This 
could be done in no better way than by the construction of a railroad 
across the continent.’ Such a road would bind together the widely se) 
arated parts of our common country, and furnish a cheap and ex = 
tious mode for the transportation of troops and supplies. If it did 
nothing more than afford the required protection to the Pacific States, 
it was felt that the Government, in the performance of an imperative 
duty, could not justly withhold the aid n to build it; and so 
strong and pervading was this opinion that it is by no means certain 
that the people would not have justified Congress if it had departed 
from the then settled policy of the country regarding works of internal 
improvement and charged the Government itself with the direct execu- 
tion of the enterprise. 

This enterprise was viewed as a national undertaking for national 
purposes; and the public mind was directed to the end in view, ra 
than to the parti means of securing it. Although this road was 
a military necessity, there were other reasons active at the time in 


produc an opinion for its completion besides the protection of an 
e ntier. Tbere was a vast un led territory lying between 
the Missouri and Sacramento rivers which was tically worthless 


rac 

without the facilities afforded b; the tr 

persons and proj . With its construction, the . 
mineral resources of this territory could be developed, settlements made 
where settlements were ible, and thereby the wealth and power of 
the United States largely increased; and there was also the pressing 
want, in time of peace even, of an improved and cheaper method for 
— . of the mails and of supplies for the Army and the 

It was in the nee 
deal with the subject, * thie read Whe Aden les faites wee & 
building it svere great, and by many intelligent persons conside in- 
surmountable. 

I might read more to the same effect, but I have read enough 
to show, as I said when I interrupted the Senator, that that 
railroad was chartered and help extended to it by the Govern- 
ment, not in the exercise of the power to regulate commerce, 
but in the exercise of its power to provide for the common de- 
fense, to establish post-roads, and to promote the general wel- 
fare. And as if was in the case of the Union Pacific, so, too, 
was it in every other case where the Government has extended 
governmental aid by subsidies of land or otherwise. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President j 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield 
to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. FORAKER. And inasmuch as the Government in thus 
authorizing these roads was exercising its proprietary power— 
if I can by the use of that word convey what is in my mind 
to grant a franchise that authorized a great public highway for 
great public purposes, it had a right to prescribe the terms and 
conditions on which that franchise should be taken by the 
parties who undertook to build the road. Now I yield to the 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Before the Senator from Texas closes—— 

Mr. FORAKER. I want to finish what I desire to say to the 
Senator from Texas; I am not done yet. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. FORAKER. When I yielded I thought the Senator wag 
going to interrupt me. 

At another time I may have something to say in answer to 
some of the comments made by the Senator from Texas upon 
some of the authorities he commented upon, but for the present 
I call attention to only one case upon which he commented, 
and I call attention to that case simply because that is the 
only one of all the cases upon which the Senator commented 
that I did not comment upon in the remarks I made a few 
days ago. So I have already given the Senate the benefit of my, 
views as to the proper construction of the decisions in those 
eases, 

The case I did not call attention to, but desire to call atten- 
tion to now, is the case of the Philadelphia Steamship Company 
v. Pennsylvania. The Senator finds in the report of that case 
some language which indicates that, in the opinion of the court, 
Congress had power to fix the rates of fare for the transporta- 
tion of freights and passengers. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield 
to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Before the Senator passes from the 
Union Pacific case, I ask if he has the statute itself there? 

Mr. FORAKER. I do not have the statute here, but I am 
familiar with it. 


a railroad for 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL REOORD—SENATE. 


3683 


Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator if the caption does 
not state that it is intended to regulate commerce? 

Mr. KEAN. I know it does not; I have looked at it. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am quite sure it does not. If it does, 
I have never seen it. I know what the Supreme Court has 
said as to its purpose. Of course I will not say that it does 
not say that, if the Senator from Texas says it does—I will 
accept his statement about it; but I will say that the Supreme 
Court has never said that the act was passed in the exercise of 
the power to regulate commerce. The Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. Kean] is looking for the statute, and while he is find- 
ing it I will proceed with the comments I want to make on the 
case of the Philadelphia Steamship Company v. Pennsylvania. 

I was remarking when the Senator from Texas interrupted 
me that he cited from the body of the court’s opinion some 
language which indicated that the court was of the opinion that 
Congress has the power to fix rates for the transportation of 
freights and passengers. In the remarks I made, to which he 
was replying in that connection, I used this language, which I 
do not want the Senator from Texas or any other Senator who 
speaks to forget. I said: 

I know it has been assumed throughout all this discussion, as it 
has been in framing this bill, that we have that power and that it is 
unquestioned, and know that there are many expressions to be 
found in the opinions of the Supreme Court of the United States that 
indicate a similar assumption on the part of that court; but neverthe- 
less the fact remains that the court has never yet passed on that 

uestion, and there are many eminent lawyers who are of the opinion 
at the court will hold, when it does decide that question, thet Con- 
gress does not have that power. 

I could cite quite a number of other expressions by the Su- 
preme Court to which the Senator has not called attention that 
gave me more concern than this one did; but they were all, as 
I have said, not necessary to the decision of the case before the 
court when the particular expression was employed. They 
were used—I do not like to say so, but it is the truth—in an 
apparently thoughtless way for purposes of illustration, the 
court haying something else in its mind than the precise ques- 
tion which we now have under consideration. To illustrate: In 
this case the question before the court was, as shown by the 
syllabus, which I will read, as follows: 


A State tax upon the gross receipts of a steamship company in- 
corporated under its laws, which are derived from the: tans ortation 


of persons and property by sea, between different States, and to and 
from foreign countries, is a regulation of interstate and foreign com- 
merce in conflict with the exclusive powers of Congress under the Con- 


stitution. 

That is all they decided—that is all it was necessary for 
them to decide; and their decision in that respect in this case 
is precisely the same as the one given when Chief Justice Mar- 
shall was on the bench in the very celebrated case of McCulloch 
v. Maryland, with which every Senator here is familiar. 

That is all I care to say about that, and I would not have tres- 
passed upon the time of the Senate to say that much, except 
that happened to be a case on which I did not comment the 
other day. I did not comment on it because the question before 
the court was so manifestly a matter that did not raise the 
question about which we are concerned that I did not think it 
necessary to make any comment upon it. 

Now I have before me, through the kindness of the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. KEAN], the act of July 1, 1862, incor- 
porating the company that constructed the Union Pacific Rail- 
road. The title of it reads as follows: 


* 
An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph line 
from the Missourl River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the Goy- 
ernment the use of the same for postal, military, and other purposes. 


I am much obliged to the Senator from Texas [Mr. CUL- 
BERSON] for asking me a question that has led to my reading 
the title of that act, for the very title itself supports all I con- 
tend for—that the statute was not passed by Congress under the 
supposition that it was exercising its power to regulate com- 
merce, but in the exercise of its general power to provide post- 
roads, to provide for the national defense, ete. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Kean in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Texas yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I have yielded the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I wish to ask a question or two of the 
Senator from Texas regarding the system of railroad control 
in Texas. In looking over the statutes of the various States 
I was struck with the very admirable system of control over 
corporations generally, and particularly railroad corporations, 
in Texas, and the provisions of the State constitution and the 
provisions of law relating to such control. 

I understand that in that State the statutes themselves re- 
quire all construction in that State to be done by railroads 
organized under the laws of that State, and forbid corporations 


organized out of the State to construct railroads in it. If I 
recollect aright, the statute provides for rigid supervision of the 
issue of securities and stocks of such corporations and limits 
their dividends to 6 per cent. I wish to ask the Senator from 
Texas whether the State commission in exercising the power of 
regulation have any regard at all for the limitation of 6 per 
cent; whether that matter has ever come up either before the 
commission or the court, as limiting their powers of control? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, my attention was di- 
verted for the moment, and I probably did not catch entirely 
what the Senator said. But I do not understand that under 
the existing law of Texas there is any limitation of 6 per cent 
upon the earnings of companies. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Then I must be mistaken. Is there no 
limitation whatever? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Except that the rates shall be just and 
reasonable; that is all. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Is there not some provision that corpora- 
tions shall receive no more than 6 per cent upon their actual 
expenditure? 

Mr. CULBERSON. I know of no such law in our State. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Then I must be mistaken. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I have been looking over the 
act incorporating the Union Pacific Company, and I find the 
purpose again stated in section 3. I will read it so that it may 
go into the Recorp with the rest. It says: 

That there be, and is hereby, granted to the said company, for the 
ene of aiding in the construction of said railroad and pelegrep! 
ine, and to secure the safe and s y transportation of the mails, 
troops, munitions of war, and public stores thereon, 

Then follows the arrangement about alternate sections. But 
it sets forth very plainly in that section the purpose of the act. 
It had no consideration of interstate commerce. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I desire to call attention to the 
fact, in connection with the act which the Senator from Ohio 
quoted in reference to the Union Pacific Railroad, that the ques- 
tion discussed and inyolved in that case was practically the 
power of the Federal Government to aid such corporations; and 
it was put upon the ground that it was an enterprise for the wel- 
fare of the General Government to establish post routes, to pro- 
vide for the carrying of the mail, the carrying of munitions of 
war, and all that. The question of interstate commerce and its 
regulation was not involved in the case. 

I desire to say further, if the Senator from Ohio intends to 
make much of the fact that there are no decisions of the Su- 
preme Court directly upon the rate-making power of Congress, 
that in the nature of the case he and all of us can see that there 
can not be any decisions directly on that point by the Supreme 
Court until there has been an attempt to exercise that power. 
That power, according to the decision of the Supreme Court in 
the Railroad Commission case, has not been conferred upon 
the Commission nor has Congress attempted to exercise it, and 
hence, in the nature of the case, the court never could have 
passed upon the question directly. No one is warranted in argu- 
ing that such a power does not exist simply because of the fact 
that the Supreme Court has made no decision upon the subject. 

Mr. FORAKER. Iam very much obliged to the Senator from 
Minnesota. He has curtailed the labors I had in view very 
greatly by conceding, as he does, that the Supreme Court never 
has passed on the question whether or not the Congress has 
power to prescribe rates. It has been contended all along here 
that because of certain expressions found in various opinions of 
the Supreme Court, where that question was not before the 
court, and, as the Senator says, could not have been before the 
court, and because of expressions employed by the court in cases 
arising under State laws, that was a foreclosed question. I 
have simply been trying to rebut that contention. The Senator 
ends the whole matter by his very frank concession. He is right 
about it. 

Mr. NELSON. I simply say that the court has never decided 
the question directly, because it has never been raised before it 
directly ; but what I shall attempt to show is not that the court 
has expressly decided it, but that the court has laid down the 
principle time and again which will justify us in our rate- 
making efforts. 

Mr. FORAKER. I understood the Senator fully without the 
explanation he has now added. Of course, he contends that the 
principle has been stated by the court, and it is upon the prin- 
ciple he stands, unlike some of his colleagues here who are con- 
tending for this legislation along with him. They contend that 
it is a settled, foreclosed question, not open to discussion. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 
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Mr. LODGE. If there is no desire to discuss this matter fur- 
ther this evening, I should like to have a bill 

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senate desires to proceed to some 
other business and if no one is ready to go on with the unfin- 
ished business, I suggest that it be laid aside and that we go to 
the Calendar, so as to accommodate Senators. 

Mr. LODGE. ‘That is what I want. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I ask that the unfinished business be tem- 
porarily laid aside. 

Mr. LODGE. I suggest, as is suggested to me by the Senator 
from New Hampshire, that we go to the Calendar and take up 
the unobjected bills there. I think that is the fairest way. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Carolina 
asks unanimous consent that the unfinished business be tempo- 
rarily laid aside. In the absence of objection, it is so ordered, 
and the Calendar will be proceeded with. 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment 
to give a notice? 


I see by the Calendar that the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Smmmons] has given notice that to-morrow, 
after the routine morning business, he will address the Senate 
on the pending railroad bill. I desire to say in this connection 
that, if the Senate will indulge me, at the conclusion of his re- 
marks I will be very glad to have the Senate give me an oppor- 
tunity to discuss the bill. 


AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS. 


Mr. PROCTOR. I ask unanimous consent to call up the bill 
(H. R. 345) to provide for an increased annual appropriation 
for agricultural experiment stations and regulating the expendi- 
ture thereof. 

Mr. LODGE. I merely wish to say that I was recognized by 
the Chair to call up a bill and had the floor, and I yielded to the 
suggestion of the Senator from New Hampshire that we go to 
the Calendar. Now, if we are to take up individual bills, I 
should like to haye the recognition which I had at first. If we 
are to have the regular order, I have nothing to say, but if we 
are going to have bills called up by individual Senators, I do 
not care to lose my place. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts object to the request of the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. LODGE. I do object unless we are all to call up bills in 
that way. If we are all going to call up bilis in that way, I 
have no objection in the world. But if we are going to the Cal- 
endar, which I think is the fairest way, then I shall object. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. The first bill 
in order on the Calendar will be stated. 


INSPECTION OF STEAM VESSELS. 


The bill (H. R. 13398) to amend section 4400 of the Revised 
Statutes, relating to the inspection of steam vessels, was an- 
nounced as the first business in order on the Calendar, and the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


204 L STREET NW. 


The bill (S. 4169) to authorize the sale of certain real estate 
in the District of Columbia belonging to the United States was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to sell 
at public auction to the highest bidder the house and lot known 
as No. 204 L street NW. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
RETENT ON DISTRICT CONTRACTS. 


The bill (H. R. 125) regulating the retent on contracts with 
the District of Columbia was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia with an amendment, to insert after section 1 
the following as a new section: 

Src, 2. That this act shall cover and comprehend all contracts for 

erein specified, 


the construction of bridges and sewers as h which are 


now completed by the contractors ac to their contracts and ac- 
District of Columbia. 


cepted by the Board of Commissioners of 

The amendment was to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


BUZZARDS BAY (MASSACHUSETTS) LIGHT-SHIP, 


The bill (S. 4015) to construct and place a new light-ship at 
the entrance to Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, to replace the one 
now known as the Hen and Chickens light-ship, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the word “ exceed,” to strike 
out “one hundred” and insert “ninety;” so as to make the 


bill read: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the 8 of 8 and Labor 
and he is hereby, authorized and directed ed to have ucted 


3 near the entrance to pores eg Be. 
he one now known as the Hen and Ghickons 
That the cost shall not exceed $90,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


VINEYARD SOUND (MASSACHUSETTS) LIGHT-SHIP, 


The bill (S. 4014) to construct and place a light-ship near the 
eastern end of Hedge Fence Shoal, at the entrance to Vineyard 
Sound, Massachusetts, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It is provided that the cost shall not exceed $100,000. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
ee onroro TOE a oira Tending, read the third time, 


N. skb ship to replace 
t-ship: Provided, 


AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS. 


Mr. PROCTOR. I now renew my request to take from the 
Calendar for consideration the bill (H. R. 845) to provide for an 
increased annual appropriation for agricultural experiment sta- 
tions and regulating the expenditure thereof. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH P. W. R. ROSS. 


Mr. RAYNER. I ask unanimous consent to call up for pres- 
ent consideration the bill (S. 3593) granting an honorable dis- 
charge of Joseph P. W, R. Ross. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to correct the 
military record of and grant an honorable discharge to Joseph 
P. W. R. Ross, late a member of Company H, First Eastern 
Shore Maryland Volunteers, and now 2 resident of Maryland. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

THE EDES HOME. 


Mr. GALLINGER, I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 4046) to incorporate The Edes 
Home. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


. INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION OF ANIMALS, 


Mr. HEYBURN. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 8413) to preyent cruelty to animals 
while in transit by railroad or other means of transportation 
from one State or Territory or the District of Columbia into or 
through another State or Territory or the District of Columbia, 
and repealing sections 4386, 4387, 4388, 4389, and 4390 of the 
United States Revised Statutes. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, this bill can not be passed at the 
present time. I shall at the proper time move to recommit it 
to the 3 on Interstate Commerce, where it should have 

me originall 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 


BIG SANDY RIVER BRIDGE, WILLIAMSON, W. VA. 


Mr. McCREARY. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 15263) to authorize William Smith 
and associates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, 
near Williamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary 
line between the States of West Virginia and Kentucky. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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CERTAIN LANDS IN WYOMING. 


* 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I ask unanimous consent for the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 8107) extending the public-land 
laws to certain lands in Wyoming. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to extend 
the public-land laws of the United States to the lands embraced 
within the territory 10 miles square ceded to the United States 
by the Shoshone and Arapaho Indians by the agreement ratified 
by the act approved June 7, 1897. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY CONE. 


Mr. PILES. I move that the bill (H. R. 5614) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Henry Cone be recommitted to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

The motion was agreed to. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE NEAR ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 8103) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


INSTRUCTORS AT SERVICE SCHOOLS. 


Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent to call up from the 
Calendar the bill (S. 3921) to extend the special leave privi- 
leges authorized for officers of the Military Academy by section 
1330, Revised Statutes, to certain instructors and student offi- 
cers at service schools. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MARY C. MAYERS. 


Mr. HOPKINS. I ask unanimous consent to call up the bill 
(S. 3842) for the relief of Mary C. Mayers. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Illinois asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of a bill, which 
will be read for the information of the Senate, 

The Secretary read the bill, which proposes to pay $5,000 fo 
the widow of Joseph L. Mayers, lately an American citizen re- 
siding at Yokohama, Japan, who died on May 7, 1899, as the 
result of injuries received on May 6, 1899, by the fall of the 
first whaleboat belonging to the U. S. S. Charleston, then lying 
in Victoria Harbor, Hongkong, China. 

Mr. SPOONER. Let me inquire, did a similar bill pass at 
the last session? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I think not. It was reported favorably by 
the committee in the Fifty-sixth, the Fifty-seventh, and the 
Fifty-eighth Congresses, and the Navy Department has reported 
that the court of inquiry which was had found that the accident 
was due to the carelessness of the sailors of the Charleston, 
without any fault or negligence on the part of Mr. Mayers. The 
amount that is allowed by the bill is only about one-half that 
allowed in the States against private corporations for the death 
of an individual without any fault of his own. 

Mr. SPOONER. That is all right; but it is a very startling 
precedent to enter upon to make the Government liable for the 
negligent acts of its sailors in China, or in the vicinity of China, 
or in different parts of the world. I recollect the bill now. I 
think the Senator had better let it go over so that we may look 
at it. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I shall not press it at this time. There is 
an elaborate report which covers the whole subject. 

Mr. SPOONER. There generally is with bills that ought not 
to pass. I do not mean by that—— 

Mr. HOPKINS. If the Senator says he knows the bill ought 
not to pass 

Mr. SPOONER. I am not sure of that. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I wish to state that I have formed an en- 
tirely different opinion. 

Mr. SPOONER. Perhaps I ought not to have said that; but 
the Senator will see that it involves a very serious question. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Objection is made to the present 
consideration of the bill. 

PRESERVATION OF NIAGARA FALLS. 

Mr. BRANDEGERE. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 83) for a 
report, etc, upon the preservation of Niagara Falls. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be read 
for the information of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the joint resolution; and there being no 
objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded 


to its consideration. It requests the members representing the 
United States upon the International Commission created by 
section 4 of the river and harbor act of June 13, 1902, to report 
to Congress, at an early day, what action is, in their judgment, 
necessary and desirable to prevent the further depletion of 
water flowing over Niagara Falls; and directs the members to 
exert, in conjunction with the members of the Commission rep- 
resenting the Dominion of Canada, if practicable, all possible 
efforts for the preservation of Niagara Falls in their natural 
condition. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
ae ent, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
pas: 

Mr. FORAKER. In view of the passage of the joint resolu- 
tion which has just been acted upon, I move that the joint res- 
olution (S. R. 24) authorizing the President of the United 
States to invite the Government of Great Britain to join in the 
formation of an international commission to examine and re- 
port upon the diminution in volume of water passing over the 
Falls of Niagara, reported by me a few days ago from the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, be indefinitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT ROANOKE, VA. 


Mr. DANIEL. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2264) to provide for enlarging the 
public building at Roanoke, Va., in order to accommodate the 
United States courts. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. It directs the Secretary of the Treasury 
to acquire, by purchase, condemnation, or otherwise, additional 
land for the enlargement of the site of the Federal building in 
the city of Roanoke, Va., and to cause the building to be ex- 
tended, remodeled, and enlarged to provide proper accommoda- 
tions for the United States courts, at a total cost, including ad- 
ditional land, not to exceed $85,000. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ANDREW H. RUSSELL AND WILLIAM R. LIVERMORE. 


Mr. LODGE. I ask leave to call up the bill (S. 682) for the 
relief of Andrew H. Russell and William R. Livermore. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Claims with an 
amendment, in line 5, before the name “ William R. Liver- 
more,” to strike out Lieutenant-Colonel” and insert“ Colo- 
nel;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims is hereby authorized 
to take jurisdiction of a suit to be brought by Lieut. Col. Andrew H. 
Russell and Col. William R. Livermore on account of the all in- 
fringement of their patent No. 230823 dated August 3, 1880, for 
a magazine firearm, granted to said Andrew H. Russell, and to ren- 
der judgment for damages incurred or compensation due for such in- 
5 and the court is hereby further authorized to receive and 
consider the 8 or taken in the suit brought in the United 
States circuit court for the district of Massachusetts by said persons 
against Col. Alfred Mordecai and dismissed for want of jurisdiction, 
and such new evidence as may be taken on either side: Provided, Tha 
3 shall have the right of ap 


t 
gh from the Court of Claims 
nited States Supreme Court un the ordinary rules and regu- 
lations governing ap 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amendment, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


QUARANTINE STATION ON SAN DIEGO BAY. 


Mr. PERKINS. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 1830) making appropriation for the 
removal of the quarantine station at San Diego, Cal., and to 
acquire a new site, and for other purposes. ‘There is an amend- 
ment striking out the appropriation. 

The Secretary read the bill; and, there being no objection, the 
menato, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Public Health 
and National Quarantine with amendments. 

The first amendment was to strike out section 1, in the fol- 
lowing words: 


That the sum of $200,000 is hereby rote tings out of an 


money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropria 


„ for the purpose of remov- 
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ing the quarantine station at San Diego, Cal., to a new site and the 
erection. thereon of buildings, wharves, and other improvements. 


Mr. LODGE. That removes the appropriation, I understand. 

Mr. PERKINS. It does. 

Mr. LODGE. Is the appropriation provided in another place 
in the bill? 

Mr. PERKINS. That will be attended to later. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 2 (1), page 2, line 4, 
after the word “acquire,” to insert “ without expense to the 
United States;” so as to make the section read: 

That of the land on Point Loma now owned by the United States and 
used as a naval reservation a strip 300 feet wide, fronting on San Diego 
Bay, and extending 1,500 feet in a westerly direction at the northerly 
end of the said reservation, is hereby transferred to the 8 


payers? for use as a 8 station, subject to the right o 
or the military road through the same; and the Secretary of the 


Treasury is hereby authorized to acquire, without expense to the United 


States, a strip of submerged land between Portuguese Channel and the 
main channel in San Diego Bay, 700 feet wide, the same being located 
to the north of the present quarantine station and in front of the said 
north end of the above-mentioned reservation, for the pu of con- 
structing wharves, detention buildings, etc., on piling, and to be con- 
sidered as a part and parcel of the new site for the quarantine station. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the removal 
of the quarantine station at San Diego, Cal., and to acquire a 
new site, and for other purposes.” 


FORT RICE MILITARY RESERVATION LANDS. 


Mr. HANSBROUGH. I ask for the present consideration 
of the bill (S. 2450) for the relief of settlers upon the aban- 
doned Fort Rice Military Reservation. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. It provides that all persons now having or who may 
hereafter file homestead applications upon any of the lands 
situate within the abandoned Fort Rice Military Reservation, 
in the State of North Dakota, shall be entitled to a patent to 
the land filed upon by such person upon compliance with the 
provisions of the homestead law of the United States and 
proper proof thereof, and shall not be required to pay the ap- 
praised values of such lands in addition to such compliance with 
the homestead law. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ESTATE OF JOHN C. RIVES. 


_ Mr. GALLINGER. I ask for the consideration of the bill 
(S. 4376) to quitelaim all the interest of the United States of 
America in and to a certain lot of land lying in the District of 
Columbia and State of Maryland to heirs of Jobn C. Rives, de- 
ceased. 

I will state that a similar bill has passed the Senate two or 
three times, and it is one the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
GorMAN] is greatly interested in. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. It requires the Secretary of the Interior to grant 
and conyey unto the heirs and assigns of John C. Rives, de- 
ceased, of Maryland, all the right, title, and ‘interest of the 
United States in and to a certain lot of land lying partly in the 
District of Columbia and the State of Maryland, consisting of 
about 52 acres, more or less, as described in the will of John C. 
Rives, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. SPOONER. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
and 5 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Tuesday, March 13, 1906, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 12, 1906. 
GOVERNOR OF ALASKA, 


Wilford B. Hoggatt, of Juneau, Alaska, to be governor of 
Alaska, vice John G. Brady, resigned. 
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CONSUL. 


a 
Frederick I. Bright, of Ohio, to be consul of the United States 
at Huddersfield, England, vice Benjamin F. Stone, resigned. 


DISTRICT ATTORNEY. 


Jobn Embry, of Oklahoma, to be United States attorney for 
the district of Oklahoma, vice Horace Speed, removed. 


NAVAL OFFICER OF CUSTOMS. 
Frederick J. H. Kracke, of New York, to be naval officer of 
customs in the district of New York, in the State of New York, 


to succeed Robert A. Sharkey, whose term of office will expire 
by limitation April 17, 1906. 


SURVEYORS OF CUSTOMS. 


James S. Clarkson, of New York, to be surveyor of customs 
in the district of New York, in the State of New York. (Re- 
appointment.) 

Robert Calvert, of Wisconsin, to be surveyor of customs for 
the of La Crosse, in the State of Wisconsin. (Reappoint- 
ment. 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS. 


Nevada N. Stranahan, of New York, to be collector of cus- 
toms for the district of New York, in the State of New York. 
(Reappointment. ) 

S DISTRICT MARSHAL. 


Charles J. Haubert, of New York, to be United States mar- 
shal for the eastern district of New York. A reappointment, 
his term expiring April 21, 1906. 


PENSION AGENT. 


Michael Kerwin, of New York, to be pension agent at New 
York City, to take effect April 30, 1906, at expiration of his 
term. (Reappointment. ) 


PROMOTIONS IN THE REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 


First Lieut. Kirtland Warner Perry to be a captain, to rank 
as such from March 5, 1906, in the Reyenue-Cutter Service of 
the United States, to succeed James Benjamin Butt, retired. 

Second Lieut. Charles Satterlee to be a first lieutenant, to 
rank as such from March 5, 1906, in the Revenue-Cutter Service 
of foe United States, to succeed Kirtland Warner Perry, pro- 
mo 

Third Lieut. George Ellender Wilcox to be a second lieuten- 
ant, to rank as such from March 5, 1906, in the Revenue-Cutter 
neice of the United States, to succeed Charles Satterlee, pro- 
mo 

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


P. A. Paymaster Edward T. Hoopes to be a paymaster in the 
Navy, from the 2d day of February, 1906, vice Paymaster Harri- 
son L. Robins, resigned. 

P. A. Paymaster Walter A. Greer to be a paymaster in the 
Navy, from the 10th day of February, 1906, vice Paymaster 
Eugene D. Ryan, promoted. 

P. A. Paymaster Cecil S. Baker to be a paymaster in the Navy, 
from the 17th day of February, 1906, vice paymaster Henry E. 
Jewett, resigned. 

POSTMASTERS. 
CALIFORNIA, 

Frank J. Payne to be postmaster at Sutter Creek, in the 
county of Amador and State of California, in place of Frank J. 
Payne. Incumbent's commission expired February 28, 1906. 

IDAHO. 

W. E. Kittrell to be postmaster at Burke, in the county of 
Shoshone and State of Idaho, in place of Edna P. Madden, 
resigned. 

ILLINOIS. 


Elijah Needham to be postmaster at Virginia, in the county of 
Cass and State of Illinois, in place of Elijah Needham. Incum- 
bent’s commission expires April 1, 1906. 

Alfred R. Wilcox to be postmaster at Minonk, in the county 
of Woodford and State of Illinois, in place of Alfred R. Wilcox. 
Incumbent's commission expires March 14, 1906. 

INDIANA. 

George P. Alexander to be postmaster at Kendallville, in the 
county of Noble and State of Indiana, in place of Christopher 
Browand, removed. 

John H. Cockley to be postmaster at Albion, in the county 
of Noble and State of Indiana, in place of Herbert E. Becktel. 
Incumbent's commission expires March 19, 1906. 


IOWA. 
Wallace G. Agnew to be postmaster at Osceola, in the county 
of Clarke and State of Iowa, in place of Melville Sheridan, In- 
cumbent's commission expires April 10, 1906. 


1906. 


Daniel E. Pond to be postmaster at Monticello, in the county 
of Jones and State of Iowa, in place of Daniel E. Pond. In- 
cumbent's commisslon expired March 5, 1906. 

KANSAS. 

Alexander Barron to be postmaster at Kirwin, in the county 
of Phillips and State of Kansas, in place of Alexander Barron. 
Incumbent's commission expired January 16, 1906. 

William E. Hogueland to be postmaster at Yates Center, in 
the county of Woodson and State of Kansas, in place of William 
E. Hogueland. Incumbent’s commission expired January 16, 
1906. 


Clement O. Smith to be postmaster at Burlington, in the 
county of Coffey and State of Kansas, in place of Clement O. 
Smith. Incumbent’s commission expired January 16, 1906. 

MICHIGAN. 
- Aaron W. Cooper to be postmaster at Fowlerville, in the 
county of Livingston and State of Michigan, in place of Aaron 
W. Cooper. Incumbent’s commission expired January 20, 1906. 

Kimbal R. Smith to be postmaster at Ionia, in the county of 
Ionia and State of Michigan, in place of Kimbal R. Smith. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires March 19, 1906. 

Judson M. Spore to be at Rockford, in the county 
of Kent and State of Michigan, in place of Judson M. Spore. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 7, 1906. 

MINNESOTA. 

Harriet E. Morcom to be postmaster at Tower, in the county 
of St. Louis and State of Minnesota, in place of Harriet E. Mor- 
com. Incumbent’s commission expires April 5, 1906. 

Luella T. Robey to be postmaster at Pipestone, in the county 
of Pipestone and State of Minnesota, in place of William W. 
Robey, deceased. 

Edgar B. Shanks to be postmaster at Fairmont, in the county 
of Martin and State of Minnesota, in place of Edgar B. Shanks. 
Incumbent's commission expires April 5, 1906. 

MISSOURI. 

William H. Garanflo to be postmaster at New Madrid, in the 
county of New Madrid and State of Missouri, in place of Wil- 
liam H. Garanfio. Incumbent’s commission expires March 14, 
1906. 

Alvin Goodson to be postmaster at Carrollton, in the county 
of Carroll and State of Missouri, in place of Alvin Goodson. 
Incumbent's commission expires March 14, 1906. 

Max Y. Robinson to be postmaster at Fairfax, in the county 
of Atchison and State of Missouri, in place of Max V. Robinson. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 1, 1906. 

NEW JERSEY. 

Charles E. Gildersleeve to be postmaster at Sayreville, in the 
county of Middlesex and State of New Jersey. Office became 
Presidential October 1, 1905. 

William N. Nixon to be postmaster at Woodstown, in the 
county of Salem and State of New Jersey, in place of Charles H. 
Richman. Incumbent's commission expired February 7, 1906. 

x NEW YORK. 

Joseph Ogle to be postmaster at Greenport, in the county of 
Suffolk and State of New York, in place of Joseph Ogle. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires April 1, 1906. 

Edward D. Tompkins to be postmaster at Middletown, in the 
county of Orange and State of New York, in place of Byron §. 
Dayton. Incumbent's commission expired February 28, 1906. 
NORTH CAROLINA, 

Brownlow Jackson to be postmaster at Hendersonville, in the 
county of Henderson and State of North Carolina, in place of 
Amanda E. Morris, removed. 

OHIO. 

Frank Fortune to be postmaster at Jefferson, in the county of 
‘Ashtabula and State of Ohio, in place of Frank Fortune. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires April 5, 1906. 

H. W. Krumm to be postmaster at Columbus, in the county of 
Franklin and State of Ohio, in place of Robert M. Rownd, 
resigned. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 

Gilson A. Jackson to be postmaster at Youngsville, in the 
county of Warren and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Gilson 
A. Jackson. Incumbent’s commission expires April 10, 1906. 

TEXAS. 

Robert F. Nelson to be postmaster at Gorman, in the county 
of Eastland and State of Texas, Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906, 

VERMONT. 

Fred G. Haskins to be postmaster at Bristol, in the county of 
‘Addison and State of Vermont, in place of Fred G. Haskins. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 14, 1906. 
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e WASHINGTON, 

Albert S. Dickinson to be postmaster at Waitsburg, in the 
county of Wallawalla and State of Washington, in place of 
fone S. Dickinson. Incumbent's commission expired March 3, 
1906. 

L. M. Hull to be postmaster at Wenatchee, in the county of 
Chelan and State of Washington, in place of Ellsworth D. 
Scheble. Incumbent’s commission expires April 2, 1906. 

George N. Lamphere to be postmaster at Palouse, in the 
county of Whitman and State of Washington, in place of George 
N. Lamphere. Incumbent's commission expired March 3, 1906. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 12, 1906. 


CONSUL. 


Gebhard Willrich, of Wisconsin, to be consul of the United 
States at St. John, New Brunswick, Canada. 


SURVEYOR-GENERAL OF WYOMING. 
Alpheus P. Hanson, of Wyoming, to be surveyor-general of 
Wyoming. 
REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 


George B. Robberts, of Oklahoma, to be register ag the land 
office at Mangum, Okla. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 


Col. Abner H. Merrill, Artillery Corps, to be placed on the 
retired list of the Army with the rank of brigadier-general from 
the date upon which he shall be retired from active service. 

Capt. William V. Judson, Corps of Engineers, to be major 
from March 2, 1906. 

First Lieut. George B. Pillsbury, Corps of Engineers, to be 
captain from March 2, 1906. 

Second Lieut. Ralph T. Ward, Corps of Engineers, to be first 
lieutenant from March 2, 1906. 

Maj. Robert J. C. Irvine, Ninth Infantry, to be lieutenant- 
colonel from March 3, 1906. 

F eee John Cotter, Fifteenth Infantry, to be major from March 
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY, 


Commander John B. Collins to be a captain in the Navy from 
the 28th day of February, 1906. 

Lieut. Commander Edward Lloyd, jr., to be a commander in the 
Navy from the 19th day of February, 1906. 


POSTMASTERS. 
IDAHO. 
Austin G. Nettleton to be postmaster at Nampa, in the county 
of Canyon and State of Idaho. 
IOWA. 
Willis S. Gardner to be postmaster at Clinton, in the county 
of Clinton and State of Iowa. 
Newton W. Wentz to be postmaster at Oakland; in the county, 
of Pottawattamie and State of Iowa. 
MISSOURI, 
James L. Baker to be postmaster at Lancaster, in the county, 
of Schuyler and State of Missouri. 
MONTANA. 
rcy F. Dodds to be postmaster at Whitefish, in the county 
of ahai and State of Montana. 
NEBRASKA, 
Clark K. Brown to be postmaster at Cozad, in the county of 
Dawson and State of Nebraska. 
Charles A. Sweet to be postmaster at Creighton, in the county 
of Knox and State of Nebraska. 
NEW YORK. 
William A. Boyd to be postmaster at Mamaroneck, in the 
county of Westchester and State of New York. 
Howard McMillan to be postmaster at East Aurora, in the 
county of Erie and State of New York. 
William S. Mills to be postmaster at Fillmore, in the county 
of Allegany and State of New York. 
John J. Roehrig to be postmaster at Rosebank, in the county 
of Richmond and State of New York. 
Charles M. Sisco to be postmaster at Shortsville, in the 
county of Ontario and State of New York. 


ISLE OF PINES TREATY. 

The injunction of secrecy was remoyed March 12, 1906, from 
Executive Documents Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Fifty-ninth Congress, 
first session, being papers in connection with the Isle of Pines 
treaty (Ex. J, 58th Cong., 2d sess.) 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Monpay, March 12, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Counen, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Friday was read and ap- 
proved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed, with amendments, 
the bill (H. R. 12707) to enable the people of Oklahoma and of 
the Indian Territory to form a constitution and State govern- 
ment and be admitted into the Union on an equal footing with 
the original States; and to enable the people of. New Mexico 
and Arizona to form a constitution and State government and 
be admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the original 
States; in which the concurrence of the House of Representa- 
tives was requested, 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment the following resolution: : x 

House concurrent resolution No. 24. 


Resolved by the House of pr reki (the Senate concurring), 
That the President be a 15 to return to the House of Represen- 
re the bill (H. R. 8494) granting an increase of pension to David 
A. Jones. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution; in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives was requested : 

Senate concurrent resolution No. 15. 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed the following documents: 

First. Reports of the efficiency of various coals used by the United 
States ships from 1896 to 1898, inclusive, made by the Bureau of 
Equipment of the Navy in 1899. 

Second. Pages 47 to 71, inclusive, of the Navy for 1902, under the 
heading of “ Equipment Expenses Abroad.” 

Third. Pages 55 to 67 of the report of said Bureau for 1903 under 
the same heading. 

Fourth. Letter from the Secretary of the nery to Joun T. MORGAN 
(with the accompanying . dated March 6, 1906. 

Said papers to be bound together in cloth, as one document, of which 
the usual number shall be printed and bound for the use of the Senate, 
and 500 copies for the Navy Department. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


Sundry messages in writing from the President of the United 
States were communicated to the House of Representatives, by 
Mr. Barnes, one of his secretaries, who also informed the House 
of Representatives that the President had approved and signed 
bills of the following titles: 

On March 9, 19062? 

H. R. 16305. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to sell 
certain coal in Alaska, and for other purposes ; 

TI. R. 14589. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Ten- 
nessee River; 

H. R. 14590. An act to authorize the Cairo and Tennessee 
River Railroad Company to construct a bridge across the Cum- 
berland River. 

On March 10, 1906: 

H. R. 13538. An act to incorporate the Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching. 

On March 12, 1906: 

H. R. 13542. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to lease land in Stanley County, S. Dak., for a buffalo pasture. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEY FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF 
NEW YORK. 


Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, I ask for the passage of House resolution 350. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be requested to com- 
municate to Congress what sums, if ange he or his predecessors in office 
have approved between January 1, 1898, and January 1, 1906, and paid 
from the appropriation for 1 the revenue from customs or 
otherwise, to United States district attorneys, under Revised Statutes, 
section 827, as extra compensation for work done by said district attor- 
neys in customs cases. or ginating rior to the customs administrative 
act of June, 1890, stating in detail the number of said cases, the re- 
spective ports at which said cases were pending, and the amounts paid 
to each of said district attorneys. 

The Secretary is also requested to inform Congress what the char- 
acter of the services was which were rendered by said district attorneys 
for which said extra compensation was allowed; and, further, having 
in view the opinion of the Attorney-General of the United States ren- 
dered July 8, 1889 (19 Opinions Attorneys-General, p. 354), that the 
Secretary of the Treasury has the right to scrutinize, reverse, and cut 
down all charges for such services certified by the court under said 
Revised Statutes, section 827, whether any charges so certified in these 
Preys have been cut down or reversed; and if any, what these were in 

tail. . > 
The Secretary is further requested to communicate to Congress 
whether or not any extra compensation has been allowed or paid to dis- 
trict attorneys under said section 827, Revised Statutes, since the act 


of March 3, 1905, prohibiting the receipt of fees by United Stat - 
trict attorneys in addition to the salary owed thes by law; ana ti ae 
the amounts so paid, the district attorneys who received the same, and 
the character of the services rendered. 

The amendments recommended by the committee were read, 
as follows: 7 

Amend in line 7, before the words “ United States,” by inserting the 
word “ the;” strike ont the word “ attorneys” and 8 lieu theceat 
the word W in line 7; and insert in line 7, between the word 


“ attorneys” and the word “under,” th * 
etast ot Now wore the words “and of the southern 


Amend in line 9 by striking out the word “ att * 
in lieu thereof the word “ atforney.* R 
Amend in line 12 by striking out all after the words “said cases.” . 
uto” after the word E paid f and insert in lien ae me word wori 
‘paid an 55 ier 
strike out the balance dt said line. een, 
Amend une K by Te one vore 9 
men ne striking ou e wo £ 3 
thereot the word ot" 0 g ; what” and insert in lieu 
men ne striking out the words “was which 5 
the word “ services” and before the word “ rendered.” 5 
Amend line 1 on page 2 by striking out the word “ attorneys ” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word “ attorney.” > 
Amend line 14 by inserting the word “said ” after the word “ to:“ 
and amend further by striking out the word ‘ attorneys” and inserting 
in 2 sner 1 wora oer atk 
men ne y striking out, er the word “ paid,” 
“the district attorneys who . the same.“ N 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. JENKINS, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 


JOHN H. PARKER, 


Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the follow- 
ing resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the President be requested to return to the Honse of 


Representatives a bill (H. R. 10588) entitled “An act - 
sion to John H. Parker.” ? ae a ie 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none. 
The question was taken, and the resolution was agrecd to. 
INCREASING CERTAIN PENALTIES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I call up for present considera- 
tion the bill (H. R. 11275) increasing the penalty for certain 
offenses in the District of Columbia. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Ban- 
cock] calls up for consideration the following bill, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete,, That the penal clause in the first paragraph of the 
act of Congress approved July 8, 1898, entitled “An oct to en An 
act for the oe irite of the public ce and protection of property 
in the District of Columbia,’ approved July 29, 1892,” be, and the same 
is hereby, amended so as to read as follows: under penalty of a fine 
not to exceed $100, or imprisonment not to exceed six months, or both 
such fine and imprisonment.” And that the last sentence of the last 
paragraph of the said act of Congress approved July 8, 1898, entitled 
“An act to amend ‘An act for the preservation of the public peace and 

rotection of property in the District of Columbia,’ approved July 29, 
892,” be, and the same is hereby, amended so as to read as follows: 
“That the taking and carrying away of the property of another in 
the District of Columbia without right so to do shall be a misdemeanor, 
punishable by a fine not to exceed $100, or imprisonment for a term 
not to ex six months, or both.” 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to know 
something about this bill. I understand there are two sections 
of the bill, one of which increases penalties for crimes defined 
by existing law. I would like to know what the offenses are 
for which the penalties are increased. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SAMUEL W. Smiry], the chairman of the sub- 
committee on the Judiciary, who reported the bill. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, this bill seeks to 
amend two paragraphs of the law of July 8, 1898. The first 
paragraph provides a penalty for disfiguring or injuring prop- 
erty. Heretofore the penalty has been $50. This amendment 
seeks to make the penalty $100 or imprisonment, or both, in the 
discretion of the court. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER, For the destruction of or injury to 
property? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. For destroying, injuring, chip- 
ping, and so forth. s 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. What is ordinarily called “ maliciou 
trespass?” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. It is known in the statutes of va- 
rious States as a “ misdemeanor ” to injure property. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does it require a willful or malicious 
or intentional destruction of property? Would a penalty attach 
to an accidental or unintentional destruction of property? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. No, sir. 


[After a pause.] The 
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Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think from the gentleman’s state- | would have to prove personal malice against the owner of the 


ment it would. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. 
report, he will find, on page 2, the original statute. 
read the whole of the paragraph. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. What does the paragraph provide, if 
the gentleman can explain it without taking time to read it? 
What kind of destruction or injury to property? 

Mr, SAMUEL W. SMITH. It says: 


That it shall not be lawful for any person or persons to destroy, 
injure, disfigure, cut, chip, break, deface, or cover or rub with or other- 
wise place filth or excrement of any kind upon any property, blic or 
private, in the District of Columbia, or any public or private building, 
statue, monument, office, dwelling, or structure of any kind, or which 
may be in course of erection, or the doors, windows, steps, railing, 
fencing, balconies, balustrades, stairs, porches, or halls, or the walls or 
sides, or the walls of any inclosure thereof; or to write, mark, or paint 
obscene or indecent words or language thereon, or to draw, paint, mark, 
or write obscene or indecent figures 5 obscene or indecent 
objects ; or to write, mark, draw, or paint any other word, sign, or figure 
thereon, without the consent of the owner or proprietor thereof, or, in 
on es 3 property, of the person having charge, custody, or con- 
tro! ereof. 


And the original penalty was not more than $50 for each 
and every such offense. : 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It seems to me that under that statute 
an accidental destruction of property would bring on the pen- 
alty, or a necessary destruction, even. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. If the gentleman thinks it is 
necessary to insert the word “ willful” in the original statute 
there will be no objection to that. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The word “ willful” or “ unnecessary ” 
ought to be included in the statute. The penalty is already 
too high, it seems to me, for the crime that the statute de- 
scribes. If there be an accidental injury, however careful one 
may be, he is subject to the penalty under that statute. It is 
unqualified, and I suggest that the gentleman include in the 
statute the qualification ‘willful and unnecessary.” 5 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I do not think if it were shown to 
the satisfaction of the court it was accidental there would be 
any fine imposed. The court would find out whether or not it 
was willful. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The court could not avoid it under the 
terms of that statute. This is a statutory offense, and I under- 
take to say there is no State in this country that makes it a 
crime to injure property unless there be present the element 
of willfulness or wantonness, and the injury must be unneces- 
sary. Most of the States require the element of malice. That 
is the crime that we ordinarily term “malicious trespass ”— 
malicious injury to property. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I have no idea that a court would 
allow a verdict to stand a minute, unless it was clearly shown 
that the act was willful. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the gentleman submit an amend- 
ment putting in the word “malicious,” or “unnecessary and 
wanton?” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. The gentleman from Missouri de- 
sires to be heard for one moment. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I just want to ask the gentleman 
from Indiana if they are not on their face willful acts? I may 
call to his attention one of the specific acts that caused us to 
report this bill. It seems that some person wanting to take 
souvenirs from Washingon went over to the Washington Monu- 
ment and chipped off a part of the marble blocks as souvenirs. 
Now, $50 fine is insufficient for that sort of vandalism. This 
merely affects the penalty for those who shall do certain things 
which upon the face of the statute themselves are willful. I 
have no objection to inserting the words “ whoever shall mali- 
ciously and wantonly.” 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think the words “ maliciously and 
wantonly ” should be inserted. I should not use the word “ un- 
necessary.” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Why is not “ willful” sufficient? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is not in the bill. It will not 
take any more time to put both in. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. “ Malicious” covers “ wrongfully.” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. We could insert it in the first 
line by saying “ willfully destroy.” 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Propose that. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Willfully and mali- 
ciously.” 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I suggest “wantonly” as the better 
word. 

Mr. PAYNE. Make it “ willfully ” or “ wantonly.” 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I think that the words 
“ willfully ” or “ wantonly ” would be better. I remember that 
when they were recodifying the laws in Massachusetts they re- 
jected the word “maliciously ” because of the fact that they 


Well, if the gentleman has the 
I might 


property. Therefore they used the word “ wantonly.” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. ‘There will be no objection to that. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I wish the gentleman from Michigan 
would propose an amendment to that end. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I will say that the present bill 
does not affect the legislation that the gentlemen are talking 
about at all. This simply deals with the penalties and does not 
touch the law; so that it would be impossible to amend this 
bill without reenacting the present statute, which the bill does 
not touch. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, let me say this: It seems to me 
the manner and method of making this amendment is a very 
poor one. It is an unscientific one. I think in making an 
amendment to penal statutes, particularly, that the section as 
amended ought to be set out in the bill. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Yes; but it does not touch the section. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And if the law is as the gentleman 
explains, the penalty is already too high. The crime that the 
original section undertakes to define is not recognized as a 
crime in any State of this country, and it ought not to be here. 
There would be, it seems to me, absolutely no escape from the 
punishment of a man entirely innocent, who might do some in- 
jury to private or public property. Now, there is another thing 
I want to criticise in the second paragraph or section of the bill. 
I understand the second section of the bill directly abolishes 
the crime of larceny, because it says, “ Whoever takes away 
the goods of another shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” It 
does not say “wrongfully,” but “ Whoever takes away the 
property of another shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. That has been the law since 1898, 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. If the gentleman has an extra copy 
of the bill, I would like to see it. Maybe I have misunder- 
stood it 

I believe the gentleman had better withdraw this bill and put 
it in shape. If you amend the original section, you ought to 
put in a qualifying clause to the original section, so as to make 
the “ wanton and unnecessary destruction ” of property a crime 
without making the accidental or innocent injury of property 
punishable by fine and imprisonment. I do not believe that 
law ought to be executed, and while the committee is recom- 
mending an amendment, I suggest they recommend an amend- 
ment of the entire section, so as to make it denounce crimes 
that are wrong and criminal in principle, and not punish acts 
that may be entirely innocent. re 

Mr. OLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, in regard to the amendments of 
the gentleman from Indiana, I would say that this particular 
amendment which is suggested to the present statute is solely in 
eases of wanton and willful destruction. The gentleman from 
Indiana surely must understand that no judge before whom is 
brought a person accused of taking souvenirs from the public 
offices of the United States—not a case of accidental breaking 
of an object—is going to convict him. The present penalty as 
it exists to-day is found to be insufficient. There have been 
eases over and over again in this District where souvenir 
hunters haye chipped off pieces of the statuary in the Capitol 
itself, and my own personal opinion is that the penalty is ab- 
solutely needed when anyone is convicted of the crime. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, a suggestion, if the gentleman 
will permit it. I understood from the reading of the law by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Sauk. W. Surrul that 
the offense it creates is not confined to public property at all, 
and it is not necessary that the destruction of property be 
wanton, willful, or malicious. What I am complaining about is 
that, as I gather from the reading of the law by the gentleman 
from Michigan, an innocent injury to property, however ex- 
cusable, is made a misdemeanor under the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. OLCOTT. The gentleman from Indiana can not possibly 
believe that any judge would ever convict a person of a mis- 
demeanor if he had accidently destroyed private property. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Why give him such power? 

Mr. OLCOTT. He has not the power under this bill any more 
than he has under the law as it now stands. : 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. This is a statutory offense, and the 
question of willfulness, it has been repeatedly held throughout 
the country, is not a necessary element in a statutory offense. 
Now, you make it an offense to injure property, without regard 
to the question of intention, without any regard to the question 
of necessity; and when a case is presentgd to a judge under 
that statute I do not see how he can by interpretation con- 
strue the statute to mean that the act must be willful or wanton 
or unnecessary. Those words are not in the statute. 

Mr. OLCOT?. This is the provision of the statute that is now 
on the books, and has been on the books for years, and no diffi- 
culty whatever has arisen. The sole object of this bill is to in- 
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crease the penalty for the breaking or defacing of public or pri- 
vate property. 

` Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. But you increase the pen- 
alty, and you make it apply to wanton and malicious offenses, 
and this act does not come up to the penalty—in other words, 
you make the punishment, proper for a wanton offense, apply 
to a perfectly innocent or negligent act. 

Mr. OLCOTT. The gentleman from Massachuse surely 
understands that no judge would convict a person under those 
circumstances, 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I am not willing to in- 
trust such discretion to a judge in a criminal case. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I wish to make a suggestion. Let 
us strike out all after the enacting clause and make it read: 

That the first and last paragraphs of the act of Congress — 
July 8, 1898, entitled An act to amend an act for the preservation of 
the blic peace and Ber TZ of property in the ct of Co- 


lumbia, approved July 29, 1892,” be, and the same are hereby, amended 
60 as to read as foll : 


Then, in the first paragraph, before “ destroy,” insert “ will- 
fully or wantonly.” 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. How can we do that 
here? Your bill only deals with the penalties. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. We can strike out all after the 
enacting clause and provide simply for these two paragraphs 
with that amendment. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. You mean to read them 
into this statute? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Very well. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I think that will be satisfactory. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Let the gentleman from Michigan pro- 
pose that amendment. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I offer the amend- 
ment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 


and last paragraphs of the act of Congress a 
titled A act T amend “An act for the — 


“That the first 


ti 
ce and protection of property in the of Columbia,” approved 
July 20, 1802, be, and tho samo are hereby, of a0 as to read a5 
OWS : . 


FIRST PARAGRAPH. 


„ in the District of Columbia, or 
or private building, statue, eens offi 
any * or which may be in course o. 


0 ublie 
dwelling, or e of 


0 
steps, „ fencing, balconies, bulustrades, rs, porches, or halls, 
or the walls or sides, or the walls of any inclosure thereof; or to write, 
mark, or paint o e or indecen or thereon; or to 
draw, paint, mark, or write obscene or in representing 
obscene or indecent objects ; 


wo! sign, or figure n, without 
eri thereof, or; in case of public property, of the ng 
penalty of a e not to ex- 


4 er 
risonment not to exceed months, or both such fine 


LAST PARAGRAPH. 

“* That it shall not be lawful for any person or persons to make any 
obscene or indecent e of his or her person or their ns in 
any street, avenue or alley, road or namg —— space, — c square, 
or other public place or incl in the ict of Columbia, or to 
e or indecent exposure of person in an: pong 
seen in 
any street, avenue, 2 road, or highway, open space, public square. 
3 for each and e such offense. That the taking and carryin 
away of the property of another in the District of Columbia withou 

t to do so shall be a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine not to exceed 
$100, or imprisonment for a term not to exceed six months, or both.’” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I think that covers it. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and it was accordingly read the third time, and 


On motion of Mr. SAMUEL W. Surrn, a motion to reconsider 
the last vote was laid on the table. 


ERECTION OF FIRE ESCAPES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 122, 
an act to require the erection of fire in certain build- 
ings in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes, which 
is on the Speaker’s table. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 122) to 
require the erection of fire escapes in certain buildings in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I move to concur in the Sen- 
ate amendments. 

Mr. SIMS. I would like to ask the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin to explain the effect of the Senate amendments. 

Mr. BABCOCK. They are not material, but I will refer the 
gentleman to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Taytor], who is 
more familiar with the matter. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the first amendment 
simply inserts the word “or” between the words “ height” and 
“over,” making line 5 on page 1 read, “three or more stories 
in height or over 30 feet in height.” That was in the original 
bill, and it does not make any material difference. 

The second amendment, on page 2, line 7, strikes out all after 
the word “story” down to and including the word “feet,” in 
line 10. Section 2 provides that in any building already erected 
or which may hereafter be erected in which ten or more per- 
Sons are employed at the same time in any of the stories aboye 
the second story, they shall be provided with certain fire 
escapes. In the original bill it eliminated that if they had two 
or more stairways each 3 feet wide and separated from each 
other by a distance of at least 30 feet. The Senate strikes out 
that provision as to the two stairways. 

The next amendment is, on page 4, line 14, the $50 fine is 
stricken out and $5 a day inserted, which, we think, is perhaps 
right. That is, for a noncompliance with the notice and not 
for a noncompliance with the act itself in failing to provide a 
fire escape. On page 4, line 25, the Senate has inserted this 
lan : “Unless the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia shall in their discretion deem it necessary to extend the 
time.” The bill now provides for ninety days for compliance 
with the notice, and this puts it in the discretion of the Com- 
missioners to extend the time. 

The Senate amendments were agreed to. 


UNLAWFUL WEARING OF BADGES OF THE GRAND ARMY OF THE 
REPUBLIC. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I now call up the bill H. R. 
58, which is on the Speaker’s table. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 58) to 
prevent the unlawful wearing of the badge or insignia of the 
Grand Army of the Republic, or other soldier organizations, 
with a Senate amendment, f 

The Senate amendment was read. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 


REAL ESTATE CORPORATIONS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I now call up the bill (S. 1244) 
to amend section 605 of the Code of Law for the District of 
Columbia, relating to rations. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 605 of the Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia be, and the same is hereby, amended by striking 
55 the proviso contained therein, so that sald section will read as 
ollows: 

“Sec. 605. Certiricate.—Any three or more persons who desire to 
form a company for the pu of g on any enterprise or busi- 
ness which may be lawfully conduct by an individual, excepting 
banks of circulation or discount, railroads, and such other enterprise 
or business as may be otherwise specially provided for in this code, 
and acknowledge, before some officer competent to take 


may make, 
the acknowledgment of deeds, and file in the office of the recorder of 
deeds a certificate in iting.” 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to hear some 
explanation of this bill. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, this bill, passed by the Senate, is 
to enable corporations to be formed for the buying and selling 
of real estate. That power does not now exist in the law of 
the District of Columbia relating to corporations. There are 
many corporations dealing in real estate in the District, but they 
have to go to other places where such corporations are author- 
ized and then come back here and deal as foreign corporations. 
The bill has passed the Senate, and an amendment has been re- 
ported by the Committee on the District of Columbia limiting 
the capital of such corporations to $500,000 and their borrowing 


capacity to $250,000. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. I desire to inquire of the gentleman 
whether the investigation of the committee determined what 


capitalization the companies now operating in the District have? 

Mr. OLCOTT. Does the gentleman mean the entire amount 
of capital now invested in the District by foreign corporations? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. No; the capital of any one of the for- 
eign corporations now dealing in real estate. 

Mr. OLOOTT. I can not answer the question positively, but 
I think none of them exceed $500,000. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to inquire if the gentleman thinks 
that $500,000 is a sufficient margin? . 

Mr. OLCOTT. The amount of $500,000 was adopted by the 
committee after considerable discussion. As far as I am Indi- 
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vidually concerned, I do not think $500,000 is a sufficient limit, 
but this has the approval of the District Commissioners. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Is there any limit to the 
amount of real estate the corporation may hold? 

Mr. OLCOTT. Only the limitation of the capital to $500,000 
and the borrowing of money to the extent of $250,000. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Did the committee take 
into consideration the general policy against corporations hold- 
ing real estate? 

Mr. OLCOTT. That was examined into, and it was found 
that eight-tenths of the States in the Union authorized such 
corporations, and there is nothing to preclude such corporations 
from speculating in real estate here in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Would it not be possible 
for half a dozen of these corporations to combine and control the 
real estate in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. OLCOTT. I presume it would be possible for half a 
dozen of them to control probably six times $750,000; yes, sir. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. And in that manner estab- 
lish a monopoly in land, which has been the reason for forbid- 
ding this very class of corporations. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I think there is no possible dan- 
ger of a monopoly in land being established by the forming of a 
sufficient number of corporations in view of the fact that the 
limitation of their holdings in real estate must be $750,000. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Inasmuch as there is no 
limit to the number of those who may form such corporations, 
we may still have the bulk of the real estate of the District held 
by corporations dealing in real estate. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Of course there is no limitation as to the num- 
ber of either individuals or corporations who may own real es- 
tate, and I presume it would be possible for a number of indi- 
viduals to gather together and control a very large portion of 
the real estate in any city. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Masachusetts. But when the ididivid- 
ual dies the estate is distributed, which is not the case with a 
corporation, which is one of the principal reasons for exclud- 
ing corporations from owning and dealing in real estate. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I understand that perfectly, but this has 
worked so admirably, especially for people who are unable to 
own large quantities of real estate, to be interested in a corpo- 
ration holding real estate, and therefore be enabled to reap the 
benefit of the better investments in real estate. That has been 
the experience throughout the country. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does not the gentleman believe it 
would be a good deal better for the individuals of a city to own 
their own homes than to own stock in a corporation that buys 
the land and constructs the houses and rents them out to the 
individual? 

Mr. OLCOTT. I think that is undoubtedly so, and I think 
the experience of all real estate operators is that the homes of 
the people are seldom owned for any considerable time by these 
corporations formed to buy, improve, and sell real estate. The 
policy of such companies is to sell speedily. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. There is no reason why if it should 
become profitable with the corporations that will be organized 
under this bill, if it becomes a law—there is no reason why 
they could not go into the business of buying and platting ad- 
ditions and building houses and renting them out perpetually. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Absolutely no reason if it was found profit- 
able, nor is there any reason why the individual should prefer 
to rent from them rather than to buy his own modest home. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. My own idea in relation to corpora- 
tions has been that they should be created only for the purpose 
of carrying on some enterprise of an industrial or commercial 
character, and that the land in this country ought to be left for 
the individual; that the farms and homes and business build- 
ings ought to be owned in the main by individuals. I am 
therefore opposed to the Dill. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I would say to the gentleman from Indiana 
in regard to that, even though he opposes this bill for the rea- 
sons that he suggests, that does not prevent the foreign corpo- 
rations from coming in and acting now in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and it is surely better to give the District of Columbia 
itself an opportunity to form its own corporations and to allow 
it to control them than it is to allow foreign corporations to 
come in and regulate the business. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I believe it would be infinitely better 
if Congress should enact a law prohibiting any corporation in 
the District of Columbia from owning more land than is rea- 
sonably necessary to carry out the purposes of its creation, 
and to prevent corporations either in the District of Columbia 
or elsewhere from engaging in the business of buying and sell- 
ing and speculating in the farms and homes of the country. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I think that these corporations have been 


created, as in many instances, to enable them to build homes 
with the express purpose of selling them, and I believe that 
if the gentleman will investigate he will find that these corpora- 
tions that have erected buildings for homes have not adopted 
the plan of leasing them, but have always undertaken to sell the 
land which they had improved to the individual. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Mr. Speaker, who asks for this 
legislation? 

Mr. OLCOTT. The legislation was asked after consultation 
by the District of Columbia Commissioners with members of 
the Bar Association, who became aware of the fact that no 
corporation could be established here, created by the laws of the 
District of Columbia, for this purpose, whereas foreign corpora- 
tions could come in and do business. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. It seems to me that we should 
not affirmatively put the stamp of our approval upon foreign 
corporations doing business of this kind in the District. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I would say—— 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Just hear me one moment fur- 
ther. I do not believe it is a wise thing to authorize corpora- 
tions to organize and do real estate business under Federal law 
in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Why should not the citizens of 
Washington haye the same right the citizens of the State of 
Michigan have? 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Because this is the Federal capi- 
tal, and the lands involved should challenge the concern of the 
Government. I will say to the gentleman that the growth and 
development of this city is a standing protest against that kind 
of property control. Originally it was intended that this city 
should be extended east of the capitol, but the real estate specu- 
lators got hold of the property about this building and forced 
the city in an unnatural channel. 

Mr. OLCOTT, I call the gentleman’s attention to the fact 
that I yielded for him to ask me a question and not for the 
purpose of making an argument. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I will detain the gentleman but a 
moment. Real estate speculators have ample scope in the Dis- 
trict now without this legislation, and I think it is an outrage 
to allow the organization of gigantic corporations here to deal 
in land in the District of Columbia, and I protest against it. ` 

Mr. OLCOTT. I understand the question of the gentleman 


from Michigan was as to why we should put an affirmative per- 


mission to establish these corporations on the statute books. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I call his attention to the fact that that 
is exactly what we are not doing. We are amending this sec- 
tion 605 of the Code by eliminating the words “ Provided, That 
nothing shall be held to authorize the organization of corpora- 
tions to buy, sell, or deal in real estate, etc.,” because the bar 
association and many residents of the District have found that 
outside corporations were doing what the citizens of Washing- 
ton themselves could not do, and they have therefore asked us 
to pass this amendment. The bill is approved by the Commis- 
sioners. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The explanation of the gentleman 
from New York is probably satisfactory to himself, but if I had 
my way about it I would not permit a foreign corporation to 
deal in real estate in the District of Columbia; neither would I 
grant a charter of this kind to any three men. $ 

Mr. OLCOTT. That is another question. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. May I call the gentle- 
man’s attention to one phase of the subject? Has the commit- 
tee inquired whether or not in practice this limitation which the 
amendment imposes may not be easily overridden? Now, then, 
you do not limit the number of corporations that may be formed 
for the purpose of owning real estate in this District, which, I 
will call to the attention of the gentleman, is only 10 miles 
square. Now, then, is it not perfectly easy for the members of 
real estate corporations that have prospered to form another 
corporation with the same members for $500,000, and so on, ad 
libitum? Furthermore, is it not perfectly feasible, after they 
have got the business in this corporate form with a capitali- 
zation, we will say, of a total of $6,000,000, to unite under a 
trust agreement and—— 

Mr. OLCOTT. The gentleman is asking so many questions I 
fear I may forget some of them. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I have only asked two. 

Mr. OLCOTT. They are very long. I think it is possible for 
several corporations to be formed, but that possibility exists 
to-day with foreign corporations, and it has never worked any 
injury. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, as this bill passed the 
Senate it allowed companies to be incorporated under the laws 
of the District for the purposes of buying and selling and deal- 
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ing in real estate without any limitation whatever as to the 
amount of the capital stock or indebtedness. My own view is 
that the law should not permit companies to be incorporated for 
such purposes. It is against public policy to allow large accumu- 
lations of real estate in a single person or a single corporation. 
Land should, as far as possible, be distributed among the people. 
Nothing could be more injurious to the public welfare than 
monopoly of land ownership. While I was individually opposed 
to allowing companies to become incorporated for the purpose of 
dealing in real estate, yet I realized that a majority of the com- 
mittee and probably a majority of this House would hold the 
opposite view. Therefore, in committee I moved to amend the 
Senate bill by providing a limitation on the amount of capital 
stock and indebtedness of such companies, making it impossible 
for them to own any very large amount of land. With those 
amendments the Senate bill has been reported to the House and 
is now up for consideration. I hope that these limitations upon 
the amount of capital stock and the indebtedness of such com- 
panies will be adopted. Even with those amendments the biil 
ought to fail, but certainly without them it would be a very 
dangerous measure. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. To illustrate the point a 
little further, I will say that in Massachusetts we have a trust 
which controls practically all of the street-railway corporations 
in that State, and the articles of association have not been ques- 
tioned in the courts. That is what I had in mind when I sug- 
gested that a similar trust agreement would cover the business 
of a dozen of these real estate corporations. Now, a dozen real 
estate corporations, each capitalized at $500,000, could control 
for all practical purposes the entire real estate business of the 
district. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I am perfectly free to confess that I do not 
know whether the laws would allow a trust company to manage 
half a dozen different corporations in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Unless there is some ex- 
press prohibition, certainly the law will allow it. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Let me call the gentleman’s at- 
tention to this: When we authorized the construction of the 
new Union Depot there was an abundance of cheap land all 
around it for sale, and I contend that it was not becoming for 
individual citizens of the District of Columbia to buy this land 
and undertake to thwart a great public work of this character. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I would say to the gentleman from Michigan 
that the Government can very easily condemn any property that 
is necessary for their use. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Let the gentleman from New 
Tork ask the chairman of his committee how easily they can 
do it. 

Mr. OLCOTT. That is because, unfortunately, we have gentle- 
men who do not accept the things we do in the District of Co- 
lumbia room. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. When the depot proposition was 
before the House I called the attention of the House to the fact 
that property owners and speculators would organize against 
the Government’s interests, but it would have been infinitely 
worse if land corporations could have entered the field with 
more means and less conscience. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I am unable to say how the passage of this 
bill would make it any more easy to have these things happen. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Because a corporation without 
any soul and without any interest in the Government can corner 
the desirable land and defeat or delay progress. 

Mr. OLCOTT. A corporation of $750,000 is not going to do a 
yast amount of damage to the property of the District of Co- 
lumbia, especially when foreign corporations from all over can 
come and go up as high as the limitations of their own States 
allow. 

Mr, WM. ALDEN SMITH. We have not restricted them, 
but we ought to do so, and I hope Congress will take action to 
limit or curtail their right to do business here. 

Mr. OLCOTT. ‘They will come for a little while only if you 
pass this bill and permit the citizens of Washington to allow 
them to do what the corporations of other States have the right 
to do. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. We ought to scrupulously guard 
the rights of the Government and the people in the lands of the 
District and follow out the plan with the least possible delay of 
making this city the pride of every citizen of the country. This 
legislation will not contribute to that end—it might embar- 
rass it. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. When a corporation is created under 
this act, why its charter is irrepealable. Its charter amounts to 
a contract, a vested right, and it will be found that next year 


or the year after, if you undertake to change the policy, half a 
ere real-estate corporations will have been created under this 
statute. 

Mr. OLCOTT. It will put a corporation created under the 
laws of the District of Columbia in the same condition as cor- 
porations existing and created under the laws of other States. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Excepting we have the power to ex- 
clude foreign corporations from doing business here. 

Mr. OLCOTT. You can not exclude foreign corporations from 
2 business here if you interfere with vested rights they 

ve. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. We can prevent them from obtaining any 
additional yested rights, and I think this bill is not good public 
policy. I do not believe that corporations ought to be permitted 
to engage in the general business of buying and selling and trad- 
ing in real estate anywhere. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Has the gentleman from Indiana found that 
this has worked a great hardship in his own State, where it is 
allowed? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think not. I think corporations ought 
to be confined in their ownership of real estate to the reasonable 
purposes of their creation. I think the people of the country 
ought to be the repositories of real-estate titles and the owners 
of the farms and the homes of the land. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Especially in this District, the 
national capital. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the passage of the bill. 

Mr. SIMS. How much time has the gentleman left? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has forty minutes. 

Mr. SIMS. I do not think I will use forty minutes. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. SIMS. Five minutes is nothing. I opposed this bill in 
the committee and all the way through, and it is not possible 
for me to present the matter in five minutes. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I will give the gentleman from Tennessee any 
reasonable time he wants. 

Mr. SIMS. I would not use twenty minutes, but the gentle- 
man knows that interruptions may cause me to use more time 
than I think will be necessary now. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I yield the gentleman fifteen minutes. 

Mr. SIMS. Well, then, I may want more. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Well, then, you can ask it. 

Mr. SIMS. I will trust to the gentleman’s generosity. I 
hope I may have order and attention. I did not have time to 
prepare and submit my views as a member of the minority, nor 
do I think it was necessary. In order that the House may 
understand this bill, I desire first to state that two or three 
years ago we enacted a Code of Laws for the District of Colum- 
bia. That Code of Laws had been specially prepared by a com- 
mittee of citizens of the District of Columbia, who had charge 
of it for more than ten years. That code prohibited the organi- 
zation of corporations for the purpose of dealing in real estate. 
Now, this bill is to repeal that section of the code of the District 
of Columbia prohibiting such corporations which this House 
enacted by an almost unanimous vote only a little while ago. 
Now, what the effect of it will be has been stated as well as I 
can by the gentleman from Michigan, the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts, and the gentleman from Indiana. It is not a bill to 
permit a corporation to buy real estate for the purpose of car- 
rying out its corporate business, like a manufactory, or anything 
of that sort. It is a bill to permit the organization of a cor- 
poration to buy and sell real estate, just like a syndicate, or like 
an individual, for purely speculative purposes, in the limited 
area of the District of Columbia, one-half of it now owned by 
the Government of the United States in public buildings and in 
streets, alleys, and parks. You can see how dangerous a propo- 
sition of this kind may be when worked out in detail. It 
organizes a corporation with a capital of half a million dollars. 
It does not have to buy only a half million dollars’ worth of 
real estate. It can buy it, mortgage it, and with that amount 
of capital it can buy up and hold almost all the unimproved 
property in the District of Columbia and hold away from the 
home builder. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Will the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. SIMS. Certainly. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Under the limitation placed upon them in the 
bill they can not borrow more than $250,000, and they must cap- 
italize at $500,000. Now, how, then, can they buy up all the un- 
improved property in the District? 

Mr. SIMS. ‘They can buy on a credit, with a lien retained on 
all except a small amount. 5 

Mr. OLCOTT. Then they will owe more than $250,000. 

Mr. SIMS. They will be owing a debt on the purchase money, 
but not borrowed money. 
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Mr. OLCOTT. They can not be indebted for more than 
$250,000. 

Mr. SIMS. You say they can not be indebted for more than 
$250,000? 

Mr. OLCOTT. They can not be indebted for more than 
$250,000, and if they own property with a lien for a greater 
amount, they violate the statute on which they are created. 

Mr. SIMS. Does the gentleman think they can only owe 
$250,000? 

Mr. OLCOTT. They can not owe more than $250,000. 

Mr. SIMS. With all becoming modesty, I disagree as to that. 
But if it is only $100,000, or $10,000, the object of the bill is 
vicious. In this limited area, with already more than one-half 
owned by the United States, and the fact that the Government 
will have to acquire additional real estate from ‘time to time, 
this bill will permit a corporation to buy up and hold real estate 
and force a much higher price with its power and influence, 
which no individual could exercise for purely speculative pur- 
poses. There would then be but little real estate left for the 
home owner; and we should give the greatest possible oppor- 
tunity to the home owner to buy and own his own home, and 
not allow all the land to be acquired by corporations created 
for no other purpose than to get speculative profits. They can 
organize as many as they want to. This bill is not limited to 
one corporation; you can have 20 or 40 or 100 buying and sell- 
ing real estate and competing with the people who need real 
estate for homes, however humble they may be. 

Every once in a while I see stated in the paper that some 
association of gentlemen get together and say that “ We need 
a new park somewhere.” We need this, that, and the other, 
and they start in to get Congress to buy up this land, when the 
property has been bought up for the purpose of unloading it 
on the Goyernment by action of Congress. 

This is one of the possibilities of this legislation, if not its 
object. It will permit innumerable corporations to be organized 
here that can buy every available foot of unoccupied territory 
in this District and force home purchasers or the Government 
to pay the price they demand. Now, this committee and 
Congress, which had the code under consideration for many 
years before it was finally enacted, proceeded with deliberation 
and wisdom when they prohibited corporations of this kind. 
And why? In order that three or five or one hundred men may 
combine together as a corporation and buy and hold real prop- 
erty and keep it out of the market, simply that they may put 
speculative profits in their pockets. Shall we pass such a bill 
as this? I say this legislation is vicious. The amassing of 
large areas of real estate and holding it out of improvement for 
speculative purposes has been a great injury to this country, 
and it will damage any country where it is permitted. 

Mr. BEDE. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question? 

Mr. SIMS. Yes. 

Mr. BEDE. I should like to inguire if foreign corporations 
can now own property here? 

Mr. SIMS. You mean foreign in the sense of not being domi- 
ciled in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. BEDE. Yes. 

Mr. SIMS. I understand they can, but not in the sense 
maintained by the gentleman from New York; but the fact that 
foreign corporations can come here and buy up real estate and 
hold it and put upon it an artificial and speculative value is no 
reason why we should ratify that wrong and enforce it by 
passing this bill, allowing District of Columbia corporations to 
do the same thing. In the case of the foreign corporation we 
have the power to prohibit it. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Mr. Speaker—— 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMS. Certainly. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I am going to oppose this bill, but 
J want to ask this gentleman a question. There is a clause in 
the Constitution which eonfers upon citizens of the States all 
the privileges, rights, and immunities of the citizens of the sey- 
eral States. If we pass this bill and give to a citizen of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to wit, the new corporation, the right to spec- 
ulate and traffic in land, do we not, by that very act, tie our 
hands from eyer interfering with the corporations from the 
States coming here and carrying on the same business? 

Mr. SIMS. I think so, undoubtedly. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Is it not true that if we do not con- 
fer upon any corporation in the District of Columbia that power, 
then we can say to the corporations which come here from the 
various States to do business, Thus far and no farther sualt 
thou go,” at any time? 

Mr. SIMS. I think the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Will the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. SIMS. Yes. 


Mr. OLCOTT. Do you mean to say by that that the passage 
of this bill is going to have any effect on what we may do here- 
after with foreign corporations? 


Mr. SIMS. I do not think we could organize—— 

Mr. OLCOTT. Is it not true that you can pass a bill to-day 
to prevent foreign corporations from having anything to do in 
the District of Columbia, prohibiting them from running a bank 
or a trust company or anything of that sort, or to speculate in 
real estate; but that you can not interfere with the rights that 
have already been obtained by existing law? 

Mr. SIMS. We could not do that unless the law (as nearly 
all District of Columbia laws provide) contains a provision for 
the alteration, amendment, or repeal of the statute. In such 
case we can do as we please. 

Mr. OLCOTT. But there is not any law now to prevent for- 
eign corporations operating here? 

Mr. SIMS. Well, if there is not, I am certainly in favor of 
having such a law; I mean to prevent them operating in the 
way that this bill provides. I should like to see such a law 
passed at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. OLCOTT. But the gentleman from Tennessee knows that 
we can not make that law retroactive. 

Mr. SIMS. Oh, no, but we can stop encouraging such a prac- 
tice, and we can refuse to make it legal, or to provide for it in 
the future, if such is the case. 

Mr. OLOOTT. Are you afraid of the moral effect of this law 
in that regard? 

Mr. SIMS. If it has anything but a bad effect or can have 
anything but a bad effect I am at a loss to know what it is. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not know what foreign corporations can do 
or are doing, but I take the word of the gentleman from New 
York as being correct. Still that does not warrant the passage 
of this bill. 

The District Committee had charge of the code for weeks and 
months, and the subcommittee of the Judiciary, of which the 
distinguished gentleman from Wiscensin [Mr. JENKINS] was 
the chairman, now the chairman of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, after deliberation—and long deliberation—decided that no 
such authority should be given, and now we come in here with 
very little consideration and repeal that provision of the Code of 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Is it not true that with all the 
consideration given to the code at nearly every meeting of the 
5 on the District of Columbia we were asked to amend 

t 

Mr. SIMS. Oh, undoubtedly, and we always will be so far 
satan is concerned, because no code of laws can be made 
pe 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Is not the gentleman mistaken 
also when he suggests that this matter has not been given most 
8 consideration by the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbia? 

Mr. SIMS. I will say Tes —I mean consideration of the 
bill creating the code—at least by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin, the chairman of the Judiciary subcommittee having charge 
of it, because they worked for months to my certain knowledge. 
I was on the subcommittee, ‘but did not do as much work as the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. JENKINS] did. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is the gentleman opposed to permitting 
corporations to own property at all in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. SIMS. Oh, no; they can own it for corporate purposes 
for the purpose of manufacturing or performing some function 
that requires a certain amount of real estate. I do not object 
to the street car company owning lands for their purposes, but 
this is a corporation purely speculative. The object and pur- 
pose of it is to buy and sell real estate. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. In the different States there are corpo- 
rations organized under similar laws ‘to this, not speculative, 
that are known as “development companies.” They purchase 
tracts of outlying districts and build houses at a moderate price 
and place them upon the market under very favorable condi- 
tions. People are enabled in that way to buy and eventually 
own their own homes throngh the operation of such companies 
when they could never purchase them in any other way. Is not 
that a benefit to the community? 

Mr. SIMS. I think that undoubtedly is a benefit to any such 
community, but I desire to say that there is no parallel to be 
drawn between this narrow contracted piece of land called the 
District of Columbia” and a great State having hundreds of 
square miles of absolutely undeveloped territory. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. But these companies, as a rule, do not 
operate throughout the States. They are confined to simply 
parts of municipalities, where they go into the undeveloped por- 
tions of municipalities and by their actions tend to develop 
them very much. 
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Mr. SIMS, That might be true, but this corporation law asked 
for is general, and does not provide that they shall do anything 
with the land they buy except to sell it again. It is clear that 
the object of these corporations is purely speculative, for the 
purpose of buying and selling real estate for a profit, and syndi- 
cates do enough of that here now. They certainly get in the 
way of the Government enough, and now if we are going to 
organize corporations innumerable—and you can not limit 
them—eyil effects will surely come. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Speaker, under this act a corporation 
organized in the District of Columbia would, unless it was re- 
stricted by some State legislation, be entitled to do business in 
any other State in the Union. 

Mr. SIMS. I think so. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. And no State can affirmatively 
authorize such corporations to act in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PALMER. Yes; no State can authorize anybody to act 
in the District of Columbia, but inasmuch as all the corpora- 
tions are in the States by the comity of States, no State would 
be inclined to prohibit this legislation going into effect or to 
prohibit any corporation organized under it from doing business 
in a State, so that in every State in the Union this most vicious 
ee: would take effect unless prohibited by some positive 

aw. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Unquestionably these same corporations 
would have the same power as foreign corporations. 

Mr. PALMER. But States do not organize individuals into 
corporations for the purposes that they could be organized for 
under this bill. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Practically every State in the Union allows 
incorporation for the purpose of buying and selling real estate. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Does the gentleman from New 
York recognize any difference between land titles and land in- 
terests in the national capital and the District of Columbia and 
any other State in the Union? 

Mr. OLCOTT. Not as far as individual holdings are con- 
cerned ; no. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Does not the gentleman think we 
ought to guard the holdings in this District more zealously than 
we would in an ordinary industrial community where the Goy- 
ernment is not so largely interested? 

Mr. OLCOTT. I think that anything we can do that will 
enable the people employed in the public service, the people of 
modest means, to own their own houses is advantageous, I 
think allowing corporations of the character to be formed for 
the purpose of improving outlying places and building in- 
dividual houses is of benefit to the United States and is of 
benefit to the District of Columbia and a benefit to the residents 
of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. That is not the purpose of this 
act, 

Mr. OLCOTT. The purpose of this act is to allow people to 
form corporations to build houses and own real estate. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. And hold real estate. 

Mr. OLCOTT. And hold it, if you choose. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. That is one of the things I ob- 
ject to. 

Mr. OLCOTT. And, as a matter of fact, the experience of 
all of these real estate corporations, certainly in the city of 
New York, where I come from, especially in the Bronx and in 
Brooklyn, has been that the main desire of these corporations 
has been to build small houses, because in building a hundred 
houses of a similar character they can build them vastly 
cheaper, proportionately, than a person can build one. They 
sell these houses to the people who can not build them them- 
selves, who do not know how to build them, and they benefit 
the poorer people to a degree that has been positively marvel- 
ous in Brooklyn and the Bronx. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Well, that is true in industrial 
communities, but this city, its growth, beauty, and attractive- 
ness is a matter of concern to the people of the whole country. 

Mr. OLCOTT. It is true also of communities like the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, where there are many clerks employed at a 
small salary, 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. But it has not been true as to 
this capital. This capital has found its way to its present 
proud position against the organized opposition of real estate 
speculators, whose national pride is limited to a few paltry 
dollars, regardless of architectural beauty or civic pride. 

Mr. OLCOTT. The power and opposition of half-a-million 
dollar corporations, that can borrow only $250,000, that could 
work against the interests of the United States, is a fetich which 
the 5 from Michigan knows is not fair. 

. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Let me call the gentleman’s at- 


tention to the fact that the figure on the top of the Capitol faces 
east, because it was supposed that the city would grow in 
that direction upon the high land above the Potomac, whereas 
it went west because the land was held by speculators, who 
might, if this law had been upon the statute books, have bought 
the entire District, 10 miles square. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I have heard many stories relative to the 
speculation in land by real estate men in the early part of this 
century, but I do not understand that there is any such serious 
speculation as is suggested by the gentleman now. 

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Speaker, under this bill any three per- 
sons may lawfully conduct or form a corporation—— 

Mr. OLCOTT. So they can now, except that they can not buy 
and sell real estate. 

Mr. PALMER. Under this bill you could have a corporation 
carry on a restaurant or saloon. 

Mr. OLCOTT. So they can now; 
that. 

Mr. PALMER. It does affect it. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Any three persons can form a corporation to 
conduct business that any individual can in the District of Co- 
lumbia, except to buy and sell real estate. 

Mr. PALMER. There are very few States in the Union where 
a corporation exists or can be formed to do business such as this 
bill gives authority to do. 

Mr. OLCOTT. The gentleman must be in error about that. 

Mr. PALMER. I am not in error about it. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I do not think there is a State in the Union 
where people can not band together to form a corporation for 
carrying on business as individuals can. 

Mr. PALMER. I think the gentleman is mistaken about that. 

Mr. OLCOTT. It is so in New York. 

Mr. PALMER. But New York is not the whole United States. 

Mr. OLCOTT. I understand that. 

Mr. PALMER. There are forty-four other States in the 
Union. 

Mr. OLCOTT. Oh, I understand that. But the District of 
Columbia has had on its statute books a law authorizing the 
formation of corporations, allowing people to band together and 
conduct any business except the buying and selling of real 
estate. We are seeking to amend that statute and enable real 
estate to be dealt in as freely and with as little difficulty as any- 
thing else can be dealt in. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. OLCOTT. Certainly. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. I want to state that by the law 
of Pennsylvania corporations can buy and sell real estate and 
hold it to a limit of $30,000,000. 

Mr. OLCOTT. And Alabama $10,000,000. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. And that is the State Mr. Par- 
MER comes from. To-day a corporation can organize in the 
State of New Jersey under their very liberal laws and come 
down here to the District of Columbia without any restrictions 
whatever and buy and sell real estate and lease it. 

Mr. SHERLEY. And the answer to the gentleman is, Pre- 
vent these corporations that are created for the sake of prey- 
ing on everybody except the State that creates them from doing 
business here. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. This legislation does not affect 
that one way or another. 

Mr. SHERLEY. No; it simply gives that right to citizens 
here, and having given that right to your own citizens the citi- 
zens of any State can under the Constitution demand that right. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. You can not to-day bar them out. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Do you mean to say we could not to-day, 
in the District of Columbia, prohibit corporations from doing 
business in real estate? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. I mean to say corporations in 
the District of Columbia are to-day doing real estate business. 

Mr. SHERLEY. But the gentleman does not answer the 
question. I am asking him if it is within the power of Con- 
gress to prohibit them if it saw fit. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. You could not make it retro- 


this bill does not affect 


active. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Of course not, and the suggestion of the 
gentleman does not reach the case. I do not speak in regard 
to property they now hold, but as to the right of corporations 
to do business in the future. In regard to real estate in the 
District of Columbia, I maintain that this Congress could, if it 
saw fit, prohibit corporations from trading in real estate, buy- 
ing and selling, etc. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. If it prohibited corporations 
organized here from doing that, it could in the future pShibit 
foreign corporations from doing what it prohibited domestic 
corporations from doing. 
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Mr. SHERLEY. Now, if it permitted domestic corporations 
to do a real estate business it could not prohibit a foreign cor- 


poration from doing that kind of business. Is not that true? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. The question of the gentleman's 
legal proposition is this, as I understand it: We can prohibit 
foreign corporations from doing anything in the District of 
Columbia which we prohibit domestic corporations from doing. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Now, I want to state the converse. If you 
permit domestic corporations, then you are bound to give the 
same privilege to foreign corporations. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Assuming that to be correct, 
which I do not deny, that does not affect the existing situation 
at all. We to-day permit foreign corporations to buy, sell, and 
lease real estate in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. It is a mere passive permission. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. This bill before the House does 
not affect it in the slightest, and if it passes we give the people 
of the District of Columbia the same rights that citizens else- 
where have, to organize corporations to deal in and improve 
real estate in the District of Columbia in which they liye, and 
it seems to me American citizens ought to have that right. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusets. You can accomplish that 
equality by defeating this bill and repealing the law which 
permits foreign corporations to do business here. 

Mr. PERKINS. What is the difference between a foreign 
corporation holding real estate and an individual living, for 
instance, in New York City? 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. 
the real estate is distributed. 

Mr. PERKINS. The trouble is, when the individual dies it 
is tied up and generally it is impossible to sell the land. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. On the contrary, it is 
not impossible to sell it. 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to lay the bill on the table. 

Mr. PERKINS. The land has to be partitioned. z 

Mr. SIMS. I have two minutes remaining. I reserved the 
balance of my time for the purpose of moving to lay the bill on 
the table. I will not do that if it is objected to, of course. 

Mr. BABCOCK. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
Who has the floor at the present time? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin is entitled 
to the floor. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I would like to occupy about a 

minute and a half on this subject before the motion is made to 
lay the bill on the table. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me this is a very simple propo- 
sition, and that some gentlemen have attempted to make a 
mountain out of a molehill. For more than twenty-five years 
I have been in business in my own State of Wisconsin and haye 
handled real estate all over that Commonwealth. Our statutes 
were taken from New York and were the statutes of many 
other States in the Union. I have been a member there of per- 
haps half a dozen different corporations engaged in manufac- 
turing lumber, in manufacturing flour, and engaged in other 
interests, and each and every one could buy and sell all the real 
estate they could pay for. There was no limit. 

But here in the District of Columbia the committee finds 
what? That if you want to buy or sell real estate—if any three 
gentlemen want to get together and go into the real-estate 
business—rent houses, build houses, or improve the city—what 
can they do? They can not form a corporation and handle real 
estate. They can not do it, but they can go to Baltimore, or 
they can go to New York, or they can go to Virginia or Wis- 
consin, and form the corporation there and come here in the 
District of Columbia and buy and sell all the real estate they 
want or can pay for. And yet you propose to deny to the peo- 
ple of the District of Columbia the same right to handle real 
estate as a corporate body that practically the citizens of every 
other State have. 

Why, we have limited the capital and indebtedness in this 
bill, Mr. Speaker, and provide that the capital shall not exceed 
$500,000. They can not buy much real estate in the District of 
Columbia for $500,000. We have provided further that the lia- 
bility shall not exceed $250,000. Under these conditions they 
certainly can not corner the real estate in the District. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BABCOCK. Certainly. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I would like to ask the gentleman 
why that limit was put on? 

Mr. BABCOCK. That is beyond my ability to answer. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I mean the limit of $500,000? 

Mr. BABCOCK. The limit was put on at the suggestion of 
a member of the committee to provide for competition and 
against any corner in real estate, and prevent a real estate 
company with large capital from organizing and controlling all 
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the real estate, keeping it so honest so that Members like the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KENNEDY] and myself, when we come 
here and buy a little house, are not obliged to pay two prices 
for it. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Would it not be true that the pas- 
sage of this bill would open the door to the unlimited coming of 
corporations here so that we could not close it, and that we had 
better not pass this bill? 

Mr. BABCOCK. They can come in here now; they can or- 
ganize in Illinois and in practically any of the States in the 
Union and come here, and we can not control them at all. 
Now, we have simply presented a bill providing that citizens of 
the District of Columbia may organize a limited corporation to 
buy, sell, improve, and rent real estate. It is a legitimate prop- 
osition, and it seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the opposition to 
this measure is that there will be something wrong about the 
corporation with a half a million of dollars of capital. Why, in 
portions of the city you can only buy single lots for half a 
million dollars. One lot—— 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. You can not do 

Mr. BABCOCK. You paid that for the municipal building 
lot, namely, a half a million of dollars. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Now, you limit the holding of 
this corporation, but you do not limit the number of corporations 
that may be organized? 

Mr. BABCOCK. Oh, no. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The limitation you place does 
not reach the spot. 

Mr. SHERLET. I would like to ask this question: Does 
not the gentleman think that the District of Columbia requires 
a different rule than that in regard to a State? You ought to 
promote the material development of the States, but I doubt 
if anyone wants the District to be promoted in a commercial 
sense. We want to keep it simply as the seat of government. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Why, Mr. Speaker, in answer to the gentle- 
man I want to say that I dictated a letter of three pages yes- 
terday in answer—Mr. Speaker, can we have order? 

The SPEAKER. The House will be in order. 

Mr. PRINCE. I desire to ask the gentleman a question. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Let me answer this question first. 

Mr. PRINCE. I beg your pardon. ; 

Mr. BABCOCK. I want to say to the gentleman that I d 
not see any material difference between Washington and Balti- 
more. But I want to say that I, a day or two since, answered 
a letter from a distinguished citizen of the District of Columbia 
in reference to a movement that has recently been initiated to 
make Washington a manufacturing city—to raise smokestacks 
in every block, and have iron mills, steel mills, rolling mills, 
and industries of that kind in the capital city, 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. We have log-rolling mills here 
now. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BABCOCK. I stated to the gentleman, if the people of 
the District of Columbia wanted to go into a scheme of that 
kind, that, in my opinion, Congress would reverse its policy. 
of making the city of Washington the most beautiful city of 
residences and homes in the world. Now, there is one object of 
manufacturing institutions coming here, and I want to mention 
it now. I have been officially informed, or intelligentiy in- 
formed, if the manufacturing institutions come here into the 
District of Columbia they will be away from the conditions of 
strikes and labor organizations that they would have in the 
States. 

What have you done here? Gentlemen, you have gone to 
work, and now there is in process of distribution more than 
$50,000,000. to be expended in great marble and white granite 
buildings, the most beautiful on earth; and yet we are met here 
with a proposition to develop manufactures, and bring in smoke- 
stacks and everything that goes with them. Why, we would 
haye to change our laws in the District, we would have to 
change all conditions, practically, of citizenship, if you mean to 
furnish plants of that kind that we have in the cities of Mil- 
waukee, St. Louis, and in Detroit and cities of that class 
throughout the United States. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Is there any provision in 
this bill which would prevent one of these real estate corpora- 
tions from selling land to a manufacturing corporation? 

Mr. BABCOCK. I do not think there is anything in this bill 
that prohibits any citizen doing what he has a right to do under 
the law. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

Certainly. 


$ 


Mr. BABCOCK. 
Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I think I understood the gentle- 
man to say that Illinois had a law tħat would permit people to 
buy and sell real estate under a corporate act. Permit me to 
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say that Illinois has no such law. Our statute forbids a cor- 
poration buying and selling real estate. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Possibly there may be no statute in the 
State of Illinois of that kind now, but I want to say to the gen- 
tleman that I have been a stockholder in Illinois in a corpora- 
tion, and they bought and sold real estate; and it was a manu- 
facturing corporation. That was some two years ago, and the 
law may have been changed since then. That was in the city 
of Chicago, and perhaps the city of Chicago is exempt from 
the operation of the law that other parts of the State would 
be subject to. 

Mr. PRINCE. If you bought real estate other than for pur- 
poses of the manufactory—— 

Mr. BABCOCK. This was a general manufacturing institu- 
tion. 

Mr. PRINCE. That is a company, and you have to have 
ground to build it on; but if that corporation or any other 
should buy blocks of property in the city of Chicago for the sole 
and express purpose of holding the title of it for speculative 
purposes, that is forbidden by the law. 

Mr. BABCOCK. That is a proposition that does not appear 
in the transaction. Now, if a gentleman has a manufacturing 
institution that goes to work and buys ground you do not haye 
to define and put on record your purpose and what you are 
going to do with it. You may intend to build a plant on it. 
You may fail to negotiate your bonds, and then will have to 
sell your lot. Then you become a dealer in real estate instead 
of a manufacturer. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope this bill will pass. It is 
legitimate, proper, and a business method. I ask for a vote. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I would like to ask the parlia- 
mentary status of this bill. I see it is a Senate bill, and the 
motion of the gentleman from Wisconsin is to put it upon its 
passage. 

Mr. SIMS. I desire to move to lay the bill on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman at this time has not the 
floor for this purpose. The gentleman from Wisconsin has six 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. After the motion to place this 
bill upon its passage is made, then will it be in order to move 
to strike out the enacting clause or lay this bill on the table? 
It is a Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that the first motion 
that it would be natural to make would be for the gentleman 
from Wisconsin to move the previous question. Then it would 
be in order under the rule for the gentleman to move that the 
bill lie on the table, and that motion would first be disposed of. 

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I first give notice that we wish 
to make that motion. 

The SPEAKER. Or if the gentleman from Wisconsin does 
not move the previous question, then any gentleman could be 
recognized to make any motion that is in order under the rules. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, my only desire is to bring 
the House to a vote on this bill. In asking for a vote I mean 
it as a motion to concur. Now, on that I move the previous 
question. That will bring it to a vote. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman moves the previous question 
on the bill and amendments. 

Mr. SIMS. And I move to lay the bill on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves that 
the bill do lie upon the table. 

The question being taken, the Speaker announced that he was 
in doubt; and on a division there were—ayes 50, noes 34. 

Accordingly the bill was ordered to lie on the table. 


AUTOMOBILES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 16384) regulating the speed of automobiles in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That no person shall drive or propel, or cause to 
be driven or propelled, any automobile, horseless or motor vehicle, bi- 
cycle, or ho rawn vehicle within the fire limits of the District of Co- 
lumbia, as said fire limits are now defined or may hereafter be defined 
from time to time in and by the building regulations of said District 
upon any street, avenue, alley, or public highway at a greater rate of 
speed than 12 miles an hour between intersecting streets and avenues ; 
nor across streets on which there are no railroad or street railway 
tracks at a ter 5) than 8 miles an hour; nor at a greater rate of 
speed than miles an hour across any . or avenues 
on which there are railroad or street railway tracks; nor at a greater 
rate of speed than 4 miles an hour around the corners of any street or 
avenue; nor at a greater rate of speed than 4 miles an hour on the east 
side of Fifteenth s t NW., between the south building line of G 
street and the south curb line of New York avenue; nor on the west 
side of Fifteenth street NW. between the line which would be the south 
building line of G street if extended to the west side of Fifteenth street 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 12, 


and from said extended line north to the north curb line of Pennsyl- 
vania avenue; nor at the intersection of Ninth and F streets NW., 
between the building lines of the said streets; nor at the intersection 
of Ninth and G streets NW. between the building lines of said streets; 
nor at the intersection of Eleventh and F streets NW. between the 
building lines of the said streets; nor at the intersection of Eleventh 
and G streets NW. between the building lines of the said streets; nor 
on any public roadway, street, avenue, or alley within said District out- 
side of said fire limits at a greater rate of speed than 15 miles an hour; 
and said vehicles shall at all times be under the control of the driver 
or operator; and the driver or operator and the owner or proprietor 
riding thereon or therein violating any of the provisions hereof shall, 
upon conviction for the first offense, be fined not less than $5 nor more 
than $50, and shall, upon conviction for the second offense within 
one year from the commission of the first offense, be fined not less 
than $10 nor more than $100, or imprisoned for not less than five 
days nor more than thirty days, at the discretion of the court; and 
shall, upon conviction for the third offense within one year from the 
commission of the first offense, be fined not less than $50 nor more than 
$250, or, at the discretion of the court, be imprisoned in the work- 
house for not less than thirty days nor more than six months. 

Sec. 2. That prosecutions for violation of the provisions of this act 
shall be on information filed in the police court of the District of Co- 
lumbia by the 8 counsel or anx of his assistants. 

Sec. 3. That this act shall not be held to take away the authority 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia to make police regu- 
lations not inconsistent herewith. 

The SPEAKER. If there be no objection, the bill will be 
considered as engrossed, read a third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider laid on the table 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Massachusetts rise? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I wish to make a few in- 
quiries about this bill. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. BABCOCK. Certainly. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I sympathize 
entirely with the purpose of this bill, and yet I think the com- 
mittee will agree that when the purpose of a bill is, as this is, 
simply to provide punishment by imprisonment instead of by 
fine, we want to be very sure that we are not imposing unrea- 
sonable obligations. Now, I should .like to ask the gentleman 
in charge of the bill if he thinks it is reasonable to provide, as 
this bill does on page 2, line 3, that no automobile or horse and 
wagon shall go around any corner at a greater speed than 4 
miles an hour? That, Mr. Speaker, is the rate at which a man 
can walk. Why, if you take a cab at the railroad station, to 
ride home, you go at a greater speed than 4 miles an hour 
around the corners, and you do not want them to stop and walk 
every time they reach a corner. It seems to me that is an un- 
reasonable proposition, and I should like to offer an amendment 
to change that 4 miles an hour to 6 miles an hour. 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Tennessee, 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, in reply to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, I will say that the limit of 4 miles an hour 
going around corners is not new. That is the present police 
regulation, and has been for three years or longer; and I think 
it is one of the most necessary and vital parts of the bill, be- 
cause there is greater danger of taking life or maiming by a 
great, heavy, 60-horsepower automobile dashing around a cor- 
ner at 6 miles an hour, or any speed greater than this, than 
could possibly be by a carriage or horse-drawn vehicle. This 
law applies to both, because the Commissioners haye so recom- 
mended; but an automobile turning a corner can not be seen 
in many cases until it is too late. The fact is that two auto- 
mobiles might collide. This is the present regulation which 
has the force of law, and it is well known and is no surprise 
to any owner of an automobile or other vehicle in the District 
of Columbia. ; 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, when the 
gentleman says this is the law, of course he has not in mind 
the difference between fine and imprisonment. It is the pres- 
ent regulation, but it dees not punish by imprisonment, Now, 
in the police regulations adopted by the District Commission- 
ers, a violation of which is punished by fine, it may be appro- 
priate that there should be such a provision, that it should be 
more stringent than necessary; but in enacting that regulation 
into law and providing for the punishment of it by imprison- 
ment you do not want to make it more extreme than is rea- 
sonable. The police regulation, which is punishable by a fine, 
can be enforced with leniency; but when you provide imprison- 
ment you want to be moderate and reasonable. ; 

In answer to what the gentleman has said, I say that a vehi- 
ele going around the corner at a rate of 6 miles an hour is not 
dangerous. I have run an automobile for years, although I do 
not know as I can popularly be called an “automobilist,” as I 
never have succeeded in hitting even a chicken, but I can run 
around the corner more safely with an automobile than you can 
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with a horse and carriage. The automobile is a great deal 
more under your control, and you can steer a great deal closer. 
I very gladly welcome this change of the law which substitutes 
imprisonment for fine, because I recognize that there are some 
reckless men that ought to be punished, but the great majority 
of them are not, and when you come to make a law punishing 
by imprisonment you want it so reasonable that it ought to be 
enforced. £ 

I think the House must admit that it is not an unreasonable 
rate of speed to go around corners at the rate of 6 miles an hour, 
and it is unreasonable to say that a man shall be punished by 
imprisonment for going around a corner at a faster rate than 
4 miles an hour. You do not want to compel a horse to come 
down to a walk, and you do not want your automobile to slow 
down to the slow clutch, which this generally requires. 

Mr. SIMS. I wish to state to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts that imprisonment is only for the second and third offense, 
and then only at the discretion of the court. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. But the gentleman knows 
that neither the horsemen nor automobilists will obey this law. 
The gentleman does not expect that the driver of a horse will 
slow down his horse to a walk every time he goes around a 
corner. I do not object to its remaining in the Code, where it 
is only punishable by fine. It seems to me that the gentleman 
ought to be willing to accept the amendment and substitute 6 
miles an hour for 4 miles an hour around a corner. 

Mr. SIMS: Mr. Speaker, as there may be other questions 
asked about the bill, I will make a general explanation and then 
refer to what the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT] 
has said. This bill contains the present police regulations with 
the exception of crossing a street at a rate of 8 miles an hour 
where there are neither street cars nor steam railways. This is 
the only change in the speed limit. Four miles an hour around 
corners 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman allow 
an interruption right there? 

Mr. SIMS. Certainly. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. That will remain the same, 
whether the bill goes through or not. 

Mr. SIMS. © Unless the Commissioners desire to change it, yes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Not if we pass this law. 

Mr. SIMS. Then they can not increase it and make it any 
greater. Now, these regulations have been in force, as I re- 
member, about three years. Everybody is perfectly familiar 
with them, and I must admit a little surprise that my friend 
from Massachusetts, who is an automobilist, has been operating 
a machine here for three years and does not know that he has 
always been required to go around a corner at no greater speed 
than 4 miles an hour. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. The gentleman does not 
catch my point. I do know it; and I say no matter if it is in 
the code, nobody lives up to it. The gentleman knows that, 
and he does not expect them to, and he only wants it in case of 
some accident that may happen, and then he can hold them 
by it. But.when you come to punish a man by imprisonment, 
that is a different thing. 

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman now admits that he knows it. 
Does the gentleman expect to try to get the police regulation 
modified so as to make it 6 miles an hour? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. No; I do not. 

Mr. SIMS. Well, the gentleman is willing to violate the law 
and run the risk of being made to pay for it. I think that is 
the best reason on earth why the law should be passed. The 
gentleman may be willing to violate the police regulations when 
he is only punished by a fine, but when punished by imprison- 
ment we may be able to secure an enforcement of this regulation. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SIMS. Certainly. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman think 
it is dangerous to allow a horse to go around a corner faster 
than 4 miles an hour? 

Mr. SIMS. The distinguished Commissioners and the chief 
of police and the police officers have established these regula- 
tions as the result of experience and observation, and are what 
they would regard as proper and reasonable. My judgment 
would stand as nothing against them. And if it was not their 
judgment, I think they ought not to go around corners at a 
greater speed than 4 miles an hour. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts, The gentleman does not 
wish to state his own opinion? 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I say if it would strengthen them 
any they should have my opinion in addition to their own, war- 
ranted by experience. It is true there is no law that provides 
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for anything except punishment by fine in the District of Co- 
lumbia. As shown by the report of the District Commissioners 
last year, there were cases of violation of the law by the same 
person as often as four times -vithin one year, as often as three 
times by the same individual, and quite a number as often as 
twice. The great majority of people of the District of Colum- 
bia who own automobiles and carriages do not violate the 
present regulations, but those who do prove themselves a menace 
to life and limb. There certainly should be a law passed au- 
thorizing the judges, after repeated offenses, to inflict imprison- ` 
ment. It is obedience to the law that we want and not simply 
the collection of fines. I desire to state to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts that this law is mild; that it is not at all drastic 
when compared to some of the laws on the same subject in 
the different States. - I suppose that in the State of New York 
there are more automobiles, perhaps, in use than in any other 
State in the Union, and I desire to say to the gentleman that, 
according to the report of the Commissioners of the District 
filed herewith, the punishment in the State of New York is, for 
the first offense, not over $100; for the second offense, $50 to 
$160 or imprisonment not exceeding thirty days, and for the 
third offense $100 to $250 and imprisonment not exceeding 
thirty days. 

The State of New York, with its great experience, makes the 
third offense punishable by both fine and mandatory imprison- 
ment. There is no leaying it to the discretion of the court; 
whereas in this bill, by reason of the advice of the Commission- 
ers, we leave it discretionary, for they believe that the possi- 
bility of imprisonment hanging over an offender will prevent 
repeated violations. All I desire, speaking for myself, is that 
the speed limitations in the District of Columbia be observed, 
and that we do not punish any person more than necessary to 
bring about. obedience to the law. I believe that mandatory 
imprisonment for the third offense within twelve months is- 
reasonable and just, and might be necessary to enforce the law, 
but the Commissioners believe otherwise, and I am willing to 
have them try it, and this law, I think, is absolutely demanded. 
I dislike to refer to matters of which I only have personal 
knowledge, but since the introduction of this bill the letters I 
have received on the subject have been of great number. Many- 
have spoken to me personally whom I did not know knew me, 
and who have advocated the law and who are owners of auto- 
mobiles. I have only found one gentleman, and he a Member 
of this House, who said that he thought it was too drastic, but 
he is making no fight against the bill. These beautiful streets’ 
and pavements, the prettiest in the world, are inviting to the 
pedestrian and inviting to the horse-drawn vehicle, but because 
of the recklessness of a few people, of a few individuals, the 
entire city has been made, at Jeast in a measure, dangerous: to 
pedestrians and to horse-drawn vehicles. It is a matter that I 
do not have to discuss in the House; there is not a Member of 
the House who has been for twelve months in the city of 
Washington who will not make a good witness of the necessity 
of some kind of law. Some autoists seem to think that the 
streets are made for them and for nobody else. When they 
come to a crossing they do not slow down. They blow a horn 
to scatter the pedestrians and run over them if they do not 
get out of the way. It is shown that by the mechanical con- 
trivance of these machines they are easily stopped. It certainly 
is and ought to be the duty of any self-respecting lady or gentle- 
man to stop the machine instead of making old and young flee 
for their lives 

Now, the Commissioners recommend this bill. They think 
they can enforce it, that it is practical, that it is reasonable, and 
before introducing any bill I consulted with the chief of police 
here and told him I did not want any sensation out of this, 
that all I wanted was only what the necessity of the case re- 
quired. If there is anything wrong with the bill, it is that it is 
too mild in its provisions, and for the third offense, as in the 
State of New York, there ought to be mandatory imprisonment. 
The present speed limits are well known to the people and we 
do not take them by surprise by creating new speed regulations. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not wish to take up the time of the House 
further, unless some gentleman wishes to ask some question con- 
cerning the bill which I think I can answer. As to the 4- 
mile limit around corners, that is the yery best part of existing 
regulations, and the very best part of this bill. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. SIMS. I yield. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. As I said before, Mr. 
Speaker, I sympathize with the general purpose of the bill. I 
agree that a great many automobilists are reckless, and I would 
be glad to see them punished, but I do net think on that account 
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we ought to pass a bill which is unreasonable. The gentleman 
Says it is unreasonable to go around a street corner with a horse 
and wagon or an automobile at a rate exceeding 4 miles an 
hour. I wish to submit to the judgment of this House whether 
it is or not. I venture to say that the Members of the House 
do not believe that and that they will say that for an ordinary 
wagon to go around a corner at 6 miles an hour or for an auto- 
mobile, for that matter, is not unreasonable, and is not danger- 
ous. Therefore I wish to offer that amendment, to change four 
to six, and I move that in line 3, on page 2, to substitute for the 
word “four” the word “ six.” 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I want to say in reference to 
this bill that the gentleman from Tennessee is the father of the 
proposition. He has taken a great many chances in coming here 
to the Capitol mornings to attend committee meetings at 10 
o’clock and half past 10 o’clock, dodging corners with automo- 
biles coming around at 4 miles an hour, and he has come up 
here with a bandana handkerchief wiping the perspiration off 
his brow and stating he had been chased by an automobile. 
The committee has appreciated the difficulties that he has la- 
bored under in getting to the Capitol, and for that reason, Mr. 
Speaker, we have made a favorable report on this bill and have 
reduced the speed down to 4 miles an hour, just about the gait 
the gentleman from Tennessee tells me that he can dodge in 
good shape. [Laughter.] 

Now, if you go to work and make this 6 miles an hour, he is 
going to be in the same shape that he was before and we are 
liable to lose one of the most distinguished members of the 
District Committee: I really hope, Mr. Speaker, that this 
6-mile-an-hour amendment will not be carried just on that 
account. Now, I am free to say I think I can dodge a 6-mile- 
an-hour automobile going around a corner if you give me time, 
but when it is coming right around the corner or across a track 
I might not want to have it go over 4 miles, and, out of defer- 
ence and respect to the gentleman from Tennessee, I do hope 
the House will vote this amendment down and not put him 
in the position of having a 60-horsepower machine, with loud- 
blowing horn, coming at him around a corner under a 6-mile- 
an-hour rate of speed. I think it is wrong. I ask that this 
amendment be voted down. 

Mr. SIMS. I just want to say a word. I do not want any 
Member of this House to vote for or against the amendment 
on my account. I admit that I am not a good dodger; not as 
good as the gentleman from Wisconsin [laughter], but I am 
willing to take my chances, because there are several others, 
perhaps, who are not as good dodgers as the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, on page 2, 
line 8, I move to strike out the word “four” and insert the 
word “ six.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, line 8, after the word “ than,” strike out the word “four” 
and insert in lieu thereof the word “ 

The question was taken; and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. Griterr of Massachusetts) 
there were—ayes 20, noes 57. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will Nas gen- 
tleman yield to me? After that vote I do not suppose there is 
a possibility of any amendment, reasonable or otherwise, being 
adopted, but, at the same time, my opinion may be wrong, and 
there is another suggestion in this bill which I think out to be 
amended and I am going to offer it. 

It says in line 18 that no horseless vehicle or automobile shall 
travel outside the District fire limits at a greater rate of speed 
than 15 miles an hour. That means out on the Conduit road 
or out on Fourteenth street an automobile shall not go faster 
than 15 miles an hour, or if a man has a horse which can go 
a three-minute gait he shall not be allowed to speed him. It 
seems to me that is unreasonable. I recognize that there ought 
to be some limit. I recognize that when any other vehicle is 
in the way you ought to slow down. I offer this amendment, 
that on any public road within said District outside of the fire 
limits it shall not go at more than 12 miles an hour when meet- 
ing or passing a person or vehicle. That limits it; that when 
any other vehicle or person is in the road they shall slow down 
the automobile or horse to 12 miles an hour, but if you have 
got a clear stretch of road there is no reason you should not 
let your horse or automobile out, and therefore I offer an 
amendment in line 20, page 2, to strike out the words “15 
miles an hour” and substitute in lieu thereof the words “12 
miles an hour when meeting or passing a vehicle or person.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 2, line 20, amend by striking out the words “15 miles an hour“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof “ 12 miles an hour when meeting or pass- 
ing any other vehicle or person.” 


Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to say a few words 
about that. Of course I am not so much interested in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia beyond the fire limits, because my observation 
is not extensive. This is the present bill's regulation—namely, 
15 miles an hour beyond the fire limits. This, of course, if it 
had not been found necessary would not have been made. When 
you get beyond the fire limits you have got to turn corners, 
you have got to go around bends of the road, and the District 
Commissioners do not think the speed ought to be greater than 
15 miles after you pass the fire limits. I do not think we ought 
to adopt this amendment without knowing more about it than 
we do. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Will the gentleman permit me? 

Mr. SIMS. Certainly. 

Mr. BABCOCK. I suppose that so far as the gentleman from 
Tennessee is concerned he is not personally interested in the 
speed on the Conduit road? 

Mr. SIMS. T am not personally acquainted with it. 

Mr. BABCOCK. The gentleman does not travel that road 
every morning as he does the road to the Capitol? 

Mr. SIMS. That is it. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Does the gentleman further understand that 
if he takes off the speed limit entirely you can go 100 miles an 
hour under the other limit? 

Mr. SIMS. I understood the gentleman to say it was 12 miles 
an hour. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Twelve miles an hour when passing another 
vehicle. 

Mr. SIMS. I misunderstood the amendment. Then, Mr. 
Speaker, it is only the more objectionable. I do not think it 
ought to be done, and I do not think it necessary to discuss it 
further. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I can not see what objec- 
tion there is to letting a horse or an automobile go as fast as 
you please when you have got the road all to yourself. I would 
like to know what objection the gentleman can see to that? If 
there is no other vehicle in the road, why would you not let 
your horse or vehicle out? 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The bill was ordered to be en and read a third time; 
and it was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Bascocx, the vote by which the bill was 
passed was laid on the table. 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, that means the bill here just re- 
ported by the committee as a substitute? 

Mr. BABCOCK. What is it? 

Mr. SIMS. The bill passed is the bill H. R. 16384, instead of 
the original bill. 

Mr. BABCOCK. It is the substitute reported by the com- 
mittee. 

LONG BRIDGE. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 14897, 
and after the Clerk reads the title of the bill I would like to 
make a statement before making the usual motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

ill (H. R. 14897) providing for the tem maintenance of 
Long Brides over ee ce iver, and fom other purposes. es 

Mr. BABCOCK. Now, Mr. Speaker 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, this bill should be consid- 
ered in the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. BABCOCK. I wish to make a statement. 

The SPEAKER. It is on the Union Calendar, but the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin asks unanimous consent to make a state- 
ment about it at this time. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to say to the House that 
some years ago Congress appropriated money to build a new 
highway bridge across the Potomac just above the Long Bridge. 
Previous to this time the Long Bridge had been occupied, and 
for many years, by the Pennsylvania Railroad Company, the 
Mount Vernon Electric Railway Company, and used by the pub- 
lic for general travel and traffic. The new bridge itself was 
completed a short time since and thrown open to the public. 
The bridge—the iron structure—is 2,600 feet long, the approach 
on the Virginia side is 2,200 feet long, the approach on the 
Washington side is 1,250 feet long, making the bridge and the 
approaches something over 6,000 feet long. The War Depart- 
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ment, the Commissioners, and especially the people of Virginia, 
appealed to the Committee on the District of Columbia to keep 
the old Long Bridge open for traffic on account of the unfinished 
condition of the approaches to the new bridge. That, in other 
words, the embankments were so soft that they would not bear 
the heavy traffic of the brick wagons—and practically all the 
brick used in Washington comes from Virginia. The committee, 
after considering the bill at several meetings, finally formulated 
a bill which provides that the old Long Bridge shall be turned 
over to and operated and maintained by the District govern- 
ment until the 15th day of next December, when it shall 
be removed by the Pennsylvania Railroad. Under the contract 
that the Pennsylvania road has with the Government, it is 
obliged to remove the bridge now, inasmuch as it has ceased to 
use it, and they are under no obligation to maintain the bridge, 
but by request they are maintaining it temporarily until Con- 
gress shall determine what course to pursue. 

Now, the difficulty, Mr. Speaker, of using the new highway 
bridge, which, however, is now being used by the Mount Vernon 
electric road and brings to the District a revenue of about 
$8,000 a year for passengers that cross the bridge in its cars, is 
on account of the condition of the approaches. The fill on the 
Virginia side, 2,200 feet long, nearly half a mile, has not settled 
sufficiently to permit granite block pavement being permanently 
put on; and all say the approaches will not stand the traffic of 
wagons loaded with brick coming from Virginia. 

The committee, in its wisdom, attached to this bill a para- 
graph specifying that after the ist of June all wagons weigh- 
ing, when loaded, more than 2 tons, should be equipped with 
wheels having tires not less than 4 inches in width. The 
brick interests, or the representatives of the brick companies, 
came to me personally and stated that the provision for 4-inch 
tires was agreeable to them, and that they were in favor of it 
and believed it should be done to protect the roads. Now, the 
tires that are in use as a rule are 2 inches wide. The commit- 
tee supposed when they reported the bill that they were doing 
something in the interest of the city of Washington and the in- 
terest of all concerned, and that 4-inch tires would protect the 
streets and highways and save the District of Columbia a 
large sum annually in street repairs. But, I am sorry to say, 
I have been presented with letters and petitions, which I have 
here, proving by their statements that a vehicle with a tire 
2 inches in width, bearing a load of 3, 4, or 5 tons, will not 
do a pavement as much harm as a 4 inch tire. Of course it 
is an entirely new proposition to me, and possibly if the com- 
mittee will wait a little longer they will be convinced that a 
tire an inch wide will answer the purpose better than a 
4-inch tire. Now, here are petitions and letters from business 
men, contractors, paving companies, and one from the Brennan 
Construction Company, from which I wish to read an extract 
to show how ignorant Congress has been on this subject: 


It is a well-known fact to men in the paving business that diversi- 
fied travel is essential for the life of an asphalt pavement, and where 
there is no travel the asphalt will, within two or three years, disin- 
— a of this an asphalt pavement laid on Tunlaw road, where 
there never is any travel, has completely disintegrated. 

Mr. Speaker, the statements presented here would indicate 
that the narrower the tire and the heavier the load the better 
it will be for the condition of the streets. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this petition is a request for a hearing on 
that portion of this bill which provides for 4-inch tires, and I 
submit it, so far as I am personally concerned, to the House, and 
I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee, who desires, I believe, 
to make a motion. 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, in view of what the gentleman from 
Wisconsin said, which seems to be the view of the committee, 
I move that the bill be recommitted to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves that 
the bill be recommitted to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 


REMOVAL OF SNOW AND ICE IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask consideration of the bill 
H. R. 14582. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 14582) for the removal of snow and ice from the payed 
sidewalks of the District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the tenant or occupant of any building or 
lot oh land, or in case there shall be no tenant or occupant, the owner of 
any building or lot of land fronting or abutting on any = sidewalk 
within the fire limits of the District of Columbia, and in the case of any 
building or lot of land owned by any corporation, joint stock company, 
or syndicate, the superintendent, manager, or other person in charge or 
control of such building or lot of land, shall, within the first four hours 


of daylight after the ceann to fall of any snow, cause the same to be 


removed from such sidewa and in case ice has formed upon such 
sidewalk, the tenant, occupant, owner, superintendent, manager, or 
other person in charge or control of such ser | or lot of land, as 
above set forth, shall, within the first four hours of daylight, after the 
same has formed, cause the same to be sprinkled with ashes, or some 
other suitable substance. Any violation of any of the provisions of this 
act shall subject the person so offending to a fine of not more than $5, 
or, in default of the et yeh of such fine, to imprisonment in the work- 
house of the District of Columbia for not more than five days. 

Sec. 2. That in the event the owner or owners of any building or 

lot of land mentioned in the preceding section of this act be a non- 
resident or nonresidents of the District of Columbia, and there be no 
tenant or occupant of the same, and the requirements of the precedin 
section of this act are not complied with, or if such building or lot o 
land be owned by any nonresident corporation, joint stock company, 
or syndicate, and the superintendent, manager, or other person in 
charge or control thereof shall fail to ODN with the requirements 
of the said preceding section of this act, or if there be no such super- 
intendent or other person in charge or control of such building or lot 
of land so owned by any nonresident corporation, joint stock com- 
any, or syndicate and the requirements of the preceding section of 
his act are not complied with, it shall be the duty of the Commis- 
sloners of said District in-every such case to cause the snow or ice to 
be removed, or to cause the same to be sprinkled as mentioned in said 
receding section of this act, and for every such removal or — 
y them they shall assess the sum of 3 cents per front foot agains 
each such lot, and, in the case of corner lots, an additional charge of 
3 cents per running foot for the depth of the property abutting on 
the 8 street, and every such assessment so levied for re- 
moval by said Commissioners of such snow or ice, or the sprinkling as 
herein provided shall be a lien on said lot of land, and shall become 
due an * and be collected as general taxes on real estate in 
sald District are due, payable, and collectible, 


Mr. BABCOCK. I now yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. KLINE], who reported the bill. 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, this bill (H. R. 14582) contem- 
plates legislation to regulate the removal of snow and the ac- 
cumulations of ice from the sidewalks in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and to punish those who may offend against the pro- 
visions thereof. It may seem strange and possibly surpris- 
ing to the membership of this House that there is no existing 
law or enforceable regulation to compel the property owners 
in the District of Columbia, or their tenants, to clear the side- 
walks in front or along their property of snow or ice. In all 
northern cities where the vigors and inclemencies of snow and 
ice prevail there are regulations for the removal of the snow 
and the accumulations of ice. 

Congress has previously attempted to legislate on this sub- 
ject, but hitherto was unable to place on the statute book a law 
which could stand the scrutiny and judicial interpretation of the 
appellate courts on constitutional grounds. The laws hereto- 
fore passed were prominent for their absence of uniformity, 
equality, and for their want of discriminations between those 
property owners which were intended to be reached by the con- 
templated legislation. On March 2, 1895, Congress passed an 
act for the removal of snow and ice from the sidewalks, cross 
walks, and gutters in the cities of Washington and Georgetown, 
and for other purposes, which act was declared to be insufficient ; 
and again, on March 2, 1897, Congress passed another act on 
the same lines for the same purposes. That act was declared 
unconstitutional in the case of Holtzman v. United States (14 
App. D. C., 454), in which it was held by the court “as to the 
special feature that differentiated it from the act of 1895, that 
it was unconstitutional, null, and void,” and at the same time 
pointed out various crudities, inconsistencies, and inequalities 
that tended to descredit it in its entirety. Nothing further was 
done to enact this class of legislation from 1897 until February 
10, 1904, when an act on the same subject was passed by this 
House, which, in the case of McGuire v. The District of Co- 
lumbia, reported in 24 Appeal Cases, D. C., page 22, was also 
declared unconstitutional and void, as imposing unequal bur- 
dens upon and discriminating between citizens similarly sit- 
uated and equally entitled to bear the same burden. In the 
latter cited case the court also laid down the rule that “the 
prime requisite of such legislation is that it should be uniform 
and capable of universal enforcement.” - 

It thereupon dawned upon the minds of the Distriet Coni- 
missioners that they, under some old power conferred upon 
them, were empowered to pass or promulgate a regulation by 
which the tenants and occupants of property along the several 
sidewalks could be compelled to remove snow and ice. They 
did promulgate such a regulation, and the matter was imme- 
diately taken before the courts of the District, and it was again 
declared, in Coughlin v. District of Columbia, a case reported 
in 25 Appeal Cases, D. C., page 251, that the District Commis- 
sioners were not empowered with such authority, and that their 
act was null and void. 

In my judgment, this is a duty which should be imposed upon 
the property owners of the District, and that the municipality 
should not be charged with this burden. 

The Commissioners, in a communication directed to the 
chairman of the District Committee on this subject and the im- 
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practicability of forcing the municipality to do this work, 
said this: 


Any measure which proposes the removal of snow and ice by the 
municipality, with the cost thereof assessed against abutting property, 
mts almost insuperable obstacles, owing to the faet that there are 
50 miles of paved sidewalks within the fire limits of the District of 
Columbia, equaling 2,904,000 linear feet. It is estimated t under 
ordinary conditions, with an average th of snow of 6 inches and 
with a ridge in the center of the sidewalk packed down by 5 
one man could clean 30 feet of walk and open the gutter in one hour. 
In an eight-hour day this would reqnire 12,100 men and at $1.50 
each day, an aggregate of $18,150, a sum which would reach fully 
22 0O when tools, supervision of gangs, etc., are taken into considera- 
on. 


Mr. Speaker, the removal of snow and ice is a duty or obli- 
gation which the property owner should perform. He should 
do it without protest or compulsion. The Washington property 
owner has so many privileges, advantages, and exemptions of 
onerous burdens that this burden of removing snow and ice 
should be cheerfully borne by him. If this burden is to be 
placed on the municipality at the expense of the Government, 
by the sanction of the citizens or direction of the court, I should 
not be much surprised some day to hear that be asked 
to exempt the citizens of the District of Columbia of many 
other obligations which they are required to bear at this time. 

That Congress has been unable heretofore to pass a law that 
was enabled to stand the interpretation of the courts is, in my 
judgment, no credit to the wisdom and judicial acumen of the 
solons of either House of Congress. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will it interfere with the gentleman’s 
argument if I ask him a question or two? 

Mr. KLINE. Not at all. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I am somewhat interested in the law 
question involved in this bill, and am also interested that there 
should be proper care taken of the streets and walks of this 
city. This bill, as I understand it, makes it a misdemeanor 
for a property owner to fail to remove snow and ice from the 
walks in front of his premises. 

Mr. KLINE. Yes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does the gentleman know of a case 
or an instance in this country where the courts haye upheld 
legislation of that kind? The theory, I think, generally is that 
the care of the public streets and walks is a public charge, and 
while for special reasons construction and maintenance of 
walks may be charged against the adjoining property owner, 
my recollection is that in every instance where an attempt has 
been made to impose a penalty on the property owner for his 
failure to perform that duty the courts have set aside the law 
and declared it to be invalid. Does the gentleman know of a 
single instance in this country where such a law has been upheld 
in a court of last resort? 

Mr. KLINE. I can not cite any particular instance or case at 
this time. I know that such a law has been upheld by the sub- 
ordinate courts in Pennsylvania. I could not state whether the 
question was ever taken to the appellate courts of that State 
or not. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. My impression is that the courts have 
uniformly declared such laws invalid, because it is not within 
the constitutional power of the legislature to impose a duty of 
this kind upon an individual, a duty that is essentially public, 
and to enforce its performance by a penalty. 

While I should like to see proper legislation to protect the 
public against bad sidewalks, I fear that this bill, if enacted 
into law, will be set aside by the courts at the first opportunity. 

Mr. WILEY of New Jersey. I can give the gentleman some 
information on that subject. 

Mr. KLINE. I was just going to say that this bill provides 
that the party offending may be punished by summary proceed- 
ings. On page 2 of the bill it is provided that any violation of 
any of the provisions of this act shall subject the person so 
offending to a fine of not more than $5, or, in default of the pay- 
ment of such fine, to imprisonment in the workhouse of the Dis- 
triet of Columbia for not more than five days. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. My friend from New Jersey [Mr. 
Wu! tells me that he knows of instances where such legisla- 
tion has been upheld. 

Mr, WILEY of New Jersey. That law is in force in New Jer- 
sey—in Essex County, where I live. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. By a criminal process? 

Mr. WILEY of New Jersey. I do not think they haye waited 
for that. 

Mr. KLINE. Do I understand the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey—that legislation of this character has been upheld by the 
courts of New Jersey? 

Mr. WILEY of New Jersey. The legislation is in force, and 
has been for years. I know it, because I was an executor of an 
estate and fined $5 because the man did not clean the snow off 
from the walk, and I had to pay it, 


Mr. KLINE. On the other hand, I know that courts have 
been known to reverse themselves and sometimes in a few 
instances did not know the law themselyes. I will not venture 
to say that the present bill will be construed to be constitu- 
tional and enforceable. It is an improvement on former bills 
on the same subject. It was prepared by the Commissioners, 
considered by the subcommittee and the general Committee on 
the District of Columbia in the light of judicial criticism on the 
subject and in the light of the authorities which I have cited in 
the course of my remarks. I say it is not certain that the 
courts will uphold the law, but the Commissioners are anxious 
to exhaust all means of securing an effective ice and snow law 
before they are compelled to appeal to Congress for an appro- 
priation. 

I ask that said bill be passed without amendment. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Bancock, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 


AMERICAN HOMEOPATHIC INSTITUTE FOR DRUG PROVING. 


Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I call up ihe bill 
(H. R. 12904) to incorporate the American Homeopathie Insti- 
tute for Drug Proving. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


A bill to incorporate the American Institute for Drug Proving. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the following-named persons, to wit, J. B. 
Gregg Custis, of Washington, D. C.; George Royal, of Des Moines, Iowa : 
Charles Mohr, of Philadelphia, Pa.; Willis A. Dewey, of Ann Arbor 
Mich. ; Benjamin F. Bailey, of Lincoln, Nebr.; John P. Sutherland, of 

on, Mass., and Edwin H. Wolcott, of Rochester, N. Y., their asso- 
ciates and successors, duly chosen, are hereby incorporated and declared 
to be a body corporate by the name of the erican Institute for Drug 
3 and by that name it shall be known and have perpetual suc- 
Cessio: 

Sec. 2. That the objects of the corporation shall be— 

22 To study the effects of drugs upon animals and healthy persons 
and to preserve a record of such ex ents and the results thereof in 
such fo and manner as shall make them available and useful in the 
treatment and cure of 

(b) To disseminate the knowledge of the results of such experiments 
by lecture, printed documents, or otherwise, as may be best. 

(e) To purchase such property, real and personal, and to provide and 
maintain or aid in the equipment of such laboratories as may be neces- 
sary to carry on me aar the r Pe * ths 

perform all things necessa mote 
So RE aay 
ec, 3. T e direction an gement of the affairs of the co 

poration and the control and 3 its 5 

in a board of trustees, seven in num 
Ae | individuals, to wit: J. B. 
Mohr, Willis A, Dewey, Benjamin 
Edwin H. Wolcott, who shal 


r, to be composed of 


the 
pathy. Vacancies occasioned by dea resignatio: 

or otherwise shall be filled by the remaining trustees in — manner rr} 
the by-laws shall prescribe, and the psom so elected shall thereupon 
— me e ana — 3 i 5 — rin 

pal executive offices an ry for the records said corporation 
shall be located in the city of Washington, D. C. E 

Sec. 4. That such board of trustees shall have full power from time 
to time to adopt a common to appoint such officers, members of 
the board of trustees or otherwise, and such employees as may be 
deemed necessary in the carrying out of the objects of the corporation, 
at such salaries or with such remuneration as they may deem proper, 
and with full power to adopt by-laws from time to time and such rules 
and regulations as they may deem necessary to secure the convenient 
transaction of the business of the corporation, with full power and dis- 
cretion to deal with and end the income or funds of the corporation 
in such manner as in r judgment will best promote objects 
herein set forth, and in g to have and use all the powers au- 
thority necessary to promote such objects. Said corporation shall re- 
port annually the result of its scientific 1 and its receipts and 

itures to the American Institute of Homeopathy. 

. 5, That the said corporation may take and hold donations, 
grants, devises, and bequests which may be made to it in support of the 
said niga fee ke 

Sec. 6. That as soon as may be possible after the passage of this act 
a meeting of the trustees hereinbefore named shall be called by the 
sald J. B. G Custis, George Royal, Charles Mohr, Willis A. Dewey, 
Benjamin F. lex, John P. Sutherland, and Edwin H. Wolcott, or 
any three of them, at the city of Washington, D. C., by notice served 
in yews or by 1 to each trustee at his place of ence, and the 
said trustees, or a majority 725 e being assembled, shall organize 


and proceed to adopt brises and appoint committ 
and generally to organize said corporation, and thereafter the board o; 
trustees shall once a year, or ener at their election, meet in the 


said city of Washington, or elsewhere as they may by resolution of the 
board or by the-consent in writing of a majority of the board deter- 
mine, such consent in writing to be recorded, together with the names 
trustees giving such consent, i the records of the corporation. 

Sec. 7. That may from time to time alter, repeal, or modify 
this act of incorporation, but no contract or individual right, made or 
aes shall thereby be divested or impaired. 

„8. That this act shall take effect immediately. 


With the following committee amendments: 
Page 1, line 11, insert after the word American the word Homeo- 


P Page 3, line 13, after the word “power,” insert the words “in sald 
boar LLJ 
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P. 3, line 17, after the word “discretion,” insert the words “in 
said board.” 


Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to incorporate the American 
Homeopathic Institute for Drug Proving.” 


Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to know some- 
thing about this bill before action is taken on it. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I will yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. WILEY]. 

Mr. WILEY of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, this bill was intro- 
duced by request. I am not a homeopath and therefore it is an 
act of great magnanimity on my part. It is a benevolent or- 
ganization with a view to obtaining contributions and using 
them for the purposes stated in the bill and to report the results 
for the benefit of humanity generally. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I would like to know what this pro- 
vision means: To study the effects of drugs upon animals and 
healthy persons and to preserve a record of such experiments.” 
I will call attention to several provisions in the bill, as it may 
be that the gentleman will explain them all. 

This act of incorporation is different from every other one the 
District Committee has reported. Heretofore it has made these 
corporations corporations in the District of Columbia, but there 
is no such restriction in this bill. More than that, there is a 
provision on page 3, at the bottom of the page, that I would 
like the gentleman to explain, in which this corporation is 
required to report the result of these scientific experiments, its 
receipts and expenditures, to the American Institute for Homeo- 
pathy. What branch of the Government is that and what right 
has the Government or why should Congress incorporate a drug- 
proving concern and direct it to report to some other institu- 
tion, philanthropic or otherwise? I hope the gentleman will 
make a full explanation of this bill. 

Mr. WILBY of New Jersey. I think the language of the bill 
is sufficiently clear. I do not see what explanation the gentle- 
man wants, but 

Mr. GARRETT. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. WILEY of New Jersey. Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT. What powers are given to this institution 
by incorporation here that it could not obtain by incorporation 
under the general statutes of the District? 

Mr. WILEY of New Jersey. That is a legal question, and as 
I am not a lawyer I will allow the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
yania, Mr. KLINE, to answer it. 

Mr. GARRETT. Would there be any objection to inserting, 
In line 10, after the word “corporate,” the words “ of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia?” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. No objection whatever. 

Mr. GARRETT. I think unquestionably that ought to be 
done. I do not think this institution after being incorporated 
would haye any legal standing if these words were not inserted 
so as to create it a corporation of the District of Columbia. 
That the Congress can create a corporation for the purpose of 
carrying out any of the delegated powers of Congress is perhaps 
not now to be questioned, but that the Congress can create a 
corporation for performing any work or engaging in any busi- 
ness that is not for the purpose of carrying out some one of the 
expressly delegated powers seems to me to be beyond the scope 
of constitutional power. I take it there is no doubt, however, 
of the power of Congress to create a corporation in the District 
of Columbia, though I do doubt the policy of these special acts. 
I do not think they ought to pass at all. The provisions of the 
general law are full and ample, and there is danger in these 
special acts. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman 
will offer an amendment, we will accept it. The committee has 
no pride in this matter whatever. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I offer that amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield 
for that purpose? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

185 i 1, line 10, after the word “corporate,” insert “of the District 
pf Columbia.” 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire a vote upon his 
amendment at this time? 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, at any time that it is in order. 
I understood the committee would accept the amendment, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SAMUEL W. Surra] saying there 
was no objection to it. If the bill must pass, though I hope it 
will not, that provision should certainly be in it. I hope, how- 
ever, that whether so amended or not the bill will not pass. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will put the question now. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to. 


Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, at some time I 
would like a chance to interrogate the gentleman who is in 
charge of the bill. , 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Certainly, I yield to the gentle- 


man. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is there not a general ldw by 
which anybody in the District of Columbia who desires to be 
incorporated can apply to some established authority and se- 
cure an incorporation, as one can in the State from which the 
gentleman comes or in the State from which I come? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I understand that 
these gentlemen do not consider that the present law in the Dis- 
trict is sufficient for them to incorporate in the manner in 
which they desire to be incorporated. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to haye a minute or 
two. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Certainly, I yield. : 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, several times I have 
suggested to the House a plan which seems to me to be in the 
interest of transacting the public business, and that is that we 
have on hand three sorts of business to which we devote a great 
deal of time, with which we ought not to have anything to 
do at all. One of them is respecting private claims. There 
ought to be some kind of a tribunal to which these private 
claims can be referred. I take it that nearly every man in the 
House would make a fairly good trial judge, if he were elected 
or appointed a trial judge, and if it were his business to hear 
evidence in a case he would give a fairly correct decision; but 
what is everybody's business is nobody’s business. Sometimes 
we spend two or three hours here, 886 of us, passing on a claim 
of less than $100, and nobody, except the particular member of 
the Committee on Claims who passed on that claim, knows any- 
thing about it. The proceeding is ridiculous. In the second 
place, we ought to get rid of private pension bills. The pension 
laws, if they are not sufficiently liberal now, ought to be lib- 
eralized so that we may get rid of the business to which I refer. 
All the old soldiers ought to stand on the same plane and be 
treated impartially. In the third place, we ought to get rid of 
this entire batch of District of Columbia business. With all 
due respect to everybody connected with it, I say that it is a 
nuisance in this House. It is not a very violent presumption 
that any Member of this House or member of the United States 
Senate would be competent to sit in the common council for 
the city of Washington, if he lived here and were familiar with 
facts and environments; but we come here one day out of every 
two weeks and we must either follow the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Bascock] or some of his lieutenants on faith, or we 
have to fight them on faith. So far as I am concerned, I gen- 
erally vote against them on faith. [Laughter.] Now, we ought 
to be getting rid of this business instead of enlarging it. What 
is happening here? I will tell you exactly. Everybody in the 
District of Columbia who wants a corporation created, instead 
of going to the authority in the District which has power to 
incorporate, as I presume it has—— 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, may I interrupt the 
gentleman right there? 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I do not know how this bill ever got 
into the hands of the Committee on the District of Columbia 
anyway, because it is incorporating a lot of people who do not 
even live here. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, there is no question 
about there being power under the general statutes to create 
corporations of this kind. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the gentleman mean by Con- 
gress or by somebody in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. By somebody in the District of Co- 
lumbia. Authority already exists. We had a bill up for con- 
sideration not an hour ago to amend that law, and it is suffi- 
ciently broad in its terms to include this kind of corporations, 
but this institution or association, like a great many others, 
desires to get the prestige of incorporation by special act of 
Congress. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I do not think that is quite true, 
because these people could not be incorporated under the laws of 
the District and ought not to be incorporated by act of Con- 
gress. They are not residents of the District. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not think the laws require them 
to be residents. 

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Well, I do not care much about 
this particular bill one way or another; I have no prejudice 
against anybody connected with it; but I want to explain to the 
House what we are coming to. Now, on the last District of 
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Columbia day, two weeks ago, we spent nearly the whole day 
jowering about corporations here in the District of Columbia. 
If we go on a month or two longer granting these incorporations 
by acts of Congress everybody who wants to be incorporated 
in the District of Columbia, instead of going down here to get 
an incorporation in the proper and legal manner, as the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] says they can, will be 


here applying for incorporation. I will tell you why. As he 
said, it gives prestige to the corporation. 

Now, we had one for the Daughters of the Revolution. 
Everybody wants to be pleasant with the women. Then we had 
one to incorporate the Eastern Star, and two brethren here fell 
foul of each other—one was a Mason and the other was not a 
Mason, and the thing seemed to go off on that. I am a thirty- 
second-degree Mason. There is only one degree higher, and I 
can not get that unless I devote most of my time to the work of 
the order, which I am not going to do. These institutions were 
incorporated as a matter of sympathy and sentiment. The other 
day some very estimable ladies sent for me to come out and see 
about incorporating an educational institution to operate in the 
country generally. I asked them what was the reason they did 
not go down to the District of Columbia building and go to the 
proper authorities and get the incorporation. They said very 
frankly they wanted the prestige of a Congressional bill. Now, 
this bill comes up and it is proposed to incorporate a drug com- 
pany. If you can incorporate a drug company—of course, I do 
not care anything about what school of medicine it is, one way 
or the other—but if we are going into the business of incorporat- 
ing drug companies to give them prestige, why not go into the 
business of incorporating a grocery company to give it prestige 
over other competing grocery companies in the District of 
Columbia? Why not pass a bill here incorporating some par- 
ticular shoe house or a particular dry-goods store? In England 
I understand the fact to be—I have never been over there—that 
certain men carry on their cards and on their signs “ Hatters to 
the King.” You have been over there—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And “ Haberdashers to the King” 
and “ Wine merchants to the King,” and half of them never sold 
the King a hat or a quart of wine or any haberdashery at all. 
What they want is the prestige that the sign gives them. They 
pay for it, as the gentleman near me [Mr. SULLIVAN of Massa- 
chusetts] suggests. It is for mere advertising purposes over 
there, and that is what all of these incorporations are desiring 
here, a mere matter of advertisement for the concerns which 
are incorporated; and if we go into this business I give you fair 
warning now, instead of having one District day every two 
weeks you will have to have one District day every week, and 
this is as good a time as we are ever going to have to stop it 
now—that is, to beat this bill without any reference as to who 
it is who wants to be incorporated or what it is except it is a 
drug bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. KLINE. Has the gentleman from Missouri any opposi- 
tion to the features of this bill? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not know whether I have or 


not. 

Mr. KLINE. I will inform the gentleman this corporation 
could not be incorporated under the general law 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Then change the general law. 

Mr. KLINE. Well, we have not come to that yet, because 
the majority of these incorporators are not residents of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why did they not go to New 
Jersey to get incorporated? That is the great home of corpora- 
tions. 

Mr. KLINE. I do not know; but they have chosen this 
forum. 
Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Can not they get proxies 
under the law? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I know how we settled this cor- 
poration business in Missouri about getting incorporation papers. 
The legislature passed a general law and took it out of the 
hands of the legislature. Up to that time it was Pull Dick, 
pull devil,” as to who would get incorporation bills passed by 
the Missouri legislature. At last they passed a general law 
authorizing the circuit court to issue incorporation papers in 
certain cases and the secretary of state to issue them in others, 
and charged them to inquire into the character and business of 
the parties who were seeking incorporation for the purposes of 
a corporation. Since that we have had no trouble about incor- 
porating companies. I repeat that I have no prejudice whatever 
against the estimable persons asking by this bill for incorpora- 
tion. I am simply and steadfastly opposed to Congress going 
into the general incorporating business. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. My recollection is that the statute goy- 


erning corporations in the District of Columbia does not require 
the stockholders nor all of the directors to be residents of the 
District. It requires some of the directors and perhaps the main 
office to be in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I think, if the gentleman will permit 
me to say so, it requires at least three of them to be residents 
of the District of Columbia. Why should a lot of strangers 
come here, over whom this District government has no jurisdic- 
tion, and be incorporated under the District law? It ought to 
be under general law, it ought to be by the citizens of the State 
where it is incorporated, and there ought to be some restric- 
tions and limitations in the general law thrown around these 
corporations that come in here like a newborn jaybird. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It is true that in some of the States 
they require some of the directors to be residents of the State 
authorizing the incorporation, and to maintain the principal 
office in the State, so as to bring the corporation under the juris- 
diction of the courts, and I think that is the provision in the 
District of Columbia. Now, the State of New Jersey does not 
require a stockholder or a director or a member of a corporation 
to reside in the State of New Jersey, but it does require the ap- 
pointment of a resident agent, upon whom civil process may be 
served; but I think the general laws here cover this class of 
corporations. If they do not you can change the provision as 
to incorporators and include two or three who reside in the Dis- 
trict. I agree with the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] 
that the time has come to vote down this class of corporations. 
I do not think there is any public need for granting special 
charters by act of Congress. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Indiana if there is anything in the proposed corporations 
requiring that they should have a charter in any State or Terri- 
tory anywhere in the world? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not know that there is. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. They desire it, as my colleague has 
said, because it gives them the grandiloquence of a special Fed- 
eral charter and without any limitations whatever. Every cor- 
poration ought to have some limitation thrown around it. These 
special corporations appear here in the twinkling of an eye, 
without the consideration of anybody except the committee 
from which they come, with no sort of limitations, with no 
sort of restrictions, no sort of control, and I have protested as 
they have been presented from various committees in this 
House that Congress ought not to go into the business of grant- 
ing special charters to special corporations in any instance. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I am unable to determine whether the 
character of the corporation desired to be created is scientific, 
humanitarian, or commercial. I think it is a combination of 
the three. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I think it is. I will say in this con- 
nection while I have the floor, although not entitled to it, there 
is another objection to having the Congress give charters of this 
kind. It is not to transact business within the District of Co- 
lumbia. These Federal corporations will go into all of the 
States and do business. Probably they would not be subject to 
State taxation, and certainly not subject to State control. So 
here we are instituting a series of corporations to go into the 
States and do business, sitting over and above and beyond the 
power of the State to control or regulate or tax them. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that this is a private bill, and the committee has no jurisdiction 
of the same. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I call for a vote. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Well, I do not think the gentleman 
from Michigan will question the point. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Let me say to the gentleman I 
think we can dispose of the matter in just a moment if he will 
allow it to go to a vote. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. If the gentleman will ask that the bill 
be laid upon the table, I will withdraw the point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair takes it for granted that the 
gentleman’s point of order is that it is a private bill; that the 
committee has no jurisdiction of the bill, and it should be re- 
committed with a view to giving it proper reference. The Chair 
calls the attention of the gentleman to the status of the bill 
now. That point of order, if it could be considered at all, would 
have to be considered, in the opinion of the Chair, before the 
House had entered upon its consideration. So the Chair is not 
required to rule whether it is a private bill or not. Whether 
it be proper or not, the committee has been considering it for 
thirty minutes, and the Chair for that reason 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I will move that the bill be laid on the 
table at the proper time. I simply wish time to call attenticn 
to some of the provisions of this bill. 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair understands the gentleman from 
Michigan, having the floor, yields it for that purpose? 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. L only wish the gentleman would 
allow us to take a vote upon the bill, and I call for a vote, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The amendment recommended by the committee was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. i 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, has there been a motion 
to lay the bill on the table? 

The SPEAKER. No. 

The question was taken on the engrossment for a third read- 
ing; and the Speaker announced that the noes seemed to have it. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. I move that the bill lie on the table. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I move that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill S. 51. 

The SPEAKER. Pending that motion, the Chair desires to 
lay before the House, if there be no objection, the following mes- 
sage from the President of the United States. 


SITTINGS OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS AT MIAMI, FLA. 


| The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message | 


from the President of the United States, which was read: 


To the House of Representatives: 
1 return herewith, without approval, House bill No. 10080, for the 
— _ set forth in the follow letter from the Acting Attorney- 
en : 

“I have the honor to reply to your communication of March 8, ask- 

ing that you be informed whether I know of any objection to the a 
val of the inclosed bill—H. R. 10080, entitled ‘An act to provide 
‘or thang. ae the United States circuit and district courts of the 
southern ict of Florida at the city of Miami, in said district.’ 

“ Rep to a request from the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
Senate for ‘ormation show: the desirableness or otherwise of the 
proposed legislation, I advised them: 8 

Terms of court are now held in said district at Tampa, Jackson- 
ville, Key West, and Fernandina. From information obtained in the 
examination of accounts of court officials for said district it appears 
that very little business arises in the vicinity of Miami, and that there 
is no real necessity for terms of court at that place in addition to 
terms at the other places above mentioned.’ 

Further consideration confirms the opinion that there fs nothing to 
demand a term of court at that place. It will entail considerable ex- 
. the Government, and the public interest will not be subserved 

ere’ 


Ya 
“The proviso in the Dill ‘that suitable rooms and accommodations 
Shall be furnished for the holding of said court at said place, free of 
expense to the Government of the United States,’ is objectionable. If 
a term of court is needed it should not depend on whether accommo- 
dations therefor are gratuitously supplied. Conditions of this char- 
acter . to me to conflict with the public interests; and Lett 
are used, of course, in many cases to secure the passage of bills w 
should not otherwise command adequate sup 
“I am of the opinion that the bill ought no 


Tun WHITE HoUsE, March 12, 1906. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the bill and mes- 
sage be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The motion was agreed to. 

OPIUM TRAFFIC IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States; which was read, re- 
ferred to the Committee on Insular Affairs, and, with the ac- 
companying papers, ordered to be printed: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith, for the information of Congress, the report of 
the committee appointed by the Philippine Commission to investigate 


rt. 
to become law.” 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


the use of opium and the traffic therein, and the rules, ordinan and 
laws regula’ such use and traffic in Japan, Formosa, 8 hai, Hong- 
kong, S ingapore, Burma, Java, and the Philippine Islands. 


I also apna a letter from the Secretary of War, submitting the re- 
port for transmission, 


THE WHITE HOUSE, March 12, 1906. 
SAMOAN CLAIMS. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following mes- 
sage from the President of the United States: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 
I transmit herewith a report by the far en of State concernin 
this Government's obligation to pay to that of France the sum o 
3,391.13, under the convention between the United States, Germany, and 
reat Britain, for the settlement of Samoan claims, signed at Washing- 
ton on November 7, 1899. 
Prompt ‘action should be taken to discharge this obligation. 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


Tun Warre Housa, March 12, 1906. 

The message, with accompanying documents, was ordered to 
be printed, and referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. * Mr. Speaker, I withhold my mo- 
tion in order that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] 
may be recognized. 
; GOVERNMENT HOSPITAL FOR THE INSANE. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of a bill which I send to the 


Clerk’s desk, being the bill (H. R. 15643) to authorize the beard 
of visitors of the Government Hospital for the Insane to sum- 
mon and examine witnesses under oath, and making it a misde- 
meanor for any such witness to refuse to attend or testify or 
produce books or papers when summoned. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks. unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of a bill which will be 
reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. ; 

The SPEAKER. The bill has already been read at a pre- 
vious session. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, this is the bill to which I ob- 
jected the other day when it first came up. I no longer desire 
to object, but the gentleman from Florida [Mr. CLARK] has sev- 
eral amendments that he desires to offer to the bill; and if 
there be no objection, I should like to have his amendments 
read and considered en gross. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, while I shall not oppose 
the amendments, I prefer that they be considered separately. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 


| tion of the bill? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida rose. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLAYTON. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I offer the amend- 
ments which I send to the Clerk's desk. - 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida offers: the fol- 
lowing amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by striking out of line 1, page 2, the word “secretary” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word president.“ 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I see no objection to that amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by striking out of lines 1 and 2 the words “or any member 
thereof.” 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire to be heard on 
that amendment? C 

me GROSVENOR. That is all right. There is no objection 
to that. i 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by striking out, in line pt Ken page 2, the word “relating” 


and by inserting, after the words “shown to be in his custody or con- 
trol,” “relevant.” 


Mr. GROSVENOR. I have no objection to that. 

The amendment was agreed to. - 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida. 

The Clerk read as follows : 

Amend by inserting after the word “both,” in line 15, on page 2, 
we ee 


preferri 
ernment 


person or persons, or association of persons, making or 
ov- 


ors such witness or wi 
have produced such books or pa 
relevant to the subject-matter of 
ters included in such c shall 
by the person or persons 
preferring the same.” 

The amendment was considered and agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following 
amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Add at the end of section 1 the following: 

“ Provided, That all such investigations shall be public and shall be 
conducted at some suitable place 
when an examination of the conditions of the hospital 


tion ; 
be inquired into, unless admitted. 
„ or waived by the person or persons 


decision, as is the practice in equit; ct. 

“ Provided further, That a majority of said board of visitors shall be 
in attendance at all of such investigations; that no person directly or 
indirectly involved or affected b; 
subject-matter of such 1 shall act as an officer or member 

g such investigation, and that no em- 
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pores or inmate of said Government Hospital for the Insane shall be 
n og! way — . by any testimony he or she may give during any 
such Investigation.” 


The amendment was considered and agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Sasvet W. Smirn, a motion to reconsider 
the last vote was laid on the table. 

REPRINT OF A BILL. 

` Mr. POLLARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the reprint of the bill (H. R. 15346) to apply a portion of the 
proceeds of the public lands to the State normal schools of the 
United States for the advancement of instruction in agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani- 
mous consent for the reprint of the bill which he refers to. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


JUVENILE COURT, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 51) to 
create a juvenile court in and for the District of Columbia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. HinsHaw in 
the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (S. 51) to create a juvenile court in and for the District 
of Columbia, and the Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk began the reading of the bill. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I think it would 
paxo time and I move to dispense with the first reading of the 

ill. 
The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. 
from Ohio [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, this bill was passed by 
the Senate in December last. The only amendment that has been 
made to the Senate bill is the one made by the committee re- 
pealing all laws and parts of laws inconsistent with this act 
and fixing a definite time when this law shall go into operation. 
That was overlooked in the draft of the original bill. 

The bill provides for a separate court, specially officered, 
having jurisdiction over crimes and offenses of persons under 
17 years of age committed against the United States in the 
District of Columbia, as well as against the District itself. It 
gives the juvenile court sole jurisdiction in all cases of delin- 
quent and dependent children, and provides for the punish- 
ment of adults who aid and abet delinquency in a child. It 
gives to the court the control of admission to all juvenile re- 
formatories or asylums supported wholly or in part by Con- 
gressional appropriation, as well as parole or transfer there- 
from. 

In drawing this bill those who are interested in this matter 
tried to avoid all experimental features and only included such 
provisions as have been demonstrated by experience to be prac- 
tical in other States where similar courts are in operation. 
Washington for some reason is the only large city in this coun- 
try which has no definite provision for the formation of char- 
acter of juveniles. Juvenile courts are in existence in a great 
number of cities of the country and in nearly every State. 
The most noticeable development in the last five years has been 
in the introduction and establishment of these courts. They 
began in Chicago in 1899 and are now in existence in nearly 
every city and State. The juvenile court has proven to be a 
life-saving institution, and its true function is educational. It 
has been demonstrated that the juvenile court has already 
passed beyond the stage of experiment and is accomplishing 
substantial results, and that it is an economical as well as 
modern method of caring for delinquent and dependent children. 
One authority has said that no child should be punished for the 
purpose of making an example of him, but the idea of the 
judge should be that of formation and not reformation. The 
parental authority of the State should be exercised instead of 
the criminal power. 

By this bill it is intended that the care and custody and dis- 
cipline of the child may approximate as nearly as possible that 
which should be given by its parents and only as a last resort 
the child is placed in a reformatory institution. One of the 
most important things provided for is the probation system or 
the parole system—so that the judge may in eyery case, if he 
sees fit, put the child on probation and under parole under the 
direction and supervision of his probation officers. To give an 
illustration of how thoroughly the criminal power has been 


I now yield to the gentleman 


superceded by the parental authority of the States where simi- 
lar laws are in operation, I have in this report statistics from 
fifteen of the largest cities in the country, which show that for 
two years prior to the introduction of those courts in those 
cities there were 6,052 children incarcerated in jail, whereas 
since the law was put in operation there have been only about 
1,200 children incarcerated, or about one-sixth as many as were 
incarcerated before such laws were put in operation. 

It is now the exception in most jurisdictions to have a child 
committed to jail. Statistics show that the number of commit- 
ments to reformatories and other institutions have greatly de- 
creased, and in every possible case the child is placed in an ap- 
proved home under the control and superyision of the probation 
officers. The only expense provided for is the salary of the 
judge, clerk, and the probation officers—the judge at $3,000 a 
year, a clerk at $2,000 a year, and the probation officers, one at 
$1,500 and the other at $900 a year. Juvenile courts are eco- 
nomical in that they save the cost of maintaining thousands of 
children in public institutions, and with these small items the 
cost ought not to have much consideration at the hands of this 
House. There have been in Washington for the year ending 
June 30, 1905, 1,762 children charged with offenses which will 
now come under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court if this 
bill becomes a law. It is quite evident that the time of one 
judge, his clerk, and his assistants would be well taken up in 
handling this sort of cases. k 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man whether it would not be possible for one of the present 
presiding judges.to act as the juvenile judge? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. It might be possible, but it is not 
advisable. We have discussed and investigated that question, 
and we find here that the police judges of this District are 
working all of their time, and even after court hours, when they 
endeayor to hold a sort of juvenile court without any legal 
authority particularly, and they can not be successfully con- 
ducted. The great feature of this juvenile court procedure, and 
the underlying principle, is to divorce the child from a criminal 
procedure. We do not want to bring the child into the criminal 
or the police courts, because they are demoralizing in their 
atmosphere. We want to take them out of that atmosphere, 
and I believe it is right they should be taken out of it. 

Mr. MADDEN. The point I wanted to make is this: That 
where this character of proceeding was first instituted was in 
Chicago 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. And there one of the judges required is 
assigned to the trial of cases of this character, and we find that 
it is no hardship on the court or its time to designate one of 
the judges to do this sort of work. We were not obliged to 
create a special court for that purpose. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Is it not true that that judge who has 
been designated as a juvenile-court judge in Chicago devotes 
his whole time to the juvenile court? 

Mr. MADDEN. No. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I have been informed that he does, 

Mr. MADDEN. He only devotes one day in a week, not to 
exceed two days in any week. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. With the statistics before me—and we 
can not expect children to grow any better in anticipation of 
this law—it would seem that this one man is compelled to look 
after, try, and arrange for the future of 1,762 children in a year; 
his whole time will be taken up if he attends to his business 
and proposes to do any good. For that reason we advocate 
the creation of this office at the very reasonable salary of $3,000 
a year. y. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman a question for information. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What is the minimum age in the 
District of Columbia at which a person can be sent to the 
penitentiary for felony? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. 
about that. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, where does this new judge’s 
jurisdiction begin as to age, and where does it end? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. It begins at any age, and ends with 


I think 16 years; but I am not certain 


17. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is there any appeal from his de- 
cision at all? 


Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes; an appeal is provided for in 
section 22 of the bill. 


Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Who has been discharging the 
duties that it is proposed to assign to this juvenile judge here- 
tofore? 
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Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. 
12, I find this language: 


And no child once committed to any public institution by the order 
of the erent court shall be discharged or paroled therefrom or trans- 


The police magistrates, in large part. 
On page 6, lines 8, 9, 10, 11, and 


ferred 
court, 


Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That seems like cutting off the 
chance of a review by any other court. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. It is not so intended. The idea of 
that is the juvenile-court judge, having studied this case out 
and decided where to place the child, should not be disturbed 
by outside jurisdiction in his control of the child as long as 
the child is in the probationary period. I will say to the gen- 
tleman that I wrote to seyeral gentlemen interested in this 
work in reference to this very portion of the bill which has just 
been read, and each one of them urged that that should re- 
main in the bill. It was the custom in other States, and al- 
though at first I thought it was rather a harsh and arbitrary 
provision, I believe now, from their explanation, it is proper, 
because whoever may be selected as juvenile judge is supposed 
to be a man of sound judgment, which he will exercise in deal- 
ing with the children brought before him. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course that would be the pre- 
sumption, and the chances are that would be the case, and yet 
you never can tell what kind of an influence unlimited power is 
going to have on a man’s mind. Now, it is stated as a historical 
fact that Robespierre when he was a young man resigned the 
position of criminal judge because he would not pass sentence 
of death on one man, and yet he lived long enough so he could 
order 300 to death before breakfast without a qualm of con- 
science. Now, it seems to me there ought to be some chance 
for one of these juvenile offenders to reform, and as soon as he 
reforms to get him out of the tutelage of this judge of the 
juvenile court. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. As soon as ever he reforms the judge 
is supposed to release him from under his jurisdiction, 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. But suppose you happen to get a 
judge who seemed to think that nobody would ever reform? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Then that would be a very unfortu- 
nate position, and we have to rely upon the appointing power, 
which is the President of the United States, to select a man 
who will not be of such character. Now, the offenses which 
come under this jurisdiction would, of course, primarily be 
under police jurisdiction. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Let me ask a couple more ques- 
tions. How long a term has this judge? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Six years. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is there any machinery for re- 
moving him? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I do not think the bill provides any 
machinery. He serves six years. I presume the judge, like 
any other judge, is subject to impeachment. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. But impeachment proves to be an 
absolute and total failure. They never convicted but one man 
on impeachment, and he was crazy. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. There is nothing in the bill providing 
for removal of the judge. It provides for removal of the 
clerk, who is to be appointed at the pleasure of the judge. 
and 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think there should be a provision 
in there in regard to the removal of the judge. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. If there are no further ques- 
tions, Mr. Chairman, I ask to have the bill read for amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill by paragraph. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that 
unless there is some one who desires to offer an amendment to 
the bill we do not 

Mr. MADDEN. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, there ought 
to be a provision in the bill authorizing the removal of the 
judge for cause by the appointing power. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman request the reading 
of that portion of the bill? ’ 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. What amendment haye you? 

Mr. MADDEN. I suggest an amendment providing for the 
remoyal of the judge for cause by the President. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I have no objection to the amend- 
ment coming in after where it says, “ who shall be appointed 
by the President of the United States and confirmed by the 
Senate. What language would the gentleman suggest? 

Mr. MADDEN. You can make any language you suggest. 

Mr, TAYLOR of Ohio. What is your point? 

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to have the language made so 
the judge may be removed by the President for cause. 


o another institution without the consent and approval of said 


Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Then, after the words “ United 
States” you would insert “subject to removal for cause.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio offers an amend- 
ment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 1, line 8, after the words “ United States,” insert “subject to 
removal for cause.” 

Mr. CLAYTON. Subject to removal for cause, by whom? 
Ought you not to say “ by the President?” 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I will accept the suggestion, and add 
the word President.” 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 1, line 8, after the words “ United States,” add “ subject to 
removal by the President for cause.” 

The CHAIRMAN. 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, if there are no 
further amendments, I moye that the committee rise and report 
the bill back to the House with amendments, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. - 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would rather have 
the bill read, so that we can get at it. I do not know that I 
will object to anything in it, except that which has been 
amended, but it is a very important matter to turn all of the 
children in the District of Columbia over to the tutelage and 
care of one man, I do not care a straw who he is. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection having been made, the bill will 
be read by the Clerk by paragraphs. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

Sec. 3. That in cases of sickness, absence, disability, expiration of 
term of service, or death of the ju of the Juvenile court, any one of 
the justices of the supreme court of the District of Columbia may des- 
ignate one of the justices of the peace to discharge the duties of said 
judge of the juvenile court until such disability be removed or vacancy 
filled, and the justice of the peace so designated shall, before entering 
upon his duties as such acting judge, take the oath prescribed for judges 
of courts of the United States; and said acting judge shall receive $5 
per day in addition to his salary as justice of the peace for the term 
that he shall serve, to be paid in the same manner as the salary of the 
judge of the juvenile cour 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I would like to ask a question, which I should have 
asked at the close of the previous section, in reference to sec- 
tion 2. It reads: 

Said judge shall receive an annual salary of $3,000, and he shall be 
entitled to thirty days’ leave of absence during each calendar year. 

I think usually when the salary is fixed at an annual salary, 
it is not customary to say that if a man takes a vacation he 
shall take it on pay. And whether there will be any possibility 
of a construction that he was entitled to pay for those thirty 
days in addition to his annual salary, I would suggest to the 
gentleman in charge of the bill—— 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. That was not the intention. The in- 
tention was simply to provide for $3,000 salary and allow a 
vacation. In some jurisdictions, when a judge takes a vaca- 
tion, and especially police-court judges, the mayor or other 
‘authority appoints a temporary judge who receives the pay of 
the judge who is off on his vacation. I presume that language 
is put in the bill for that reason by the person who drew it. 
Any suggestion that the gentleman has that will do away with 
any doubt we will accept. 

Mr. PERKINS. My suggestion is that it might be printed 
so as to read: i 

Said judge shall receive an annual salary of $3,000, and he shall be 
entitled to thirty days annual leave. i 

With that provision there will be no doubt that he will get 
the $3,000, and there will be no reduction of salary. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Could we not say, “Not to ex- 
ceed $3,000,” and that would save the whole trouble? Then 
this question of vacation would not enter into it at all. : 

Mr. PERKINS. That would not make any difference. It 
would not change it. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Does the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PERKINS] offer that as an amendment? 

Mr. PERKINS. If it is acceptable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PERKINS] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 1, line 14, after “absence,” strike out “with pay during 
each calendar year,” and insert “ without deduction from salary 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAY. Mr, Chairman, in line 8, the language of the bill 
is that this judge “shall be appointed by the President of the 
United States and confirmed by the Senate.” The usual and 


The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
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the proper language is “by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate.” 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. The committee accepts that 
amendment. 

Mr. HAY. I move to amend the bill by inserting after the 
word “States,” in line 8, the words “by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate.” e 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: — 

In line 8 strike out the words “confirmed by” and insert the words 
* by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be considered as agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
say to the gentleman in charge of the bill that I understand 
him to say that the judge of this juvenile court is to be an ex- 
ceptionally fine gentleman and one well versed in the law, and 
so forth. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: He should be. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And he probably would be. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I certainly think he probably will be. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I notice in section 3, however, 
that in case of sickness, absence, or disability one of the 
justices of the supreme court of the District may designate a 
justice of the peace to discharge the duties of the judge. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes, sir. That is in case there is 
sickness. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Without saying anything deroga- 
tory of the justices of the peace, is the gentleman informed as 
to the caliber of the justices of the peace in the District of Co- 
Tumbia, as to their legal ability, and so forth? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I made inquiries at the time of our 
hearings as to the character of men who occupy these positions, 
and found that they are men of good character. They get 
$3,000 a year, and are men who would successfully fill the posi- 
tion, if they were ealled upon to do so, during the temporary 
absence or sickness of the regular judge. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Ordinarily justices of the peace 
throughout the several States are not considered to be men of 
eminent legal ability. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I believe that fact can be proved in 
many jurisdictions, and there may be some men of that kind 
here, but generally these men are said to be of excellent ehar- 
acter and ability. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. If the gentleman is at all firmly 
convinced in his mind as to the justices of the peace being men 
of sufficient legal attainments and ability to fill this office, I 
will ask what justice of the peace the judge of the supreme 
court is going to appoint? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. 
to the language in the bill: 


Any one of the justices of the supreme court of the District of Co- 
lumbia may designate one of the justices of the peace. 


Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Is that justice of the peace sup- 
posed to now reside here? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes; there are five or six of them, any 
one of whom could be designated, and they are all appointed by 
the President. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I would move to amend the bill 
by inserting after the word“ peace,” in line 7, page 2, the words 
“of said District.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota offers the 
following amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Line 7, page 2, after the word “ peace,” insert the words “of said 


District.” 
The object, I will say, Mr. Chair- 


I can not answer that. I refer you 


Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. 
man, is to define the locality of the justice of the peace who is 
going to be designated. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I will say to the gentleman that the 
amendment is not necessary; but I will not object to it 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Does the gentleman from Minne- 
sota believe that any of the justices of the supreme court of 
the District is going to appoint some justice of the peace of 
Virginia or Maryland? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. There is nothing here to prevent 
him. 


Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Of course I have no objection to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 4. That the said court shall also have power to appoint two dis- 
ereet persons of good character as probation officers, one male and one 
female, and one shall be designated as chief probation officer, who 
shall receiye an annual salary of $1,500, and the other shall be desig- 


MaARnOH 12, 


nated as assistant probation officer, who shall TONUA an annual clare 
of 8900. Such probation officers shall perform such duties and be gov- 
erned by such regulations as may be prescribed by the presiding judge. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to ask the gentleman 
in charge of the bill about the last sentence of section 4: 

Such probation officers shall perform such duties and be governed by 
such regulations as may be prescribed by the presiding judge. 

How do you come to devolve that duty, the power and duty of 
prescribing the duties of these probation officers? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. The probation officers are obligated 
to look after the welfare and conduct of such children as haye 
been put upon probation by the judge. As they have to report 
to him, he is to make such regulations for the conduct of the 
officers themselves in looking after these children. - 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What are they supposed to do, in 
a general way? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. In a general way they are supposed 
to go out and look over the situation. When a complaint comes 
to the judge as to a delinquent or dependent child they are to 
prepare his case for him. If the court finds the child is delin- 
quent and decides that it has to be taken care of they are sup- 
posed to see the home provided by the court for the child is at a 
proper place and the persons in control exercise a good moral 
influence. In a general way they have general supervision over 
the conduct of the child so long as the probationary period shall 
last, and are practically guardians of the children. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to make this amend- 
ment: After the word “ judge,” in line 24, insert “and such 
presiding judge is authorized to remove said probation officers, 
or either of them, at any time for cause.” 

Now, unless that power is in the bill elsewhere, I think it 
better be put in there. I have not had time to examine the bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I think it has not been put in the bill 
and I have no objection to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, line 24, after the word “ judge,” insert “and such presiding 
judge is authorized to remove such probation officers, or either of them, 
at any time for cause.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be considered as agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: A 

Sec. 5. That the said court shall also haye power, and is hereby 
authorized, to. defer sentence, at its discretion, in the case of any 
juvenile offender under the age of 17 years, and parole such child under 
the care of the chief probation officer for a probation period discre- 
tionary with him, and who shall cause said ild to return to court 
at the end of such term either for sentence or dismissal. Such paroled 
child shall be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court for such 
period and shall be subject to such reasonable rules and regulations 
touching the welfare of the child as may be prescribed by it. In case 
such paroled child shall fail to keep or shall disregard the terms of 
his or her parole the said court shall have full power to cause such 
child to be brought before it for further proceedings, 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, in line 4 the word 
“and” ought to be stricken out before the word “who.” Who- 
ever wrote this bill seems to have been particularly stuck on 
putting in the word “and” at the end. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. That is correct. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 3, line 4, strike out the word and before the word who.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 6. That the said court shall have power to appoint a clerk at 
a salary of $2,000 per annum, and who shail hold office during 
the pleasure of the court. 


Mr. HAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend line 15 by strik- 
ing out the word “and” at the end of the line. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 8. That the juvenile court of the District of Columbia shall have 
original and exclusive jurisdiction of all crimes and offenses of persons 
under 17 years of age hereafter committed against the United States, not 
capital or otherwise infamous, and not punishable by imprisonment in 
the penitentiary, committed within the District of Columbia, except libel, 
conspiracy, and violations of the post-office and pension laws of the 
United States, and also of all offenses of persons under 17 years of age 
hereafter committed against the laws, ordinances, and regulations of 
the District of Columbia, and shall have power to examine and commit 
or hold to bail all persons under 17 goes of age, either for trial or 
further examination, in all c; whether cognizable therein or in the 
supreme court of the Distritt of Columbia. Said juvenile court shall 
have all the powers and jurisdiction conferred by the act entitled “An 
act for the protection of children, and so forth,” approved February 13, 
1885, — e police court of the District of Columbia, and shall also 
have original and exclusive jurisdiction of all cases involving the 1 
punishment of children under the provisions of An act to provide for 
the care of dependent children in the District of Columbia and to 
create a Board of Children’s Guardians,” approved July 26, 1892 
(27 Stat., p. aoe and of the acts amendatory thereof; 
of all cases under the provisions of “An aċt to enlarge the 
the courts of the District of Columbia in cases involving delinquent 
children, and for other pu approved March 3, 1901 (31 
Stat., p. 1093), and said juvenile court may hereafter, concur- 
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with the criminal court, have and exercise all the powers and 
iction conferred by said last-mentioned act upon the police court 
rents or guardians who 


renti 
juri: 
of the District of Columbia in the case of 
shall refuse or neglect to provide food, clothing, and shelter for any 
child under the age of 14 years: And it is further provided, That the 
court may im conditions npon any person found guilty under the 
said last-mentioned act, and so long as such person shall comply there- 
with to the satisfaction of the court the sentence im may be sus- 
pended, and of all cases of dependent or delinquent children cognizable 
under existing laws in any court of the District of Columbia, except in 
the cases hereinbefore already excepted; and tbe said juvenile court 
may also hear, try, and determine all cases of persons less than 17 
years of age charged with habitual truancy from school, and in its dis- 
cretion to commit them to the Board of Children’s Guardians, who are 
hereby given the care and supervision thereof when so committed. No 
person under 17 years of age shall hereafter be placed in any institu- 
ion supported wholly or in par at the public expense until the fact of 
delinquency or dependency has been first ascertained and declared by 
the said juvenile court. All children of the class now liable to be 
committed to the Reform School for Boys and the Reform School for 
Girls shall hereafter be committed by the juvenile court. All other 
children delinquent, 1 or dependent (with the exceptions here- 
inbefore stated) shall hereafter be committed by the juvenile court to 
the care of the Board of Children’s Guardians, either for a limited 
period on probation or during minority, as circumstances may require, 
and no child once committed to any public institution by the order of 
the juvenile court shall be discharged or paroled therefrom or trans- 
8 to another institution without the consent and approval of the 
said court. 


Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I should like to ask the gentleman in charge of the bill 
what is the meaning of lines 14, 15, and 16, on page 5? It does 
not seem to me that those words express anything in good 
English. I can not understand what is intended to be provided 


by them. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Lines 14, 15, and 16? 
Mr. PERKINS. Yes. It says: 


The court may impose conditions upon any person found guilty under 
the last-mentioned act, and so long as such person shall comply there- 
with to the satisfaction of the court the sentence imposed: may be 
suspended. 

That is all right. Then it says: 8 

And of all cases of dependent or delinquent children cognizable under 
existing laws in any court of the District of Columbia. 

There is nothing that comes in connection with that. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. The court may impose conditions in 
all cases of dependent and delinquent children. 

Mr. PERKINS. It does not say so. It says they may im- 
pose conditions upon a person who is guilty under a certain act. 
If you mean “ and of all cases,” I think you ought to amend the 
wording. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. What is your suggestion? 

Mr. PERKINS. I should say change the word “of,” in line 
14, to the word “ in,” so that it will read “ and in all cases.” 

Mr. TOWNSEND. “And upon,” it seems to me, is the word- 
ing which will make it agree with the others. 

Mr. PERKINS. I think the word “in” is more appropriate 
than the word “ upon.” 

Mr. CLAYTON. Let the Clerk report the proposed amend- 
ment. 

Mr. PERKINS. I move, in line 14, to strike out the word 
“of” and to insert in place thereof the words “may impose 
similar conditions in.” As it is now I do not think it makes 


sense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 14, page 5, strike out the first word “of” and insert “ may 
impose similar conditions in;” so that it will read: “and may impose 
similar conditions in all cases of dependent or delinquent children.” 

Mr. PERKINS. I think it reads all right with that amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is all right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, I want to ask the gentleman 
in charge of the bill another question. On page 5, in line 14, are 
the words “ dependent or delinquent children.” 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And on page 6, in line 4, “ delin- 
quent, neglected, or dependent.” Now, I want to know what 
you mean by “ delinquent children?“ 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. The act itself defines them, in sec- 
tion 9. 

Mr. CLAYTON. On page 6, line 21. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio (reading)— 

The term “ delinquent child,” or children, as used in this act, shall 
be held to mean and include any child who has been convicted more 


than once of violating any law of the United States, or any laws, ordi- 
nances, or regulations in force in the District of Columbia. 


And “dependent or neglected” is defined in the first part of 
the section. These definitions, I am informed, are in accordance 
with the usual definitions in such acts. 
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Mr. HAY. I move to amend the bill, in line 4, page 6, after 
the word “court,” by inserting the words “to said schools, 
respectively.” 

As the bill now reads, while it gives the juvenile court the 
power to commit these children, it does not say to what school 
they shall be committed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 6, in line 4, after the word “court” Insert “to said 
schools, respectively.” j 

The amendment was agreed to. 

x a Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as 
ollows: 


Sec. 14. That the ory, for service in said court shall consist of 
twelve men, who shall have the legal qualifications necessary for jurors 
in the supreme court of the District, and shall receive a like compensa- 
tion for their services, and such jurors shall be known and selec 
under and in pursuance of the laws concerning the drawing and selec- 
tion of jurors for service- in said court. The term of service of jurors 
drawn for service in said juvenile court shall be for three successive 
monthly terms of said court, and in any case on trial at the expira- 
tion of such time until a verdict shall have been rendered or the jury 
shall be discharged. The said jury terms shall begin on the first 
Monday in Janua the first Monday in April, the first Monday in 
July, and the first Monday in October of each year, and shall terminate 
subject to the foregoing provisions, on the last Saturday of each o 
said jury terms. hen at any term of said court it shall happen that 
in a pending trial no verdict shall be found, nor the jury otherwise dis- 
charged before the next succeeding term of the court, the court shall 
proceed with the trial by the same jury as if said term had not com- 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I would like to ask the gentleman in charge of the bill 
a question. I do not understand the bill, although it may be 
right. You have defined the jury terms, and you say the jury 
terms shall begin on the first Monday of January, etc., and shall 
terminate on the last Saturday of each of said jury terms. 
You are defining the jury terms, saying when they shall begin, 
and saying that they shall end on the last Saturday of the term, 
but when is that? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. The Saturday before the first Monday 
in January, April, July, and October of each year. 

Mr. PERKINS. Where does it say that? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Why it says that the terms shall 
begin on the first Monday in January, the first Monday in 
April, the first Monday in July, and the first Monday in 
October. 

Mr. PERKINS. But the term of court does not necessarily 
have to run three months. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I presume the object of the language 
is to insure three months’ time. 

Mr. PERKINS. It does not say so. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. What is the gentleman’s suggestion? 

Mr. PERKINS. Is it the idea to have a continuous term? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. Yes, practically. 

Mr. PERKINS. Then I would suggest that it read the last 
Saturday prior to the beginning of the following term. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio. I will accept that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out the words in lines 8 and 9 “of each of said Fe terms“ 
eek insert in place thereof “prior to the beginning of the following 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I would like to hear 
that amendment read again. 

The Clerk again read the amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. I would suggest also, Mr. Chairman, to 
strike out the word “ last,” in line 8, so that it will read, “On 
the Saturday prior to the beginning of the following term.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment as 
modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out the word “ last,” in line 8, and the words “ of each of said 


ury terms,” in lines 8 and 9, and insert in place thereof the words 
i prior to the beginning of the “following term. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment recommended by the committee was agreed 


0. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise and report the bill with amendments to 
the House with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and the bill pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

So the committee determined to rise; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. HINSHAw, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (S. 51) to 
create a juvenile court in the District of Columbia and had 
directed him to report the same back with several amendments 
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with the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and 
that the bill do pass. 

The SPEAKER. 
ments? 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, there is one amend- 
ment that I think would be well to give a little attention to. 
I am not sure but that the committee got a little mixed up on 
it. It is the amendment to section 14, and I ask that a sepa- 
rate vote be had on that amendment. 

The SPEAKER. A yote will be taken on all the other amend- 
ments. 

The other amendments were considered and to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment to 
section 14. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 9, lines 8 and 9, strike out the word “last” in line 8 and 
the words “each of said jury terms” and insert, after “ Saturday,“ 
3% paor to the beginning of the following peg F so that it will read: 
“On the Saturday prior to the beginning of the following term.” 


Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. What I wish to call attention to, 
Mr. Speaker, is that section 19 provides that said court shall 
hold terms on the first Monday of every month and continue 
the same from day to day as long as it may be necessary for 
the transaction of its business. Now, if the court concludes its 
business in one week, it then adjourns until the next term, the 
first Monday of the next month. And yet this provision in 
reference to the jury—as it stands, you will have your court in 
a state of adjournment and your jury in session. 

That would be a very anomalous condition. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, it does not seem to me that 
the gentleman is quite correct in that. The court holds so 
long as it shall have business, and of course the gentleman will 
realize that business will come up from time to time. We will 
suppose they dispose of such business as they have, say, in the 
first week, and then in two or three weeks later there is some 
other juvenile offender brought before the court. The court 
would then direct the jurors to be drawn in to attend the case, 
as it seems to me. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. It seems to me that is correct. 

Mr. PERKINS. And while the court and jury is in legal ex- 
istence for the term of three months, yet when the judge is 
not holding court, there are no jurors there and they are not re- 
quired to be there, but they are subject to the power of the 
court to call them in when they are required. When a man is 
required, if he is on the panel, he is called in, and when the 
court has no business he goes about his own business. It 
does not seem to me there would be any trouble about that. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I do not think the language is 
quite clear as to that. That may be the proper construction, but 
the language of the bill I apprehend leaves some ground for 
confusion. 

Mr. PERKINS. I think the gentleman is right in saying that 
the language of the bill will leave some ground for confusion, 
and that on a good many questions, but it seems to me that this 
amendment, so far as it goes, is all right. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I simply desire to call the atten- 
tion of the committee to it, because it is not in the shape I 
should desire to see it if I had charge of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the bill was ordered to be en- 
grossed and read a third time, read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Samuet W. SmirH, a motion to reconsider 
the last vote was laid on the table. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 13538. An act to incorporate The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching; 

H. R. 6385. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Hastings; 

H. R. 9944. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
J. Martin; and 

H. R. 8977. An act to create a new division of the western 
judicial district of Texas, and to provide for terms of court at Del 
Rio, Tex., and for a clerk for said court, and for other purposes. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

By unanimous consent, leave was granted to Mr. Hoar to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, 
the papers in the case of Bridget P. Elliott, Fifty-ninth Con- 
gress, no adverse report having been made thereon. 


Is a separate vote desired on any amend- 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois demands the 
regular order. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I submit the regular order is 
the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15442) to establish a Bureau 
of Immigration and Naturalization. 

Mr. PAYNE. Does the gentleman from Colorado desire to 
go on with that bill at this late hour? 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House for the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 15442) to establish a Bureau of 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PRINCE. I would like to ask if the House refused to 
go into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the consideration of this bill, if it would then be in order to 
take up the call of committees, which rests at the present time 
with the Committee on Military Affairs? 

The SPEAKER. Presumably so, although the Chair can not 
answer definitely. The business called up by the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. Bonynce] is a privileged order and is now 
in order. Of course, if the motion to go into Gommittee of the 
Whole be voted down and nothing else came up of similar priv- 
ileged character, the gentleman demanding the regular order, 
being the call of committees, it would rest with the Committee 
on Military Affairs. The gentleman from Colorado moves that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Pending that motion, Mr. 
Speaker, I would ask unanimous consent to put a question to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. BONYNGE]. 

The SPHAKER. If there be no objection, the gentleman may 
proceed. 

Mr. BONYNGH. And pending my motion, Mr. Speaker, I 
would now ask if we can not make some agreement respecting 
the time for general debate? 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I was about 
to ask the gentleman if he intended to take up the reading of 
the bill to-night, or if he would be content merely to debate it? 

Mr. BONYNGE. If there is to be no further general debate I, 
of course, would ask to go on with the reading of the bill as far 
as we could. 

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. In view of that, Mr. 
Speaker, I think I ought to suggest to the gentleman that the 
bill is of such far-reaching importance that it ought not to be 
considered by a House of these slender proportions, and perhaps 
I would have to make some motion under those circumstances. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Does the gentleman desire to debate it in 
general debate. There is no minority report, but if I could have 
an agreement with anybody who is opposed to the bill, if that 
is in order, I am perfectly willing to agree to some general 
debate, putting a limit on the time. 

3 TR STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard on the 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, the House being so thin, I do not 
think the gentleman ought to seek to close general debate by 
unanimous consent, 

Mr. BONYNGE. I do not seek to close it, but to put a limit 
upon it. 

Mr. PAYNE. The debate the other day developed the fact 
that some gentlemen desire to be heard on different features of 
the bill, and I do not think we should cut off debate or close it 
to-night. 

Mr. BONYNGE. Mr. Speaker, it is certainly evident if there 
is to be any general debate, general debate would take all the 
time that is left for to-day, so I shall not ask for any agreement 
this evening, but simply make the motion to go into Committee 
of the Whole with the understanding that the time will be con- 
sumed altogether in general debate, and there will be no yote 
taken upon the sections to-night. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to suggest there are 
some Members present who desire to debate this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado moves that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill in- 
dicated. 

The question was taken; and the Chair announced that the 
“noes ” seemed to have it. 

Upon a division (demanded by Mr. Bonyner) there were 
ayes 58, noes 26. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, following the precedent in the 
Recorp of March 8, I make the point of order that no quorum 
is present. 
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The SPEAKER (after counting). 
gentlemen are present; not a quorum. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I moye that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
27 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, at 12 


One hundred and thirty 


o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an 
estimate of appropriation for purchase of lands at the military 
reservation at Fort Egbert, Alaska—to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for fulfilling the treaty 
stipulations with the Seminole Indians—to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor submitting an estimate of appropriation for continuing 
construction of immigrant station at Angel Island, San Fran- 
cisco, Cal.—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for establishment of the 
Fort McHenry range lights—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for erection of dwellings 
for keepers of Southwest Pass light—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, in 
response to the inquiry of the House, a statement of the 
facts and circumstances in connection with the formation and 
enlargement of the San Francisco Mountains Forest Reserva- 
tion—to the Committee on the Public Lands, and ordered to be 
printed, with illustrations. 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans- 
mitting a list of useless papers on the files of his Departmnet 
and suitable for destruction under the law—to the Joint Select 
Committee on Disposition of Useless Papers, and ordered to be 
printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the 
following titles were severally reported from committees, de- 
livered to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars 
therein named, as follows: 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
5972) granting the right to sell burial sites in parts of certain 
streets in Washington City to the vestry of Washington parish 
for the benefit of the Congressional Cemetery, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2223); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LACEY, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11016) for the 
preservation of American antiquities, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2224); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 16381) leasing and demising certain 
lands in La Plata County, Colo., to the P. F. U. Rubber Com- 
pany, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re- 
port (No. 2225) ; which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BIRDSALL, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12217) for the 
relief of certain citizens of the United States formerly holding 
claims against the Kingdom of Spain, which were assumed by 
the Government of the United States of America under the 
treaty of peace between the United States and Spain, signed at 
Paris December 10, 1898, reported the same with amendment, 
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accompanied by a report (No. 2227); which said bill and report 
were referred to the House Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill ef the House (H. R. 15912) to amend the act creating the 
Spanish Treaty Claims Commission, approved March 2, 1901, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2228); which said bill and report were referred to the 
House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16274) granting 
an increase of pension to David Lindsay, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2185); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R, 14782) granting 
an increase of pension to Michael Manahan, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2186); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1982) granting 
a pension to Ada Collins, ed the same with amendment, 
accompanted by a repert (No. 2187) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 6897) granting an increase of pension 
to Abbie B. Gould, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2188) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6118) granting 
an increase of pension to Bridget Reidy, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2189); which said 
bill and repert were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
5511) granting an increase of pension to Christopher Bohn, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2190) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8138) granting 
an increase of pension te Similde E. Forbes, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2191); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7500) granting 
an increase of pension to John McCandless, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2192) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8191) granting 
a pension to John Hobart, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2193) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8892) 
granting an increase of pension to Malek A. Southworth, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2194) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 


Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9294) granting 
an increase of pension to S. Amanda Mansfield, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2195); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 
Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14498) granting 
an increase of pension to Eliza Davidson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2196); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
9451) granting an increase of pension to Frederick N. Wood, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2197); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. ~ 
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Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions. to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9832) granting 
an increase of pension to Alexander D. Polston, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2198) ; 
woen said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11907) granting 
an increase of pension to August Danieldson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2199); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10818) 
granting a pension to George W. Creasey, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2200); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10864) granting 
an increase of pension to J. P. Kleckner, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2201); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15380) granting 
an increase of pension to Valentine Gunselman, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2202); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11538) 
granting an increase of pension to Eli Duvall, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2203); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1939) granting 
an increase of pension to William F. Limpus, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2204); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10819) granting 
an increase of pension to John Burns, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2205); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10591) granting 
a pension to Mable E. Scott, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2206); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10884) granting 
an increase of pension to Lorenzo D. Libby, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2207); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11824) granting 
an increase of pension to Jennie P. Starkins, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2208); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15683) 
granting an increase of pension to Thomas Brown, reported the 
same with an amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2209) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15200) granting 
an increase of pension to Charles Klein, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2210); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15895) granting 
a pension to Harry Donald McFarland, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2211); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15216) 
granting an increase of pension to Truman C. Stevens, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2212) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13871) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William Delaney, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No, 2213) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15050) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William H. Near, reported the 


same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2214); 
woen said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14552) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry Davey, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2215); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15321) granting a pension to Charles 
Skaden, jr., reported the same with amendment, accompained by 
a report (No. 2216); which said bill and report were referred 
to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16024) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Katie B. Meister, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2217); 
yoa said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10523) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth Gorton, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2218); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14227) granting 
an increase of pension to Anna C. Bassford, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2219); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8141) granting 
an increase of pension to Catharine Leonard, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2220); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1069) granting 
an increase of pension to Daniel Britton, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2221); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1667) granting 
an increase of pension to Abram H. Hicks, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2222); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HENRY of Texas, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15594) for 
the relief of John B. Brown, reported the same without amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2226); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. RIXEY, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1864) for the relief of 
James H. Oliver, a commander on the retired list of the United 
States Navy, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2229) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
riais of the following titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: A bill (H. R. 16548) to provide for 
a judicial review of orders excluding persons from the use 
of United States mail facilities—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 16549) 
providing for the construction and equipment of a first-class 
life-saving ocean-going tug, also a launch tender to be used in 
connection therewith, on the North Pacific coast of the United 
States—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 16550) appropriating 
the receipts from the sale and disposal of public lands in cer- 
tain States to the construction of works for the drainage or 
reclamation of swamp and overflowed lands—to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. DAWSON: A bill (H. R. 16551). transferring the 
counties of Jackson and Clinton, in the State of Iowa, from the 
northern judicial district of Iowa to the southern judicial 
district of Iowa—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KINKAID: A bill (H. R. 16552) for the resurvey of 
certain townships in the State of Nebraska—to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. y 

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 16553) to further regulate 
the exclusion of undesirable aliens from admission into the 
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United States —to the Committee on Immigration and Natural- 
ization. . 

By Mr. DIXON of Montana: A bill (H. R. 16554) to en- 
courage the reclamation of certain arid lands in the State of 
Montana—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. YOUNG: A bill (H. R. 16555) to authorize the con- 
struction of light-house keepers’ dwellings at Menominee Har- 
bor, Michigan—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HEFLIN: A bill (H. R. 16556) to prohibit labor on 
buildings, and so forth, in the District of Columbia on the Sab- 
bath day—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LEVER: A bill (H. R. 16557) to amend an act enti- 
tled “An act to regulate the immigration of aliens into the 
United States,” approved March 3, 1903—to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. MoCREARY of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16558) 
providing for the promotion of assistant paymasters in the 
Navy—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. COCKRAN: A bill (H. R. 16559) to amend section 
1 of an act entitled “An act for the relief of certain volunteer 
and regular soldiers of the late war and the war with Mexico,” 
approved March 2, 1889—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WEEMS: A bill (H. R. 16560) making certain excep- 
tions to the requirement of examination for promotion to cer- 
tain positions in the classified service—to the Committee on 
Reform in the Civil Service. 

By Mr. LACEY: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 117) extend- 
ing the time for opening to public entry the unallotted lands 
on the ceded portion of the Shoshone or Wind River Indian 
Reservation in Wyoming—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. GILLETT of California: A joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 118) accepting the recession by the State of California of 
the Yosemite Valley grant and the Mariposa Big Tree Grove, 
and ineluding the same, together with fractional sections 5 and 
6, tonwship 5 south, range 22 east, Mount Diablo meridian, 
California, within the metes and bounds of the Yosemite Na- 
tional Park, and changing the boundaries thereof—to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. KELIHER: A memorial of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, relative to an amendment of the Federal Con- 
stitution enabling Congress to enact laws regulating the hours 
of labor—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. WHEKS: A memorial of the legislature ef Massa- 
chusetts, fayoring an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States giving power to Congress to regulate the hours 
of labor in the several States—to the Committee on Labor. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 16561) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William H. H. Metzger—to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16562) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Read—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 16563) restoring the 
name of J. H. Flesher to the rolls of the Corps of Engineers— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: A bill (H. R. 16564) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Aaron S. Gatliff—to the Committee on 
Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 16565) granting an 
increase of pension to George H. Gordon—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: A bill (H. R. 16566) grant- 
ing a pension to Whitman V. White—to the Committee on In- 
yalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16567) for the 
relief of John S. Anderson—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16568) granting a pension to G. W. Dob- 
bins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16569) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Moore—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16570) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Belford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16571) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary L. Overly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16572) granting a pension to John Fettin— 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: A bill (H. R. 16573) granting an increase 
of pension to Margaret B. Houston—to the Committee on Inva- 
lid Pensions. 


By Mr. BURLEIGH: A bill (H. R. 16574) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George F. Bachelder—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 16575) granting a pension 
to Taylor Baits—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURLESON: A bill (H. R. 16576) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Silas P. Conway—to the Committee on 
Pensions. : 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16577) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph M. Pound—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16578) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Edward Lilley—to the Committee 
on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16579) granting 
a pension to Benjamin Francis—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 16580) to refund legacy 
taxes illegally collected from the estate of Andrew Comstock— 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CASSEL: A bill (H. R. 16581) for the relief of 
George W. Schroyer—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. COCKRAN: A bill (H. R. 16582) granting a pension 
to Ellen T. Sivels—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND (by request): A bill (H. R. 16583) 
granting an increase of pension to David Waldon—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16584) granting a 
pension to William H. Daly—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16585) granting a pension to Emma Stil- 
linger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Montana: A bill (H. R. 16586) granting an 
increase of pension to William Mattison—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DWIGHT: A bill (H. R. 16587) granting a pension to 
Howard L. Bryant—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 16588) granting a pension 
to Florilla Carey—to the Committee oñ Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16589) granting a pension to Margret 
Bruff—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16590) granting an increase of pension to 
Clarence Stage—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16591) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi Howe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16592) granting an increase of pension to 
Mortimer W. Read—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16593) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward Searles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FLACK: A bill (H. R. 16594) for the relief of Alex- 
ander Badore—to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: A bill (H. R. 16595) granting a pension 
to James Russell Hicks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 16596) for the relief of 
Thomas Hanlon—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16597) to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to issue fee simple patent to James Himes—to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16598) granting an increase of pension to 
Oviett S. Hinsdale—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16599) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan C. Oyleor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 16600) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the record of David Housel—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. A 

By Mr. GARBER: A bill (H. R. 16601) granting an increase 
of pension to George W. Wissinger—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 16602) granting an increase 
of pension to Christopher C. Reeves—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16603) granting an increase of pension to 
P. W. Cook—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GOEBEL: A bill (H. R. 16604) granting an increase 
of pension to Henry R. H. Bruns—to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 16605) to remove the charge 
of desertion from the military record of James Charles Cramer— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16606) granting an increase of pension tg 
James A. Duff—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GRANGER: A bill (H. R. 16607) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary Denny—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16608) granting an increase of pension to 
Catherine McNamee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HALE: A bill (H. R. 16609) granting a pension to 
William C. Blevins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 16610) granting a pension to William G. 
Blanton—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16611) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas W. Hall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16612) granting an increase of pension to 
Jerome B. Hendricks—to the Committee on Pensions. 


By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 16613) granting an increase 
of pension to William C. Fox—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: A bill (H. R. 16614) granting a pension 
to William Kral—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16615) granting an increase of pension to 
Bailey E. Poor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16616) granting an increase of pension to 
Hiram Frank—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 16617) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the record of David F. Wallace—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16618) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of John H. Hubbard—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: A bill (H. R. 16619) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the military record of Jacob Latch— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 16620) granting an increase 
of pension to Jackson Adkins—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HULL: A bill (H. R. 16621) granting a pension to 
Nelly Peck Smith—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16622) granting an increase of pension to 
James Webb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16623) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas K. Young—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAFEAN: A bill (H. R. 16624) granting an increase 
of pension to George M. Ailes—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: A bill (H. R. 16625) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Avery E. Chandler—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: A bill (H. R. 16626) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William P. Cochran—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16627) granting an increase of pension to 
Delilah Moore—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MAHON: A bill (H. R. 16628) granting an increase 
of pension to John Neff—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MICHALEK: A bill (H. R. 16629) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Louis Stoeckig—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16630) granting an increase of pension to 
Philip Dumont—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MILLER: A bill (H. R. 16631) granting a pension to 
Jerry Hutson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MINOR: A bill (H. R. 16632) granting an increase of 
pension to Lewis Lapine—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16633) for the 
relief of James Moore—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. NEVIN: A bill (H. R. 16643) for the relief of Oglesby 
& Barnitz Company, of Middletown, Ohio—to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16635) for the relief of Charles N. Wads- 
worth—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16636) for the relief of the heirs at law of 
Charles K. Smith, jr.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16637) granting a pension to Hattie A. 
Lemmon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16638) granting a pension to Amelia Hull— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16639) granting a pension to Mary Costello— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16640) granting a pension to George Eichel- 
dinger—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16641) granting an increase of pension to 
Hugh Mooney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16642) granting an increase of pension to 
Julius R. Brace—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16643) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary C. Moore—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16644) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel A. Frybarger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16645) granting an increase of pension to 
Marion P. Phillips—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16646) granting an increase of pension +3 
James F. Vallean—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


Also, a bill (H. R. 16647) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of John B. Henry—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. PARSONS: A bill (H. R. 16648) granting an increase 
of pension to Henry B. Teetor—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 16649) for the relief of 
Charles A. McVean—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PRINCE: A bill (H. R. 16650) granting an increase 
of pension to Robert B. Williby—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PUJO: A bill (H. R. 16651) granting an increase of 
penan to Jesse P. Sandifer—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16652) for the relief of Odon Ducatte— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 16653) for the relief of Martin 
Maddox, of Culpeper, Va.—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16654) for the relief of J. C. Howell, of 
Thoroughfare, Va., Burke & Marshall, of Burke, Va., and —— 
Thompson, of ——, Va.—to the Committee on War Calims. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 16655) 
granting a pension to Elizabeth McKinn Friar—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16656) granting an increase of pension. to 
Ambrose P. Stone—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16657) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth A. Gold—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16658) granting an increase of pension to 
William Carroll McKinney—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16659) to remove the charge of desertion 
against Tobe Holt—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD: A bill (H. R. 16660) granting a 
pension to Isaac N. Anderson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16661) granting a pension to Annie Col- 
lett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16662) granting an increase of pension to 
Van Buren Beam—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. i 

By Mr. STANLEY: A bill (H. R. 16663) granting a pension 
to Loren S. Tucker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 16664) for the relief 
of Maria J. Blaisdell, widow of William Blaisdell, deceased—to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 16665) for the relief of 
Arthur L. Brown and Mary Emma Peck, the only heirs of John 
J. Brown, deceased—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WELBORN: A bill (H. R. 16666) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Paris G. Strickland—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16667) granting an increase of pension to 
James G. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16668) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Jenkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 16669) granting a pension 
to Hugh J. McKane—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. YOUNG: A bill (H. R. 16670) to indemnify Edgar 
P. Sweet, of Alger County, Mich., for homestead lands by grant- 
2 2 amer lands in lieu thereof—to the Committee on the Public 

nds. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15982) granting an increase of pension to 
Henrietta W. Wilson—Committee on Invalid Pensions dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 5913) granting a pension to Helen Goll—Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 16546) granting an increase of pension to Louis 
F. Beeler—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions, 

A bill (H. R. 16547) granting an increase of pension to John 
Rutter—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 5201) granting a pension to Ruel Sherman— 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 7232) granting a pension to Alba B. Bean—Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 9358) granting a pension to Mary E, Fraser— 
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Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15635) granting an increase of pension to Ridg- 
ley M. Laird—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 10624) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. 
Preston—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions und 
papers were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of Charles Broodway Camp, 
United Confederate Veterans of the District of Columbia, for 
marking graves of Confederate prisoners who died in northern 
prisons—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of James Yearsly, of Philadelphia, Pa., as to 
whether a republican form of government exists in Pennsyl- 
vania—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Chicago Federation of Labor, relative to 
improved condition of labor on steam vessels—to the Com- 
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of W. R. Burkett et al., relative to Sunday 
banking—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BEDE: Petition of the Hibbing Tribune, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petitions of the Princeton News, the Duluth Tribune, the 
Star, the Eveleith Mining News, the Kanabec County Times, the 
Herald, and the Journal, against the tariff on linotype ma- 
chines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Free Press, against the tariff on linotype 
machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of John Iettin—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of John S. Anderson— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

_Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pen- 
sion to Whitman V. White—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. x 
--By Mr. BIRDSALL: Petition of citizens of Iowa, for the re- 
lief of survivors of the General Slocum disaster—to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. : 

By Mr. BUCKMAN: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, against 
bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to’ the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Petition of Charles W. H. Goff, relative 
to pay of inmates of Soldiers’ Home while on furlough—to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Maine, relative to affairs in the 
Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BURNETT: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 16410) 
for the relief of the estate of Allen T. Estes—to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of the National 
Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers of Virginia, in favor of 
the Scott bill—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Club of Media, for a constitutional amend- 
ment prohibiting polygamy—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: Petition of Mulligan Post, 
No. 91, Grand Army of the Republic, for modification and 
simplification of the pension laws—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPRON: Petition of citizens of Apponaug, R. I., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Wesley, R. I., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Cumberland Grange, for a parcels-post—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Cumberland Grange, for the Hepburn rate 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

Also, petition of Cumberland Grange, for the oleomargarine 
bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Providence Division, No. 370, Railway Con- 
ductors, for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petitions of F. M. Stone and wife, National Grange, and 
Cumberland Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alecohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petitions of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, 
of East Providence, R. I.; the Wickford Baptist Church, of 
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North Kingston, R. I., and the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union, of Tiverton, R. I., against repeal of the canteen layw—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petitions of the Weman’s Christian Temperance Unions 
of Kingston and Saunderstown, R. I.; the First Free Baptist 
Church of Pawtucket, R. I.; the First Free Baptist Church of 
Olneyville, R. I., and the Second Presbyterian Church of Provi- 
dence, R. I., for the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee 
on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of Herbert Harris, of Lime Rock, R. I., rela- 
tive to the duty on lime—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Cumberland Grange, for the Grange good- 
roads bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union 
of Portsmouth, R. I., for the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the 
Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of Division No. 18, Ancient Order of Hibernians, 
for a statue for Commodore Barry—to the Committee on the 
Library. 

By Mr. CHANEY : Petition of George W. Killion et al, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Petition of the American 
Wine Growers’ Association, for bill H. R. 12868—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Charles S. Caldwell, for bill H. R. 15846—to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Rev. T. T. Mutchler, for closing the gates of 
the Jamestown Exposition on Sunday—to the Committee on 
Industrial Arts and Expositions. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of Clinton Division, No. 125, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, for the Bates-Penrose 
employers’ liability bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: Papers to accompany bill to increase 
pension of David Waldon—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. DEEMER: Petition of National Grange, No. 913, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of 600 citizens of Williamsport, Pa., against sale 
of liquor in all Government buildings—to the Committee on Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of 600 citizens of Williamsport, Pa., for the 
Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pennsylvania, against bill H. R. 
10510—to the Committee on the District of. Columbia. 

Also, petition of. 600 citizens of Williamsport, Pa., for the 
Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DIXON of Montana: Petition of Lodge No. 168, Inter- 
national Association of Machinists, of Livingston, Mont., rela- 
tive to increase of pay for mechanics employed in navy-yards— 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DRESSER: Petition of the Kane Retail Grocers’ 
Association, for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of citizens of New York, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ESCH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Hiram 
N. Goodell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of N. C. Jensen, relative to the pure-food bill— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Henry Hardin Camp, No. 2, Sons of Veterans, 
against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Christian Haines, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLACK: Petition of citizens of Gouverneur, N. Y., fa- 
voring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Chateaugay Grange, No. 964, for retention 
of the tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: Petition of Dr. J. R. Adams 
Camp, No. 123, Sons of Veterans, against passage of bill H. R. 
8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the New Albany Commercial Club, in favor of 
passage of bill S. 1345, relative to the consular service—te the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Evansville Pastors’ Association, in favor 
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of the Littlefield interstate liquor bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of citizens of Rupert, Idaho, rela- 
tive to town sites in Rupert—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

Also, petition of citizens of Middletown, for bill H. R. 9022— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Idaho, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Peru Beer Company, against 
the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of the Massa- 
chusetts legislature, relative to a constitutional amendment 
regulating hours of labor—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Amesbury and Groveland Granges, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 8 

Also, petition of citizens of Beverly, Mass., for bills H. R. 
3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petitions of George E. McDonald et al. and the Peabody 
Board of Trade, for repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized al- 
cohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARRETT: Papers to accompany bill granting an 
increase of pension to C. C. Reeves and to accompany bill grant- 
ing an increase of pension to P. W. Cook—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of Phillipston 
National Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized al- 
cohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRANGER: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Watchemaket, East Providence, R. I., against 
liquor in Indian Territory and Oklahoma as States—to the 
Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of the Massie Wireless Telegraph Company, 
relative to control by the Government—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of 250 citizens of Providence, R. I., against 
passage of bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union 
of East Providence, R. I., for the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the 
Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of J. II. Murphy, against change 
in the present postal laws—to the Committee on the Post-Oflice 
and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of S. F. Sherman, for bill H. R. 15846—to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of H. Burdecke, for the metric system—to the 
committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of Simon Schmid Bartlett, against the parcels- 
post bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of J. M. Sullivan, against the parcels-post bill— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petitions of Protective Grange, No. 22, 
of Brattleboro, Vt.; Bell Grange, of Walden, Vt.; Ascutney 
Grange, No. 278, and Golden Rod Grange, of East Corinth, Vt, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Ascutney Grange, No. 278, for the good- 
roads bill (H. R. 180)—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Ascutney Grange, No. 278, for the present 
oleomargarine law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Ascutney Grange, No. 278, for the Heyburn 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of Ascutney Grange, No. 278, of Windsor, Vt., 
for the parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. HAYES: Papers to accompany bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Wesley C. Sawyer—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the International Association of Pipe Fitters, 
No. 46, of San Francisco, protesting against passage of bill H. R. 
12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


By Mr. HENRY of Texas: Petition of citizens of Texas, 


against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: Petition of citizens of Iowa, against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of eitizens of Oregon, against 
religious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of the Musicians’ Protective 


Union of Willimantic, Conn., for bill H. R. 8748—to the Commit- 
tee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of Carpenters’ Union No. 825, of Willimantic, 
Conn., favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
J. V. Morrill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Arcadia, Nebr., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. HITT: Petition of A. W. Heyer et al., for removal of the 
tariff on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of J. A. Gale, for investigation of cement and 
mortar by the Geological Survey—to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of citizens of Utah, 
against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Oflice 
and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of the Merrill Record, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Asso- 
ciation, of Chicago, III., for repeal of revenue tax on denatur- 
ized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the American Wine Growers’ Association, for 
the Fassett pure-wine bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Saturday Afternoon Club, of 
Scottsdale, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of citizens of Butler County, Pa., for bill H. R. 
13655—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. HULL: Petition of the Seventh-Day Adventist Church 
of Nevada, Iowa, and citizens, against religious legislation in 
the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the ‘District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. KELIHER: Petition of Henry A. Curtis et al, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: Petition of the Salem News, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KLEPPER: Petition of the Association of Mexican 
War Veterans, for increase of pensions—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. KNAPP: Petition of citizens of Minetto, against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LACEY : Petition of the Commercial Club and busi- 
ness men of Oskaloosa, against the parcels-post bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Oflice and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: Petition of the Massachusetts legisla- 
ture, for an amendment to the Constitution regulating hours of 
labor—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Buckland, Mass., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. AIKEN: Petition of the bar of Cherokee County, for 
location of a Federal court-house—to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut: Petition of the New Haven 
Medical Association, for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Connecticut, for a national forest 
reserve in the White Mountains—to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. ; 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the California Fruit Growers’ 
Exchange, relative to private car lines—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Broadway Bank, for bill H. R. 15846— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Charities and the Commons, relative to im- 
proved conditions of living for the poor of the District of Co- 
lumbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Louis Bassert & Son, for the Littlefield bill— 
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Maritime Association of New York, 
for bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 
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Also, petition of the Southern Branch of the National Home 
for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, of Virginia, relative to pay of 
inmates on furlough—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Petition of headquarters of the Joint Commission on the 
Brooklyn Navy-Yard, relative to construction of battle ships— 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Wholesale Liquor Dealers’ League, rela- 
tive to the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Petition of citizens of Maine, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 5 

By Mr. McKINNEY: Petition of citizens of Illinois, against 
religious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

By Mr, McNARY: Petition of citizens of Quincy, Mass., for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of citizens of Chicago, against 
bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Chicago, relative to legislation as 
to betterment of women in industry—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of the Chicago Federation of Labor, relative to 
better conditions of public service by vessels carrying passen- 
gers—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of William F. M. Rice—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill H. R. 335, for a public build- 
ing—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. NEVIN: Petition of George A. Hollbrock et al, 
against establishment of a parcels-post system—to the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of J. O. Melber, N. F. Debman, R. Fisher, and 
others, against religious legislation—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Oxford Grange, No. 263, Patrons of Industry, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, against bill (H. R. 8131) to 
prohibit wearing of Army and Navy uniforms—to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. OLCOTT: Petition of citizens of New York, for repeal 


of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 


Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OTJEN: Petition of William B. McBriarty and others, 
of the Northwest Branch of the Soldiers’ Home, for outside 
relief—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of the Woman's Home Mis- 
sionary Society of the Roberts Park Church, of Indianapolis, 
against liquor selling in Soldiers’ Homes—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the T. A. Snider Preserve Company, relative 
to the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Edward 
W. Clark—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of New York, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PEARRE: Petition of Charles O. Roemer, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. POLLARD: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, oppos- 
ing passage of a parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. PUJO: Petition of Crescent City Harbor, No. 18, 
American Association of Masters, Mates, and Pilots of Steam 
Vessels, relative to bill H. R. 5281—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange, reiative 
to the quarantine bill—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans of 
the State of Missouri, relative to increase of pensions—to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association, No. 
15, of New Orleans, La., relative to the merchant marine—to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the New Orleans Board of Trade, relative to 
the merchant marine—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the New Orleans Progressive Union, for pres- 


| 


ervation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
for retention of the Chinese law—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Also, petition of the California Fruit Growers’ Exchange, rela- 
tive to private car lines—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Central Federated Union of New York, 
relative to the antipilotage bill—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the United States Brewers’ Association, for 
creation of a Federal judicial court in the Orient—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Welsh, Calcasieu Parish, La., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to. the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Hayes, La., against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Louisiana Sugar and Rice Exchange, of 
New Orleans, relative to fast mail—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the New Orleans Clearing House Association, 
relative to bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Also, Petition of the Louisiana State board of health and the 
New Orleans Health Association, relative to the quarantine 
bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Oklahoma City, relative to the 
statehood bill—to the Committee on the Territories, 

Also, petition of the Interchurch Conference, relative to mar- 
riage and divyorce—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Jesse P. Sandifer— 
to the Contmittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. RIVES: Petition of citizens of Illinois, against reli- 
gious legislation—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Illinois, for relief of survivors of 
the General Slocum disaster—to the Committee on Claims. - 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Papers to accompany bill granting 
an increase of pension to Ambrose P. Stone—to the Committee 
on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RIXEY: Papers to accompany bill for relief of Burke 
& Marshall, of Burke, Va.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, H. R. Report No. 1722, Fifty-second Congress, first ses- 
sion, for relief of Martin Maddox—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. RUPPERT: Petition of the California Fruit Growers’ 
Association, of Los Angeles, Cal., relative to private car lines— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the American Federation of Labor, favoring 
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Joint Commissign on the Brooklyn Navy- 
Yard, relative to building battle ships—to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Merchant Marine League of the United 
States, relative to the shipping industry—to the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of E. T. Fileming, of Philadelphia, relative 
to the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of the California Fruit Growers’ 
Association, for increased power over rates by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: Petition of Greenbriar Grange, No. 1148, 
for the Grange good-roads bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Greenbriar Grange, for a parcels post—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Greenbriar Grange, for bill H. R. 10099—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Greenbriar Grange, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Greenbriar Grange, for retention of the oleo- 
margarine law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SMITH of California: Petition of citizens of Cali- 
fornia, against religious legislation in the District of Colum- 
bia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. ; 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: Petition of citizens of Port Clinton, 
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Ohio, opposing the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of citizens of New Haven, Conn., 
against bill H. R. 10510—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: Petition of the Illinois 
Manufacturers’ Association, for repeal of revenue tax on dena- 
turized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By SULLIVAN of New York: Petition of the Southern 

Branch of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, 
of Virginia, relative to pay of members of the Home when on 
furlough—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, 
relative to the merchant marine—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Yale & Towne Manufacturing Company, 
against the metric system—to the Committee on Coinage, 
, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of the Douglas Manufacturing Company, against 
the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

Also, petition of the Religious Liberty Bureau and citizens of 
New York, against bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Manufacturers’ Association, against the 
Gilbert bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Columbus (Ohio) Iron and Steel Com- 
pany, against the metric system—to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: Petition of 44 citizens of Ann Arbor, 
Mich., against bills H. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Theodore Jasenhaus et al., for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of D. H. Bates, of New York, against adoption 
of the metric system—to the Committee on Coinage; Weights; 
and Measures. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: Paper to accompany bill for relief 
of Mary L. Beardsley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WANGER: Petition of the New Century Club of 
Bucks County, Pa., for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 

By Mr. WEBB: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Ambrose 
Y. Teague—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Samuel J. Kent— 
to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary H. Hamp- 
ton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Reuben K. Deaver— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Sarah M. Evans 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WEEKS: Petition of the trustees of the Boston 
Atheneum, relative to amending the copyright law—to the Com- 
mittee on Patents. 

Also, petition of citizens of New York, for restoration of the 
frigate Constitution—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of citizens of Michigan, for estab- 
lishment of a life-saving station at Menominee, Mich.—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


SENATE. 


Turspax, March 13, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap- 
proved. 
DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a schedule of documents and papers 
not needed or useful in the transaction of the current business 
of the Department of Commerce and Labor and having no 
permanent value or historical interest, ete.; which was read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The communication will be re- 
ferred to the Joint Select Committee on the Disposition of Use- 
Jess Papers in the Executive Departments, and printed. 

Mr. PETTUS. The joint committee has not been appointed 
for the present Congress. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The committee will be appointed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT subsequently said: The Chair will 
appoint as members, on the part of the Senate, of the Joint 


Select Committee on the Disposition of Useless Papers in the 
Executive Departments the Senator from Alabama [Mr. PET- 
Tus] and the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER]. 
The communication from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor 
laid before the Senate this morning will be referred to that 
joint select committee. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT presented resolutions adopted by 
Raphael Semmes Camp, No. 11, United Confederate Veterans, 
of Mobile, Ala.; of J. T. Walbert Camp, No. 463, United Con- 
federate Veterans, of Paducah, Ky., and of Omer R. Weaver 
Camp, No. 354, United Confederate Veterans, of Little Rock, 
Ark., tendering to Congress their respective thanks for the 
enactment of a law restoring the Confederate battle flags to the 
several States; which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PLATT presented a petition of the Young Woman's 
Branch of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Seneca 
Castle, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove 
the internal-revenue tax on denaturized alcohol; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the National Paint, Oil, and 
Varnish Association, praying for the enactment of legislation 
to enlarge the powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission ; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union of Hollis, N. H., praying for an investi- 
gation of the charges made and filed against Hon. REED SMOOT, 
a Senator from the State of Utah; which was referred to the 
Committee on Privileges and elections. 

He also presented a petition of Old Homestead Lodge, No. 319, 
International Association of Machinists, of Keene, N. H., pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration; 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. FULTON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Port- 
land, Oreg., praying for the enactment of legislation for the pro- 
tection of animals, birds, and fish in the forest reserves; which 
was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the 
Protection of Game. 

Mr. SPOONER presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Bloomington, Wis., remonstrating against the passage of the 
so-called “ parcels-post bill;” which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post-Oflices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of Henry Harnden Camp, No, 


| 2, Wisconsin Division, Sons of Veterans, United States Army, 


of Madison, Wis., remonstrating against the enactment of leg- 
islation to prohibit the wearing of the uniform of the Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue Service, ete.; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. HANSBROUGH, from the Committee on the Library, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 2072) to provide for the erec- 
tion of a statue of Gen. Nathanael Greene on the battlefield of 
Guilford Court House, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 15521) establishing regular 
terms of the United States circuit and district courts of the 
northern district of California at Eureka, Cal., reported it with- 
out amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming, from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, to whom were referred the following bills, asked to be 
discharged from their further consideration, and that they be 
3 to the Committee on Military Affairs; which was 
agreed t 

= bill (8. 696) to prevent and punish the desecration, mutila- 
tion, or improper use of the flag of the United States of Amer- 
ica; and 

A bill (S. 5030) to prevent the desecration of the American 
flag. 

Mr. BURKETT, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1844) for the relief of John M. Burks, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Territories, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2554) providing for the regulation of 
the practice of medicine, surgery, and dentistry in the district 
of Alaska, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a 
report thereon. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2667) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
W. Valentine; and 

A bill (H. R. 6401) granting an increase of pension to William 
V. Van Ostern. 
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Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 4596) granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Hughes; 

A bill (H. R. 9267) granting an increase of pension to William 
Cook ; 

A bill (H. R. 9447) granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Edmundson ; 

A bill (H. R. 10725) granting an increase of pension to Etta 
D. Conant; 

A bil (H. R. 11742) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles H. Culver; 

A bill (H. R. 11927) granting an increase of pension to Calyin 
D. Weatherman; and 
13 bill (H. R. 12090) granting an increase of pension to Mary 

Stark. A $ 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 3817) granting a pension to Margaret Lewis; and 

A bill (S. 1952) granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Alderman. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom were referred the following bills, reported them sever- 
ally without amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 8584) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Quermbeck ; 

A bill (H. R. 8176) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
E. Bishop; 

A bill (H. R. 9248) granting an increase of pension to James 
T. Butler; 

5. 1 bill (H. R. 7615) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Tate; 

A bill (H. R. 7984) granting a pension to Henry R. Hill; 

2 65 bill (H. R. 13035) granting an increase of pension to Maggie 

Russ; 

A bill (H. R. 9249) granting an increase of pension to Rich- 
ard S. Cromer; 

A bill (II. R. 10166) granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Morgan; 

A bill (H. R. 11335) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Chandler, alias Thomas Cooper ; 

A bill (H. R. 12354) granting an increase of pension to Till- 
man T. Herridge; and 

A bill (H. R. 12292) granting an increase of pension to 
George T. Hill. 


SURG. W. ©. BRAISTED’S REPORT ON RUSSO-JAPANESE WAR. 


Mr. PENROSE. Yesterday the Committee on Printing re- 
ported favorably a resolution submitted by me providing for the 
printing of 2,250 copies of the“ Report on the Japanese narval 
medical and sanitary features of the Russo-Japanese war to 
the Surgeon-General United States Navy.” The resolution was 
introduced by me at the suggestion of the Surgeon-General. I 
am informed by one of the clerks this morning that the wording 
of the resolution does not include printing the illustrations in 
the pamphlet, and I therefore ask unanimous consent that an 
order be made by the Senate that the illustrations in the 
pamphlet provided for by the resolution be included. 

Mr. ALLISON. As I heard the resolution read yesterday, 
it is a Senate resolution, If illustrations are to be printed, I 
fear the cost will be over the $500 limit. If so, it should be a 
concurrent resolution. I merely call attention to that fact. 

Mr. PENROSE. Then I will ask to have the resolution 
amended so as to make it a concurrent resolution. 

Mr. CULLOM. First let the vote by which the resolution 
was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. PENROSE. I ask the Senate to reconsider the vote by 
which the resolution was passed yesterday. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote is re- 
considered, and the resolution is before the Senate. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Now, when it is made in the form of a 
concurrent resolution, I should like to have it read. 

Mr. PENROSE. I move to change the form to a concurrent 
resolution. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will be changed to 
a concarrent resolution at the request of the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania, and, as changed, it will be read. 

The Secretary read the concurrent resolution, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House gg pe ppc age eg concurring), 
That there be printed 2,250 copies of the “Report on the Japanese 
naval medical and sanitary features of the seen ge cra war to the 


Surgeon-General, United States Navy, by Surg. William C. Braisted, 
United States Navy,” of which 1,250 copies shall be for the use of the 


Senate and 1,000 copies for the use of the Bureau of Medicine and Sur- 
gery of the Navy Department, 


Mr. PENROSE. I move to insert, at the proper place, “ to- 
gether with the illustrations.” | 

Mr. GALLINGER. Is there no provision in the resolution 
for a supply to the House of Representatives? There ought 
to be. 


Mr. PENROSE. I suggest that a similar number of copies be 
also printed for the House of Representatives. It is a very in- 
teresting work, and there is very great demand for it. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I suggest to the Senator that the House, 
I think, will insist upon double the supply given the Senate. 

Mr. PENROSE. Very well; I will increase the number, and 
make it read “2,500 copies for the use of the House of Repre- 
sentatives.” 

Mr. GALLINGER. I will ask the Senator if the official who 
makes this report was connected with the Japanese army in 
any way? 

Mr. PENROSE. The suggestion was made to me by the 
Surgeon-General in a communication addressed to me in re- 
sponse to an application for copies of this report. He replied 
that the quota was exhausted and suggested the introduction of 
a resolution providing for the printing of an additional number. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I presume this medical officer was con- 
nected with the Japanese army in some way. 

Mr. PENROSE. I am informed that he was. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think it will be a very valuable docu- | 
ment. I hope a sufficient number will be printed to supply the | 
demand. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT.. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments submitted by the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution as amended. 

The concurrent resolution as amended was agreed to, as 
follows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed 4,750 copies of the “ Report on the Japanese 
Naval Medical and Sanitary Features of the Russo-Japanese ar -to 
the Surgeon-General, United States mht oP by ag William C. Braisted, 
United States Navy, the same to Include the illustrations, of which 
1,250 copies shall be for the use of the Senate, 2,500 copies shall be for l 
the use of the House of Representatives, and 1, copies for the use 
of the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery of the Navy Department. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. SCOTT introduced a bill (S. 5053) for the construction of 
a conduit for the waters of Rock Creek, and for other pur- 
poses; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 5054) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George H. Woodward; which was read 
twice by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. McCUMBER introduced a bill (S. 5055) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Melvin Grandy; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PERKINS introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5056) granting a pension to Alexander Plotts; and 

A bill (S. 5057) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Johnson. 

Mr. LONG introduced a bill (S. 5058) granting an increasé 
of pension to Hezekiah Coe; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. GAMBLE introduced a bill (S. 5059) to increase the 
limit of cost of the post-office at Yankton, S. Dak.; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public | 
Buildings and Grounds. | 

Mr. WARNER introduced the following bills; which were sey- | 
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions: | 

A bill (S. 5060) granting an increase of pension to Joseph B. 
Sanders; 

A bill (S. 5061) granting an increase of pension to Jacob N. 
Ketcham ; 

A bill (S. 5062) granting an increase of pension to N. B. Petts; 

A bill (S. 5063) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Mcintyre; 

A bill (S. 5064) granting an increase of pension to Jones 
Webber ; 

A bill (S. 5065) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Jackson; 

A bill (S. 5066) granting an increase of pension to Gustayus 
Bishop; and 

A bill (S. 5067) granting an increase of pension to Martin 
Schultz. 
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Mr. WARNER introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Military Affairs: 

A bill (S. 5068) for the relief of John McWhorter; 

A bill (S. 5069) for the relief of William P. Hogarty; 

A bill (S. 5070) for the relief of Edward D. Lockwood; and 

A bill (S. 5071) for the relief of the legal representatives of 
Napoleon B. Giddings. 

Mr. WARNER (by request) introduced a bill (S. 5072) to 
provide for a judicial review of orders excluding persons from 
the use of United States mail facilities; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BURROWS introduced a bill (S. 5073) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Daniel G. Smith; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. CARTER introduced a bill (S. 5074) granting an increase 
of pension to James I. Mettler; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. GAMBLE introduced a bill (S. 5075) for acquiring by 
condemnation and dedicating as public parking certain trian- 
gles on Sixteenth street, in the city of Washington; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 

Mr. TELLER submitted an amendment relative to the retire- 
ment, with increased rank, of officers with civil war records, 
below the grade of brigadier-general, who have heretofore been 
retired for disability contracted in the line of duty, etc., in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and 
ordered to be printed, 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to refer to the 
Court of Claims for adjudication the claim for the relief of the 
executors of the estate of Charles E. Conrad, deceased, for 
amount due under contract made by him with the Indians at 
Blackfeet Reservation, Mont., in September, 1895, intended to 
be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which 
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. SCOTT. I submit an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by me to House bill 12987. T ask that the amendment be 
read. 


The amendment was read and ordered to lie on the table, and 
to be printed, as follows: 


Amend by adding a new section to H. R. 12987, as follows: 

“Sec. —. That all common carriers subject to the provision of this 
act shall provide, at all points of connection, crossings, or intersections 
at grade, where it is practicable and necessary for interstate trafic, 
ample facilities by track connection for transferring any cars used in 
the regular business of their respective lines of road from their lines 
or tracks to those of any other common carrier whose lines or tracks 
may connect with, cross, or intersect their own, and shall provide equal 
and reasonable facilities for the interchange of cars and traffic between 
their respective lines, and for the receiving, forwarding, and delivery of 
passengers, property, and cars to and from thelr several lines and those 
of other common carriers connected therewith, and shall permit switch 
or short-road connections to mines and other industrial plants to con- 
nect with its line where it is practicable and necessary for the move- 
ment of interstate traffic, and shall not discriminate in their rates or 
charges or in the supply of cars between such connecting lines, switches, 
or short roads, or on freight coming over such lines, switches, or 
short roads; but this shall not be construed as requiring aay com- 
mon carrier to furnish for another common carrier, or for switch or 
short roads herein authorized, its tracks, equipment, or terminal facili- 
ties without reasonable compensation ; that each of said connecting lines 
shall pay its proportionate share-for the building and maintenance of 
such tracks and switches as may be necessary to furnish the transfer 
facilities required by this act, except switch and short-road connections 
to mines or other industrial plants shall be built and maintained at the 
cost of the party or parties interested in making such connections, and 
in case they can not agree on the amount which each line shall pay, or 
the right to connect said switch or short line, as hereinbefore provided, 
then said amount and the right to connect with the line of said common 
carrier shall, upon application of either party, be determined and ad- 
233 by the Interstate Commerce Commission; and any party shall 

ave the right to review the order of said Commission determining the 
right of a switch or short road to make connection, as hereinbefore pro- 
vided, or in fixing the proportionate amount to be paid by each carrier, 
as herein provided, by filing a petition in the circuit court for the dis- 
trict where such transfer facilities are furnished or authorized, by serv- 
ing notice in writing on the adverse party within ten days after the 
making and filing of such order by said Commission, and upon the 
service of such notice there shall be regarded as pending in said cir- 
cuit court a civil action for the adjustment and determination of the 
amount to be paid by each carrier for the ba gry of the building and 
maintaining of the said transfer facilities or the right under this act to 
make connections of said switch or short road. Pleadings shall be 
made and filed in said action in conformity with those required by law 
and rules of the practice in said court.” 


TWO HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF BIRTH OF BENJAMIN FRANKLIN, 
Mr. PENROSE submitted the following concurrent resolution ; 
which was referred to the Committee on the Library: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the invitation extended to the Congress of the United States by 


the American Philosophical Society, of Philadelphia, Pa., to attend the 
celebration of the two hundredth anniversary of the birth of Benjamin 
Franklin, to be held at Philadelphia, Pa., April 17, 1906, be, and is 
hereby, accepted ; that the President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of 8 be, and they are hereby, authorized and 
directed to appoint a committee, to consist of six nators and ten 
car bo gh nthe of the Fifty-ninth Congress, to attend the celebration 
re den to, and to represent the Congress of the United States on that 
occasion, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownrna, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the bill (S. 51) to create a juvenile court in and for the 
District of Columbia, with amendments; in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 11275. An act increasing the penalty for certain of- 
fenses in the District of Columbia; 

H. R. 14582. An act for the removal of snow and ice from the 
paved sidewalks of the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses ; 

H. R. 15643. An act to authorize the Board of Visitors of the 
Government Hospital for the Insane to summon and examine 
witnesses under oath, and making it a misdemeanor for any 
such witness to refuse to attend or testify or produce books 
or papers when summoned; and 

H. R. 16384. An act regulating the speed of automobiles in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that the House had passed a 
concurrent resolution requesting the President to return to the 
House the bill (H. R. 10588) granting a pension to John H. 
Parker; in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 122) to require 
the erection of fire escapes in certain buildings in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 58) to prevent 
the unlawful wearing of the badge or insignia of the Grand 
Army of the Republic, or other soldier organizations. 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. TELLER. I ask the Senate to proceed to the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 582) to provide for the purchase of a site 
and the erection of a public building thereon at Denver, in the 
State of Colorado. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds with amendments. 

Mr. LODGE. How much does the bill carry? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Two million three hundred thousand 
dollars, as proposed to be amended-by the committee. 

Mr. LODGE. Is that all? 

Mr. PATTERSON. That is all. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds was, on page 2, line 1, after the word “ million,” 
to strike out “five” and insert three; “ so as to read: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to acquire, Dy 1 condemnation, or otherwise, a 
site and cause to be erected thereon a suitable building, including fire- 
proof vaults, heating and ventilating apparatus, elevators, an ap- 
proaches, for the use and accommodation of the United States st- 
ofice and other governmental offices in the city of Denver and State of 
Colorado, the cost of sald site and building, including said vaults, heat- 
ing and ventilating apparatus, elevators, and approaches, not to exceed 
the sum of $2,300, 4 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, after line 17, to strike 
out all of the bill down to and including line 14, on page 3, in 
the following words : 

If, upon consideration of said report and accompanying papers, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall deem further investigation necessary, 
he may appoint a commission of not more than three persons, one of 
whom shall be an officer of the Treasury Department, which commission 
shall also examine the said proposed sites, and such others as the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury may designate, and grant such hearings in rela- 
tion thereto as they shall deem necessary; and said commission shall 
within thirty days after such examination make to the Secretary of the 
Treasury written report of their conclusion in the premises, accom- 
panied by all statements, maps, plats, or documents taken by or sub- 
mitted to them, in like manner as hereinbefore provided in regard to 
the proceedings of said agent of the Treasury artment; and the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall thereupon finally determine the loca- 
tion of the building to be erected. 

The compensation of said commissioners shall be fixed by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, but the same shall not exceed $6 per day and 


actual traveling expenses: Provided, however, That the member of said 
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commission appointed from the Treasury Department shall be paid 


only his actual traveling expenses. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LAND IN DAKOTA COUNTY, MINN. 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let us proceed with the Calendar in regu- 
lar order. 

Mr. NELSON. I trust the Senator from New Hampshire 
will yield to me for a minute. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I will yield to the Senator from Minne- 
sota, and then I shall ask for the regular order. 

Mr. NELSON.. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 10101) authorizing and directing 
the Secretary of the Interior to sell and convey to the State of 
Minnesota a certain tract of land situated in the county of Da- 
kota, State of Minnesota. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let it be read for information. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid- 
eration. It directs the Secretary of the Interior to sell and con- 
vey unto the State of Minnesota, under such provision as he 
may direct, and for such compensation as he may deem ade- 
quate, the following tract of land, which was heretofore pur- 
chased by the United States for the purpose of allotting the 
same to certain Sioux Indians residing in the State of Minne- 
sota, situated in the county of Dakota, and State of Minne- 
sota, described as follows, to wit: Southeast quarter of the 
southeast quarter of section 27, township No. 115, range 17, but 
the land shall not be sold at less than the appraised value. 

The proceeds arising from the sale of such land shall, if the 
Secretary of the Interior so elect, be paid to said proposed allot- 
tees or their representatives, or lieu lands purchased for them 
elsewhere. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


USE OF RESERVOIR SITES. 


Mr. GAMBLE. I ask the Senator from New Hampshire if 
he will yield to me to call up a bill? 

Mr. GALLINGER. I have asked for the regular order, but 
I will yield to the Senator from South Dakota and to the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH] to call up bills, and then 
I shall insist upon the regular order. 

Mr. GAMBLE. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 1802) to regulate the use by the public 
5 reservoir sites located upon the public lands of the United 

tates. 

The Secretary read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That it shall be unlawful for any person, firm, 
company, or corporation to herd or pasture any cattle, sheep, horses, or 
other live stock upon any reservoir site or sites located upon the public 

of the United States under the provisions of the act of Congress 
approved January 13, 1897, when the reservoirs upon such sites have 
been constructed and are maintained as watering places in connection 
with the driving or transporting of live stock, or to enter upon such 
reservoir site or sites with the same herd or d of live stock more 
than once in twenty-four hours for the purpose of watering the same, 
or, except as provided in section 2 of this act, to allow or permit any 
such live stock to remain upon any such reservoir site or sites during 
any one day longer than may be necessary to water such live stock, 
which shall not exceed two hours. 

Sec. 2, That 1 


occupy or permit or allow to be occupied, for herding or 
such live stock, any of the public lands of the Uni 
radius of 2 miles of any reservoir site or sites located and established 
as provided in section 1 of this act, when the reservoirs upon such sites 
haye been constructed and are maintained as watering places in connec- 
tion with the driving or transporting of live stock: Provided, That 
any person, firm, company, or corporation driving live stock from the 
range of such person, firm, company, or corporation to a loading sta- 
tion for the purpose of shipment shall not be prevented by this act from 
occupying such reservoir site or the territory within a radius of 2 
miles thereof for the rest of such live stock during the ess of the 
8 or during such time as it may be necessary to detain such 
stock thereon while waiting to load the same for shipment at such load- 
ing station: Provided further, That such time allowed for rest upon 
such reservoir site or prohibited radius herein mentioned, during the 
progress of the journey to the shipping point or loading station, shall 
not exceed t hours: Provided further, That the continued ocen- 

ney of such reservoir sites or prohibited radius for the purpose of 
oading for shipment shall not exceed seventy-two hours. 

Sec, 3. That any person, firm, company or corporation violating any 
of the provisions of this act shall be liable to a penalty of not less than 
$200 nor more than $500 for each offense. 

EC. 


4. That nothing in this act contained shall be construed to pre- 
vent the lawful entry of the public lands under the public-land laws of 
the United States. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
consideration of the bill? 
It seems to me that the bill ought to be ex- 


Is there objection to the present 
Mr, CULLOM. 


plained by some one before it is acted upon. I see that the 
twenty-eight-hour law is proposed to be changed in the bill as I 
caught the reading of it. I should like to have some Senator 
state what it means. 

Mr. GAMBLE. This measure has no relation whatever to 
the twenty-eight-hour law. It is simply an amendment to the 
existing law and is a Department measure. A similar bill was 
introduced in the last Congress, and was favorably reported by 
the Committee on Public Lands and passed by the Senate. It 
provides simply for the regulation of the use of reservoir, sites 
that are constructed by individuals or by corporations and 
maintained by them so that they will not be unduly used; and 
it is to make them more serviceable for the public. There is 
no reason why the bill should not pass.: It is guarded in every 
way possible. 

Mr. CULLOM. I am glad to hear the Senator explain it. I 
only caught the bill as it was being read, and I thought I heard 
something stated in the bill proposing to change the twenty- 
eight-hour law to seventy-two hours, or something of that sort. 

Mr. GAMBLE. It has no relation to the twenty-eight-hour law. 

Mr. KEAN. That is the second bill on the Calendar, I will 
say to the Senator. 

Mr. LODGE. What the Senator from Illinois heard is 
merely a proviso allowing persons driving cattle to a train to 
keep them a certain period on a reservoir site. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Yes; it is simply to protect the site from 
undue use by the public. - 

Mr. CULLOM. All I desired was that some Senator re- 
sponsible for the bill should explain it, so that we could under- 
stand exactly the purpose of the measure, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ISSUANCE OF DUPLICATE CHECKS AND WARRANTS. 


Mr. ALDRICH. I ask for the present consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 4) to amend section 3646, Revised Statutes of thé 
United States, as amended by act of February 16, 1885. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

Mr. ALDRICH. From the Committee on Finance I move to 
strike out all after the word “ follows,” in the sixth line, and to 
insert the language which I send to the desk. r 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. After the word “follows,” in line 6, strike 
out the remainder of the bill and insert: 

Sec. 3646. Whenever any original check or warrant is lost, stolen, or 
destroyed, the Secretary of the Treasury may authorize the ofticer 
issuing the same, after the expiration of six months and within three 
years from the date of such check or warrant, to issue a duplicate there- 
of upon the execution of such bond to indemnify the United States as 
the Secreta of the Treasury may prescribe: Provided, That when 
such original check or warrant does not exceed in amount the sum of 
$50 the Secretary of the Treasury may authorize the issuance of a 


duplicate at any time after the expiration of thirty days and within 
three years from the date of such check or warrant. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


ACCOUNTS OF ARMY OFFICERS. 


Mr. GALLINGER. Regular order, Mr. President! 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Calendar under Rule VIII is 
in order. 

The bill (S. 189) to authorize the readjustment of the ac- 
counts of Army officers in certain cases, and for other purposes, 
was announced as first in order. 

Mr. LODGE. Let that bill go over, Mr. President. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will go 
over without prejudice. 


PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS IN TRANSIT. 


The bill (S. 3413) to prevent cruelty to animals while in 
transit by railroad or other means of transportation from one 
State or Territory or the District of Columbia into or through 
another State or Territory or the District of Columbia, and 
repealing sections 4386, 4387, 4388, 4389, and 4390 of the United 
States Revised Statutes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HBYBURN. There is objection to that bill, Mr, Presi- 
cont = I ask that it may go over, retaining its place on the 

endar, 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will lie 
over without prejudice. 

Mr. KEAN. Let that bill go to the Calendar under Rule IX. 
Mr. President. 
Nr. HEYBURN. I have asked that the bill retain its place 
on the Calendar. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill went over without preju- 
dice. 

Mr. KEAN. I have asked that it go over under Rule IX. 

Mr. PENROSE. It is too late to do that now. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; the bill has already gone over. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jer- 
sey insist on his request? 

Mr. KEAN. No; I do not insist on it at the present time. 


CONDEMNATION AND DONATION OF TWO KRUPP FIELD GUNS. 


The bill (S. 581) authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
War to condemn and turn over to the State of Idaho two Krupp 
field guns captured from the enemy by the First Regiment 
Idaho Volunteer Infantry at the battle of Santa Ana, Philip- 
pine Islands, February 5, 1899, was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. It directs the Secretary of War to condemn two 
Krupp field guns captured from the enemy by the First Regi- 
ment of Idaho Volunteer Infantry at the battle of Santa Ana, 
Philippine Islands, on the 5th of February, 1899, and to de- 
liver the same to the State of Idaho, to be properly mounted 
at the State capital as a memento of the gallantry of the 
Idaho Volunteers, the title to the guns to be vested in the State 
of Idaho; but no expense shall be caused to the United States 
through the delivery of the guns. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


PERDIDO RIVER BRIDGE AT WATERS FERRY, ALABAMA. 


The bill (H. R. 13548) to authorize the commissioners’ 
court of Baldwin County, Ala., to construct a bridge across 
Perdido River at Waters Ferry, was considered as in Commit- 
tee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DISPOSAL OF ISOLATED TRACTS OF PUBLIC LANDS. 


The bill (S. 4190) to repeal an act entitled “An act to amend 
section 2455 of the Revised Statutes of the United States,” ap- 
proved February 26, 1895, and to provide for the disposal of 
isolated tracts of public lands, was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands with an amendment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause, and insert: 

t Feb 26, 1895, entitled “An act to amend section 
2403 at the Hevieed, Statutes of the United States,” be, and the same 
is hereby, amended so as to read as follows: 

“It shall be lawful for the Commissioner of the General Land Office 
to order into market and sell, for not less than $1.25 per acre, any 
isolated or disconnected tract or parcel of the public domain less than 
one quarter section which, in his judgment, it would be proper to 
expose for sale after at least thirty days’ notice by the land officers of 
the district in which such land may be situated: Provided, That lands 
upon which valuable improvements are located shall only be sold at 
public auction to the highest bidder after due notice. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to amend an act 
entitled ‘An act to amend section 2455 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States,’ approved February 26, 1895.” 

INSPECTORS OF HULLS AND BOILERS. 


The bill (S. 4800) to amend section 4414 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States, inspectors of hulls and boilers of 
steam vessels, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. FRYE. That bill may be passed over for the present, 
retaining its place on the Calendar. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


NONRESIDENT TUITION CHARGE IN DISTRICT PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 


The bill (S. 4302) to amend the provision in an act approved 
March 3, 1899, imposing a charge for tuition on nonresident 
pupils in the public schools of the District of Columbia was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes that the 
provision in the act entitled “An act making appropriations to 
provide for the expenses of the governmert of the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1900, and for other 
purposes,” approved March 3, 1899, which reads: 


That hereafter pupils shall not be admitted to or taught free of 
charge in the public — of the District of Columbia who do not 
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reside in said District, or whose parents do not reside or are not en- 
gaged in business or public duties therein, ete.— 


be amended so as to read as follows: 


That hereafter pupils shall not be admitted to or taught free of 
charge in the public schools of the District of Columbia who do not 
reside In said District, or who during such tutelage do not own prop- 
erty in and pay taxes levied by the government of the District of 
Columbia, or whose parents do not reside or are not engaged in busi- 
ness or public duties therein, or during such tutelage pay taxes levied 
by the government of the District of Columbia: Provided, That such 
pupils may be admitted to and taught in said public schools on the 
payment of such amount, to be fixed by the board of trustees, with the 
approval of the Commissioners of said District, as will cover the 
expense of their tuition and cost of text-books and school supplies used 
by them; and all payments hereunder shall be paid into the Treasury, 
one-half to the credit of the United States and one-half to the credit 
of the District of Columbia. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. z 

ALASKAN RAILROAD, TELEGRAPH, AND TELEPHONE LINE. 


The bill (S. 191) to aid in the construction of a railroad and 
telegraph and telephone line in the district of Alaska was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. ELKINS. I ask to have taken up at this time, out of 
order, a bill which appears a little later on the Calendar. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Oh, no. Let us go along with the Cal- 
endar regularly. In that way the Senator's bill will soon be 
reached. 

Mr. FORAKER. I ask what is the Order of Business, Mr. 
President? 

The Secretary. Order of Business 1059, being the bill (S. 
191) to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph and 
telephone line in the district of Alaska. 

Mr. BURNHAM. I ask that that bill may be passed over 
without prejudice. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over, re- 
taining its place on the Calendar. 


PROHIBITION OF GAMBLING IN THE TERRITORIES. 


The bill (S. 2844) to prohibit gambling in the Territories of 
Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory was 
announced as next in order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. . That bill will also be passed over 
under the request of the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BurnuHAM], retaining its place on the Calendar. 

Mr. FORAKER. As to. that bill I wish to say that I desire 
to be present when it is taken up. I am willing to have it taken 
up for consideration at any time that may suit the convenience 
of the Senate; but I do not want to have it taken up when I am 
absent. I hope the Secretary will make a memorandum to that 
effect. a 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let that bill go over under Rule IX. 
Manifestly we can not dispose of it under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. KEAN. I think that bill ought to go over under Rule IX. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection being made, the bill will 
go over under Rule IX. 

TOWN SITES IN OKLAHOMA. 


The bill (H. R. 11783) for the establishment of town sites, 
and for the sale of lots within the common lands of the Kiowa, 
Comanche, and Apache Indians in Oklahoma, was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

PROTECTION OF CITIZENS ABROAD. 

The joint resolution (S. R. 30) to create a commission to ex- 
amine into the subjects of citizenship of the United States, 
expatriation, and protection abroad was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SPOONER. From what committee does that joint reso- 
lution come? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. From the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. It was reported by the Senator from Wyoming [ Mr. 
CLARK]. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I was not present in the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations when that joint resolution was con- 
sidered. I suppose they gave due care to it, but it seems to 
me an entire usurpation of the powers of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. That committee certainly has recommended the 
passage of every law in regard to citizenship that has ever gone 
upon the statute books, and I do not see why we should have a 
special commission to ascertain what the law is or what it 
ought to be in regard to citizenship of the United States. 

Mr. LODGE. This is for the protection of citizens abroad. 

Mr. MORGAN. Is it confined to citizens abroad? 

Mr. LODGE. I think so. The joint resolution was reported 
by the member of the Committee on Foreign Relations who is 
the chairman of the Cammittee on the Judiciary. 
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Mr. MORGAN. If an objection will carry that joint resolu- 
tion over, Mr. President, I must object. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the joint resolu- 
tion will lie over without prejudice. 


BATTLE MOUNTAIN SANITARIUM RESERVE. 


The bill (H. R. 15085) to set apart certain lands in the State 
of South Dakota, to be known as the Battle Mountain Sanita- 
rium Reserve, was announced as next in order. 

The bill was read. 

Mr. ALLISON. Let that bill go over without prejudice. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will lie 
over without prejudice. 


PENALTY FOR CERTAIN OFFENSES IN THE DISTRICT. 


The bill (S. 2877) increasing the penalty for certain offenses 
in the District of Columbia was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let that bill go over. The other House 
acted on a similar bill yesterday and passed it with certain 
amendments, and doubtless it will soon be before the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. On the objection of the Senator 
from New Hampshire, the bill will lie over without prejudice. 


JAMES A. RUSSELL. 


The bill (S. 502) for the relief of James A. Russell was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to appro- 
priate $100 to pay James A. Russell for transporting the mail 
on route No. 6531, from New Smyrna to Indian River, Florida, 
from January 1 to March 31, 1861. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


RIGHTS UNDER BERING SEA ARBITRATION AWARD. 


The bill (S. 2286) to confer jurisdiction upon the circuit 
court of the United States for the ninth circuit to determine in 
equity the rights of American citizens under the award of the 
Bering Sea arbitration at Paris, and to render judgment thereon, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. NELSON. Let that bill go over, Mr. President. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will lie 
over. 

KIOWA, ETC., INDIAN RESERVATIONS IN OKLAHOMA. 


The bill (H. R. 431) to open for settlement 505,000 acres of 
land in the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian reservations, 
in Oklahoma Territory, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 0 

Mr. SPOONER. I desire to inquire whether the bill is rec- 
ommended by the Secretary of the Interior? There is no report 
with it, except one of five lines. It is a House bill, however, 
and I suppose it is all right. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MONUMENT TO JOHN PAUL JONES. 


The bill (S. 685) for the erection of a monument to the mem- 
ory of John Paul Jones was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

It proposes to appropriate $50,000 for the erection, in the city. 
of Washington, D. C., of a statue to the memory of John Paul 
Jones; and for the purpose of procuring and erecting the statue, 
with a suitable pedestal, and for the preparation of a site. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MONUMENT TO DOROTHEA LYNDE DIX. 

The joint resolution (S. R. 1) for the erection of a monu- 
ment to the memory of Dorothea Lynde Dix, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

It proposes to appropriate $10,000 for the purpose of preparing 
and improving a site and erecting and completing the erection of 
a monument to the memory of Dorothea Lynde Dix on the 
property now owned by The National Dorothea Dix Memorial 
Association at Hampden. 3 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
åmendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. FRYE. I do not think there is any necessity for a pre- 
amble being in the bill. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the preamble be stricken out. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the preamble 
will be stricken out. 

SITE FOR STATUE OF HENRY WADSWORTH LONGFELLOW. 


The joint resolution (S. R. 20) directing the selection of a 
site for the erection of a bronze statue in Washington, D. C., 
in honor of the late Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 


The joint resolution was reported from the Committee on the 
Library with an amendment to strike out all after the resoly- 
ing clause and insert: 

That the chairman of the Committee on the Library of the Senate, 
the chairman of the Committee on the Library of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, the Secretary of War, and the president of the Longfellow 
National Memorial Association are hereby created a commission to 
select and prepare a site on property belonging to the United. States 
in the city of Washington, other than the grounds of the Capitol or 
Library of Congress, and erect thereon a suitable pederat for a statue 
in bronze of the late Henry Wadsworth Longte ow, to be provided 
by the Longfellow National Memorial Association. 

Sec. 2. That for the prerano of the site so selected and the 
erection of the pedestal the sum of $4,000, or so much thereof as may 
be 9 is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated: Provided, That the design for said 
statue shall be approved by the commission herein created. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, 
and the amendment was concurred in. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third 


reading, read the third time, and passed. 
PROPOSED GENERAL BRIDGE LAW. 


The bill (H. R. 6009) to regulate the construction of bridges 
over nayigable waters was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with an amendment, to insert after line 18, on page 2, the fol- 
lowing as a new section : 

Sec. 3. That all railroad companies desiring the use of any railroad 
bridge built in accordance with the provisions of this act shall be enti- 
tled to equal rights and privileges relative to the passage of railway 
trains or cars over the same and over the approaches thereto upon pay- 
ment of a reasonable compensation for such use; and in case of any 
disagreement between the parties in regard to the terms of such use or 
the sums to be paid all matters at issue shall be determined by the 
n of War upon hearing the allegations and proofs submitted 
0 m. 

The amendment was agreed to. > 

Mr. GALLINGER. It strikes me that it would be well to 
transpose sections 6 and 7, so as to make the repealing clause 
the last section. I make that motion. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 


amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. a 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


PUBLIC BUILDING AT EUREKA, CAL. 


The bill (S. 1831) to provide for the purchase of a site and 
the erection of a public building at Eureka, Cal., was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds with an amendment, to strike out? all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to acquire, by purchase, condemnation, or otherwise, a site 
and cause to be erected thereon a suitable building, including fireproof 
yaults, heating and ventilating N elevators, and approaches, 
for the use and accommodation of the United States st-office and 
other Government offices In the city of Eureka, State of California, the 
cost of said site and building, including said vaults, heating and venti- 
lating apparatus, elevators, and approaches, complete, not to exceed 
the sum of $175,000. 

Proposals for the sale of land suitable for said site shall be invited 
by pu lic advertisement in one or more of the newspapers of said cit: 
of largest circulation for at least twenty days pee to the date speci- 
fied in said advertisement for the opening of said proposals. 

The building shall be unexposed to danger from fire by an open 
space of at least 40 feet on each side, including streets and alleys. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. : 

NEW JERSEY-DELAWARE TERRITORIAL LIMITS. 

Mr. KNOX. I ask unanimous consent, out of order, to make 
a report. I am directed by the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4975) giving the consent of Con- 
gress to an agreement or compact entered into between the State 
of New Jersey and the State of Delaware respecting the terri- 
torial limits and jurisdiction of said States, to report it favor- 
ably with amendments to the preamble. 

Mr. KEAN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill just reported. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill just 
reported. Is there objection? 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think we had better proceed with the 
Calendar. 

„The VICE-PRESIDENT. There is objection. 
Mr. KEAN. Allow me to say to the Senator that this is an 
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important matter. It concerns only the States of New Jersey 
and Delaware, and the bill proposes to settle a lawsuit which 
has been going on for more than sixty years. It will take but a 
moment, 

Mr. GALLINGER. It being important, of course I withdraw 
my objection and will let the bill be considered. 

By unanimous consent the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. ; 

The amendments of the Committee on the Judiciary to the 
preamble were, on page 6, line 9 of the preamble, after the word 
“this,” to insert “twenty-first;” in the same line, after the 
word “of,” to insert March; “ in line 10 to strike out the 
word “and;” in the same line, after the word “ five,” to strike 
out the semicolon and insert a period; and to strike out lines 
11, 12, and 13 and to insert: 


EDWARD C. STOKES, 

ROBERT H. MCCARTER. 
FRANKLIN MURPHY. HERBERT H. WARD. 
CHAUNCEY G. PARKER. GEORGE H. BATES. 


And whereas the said agreement has been confirmed by the legisla- 
— — — the said States of New Jersey and Delaware, respectively: 
erefore— 


So as to make the preamble and bill read: 


Whereas commissioners duly appointed on the part of the State of 
New Jersey and commissioners duly appointed .on the part of the 
State of Delaware, for the purpose of agreeing upon and settli the 
jurisdiction and territorial limits of the two States have executed cer- 
tain articles, which are contained in words following, namely: 

First. Whereas a controversy hath heretofore existed between the 
States of New Jersey and Delaware relative to the jurisdiction of such 
portion of the Delaware River as is included within the circle of 12- 
mile radius, an are of which constitutes the northern boundary of the 
State of Delaware, and it is the mutual desire of said States to so 
settle and determine such controversy as to prevent future complica- 
tions arising’ therefrom; and 

“Whereas there is now pending in the Supreme Court of the United 
States a cause wherein the said State of New Jersey is the complain- 
ant and the said State of Delaware is the defendant, in which cause 
an injunction has been issued against the State of Delaware restrain- 
ing the execution of certain statutes of the State of Delaware relating 
to fisheries in said river, which said litigation hath been pending for 
9 years and upwards; and 

“ Whereas for the purpose of adjusting the differences between the 
said two States aris out of sald conflict of jurisdiction, Edward C. 
Stokes, Robert H. McCarter, Franklin 3 and 8 G. Par- 
ker have been appointed commissioners on the part of the State of New 
Jersey by joint resolution of the l lature of said State, and Preston 
Lea, Robert H. Richards, Herbert H. Ward, and George H. Bates have 
been appointed commissioners on the part of the State of Delaware 
by joint resolution of the general assembly of sald State, to frame a 
compact or agreement between the said States and legislation conse- 

uent thereon, to be submitted to the legislatures of said two States 
for action thereon, looking to the amicable termination of said suit be- 
tween said States now poe in the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and the final adjustment of all controversies relating to the 
boundary line between said States, and to their respective rights in the 
Delaware River and Bay: Now, therefore, 

“The said State of New Jersey, by its commissioners above named, 
and the said State of aware, by its commissioners above named. 
do hereby make and enter into a compact or agreement between said 
States as follows: 

“ARTICLE I. Criminal process issued under the authority of the State 
of New Jersey against any person accused of an offense committed upon 
the soil of said State, or upon the eastern half of said Delaware River, 
or committed on board of any vessel being under the exclusive juris- 
diction of that State, and also civil process issued under the authority 
of the State of New Jersey against any person domiciled in that State, 
or against property taken out of that State to evade the laws thereof, 
may be served upon any porion of the Delaware River between said 
States from low-water mark on the New Jersey shore to low-water 
mark on the Delaware shore, except upon Reedy and Pea Patch islands, 
unless said person or property shall be on board a vessel aground upon 
or fastened to the shore of the State of Delaware, or the shores of said 
islands, or fastened to a wharf adjoin thereto, or unless such person 
shall be under arrest or such proper all be under seizure by virtue 
of process or authority of the State of Delaware. 

“ART. II. Criminal process issued under the authority of the State 
of Delaware against any person a of an offense committed upon 
the soil of said State, or upon the western half of said Delaware River, 
or committed on board of any vessel being under the exclusive juris- 
diction of that State, and also civil process issued under the authority 
of the State of Delaware nst any person domiciled in that State, or 
against property taken out of that State to evade the laws thereof, may be 
served upon any portion of the Delaware River between said States from 
low-water mark on the Delaware shore to low-water mark on the New 
Jersey shore, unless said person or property shall be on board a 
vessel aground upon or fastened to the shore of the State of New 
Jersey, or fastened to a wharf adjoining thereto, or unless such person 
shall be under arrest or such property shall be under seizure by virtue 
of process or authority of the State of New Jersey. 

“ART. III. The inhabitants of the said States of Delaware and New 
Jersey shall have and enjoy a common ht of fishery throughout, in, 
and over the waters of said river between low-water marks on each side 
of said river between the sald States, except so far as either State 
may have heretofore granted valid and subsisting private rights of 

ery. 
. IV. Immediately upon the execution hereof the legislature of 
of the State of New Jersey shall appoint three commissioners to confer 
with three commissioners to be immediately appointed by the general 
assembly of the State of Delaware for the Paps of drafting uniform 
laws to regulate the yey and taking o in the Delaware River 
and Bay between said two States, which said commissioners for each 
State, respectively, shall, within two years, from the date of their 


PRESTON LEA. 
Roserr H. RICHARDS. 


appointment, report to the legislature of each of said States the pro- 
posed laws so framed and recommended by said joint commission. pon 
the adoption and of said laws so recommended by the respective 
legislatures of said two States said laws shall constitute the sole laws 
for the regulation of the taking and catching of fish in the said river 
and bay between said States. Said laws shall remain in force until 
altered, 2 repealed by concurrent legislation of the said two 
States. Said co issioners shall also ascertain the dividing line be- 
tween said river and bay, and upon each of the shores of said two 
States where said bine! line extended shall intersect the same, shall, 
at the e expense of said States, erect a suitable monument to mark 
the sai eo gy na Said dividing line between said monuments shall 
be the division e between the d river and bay for the interpreta- 
tion of and for all purposes of this compact, and of the concurrent leg- 
islation provided for therein. 

“The faith of the said contracting States is hereby pledged to the 
enactment of said laws so recommended by said commissioners, or to 
such concurrent legislation as may seem g A arnas and proper in the 
premises to the respective legislatures thereof. 

“Each State shall have and exercise exclusive jurisdiction within 
said river to arrest, try, and punish its own inhabitants for violation 
of the concurrent legislation relating to fishery herein provided for. 

“Art. V. All laws of said States relating to the regulation of fisheries 
in the Delaware River not inconsistent with the right of common fishery 
hereinabove mentioned shall continue in force in said res ive States 
until the enactment of said concurrent legislation as herein provided. 

“Art. VI. Nothing herein contained shall affect the planting, catch- 
ing, or taking of oysters, clams, or other shellfish, or interfere with the 
oyster industry as now or hereafter carried on under the laws of 
either State. 

“Art. VII. Each State may, on its own side of the river, continue 
to exercise riparian jurisdiction of every kind and nature, and to 
make grants, leases, and conveyances of riparian lands and rights under 
the laws of the respective States. 

“ArT, VIII. Nothing herein contained shall affect the territorial 
limits, rights, or jurisdiction of either State of, in, or over the Dela- 
ware River, or the ownership of the subaqueous soil thereof, except 
as herein expressly set forth. 

“ART IX. is agreement shall be executed by the said commissioners 
when authorized to do so by the legislatures of the said States. It 
shall thereupon be submitted to Congress for its consent and approval. 
Upon the ratification thereof by Congress it shall be and become binding 
in perpetuity upon both of said States; and thereupon the suit now 
pending in the Supreme Court of the United States, in which the State 
of New Jersey is complainant and the State of Delaware is defendant, 
shall be discontinued without costs to either party and without preju- 
dice. Pending the ratification hereof by Congress said suit shall re- 
main in statu quo. ` X s 

Done in two pazis (one of which is retained by the commissioners of 
Delaware, to be delivered to the governor of that State, and the other 
one of which is retained by the commissioners of New Jersey, to be de- 
livered to the 8 of that State) this 21st day of March, in the 
year of our Lord 1905. 

. EDWARD C. STOKES. 
ROBERT H. MCCARTER. 
FRANKLIN MURPHY. HERBERT H. WARD. 
CHAUNCEY G. PARKER. GEO. H. BATES. 


And whereas the said agreement has been confirmed by the legisla« 
—.—— Pre the said States of New Jersey and Delaware, respectively: 

erefore 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of the Congress of the United 
States is hereby given to the said agreement and to each and every part 
and article thereof: Provided, That nothing therein contained shall be 
construed to impair or in any manner affect any right or jurisdiction of 
the United States in and over the islands or waters which form the sub- 
ject of the said agreement. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The preamble as amended was agreed to. 


LAND IN HOT SPRINGS, ARK. 


The bill (S. 4434) ceding a parcel or strip of land to the city 
of Hot Springs, Ark., for use as a public street, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PRIVATE SALMON HATCHERIES IN ALASKA, 


The bill (S. 1459) to encourage private salmon hatcheries in 
Alaska was announced as the next business in order on the 
Calendar. 

Mr. PERKINS. I ask that the bill go over without preju- 
dice, retaining its relative place on the Calendar. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is so ordered. 


BONDS AND OATHS OF SHIPPING COMMISSIONERS. 


The bill (S. 4339) to amend section 4502 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States, relating to bonds and oaths of ship- 
ping commissioners, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to amend the section so as to read as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 4502. Every shipping commissioner so 2 7 5 19 255 shall give bond 
to the United States, conditioned for the faithful performance of the 
duties of his office, for a sum, in the discretion of the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor, of not less than $5,000, in such form and with 
such ty as the Secretary of Commerce and Labor shall direct and 
approve; and shall take and subscribe the oath prescribed by section 
1757 of the Revised Statutes before ¢ntering upon the duties of his 
oflice: Provided, That nothi in this section shall be construed to 
affect in any respect the liability of principal or sureties on any bond 
heretofore given by any shipping commissioner. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
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PUBLIC BUILDING AT KEARNEY, NEBR. 


The bill (S. 1683) to provide for the purchase of a site and 
the erection of a public building thereon in the city of Kearney, 
State of Nebraska, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to acguire, by purchase, ‘condemnation, or otherwise, a site, 
and cause to be erected thereon a suitable building, including fireproof 
vaults, heating and ventilating apparatus, elevators, and approaches, 
for the use of the United States post-office, weather bureau, and other 
Government offices in the city of vine aay A State of Nebraska, the cost 
of said building, including said vaults, heating and ventilating appa- 
0 000 atong and approaches, complete, not to exceed the sum of 

Proposals for the sale of land suitable for said site shall be invited 
by public advertisement by one or more of the newspapers of said city 
of the largest circulation for at least twenty days 3 to the date 
specified in said advertisement for the opening of sald proposals. 

The building shall be unexposed to danger from fire by an open space 
of at least 40 feet on each side, including streets and alleys. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


The bill (H. R. 12707) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and all acts 
amendatory thereof and to enlarge the powers of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, was announced as the next business in 
order. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the bill go over. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection being made on the part 
of the Senator from New Hampshire, the bill will go over, re- 
taining its place on the Calendar. 


STREET PARKING IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The bill (S. 4168) to correct a typographical error in act ap- 
proved July 1, 1898, entitled “An act to vest in the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia control of street parking in 
said District,” was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia with an amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: < 

That the act of Congress 1 tage July 1, 1898, entitled “An act to 
yest in the Commissioners of the District of Columbia control of street 
parking in said District,” be, and it is hereby, amended by striking out 
of paragraph 5 of section 2 of said act the words „Class B,“ and sub- 
stituting therefor the words “ Classes (a) and (b). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


EXTENSION OF BUILDINGS IN THE DISTRICT. 


The bill (S. 4170) to amend an act approved March 3, 1901, 
entitled “An act making appropriations to supply deficiencies 
in the appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1891. 
and for prior years, and for other purposes,” was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, with amendments, on page 1, line 3, after the word 
“third,” to strike out “nineteen hundred and one” and insert 
“eighteen hundred and ninety-one ; ” and in line 5, on page 2, 
after the word “thereof,” to strike out “in the city of Wash- 
ington ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of Congress approved March 3, 1891, 
entitled “An act making appropriations to supply deficiencies in the 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1891, and for prior 
years, and for other . be, and it is hereby, amended so that the 
first paragraph under the heading District of Columbia” in said act 
shall read as follows: 

“That the action of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia in 
heretofore granting permits for the extension of any building or build- 
ings, or any part or parts thereof, in the District of Columbia, beyond 
the building line and upon the streets and avenues of said city, is hereby 
ratified, without prejudice, however, to the legal rights of the Govern- 
ment in the event of the destruction by fire or otherwise of any such 
structure. And hereafter no such permits shall be granted except upon 

eclal application and with the concurrence of all of said Commis- 
sioners and, where such extensions are to be paren upon buildings to 
be erected on land adjoining United States public reservations, the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of War.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to amend an 


act approved March 3, 1891, entitled ‘An act making appropria- 
tions to supply deficiencies in the appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1891, and for prior years, and for other 
purposes.’ ” 


NICOLA MASINO. 


The bill (S. 2270) for the relief of Nicola Masino, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It provides that all real estate lying in the District of Colum- 
bia heretofore purchased by and conveyed to Nicola Masino prior 
to the passage of the bill be relieved and exempted from the 
operation of the “Act to restrict the ownership of real estate 
in the Territories to American citizens.” 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

FISH-W HARF REGULATIONS. 


The bill (H. R. 4459) authorizing the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to make regulations respecting the rights 
and privileges of the fish wharf was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DISTRICT PUBLIC HAY-SCALES REGULATIONS. 


The bill (H. R. 4469) authorizing the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to make regulations respecting the public 
hay scales was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GAMBLING IN THE TERRITORIES. 


The bill (H. R. 10853) to prohibit gambling in the Territories 
was announced as the next business in order on the Calendar. 

Mr. KEAN. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I judge from what the Senator from Ohio 
said this morning that he would desire it to go over. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It will go over without prejudice. 

Mr. KEAN. The other bill went to the Calendar under Rule 
IX. I think this had better do likewise. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think so. Ask it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator ask that the bill 
go to the Calendar under Rule IX? 

Mr. KEAN. I have no objection to its going to the Calendar 
under Rule IX. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think that is proper. 

Mr. KEAN. The other one went there, and they are prac- 
tically the same thing. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
of objection. 


DEPARTMENTAL INFORMATION AFFECTING MARKETS. 


The bill (H. R. 10129) to amend section 5501 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with amendments, on page 1, line 6, after the word “ officer,” to 
strike out “or employee;” in line 10, after the word “ said,” to 
strike out “such;” on page 2, line 9, after the word “ not,” 
to insert “less than one year nor;” in line 10, after the word 
“and,” to strike out “shall” and insert “may, in addition; ” 
in line 11, after the word “ not,” to strike out “to exceed” and 
insert “less than $500 nor more than;” in line 13, after the 
word “ officer,” to strike out “or employee;” in line 15, after 
the words“ virtue of,” to insert“ the authority of;” in line 16, 
after the word “ Government,“ to insert “thereof;” in line 
17, after the word “ shall,” to strike out “ by virtue of the” and 
insert while holding said;” in line 23, after the word “ com- 
pany,” to insert “and which information is required by law or 
under the rules of any Department of the Government to be 
withheld from publication until a fixed time;” on page 3, line 
5, after the word “ not,” to insert “less than $500 nor;” and in 
line 6, after the word“ not,” to insert“ less than one year nor;” 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 5501 of the Revised Statut f 
United States is hereby amended by saang thereto the followings” wo 

“Sec. 5501a. Every officer of the United States and every person act- 
ing for or on behalf of the United States in any official capacity under or 
by virtue of the authority of any Department or office of the Govern- 
ment, who shail, while holding said office or position, become possessed 
of any information which would tend to exert an influence upon or 
affect the market value of any product grown within the United States, 
or which would tend to exert an influence upon or affect the market 
value of the bonds of the United States or the stocks or bonds of any 
incorporated company, which information is required by law or under 
the rules of an e tanh ag eg of the Government to be withheld from 
8 until a fixed time, and who shall willfully impart, either 

irectly or indirectly, said information, or any part thereof, t 
peraan not entitled under the law or rules of the De; 
xovernment to receive same, shall be punished by impr 


It will be so ordered, in the absence 


o any 
artment of the 
mment for not 


less than one year nor more than five years, and may, in addition, be 
fined in any sum not less than $500 nor more than 13.000. 

“ Sec. 5501b. Every officer of the United States and every person act- 
ing for or on behalf of the United States in any official capacity under 
or by virtue of the authority of any Department or office of the Govern- 
thereof who shail, while holding said office or ition held by 
him, me possessed of any information which would tend to exert 
an influence upon or affect the market value of any product grown with- 
in the United States, or which would tend to exert an influence upon or 
affect the market value of the bonds of the United States or the stocks 
or bonds of any incorporated com „ and which information is re- 
quired by law or under the rules of any Department of the Government 
to be withheld from publication until a fixed time, and who shall, before 
said information is made public through regular official channels, either 
directly or indirectly, speculate in said product, stocks, or bonds, by 
selling or buying same in any quantity, shall be punished by a fine 
of not less than $500 nor more than $5,000 and may be imprisoned for 
not less one year nor more than five years.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


BUST OF PRESIDENT ZACHARY TAYLOR, 


The bill (S. 2266) authorizing the Joint Committee on the 
Library to purchase a bust of President Zachary Taylor was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to pur- 
chase of Mrs. Lola Wood, widow and sole executrix of John 
Taylor Wood, esq. (who was a grandson of President Zachary 
Taylor), a bust of President Zachary Taylor in her possession, 
if the same can be bought for a sum not exceeding $2,000. 

Mr. GALLINGER. In line 4, before the word “Lola,” I 
move to strike out the word “ Mistress.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER. In line 5, after the name “ Wood,” I 
move to strike out “ esquire.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read | 
the third time, and passed. 


JAMES M. MER. 


The bill (S. 503) to reimburse James M. McGee, M. D., for 
expenses incurred in the burial of Mary J. De Lange, a de- 
ceased pensioner, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to pay James M. McGee, M. D., $76.75, for funeral 
expenses incurred in the burial of Mary J. De Lange, deceased, 
who was pensioned on certificate No. 290818 as the widow of 
Augustus De Lange, late captain Company C, One hundred and 
forty-fourth Illinois Volunteers. 

Mr. GALLINGER. In lines 4 and 5 I move to strike out the 
words “ doctor of medicine.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER. In line 7, after the words “ De Lange,” I 
move to strike out “ deceased.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to reimburse 
James M. McGee for expenses incurred in the burial of Mary 
J. De Lange.” 

RIGHTS UNDER BERING SEA ARBITRATION AWARD. 


Mr. SPOONER. On the 5th of March the Senate passed the 
bill (S. 2286) to confer jurisdiction upon the circuit court of 
the United States for the ninth circuit to determine in equity 
the rights of American citizens under the award of the Bering 
Sea arbitration of Paris and to render judgment thereon. 

I entered a motion to reconsider the yote by which the bill 
was passed, in order that I might examine it somewhat, which 
I have done. I ask leave to withdraw the motion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin with- 
draws his motion to reconsider the bill, and the bill stands 
passed. 


JOHN H. HAMITER. 


The bill (S. 8283) for the relief of John H. Hamiter was an- 
nounced as next in order. 
Mr. LODGE. Let the bill go over. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will go 
over without prejudice. 
J. DE L. LAFITTE. 
The bill (S. 1221) for the relief of J. de L. Lafitte was an- 


nounced as next in order. 
Mr. KEAN. Let the bill go over. 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will go 

over without prejudice. 
MARY C. MAYERS. 

The bill (S. 3842) for the relief of Mary C. Mayers was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SPOONER. Let the bill go over. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will go 
over without prejudice. 

Mr. SPOONER. Let it go over under Rule IX. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill, at the request of the 
Senator from Wisconsin, will go to the Calendar under Rule ix, 


BRIDGES ACROSS DOG RIVER AND FOWL RIVER, ALABAMA, 


The bill (S. 4513) to authorize the Mobile Railway and Dock 
Company to construct and maintain bridges across Dog River 
and Fowl River in Mobile County, State of Alabama, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. PERKINS. I should like to ask the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. Frye], the chairman of the Committee on Commerce, if 
it is necessary to pass this special bill, since we have this morn- 
ing passed a general bridge bill? 

Mr. FRYE. Undoubtedly it is, because the general bridge 
bill may not become a law. It was amended in one particular, 
ye there may be difficulty about its final passage in the other 

ouse. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Commerce with 
an amendment, in section 2, page 2, line 1, after the words 
“shall be,” to strike out “a lawful structure and shall be known 
and recognized as a post route, and the same is hereby declared 
to be a post route” and insert “lawful structures and shall be 
known and recognized as post routes, and the same are hereby 
declared to be post routes;” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 2. That ta bridges constructed under this act and according to 
ax Ba pe shall be lawful structures and shall be known and recog- 
nized as 


ree routes, and the same are „ to be post routes, 

upon Which, also, no higher charge shall made for transportation 

over the same of the mails, the troops, or munitions of war of the 

United States than the rate per mile pe for transportation over rail- 

roads or public highways leading to the said bridges, and the United 

3 shall have the right of way for a postal telegraph across sald 
ges. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BATTLE MOUNTAIN SANITARIUM RESERVE. 


Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, some moments ago I asked that 
Order of Business 1180, House bill 15085, be passed over with- 
out prejudice. I did that at the moment because I got the im- 
pression from the Calendar that the bill had not been referred 
to a committee. I had no objection to the measure, but I did 
not understand it. I now wish to withdraw my objection, as 
I have looked into the bill, and I do not object to it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from lowa withdraws 
his objection to the bill (H. R. 15085) to set apart certain lands 
in the State of South Dakota, to be known as the Battle Moun- 
tain Sanitarium Reserve. If there is no further objection, the 
bill will be considered at this time. [A pause.] The Chair 
would invite the attention of the Senator from Iowa to the re- 
quest of the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Game] that he 
be present when the bill is considered. 

Mr. ALLISON. I suppose the Senator from South Dakota 
took it for granted that I had some objection to it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair is of the impression that 
the Senator from South Dakota desires the bill to pass, but he 
left that notice with the Secretary, : 

Mr. SPOONER. I suppose he did not want it killed in his 
absence. 

Mr. ALLISON. I have no interest in the bill one way or 
the other, although I think it ought to pass. 

Mr. CULLOM. I think the only purpose the Senator from 
South Dakota had was to be sure that it was not acted upon 
unfavorably in his absence. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I notice that that bill is one of considerable 
length, and can hardly be disposed of before 2 o'clock. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill has been read twice. 

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Chair declares that it can be passed 
without any further reading, I shall have no objection. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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JOHN H. PARKER. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
concurrent resolution of the House of Representatives; which 
was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 

" Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That the President be requested to return to the House of Representa- 


tives the bill (H. R. 10588) entitled “An act granting a pension to 
John H. Parker.“ 


JUVENILE COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The VICH-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 51) to 
create a juvenile court in and for the District of Columbia. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the amendments. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o’clock having ar- 
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which is House bill 12987. 

Mr. GALLINGER. This, I believe, is a privileged matter. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair so understands. 

Mr. TILLMAN. It is not my purpose to unduly press the 
unfinished business, but I do not think anyone is altogether 
satisfied with the present arrangement under which we are 
working 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from South Caro- 
lina suspend for a moment until the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill are fully laid before the Senate? 

Mr. GALLINGER. It will take but a moment. 

Mr. TILLMAN, I will give way. 

The Secretary resumed and concluded the reading of the 
amendments of the House of Representatives, which were— 

On page 1, line 8, after “ States,” insert “subject to removal by the 
President for cause by and with the advice and consent of.” 


On page 1, line 8, after “ and,” strike out “ confirmed by.” 
during each calendar year" 


On page 1, line 14, strike out “ with pay 
and insert “ without deduction from salary. 

On page 2, line 7, after “ peace,” insert “ of said district.” 

On 2, line 34, after 1 insert and such presiding judge 
is authorized to remove such probation officers or either of them, for 
cause.“ 

On page 3, line 4, strike out“ and.” 

On page 3, line 15, strike out “ and.” 

On page 5, line 14, strike out of“ where it occurs the first time, 
and insert may impose similar conditions in.” 

On page 6, line 4, after “ court,” insert “ to said schools respectively.” 

On page 9, line 8, strike out * last.” 


: On page 9, line 8, after Saturday, strike out “of each of said 
ury. 

n page 9, line 9, strike out “terms” and insert prior to the be- 
ginning of the following term.” 

On page 15, after line 21, insert: 


“Sec, 25. That the provisions of this act shall be in full force and 
effect on and after July 1, 1906, and all laws or parts of laws incon- 
sistent with the provisions of this act are hereby repealed.” 

Change section 25 to section 26. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House of Representatives, 
The motion was agreed to. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia: 

H. R. 11275. An act increasing the penalty for certain of- 
fenses in the District of Columbia ; 

H. R. 14582. An act for the removal of snow and ice from the 
paved sidewalks of the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 


poses ; 

H. R. 15643. An act to authorize the Board of Visitors éf the 
Government Hospital for the Insane to summon and examine 
witnesses under oath, and making it a misdemeanor for any 
such witness to refuse to attend or testify or produce books or 
papers when summoned; and 

H. R. 16884. An act regulating the speed of automobiles in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the power of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. f 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, as I was saying a moment 
ago, it is not my purpose to unduly press the consideration of 
the railway rate regulation bill, but under the mode of pro- 
cedure we are now following I think it is quite unsatisfactory, 
because taking it up at 2 o'clock there is hardly opportunity for 
more than one speech a day, as Senators very rarely are willing 
to make set speeches after 4 o'clock. 

I feel that it is a matter of too great importance for us to 
have the appearance of dawdling or paltering with it, or losing 
unnecessary time. We have been working here for a couple 
of days on the Calendar, and we have passed a great many bills 
that are of no serious moment, whereas this important legisla- 


expect, and certainly a very serious consideration. I feel that 
we ought to give it as much attention as it deserves without 
obstructing necessary legislation. 

I give notice now that I shall be glad if all those who want 
to speak on the bill will get ready as soon as possible. We do 
not want to haye the bill lying here waiting and have Senators 
say, “ Well, I want to speak on it,’ and then take a week, or 
two weeks, or three weeks, or a month to prepare such speeches. 
I therefore want to give notice that after to-morrow I will ask 
the Senate to proceed to the consideration of the bill imme- 
diately after the routine morning business, in order to give the 
day, or most of the day, to it. Of course we will give way for 
anything that is necessary or which would appeal to the Senate 
as desirable, but we want to press this legislation and let the 
Senate consider it calmly and fully, having Senators speak on 
it as often as they want or as long as Senators want, and we 
want to get to a vote as soon as possible. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, only for fear that there may 
be some improper inference drawn from what the Senator has 
said, I want to state that the delay in taking up the bill until 
the hour of 2 o'clock has arrived, so far as to-day is concerned, 
was on account of the preference in that respect of the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Simmons], who is now to address us. 
I talked with him yesterday about it, with a view to making 
time in the consideration of this measure. I want to speak on 
it myself before it is concluded, and I thought that I would like 
to know something of the order in which the speeches were to 
come. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I am glad the Senator agrees that this meas- 
ure is of too great importance for us to be losing two hours, or 
practically throwing away two hours, in the consideration of 
trivial matters when this great measure is before us. I give 
the notice to apply after to-morrow—I will state that I would 
begin to-morrow but for the fact that the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Rayner] has given notice that at 2 o'clock to-morrow 
he will want to address the Senate, and it may disarrange 
things to change it. 

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will excuse me, I will state that 
the notice given by the Senator from Maryland is that he will 
begin after the routine morning business, and if the Senator 
carries out the notice given it will save time to-morrow. 

Mr. TILLMAN. But the Senator from Maryland himself 
asked me to-day not to press for the consideration of the bill 
before 2 o'clock. Of course, if it is conformable to his wishes, 
I would be glad to have him carry out the notice he gave. 

Mr. LODGE. I was reading what is on the Calendar; 
that is all. The Senator from Maryland gave notice that he 
would speak after the conclusion of the routine morning busi- 
ness to-morrow. 

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from Maryland is here and can 
speak for himself. If he wishes to begin to-morrow after the 
routine business, of course it is all right. I want to conform to 
his wishes, and he told me himself that he preferred for certain 
reasons to begin to-morrow at 2 o’clock. But I want to notify 
the Senate that after to-morrow I shall ask the Senate to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of this bill immediately after the rou- 
tine morning business. 

Mr. FORAKER. ‘The only purpose I had in view, if the Sen- 
ate will indulge me a moment, was to let it be known and go into 
the Recorp that there is no paltering, to use the language of the 
Senator from South Carolina, on the part of anybody who is op- 
posed to the measure. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I am trying to clear my own skirts without 
throwing rocks at anyone else or casting any insinuations. I 
am usually able to make myself understood. If I was under- 
taking to charge, or even to intimate, that anybody else was de- 
laying it, I would say so in direct terms. But as the bill is in 
my keeping, and I have asked that it be taken up, and the 2 
o'clock arrangement is the order of the Senate, or rather is 
under the regular rules, I now want to get away from the reg- 
ular rules and go to the consideration of the bill as soon as we 
can get to it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, practically all the arguments 
which haye been made against legislation giving the Interstate 
Commerce Commission power to substitute a reasonable rate 
for one found to be unreasonable are based upon three general 
propositions— 

First. That with the exception of abuses arising out of rebates 
and discriminations, there are no grievances growing out of 
present transportation conditions which can not be remedied 
with as much expedition as safety to the legitimate interest 
involved will allow under laws now in force. 

Second. That the proposed legislation would be disastrous to 
the railroads and to the country. 


tion is something that requires a great deal of discussion, I Third. That it would be unconstitutional, 


— 
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It is obvious, if these several propositions or any of them are 
sound, there is either no necessity for this legislation, or, if 
needed, it would be ineffective because unlawful. 

No Senator has defended or will, I presume, defend rebates 
and discriminations. All will agree, I suppose, that if present 
laws are insufficient to remedy these evils they should be ade- 
quately amended. 

I shall therefore give no attention to the features of the meas- 
ure under consideration which relate to these practices, but shall 
confine myself to the proposition to confer upon the Interstate 
Commerce Commission power to fix rates under rules and stand- 
ards prescribed by Congress. 

Mr. President, I think I may assert as a general proposition, 
the soundness of which every public man’s knowledge and ex- 
perience will confirm, that the American people as a whole are 
not only conseryative and tenacious in their adhesion to estab- 
lished policies, but that they frequently exhibit a degree of 
patience and forbearance with evils affecting their vital interests 
which are hampering and burdensome not equaled by any other 
people in the world. We have here, as they have everywhere, 
individuals and factions who raise a tumult over fancied 
wrongs, but our people never lend themselves to false clamor and 
are seldom misled by it. Whenever, therefore, the great mass 
and body of our people, without regard to section, vocation, or 
party alignment, are practically united in denouncing an exist- 
ing system or condition as unjust and oppressive and in demand- 
ing a specific remedy, their protest and demand present an argu- 
ment which, to a public servant at least, is or should be persua- 
sive. This I believe to be the present attitude of a vast majority 
of the people of this country with respect to this rate question 
and the remedy proposed. 

More than this, Mr. President, these protests and demands 
present in themselves a mass of evidence—an overwhelming 
aggregation of facts—growing out of the daily experience of 
80,000,000 people with an existing business condition showing 
that the evils of which they complain are actual and militant. 

In support, therefore, of the contention that existing trans- 
portation rates are in many instances unjust and unreasonably 
high, and that unfair and ruinous discriminations are prac- 
ticed against individuals and localities, I wish here and now to 
put in evidence the almost innumerable petitions, memorials, 
and resolutions which have come to us from the legislatures of 
great States, from associations of. bankers, merchants, live- 
stock men, farmers, and laborers, as well as the complaints and 
demands of the great mass of producers and consumers from 
every part and section of the country which have found utter- 
ance through the press. 

Mr. President, the railroads deny the justice of these com- 
plaints of the people and rely upon three general statements 
with reference to railroad rates and profits to show that they 
are unfounded: 

First. They allege that their turiff schedules show that there 
has been little, if any, change in recent years in the rates 
charged against the six great classes into which for that purpose 
freights are subdivided. 

Second. That statistics show that there has been practically 
no increase, if not in fact a small decrease, in recent years in 
the average rate per ton-mile. 

Third. That profits on railroad investments are small. 

These statements may be or they may not be true, but 
whether true or false the conclusions sought to be drawn from 
them are not only misleading but they are false. 

The fact, Mr. President, if it be a fact, that the specific sched- 
ules of the six great classes into which most subjects of trans- 
portation are segregated and to which a common charge is ap- 
plied have not been increased would not show, nor would it tend 
to show, that the freights actually paid by producers and ship- 
pers have not been increased. What it would show, and all 
that it would show, is that if rates have been increased they 
have not been increased by the open and above-board process 
of raising these class charges. As a matter of fact, shown by 
railroad statistics themselves, as well as by the reports of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, railroad rates have been in- 
creased and largely increased during the last six years not by 
the process of raising the specific rate of schedule or commodi- 
ties, but by the more insidious method of commodity reclassi- 
fications. 

Beginning with the year 1900, hundreds and even thousands 
of articles have been reclassified by raising them from a lower 
to a higher priced class in the various orders promulgated by 
the railroads in the several divisions into which they have di- 
vided for this purpose the whole country. In one classification, 
known as Order No. 20, issued early in that year and applying 
to northern and eastern traffic, there were nearly 600 reclassifi- 
cations, of which 572 were increases and only 6 reductions. 
By another reclassification order made in the same year and 


known us Order No. 30, and applying to western business, 257 
reclassifications were made, of which 240 were increases and 
only 17 reductions, while by Order No. 25, applying to southern 
traffic, made in same year, out of 636 reclassifications 531 were 
increases. ` 

Mr. President, candor requires that I should say that as to 
some of these orders there are more reductions than there are 
increases, and that, considering all reclassifications made during 
these years, it may be that the number of articles actually raised 
did not greatly exceed the number nominally reduced; but, Mr. 
President, the relative number of articles raised or reduced is 
comparatively unimportant. The significant fact is the commer- 
cial importance of the articles so raised or reduced and the 
resultant increase or decrease in the cost of their transporta- 
ticn. Now, Mr. President, an examination will conclusively 
show that during these years the commodities reduced compared 
with those increased are not only relatively of little commercial 
importance, but that the percentage of the reduction in rates on 
articles reduced is far below the percentage of increase in rates 
on articles increased. 

For example, as a result of these reclassifications, in 1900 
hay was raised from the sixth to the fifth class, and the 
freight on it thereby increased 80 cents per ton. In 1903, by 
the same process, the rate on iron and steel was advanced 20 
cents, that on coal 10 cents, and that on lumber 40 cents. 

These and like commodities which have been advanced by this 
process are articles of enormous production and consumption, 
constituting in the aggregate a large per cent of the total rail- 
road tonnage of the country. It is obvious, therefore, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that an increase in the rates charged on a few articles of 
this character more than offsets many hundreds of reductions 
on commodities of lesser commercial importance. 

I have in my hands a letter from the chairman of the rail- 
road commission of my own State, a lawyer of great ability, 
who has devoted the last six years of his life almost exclusively 
to the study of questions connected with his official duties, in 
which he says that the railroads of that State in 1902 attempted 
a sweeping reclassification of the subjects of transportation 
which, had it not been prevented by the commission over which 
he presides, would have raised rates upon domestic traffic in 
that State at least 334 per cent. 

Mr. President, I have often thought if every commodity of 
commerce had attached to it a label showing the difference in 
its cost to the final purchaser on account of our high tariff 
schedules, the rankest “ stand-patter ” in Congress would be un- 
able to resist the overwhelming demand which would come to us 
for a reduction of these schedules. Likewise as overwhelming 
is the present demand for Government interference to protect 
the people against excessive railroad rates. I have no doubt 
the substitution of the reclassification method of rate advance- 
ment for the more open method of raising specific rates of 
schedules and commodities has served the railroad well and 
operated to both postpone and lessen the force of the present 
demand for relief, but, as in the case of the tariff, so in the 
case of the railroads, the truth is being forced home to the 
people by the heavy drafts made upon their earnings, and their 
mutterings of discontent grow louder and louder day by day. 

Mr. President, the argument made by the railroads and in 
their behalf, based upon a comparison of the present average 
rate per ton-mile with that of a few years ago, is, as I said 
before, misleading, but even if the contention of the railroads 
that there has been no increase in this rate should be admitted, 
it would not justify the conclusion sought to be drawn from it, 
that there has been no material increase in the rates actually 
paid and collected. A superficial analysis of the problem will 
suffice to show that the average rate per ton-mile paid during 
two different periods, obtained by a calculation of total freights, 
number of miles it was hauled and charges actually paid for 
hauling it in two given periods, may be and are in certain cir- 
cumstances of but little or no value in determining the actual 
difference in the transportation charges of these respective 
periods. 

It is obvious if the high-grade commodities on which high 
rates are charged are mixed indiscriminately with low-grade 
commodities upon which lower rates are charged the average 
cost per ton-mile will be influenced to a far greater extent by 
the amount of tonnage hauled than by the rate charged. In 
other words, if the volume of low-grade commodities is in- 
creased while the volume of the high-grade commodities is sta- 
tionary, or if the volume of the former is increased out of 
proportion to that of the latter without changing the specific 
charges against either, the average per ton-mile will be reduced 
or e converso raised. To illustrate: If two given sums of money 
are loaned, one at a higher and the other at a lower rate of 
interest, the average return from each dollar so loaned will be 
less than the higher and more than the lower rate charged. 
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Now, it is plain if the amount let at a lower rate is greatly 
increased. while that let at a higher rate is not increased at 
all, or if the former is increased out of proportion to the latter, 
the average return from each dollar so let will be reduced or 
e conrerso increased. i 

Now, Mr. President, it is a fact of common knowledge, 
shown by statistics and verified by the reports of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, that during the period of our great 
prosperity and business activity there has been an increase in 
the volume of low-grade freights altogether out of proportion to 
the increase in volume of high-grade freights, and that this 
fact has held down the increase in the average rate per ton- 
mile. 

For instance: Manufactures, which are high grade and high 
price commodities, constituted, in 1890, 13.52 per cent of the 
total railroad tonnage of that year originating on all roads, and 
in 1904 only 13.41 per cent of that tonnage. Merchandise, also 
high grade and high price commodities, constituted, in 1890, 
4.73 per cent of the total railroad tonnage of that year origi- 
nating on all roads, and in 1904 only 4.83 per cent of that ton- 
nage—practically no increase in relative percentage. On the 
other hand, coal and ore and other products of the mines, which 
are low grade and low price products, constituted, in 1890, only 
47.32 per eent, while in 1904 they constituted 51.56 per cent of 
our total railroad tonnage, or, stated in figures, these products 
constituted in 1890, only 129,000,000 out of a total tonnage in 
that year of 274,000,000, while in 1904 they constituted 330,000,- 
000 out of a total tonnage of 641,000,000 originating on all rail- 
roads. Lumber and other products of the forest, also low grade 
and low price products, constituted in 1889 only 10.89 per cent, 
and in 1904, 12.53 per cent of the total railroad tonnage of that 
year, or, stated in round figures, these products constituted in 
1889. only 48,000,000 out of a total tonnage in that year of 441,- 
000,000, while in 1904.they constituted 80,000,000 out of a total 
tonnage in that year of 641,000,000 originating on all railroads. 
On this estimate, to avoid the duplication necessarily involved, 
I do not include tonnage received from connecting roads. 

With practically no increase during these years in the ton- 
nage of manufactures and merchandise and other like high 
grade and high price commodities, contemporaneously with this 
enormous increase in the products of the mine and forest, and 
other like low grade and low price commodities, is it not «ppar- 
ent if there had not been a great increase in specific rates there 
would of necessity have been not a small but a large decrease 
in the ayerage rate per ton-mile? 

But, Mr. President, if, for the reasons I have just stated, 
there has been in recent years no: increase in the average rate 
per ton-mile, the records of the railroads themselves show that 
there has undoubtedly been during this time a decidedly large 
increase in the average rate per ton. 

For the year ending June 30, 1901, the increase in this aver- 
age over the year ending June 30, 1899, was 7.49 cents per ton, 
the aggregate increase in revenue to the railroads from this 
cause in that year being, in round numbers, $80,000,000. For 
the year ending June 30, 1903, the average rate per ton was 
nearly 12} cents greater than in the year ending June 30, 1899, 
the aggregate increase in revenue to the railroads from this 
cause in that year being over $150,000,000. 

Now, is it not plain, in these conditions, if there had been no 
increase in speciéic rates the average rate per ton as well as the 
average rate per ton-mile would of necessity have been reduced, 
and the fact that this general average per ton-mile was not 
materially reduced, while that per ton was increased, as I have 
shown, from 7 to 12 cents in five years shows to the point of 
demonstration that specific rates haye been largely increased in 
that time? 

Again, Mr. President, it is not true that profits from capital 
invested in railroads in this country are relatively small. As a 
matter of fact, as I shall show, legitimate railroad profits have 
greatly increased in recent years. Of course, the average per- 
centage of profits could not be expected to be large upon a capi- 
talization including millions, and even billions, of dollars, based 
not upon cost of physical properties nor upon tangible values at 
all, but based mainly upon estimated earning capacity. 

By this process of capitalization, which a few years ago under 
the initiative of a great financier became a fad in circles of 
frenzied finance, a large part of our 215,000 miles of railway 
and over 800 independent lines have been organized and recapi- 
tallzed. 

There is a railroad in my own State whose stock sold at one 
time since the war at $40 per share of the par value of $100. 
This road has recently been taken into a consolidated system, 
two shares of preferred stock and two shares of common stock, 
of the par value of $100 each, being issued for each and every 
share of the original company, and this railroad is to-day, on 


this basis of four to one, earning dividends and carrying each 
year a snug sum to surplus profits, 

This is given as a striking example of the way in which a 
large part of our more than 800 independent lines have in a few 
years been reorganized and recapitalized into the six or eight 
groups whith now control the entire railroad mileage of the 
country. 7 5 

Notwithstanding this false and fictitious capitalization, on 
account of the enormous earning capacity of our railroads the 
percentage of railroad stocks paying dividends and the earning 
capacity of railroads has materially increased in recent years 
and is still increasing. 

In 1883 the percentage of railroad stocks paying dividends 
was only 38.56 per cent, and the average rate of dividend paid 
on these stocks was only 5.38 per cent; the amount paid in divi- 
dends in that year being only a little over $80,000,000. In 1904 
the percentage of railroad stocks paying dividends had increased 
to 57.47 per cent, and the average rate of dividends on these 
stocks had increased to 6.09 per cent—the amount paid in diyi- 
dends in that year exceeding the enormous sum of $220,000,000. 

But, Mr. President, dividends do not correctly measure the 
profits of railroad investment. The true measure of these prof- 
its is the balance left after payment of operating expenses, 
interest charges, and taxes. In 1890 the sum of this balance, 
including all railroads, was, in round figures, $74,000,000, while 
in 1904 it aggregated the great sum of $327,000,000. ` 

In 1887 the amount of railroad earnings per mile was $6,362; 
in 1904 they were $9,306, an increase in that time of about 
$3,000 per mile. In 1889 the average revenue per train mile, 
including all trains, was $1.22, and in 1904 it was $1.93, a gain 
of 71 cents per mile. In 1889 the average cost of operating a 
train 1 mile, including all kinds of trains, was 81 cents per mile, 
and in 1904 it was $1.31, a difference in cost of 50 cents, show- 
ing a net increase in profits for this time of 21 cents per train 
mile, including all kinds of trains. 

This increase of 18.91 per cent in dividend-paying stocks, of 
$253,000,000 in net profits, of $3,000 per mile in earnings, and 
of 21 cents in profits per train mile shows undisputably that 
there has been during the last ten or fifteen years not only a 
steady, but a large increase in the profits of railroad invest- 
ments. 4 

Mr. President, what reason is there to justify the contention 
of the railroads that this legislation will bring disaster to them 
or to the country? n 

Is it true, as contended, that our railroads can not make 
money and prosper unless they are permitted, without outside 
interference, to make and enforce their own rates without re- 
gard to the interest and the rights of the people? 

For many years past and to-day our railroads have not had 
altogether a free hand in fixing their tariff charges on intra- 
State business. In twenty-five States to-day, and in most of 
that number for years past, rates on all domestic traffic (and 
this traffic constitutes 20 per cent of the entire transportation 
business of the country) have been fixed either by local com- 
missions or by railroads under their control and supervision. 

The statement that for many years past and to-day our rail- 
roads have not had a free hand in fixing their tariffs is also 
true as to a large part of interstate as well as of domestic 
business. 

It is a well-known fact that within this time certain combina- 
tions have monopolized many of the prime commodities of in- 
dustry and commerce, and, through the enormous volume of 
business they can give or withhold, aided by the devices of 
private switches, cars, refrigeration, ventilation, and icing, have ` 
for some time past compelled, and to-day in many instances 
compel, the railroads to aecept such compensation as they are 
willing to pay for the transportation of commodities in which 
they deal or for the traffic which they control. 

This control of the big shippers includes not only the oil and 
fresh-meat business of the country, but it extends to the fruit 
business, the dairy business, the truck business, and the brewing 
business, as well as to other important lines of business. This 
traffic, added to the domestic traffic of the States having com- 
missions with rate-fixing powers, constitutes no inconsiderable 
portion of the total freightage of the country, with respect to 
which the railroads do not now and have not for a long time 
past exercised a free hand over rates. 

This interference with their control over rates on this large 
portion of their business has not proven disastrous to the 
railroads; it has neither bankrupted them nor prevented them 
from making money and paying dividends on stocks largely—in. 
some instances seyeral times—in excess of the value of their 
tangible properties. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to be misunderstood about this 
matter of rates. While I believe—indeed, while I am sure— 
that rates have been greatly increased since the beginning of the 
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year 1900, I do not believe that all rates, or even the larger part 
of them, are to-day unreasonably high, or that at present, the 
trend of rates is upward. I believe that to a considerable degree 
commercial conditions are allowed to control in adjusting rates, 
and that when these conditions control they are generally ad- 
justed fairly. y 
My contention is that most of the evils of which the people 
complain, and have a right to complain, and which demand 
remedy at our hands at this time, grow out of the abnormally 
high rates arbitrarily fixed by many railroads in disregard and 
defiance of these commercial conditions, and the abnormally low 
and discriminatory rates forced upon the railroads by the big 
shippers in the way and manner I have described. 

The remedy for these evils, in my judgment, Mr. President, 
consists not so much in Government rate making, since to the 
extent the railroads fix their tariffs in response to commercial 
conditions there is little need for Government interference, as 
in effective governmental control and regulation with inci- 
dental power to fix rates and enforce them where it is found 
necessary to do so in order to protect the people on the one 
hand against these unreasonable and extortionate rates, rooted 
in the greedy scramble of railroads for more and higher divi- 
dends, and on the other hand to protect both the railroads and 
the people against the “ hold-up” of these monopolistic combi- 
nations of shippers. 

If the bill under consideration shall pass and can be and is 

enforced in the intendment of its friends, it will give the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission power to restrain the indecent 
rapacity of both these offending railroads and these big ship- 
pers. When this is done, Mr. President, rates will, I believe, as 
a rule adjust themselves to commercial conditions and there 
will be but little further necessity for governmental interfer- 
ence, 
A consideration of the effects upon the railroads of super- 
vision of rates in the past, both by the Government and the 
States, will demonstrate, I think, that the predictions made by 
the railroads and on their behalf of Mjury Hkely to follow from 
the enactment of this legislation are unfounded. 

Mr. President, during the ten years from 1887 to 1897, in 
which the Interstate Commerce Commission actually exercised 
the power of fixing rates, 45,000 miles of railway were con- 
structed in this country. There is nothing in the railroad and 
business history of those years attributable to the exercise by 
the Commission of this power, which, in my opinion, justifies 
these predictions of disaster should Congress now give the Com- 
mission the powers exercised by it during these early years of 
its existence. 

The fact that in eight years the railroads did not judicially 
challenge the power of the Commerce Commission to fix rates 
under the act of 1887, despite the fact that that power, if 
conferred at all, was conferred only by implications taken in 
connection with the fact that in over 400 answers filed to 
complaints in proceedings before the Commission during this 
time this power of the Commission was not challenged, strongly 
confirms the conclusion that, they did not find themselves seri- 
ously hampered or crippled by the right of rate supervision 
then claimed and exercised.. 

Twenty-five years ago the States began to assert their in- 
herent powers over transportation charges, and to create com- 
missions vested with control over rates on all domestic business, 
To-day, and in the case of many of them for many years past, 
twenty-six States have commissions exercising powers over 
domestic business far more plenary than those it is now pro- 


. posed to give to the Commerce Commission over traffic between 


the States. 

There is nothing in the history of these States in these years 
which shows or tends to show that the railroads or the people 
have suffered as a result of this supervision and control, or 
that this power has been exercised vexatiously, arbitrarily, or 
oppressively. On the contrary, their railroad, agricultural, in- 
dustrial, and commercial progress compares favorably with that 
of the States in which the railroads have been given a free 
hand in adjusting rates, and in many of them the development 
along these lines has been so far above the general average as 
to attract widespread attention. 

In support of this statement I call attention to the fact that 
of the nineteen States and Territories in which railroad mileage 
was increased over 100 miles in the fiscal year ending June 20, 
1904, fourteen were States which had commissions with rate- 
making powers. 

There can be no stronger confirmation of these statements, 
and there can be no stronger refutation of the calamity argu- 
ments against Government interference with rates than that 
afforded by results in my own State. Since 1891 North Caro- 
lina has had a commission with full rate-making power. When 
this law was passed we had only a little over 3,000 miles of 
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railroads. We now have about 4,000 miles, an increase of. about 
900 miles, while to-day at least a dozen new lines are in process 
of construction, with several more projected. Some of these 
roads are being built by our own people, some by Rockefeller 
and his associates, and some by rich New England and northern 
syndicates, All the capital needed for the purpose can be ha 

inside the State or outside by the mere asking. 8 

When this law was passed in 1891, several railroads in my 
State were in the hands of receivers. Now there is not one in 
the hands of a receiver. When it was passed, gross receipts 
from railroad operation in the State were, in round numbers, 
$8,600,000; net receipts, $3,100,000. In 1904 gross receipts were 
$20,300,000 ; net receipts, $7,500,000. 

Not only in North Carolina, but in Georgia, in Mississippi, in 
Minnesota, and in a number of other States having commissions 
with rate-making powers, railroad mileage, the value of manu- 
factured products and of farm property has increased at a 
rate so rapid as to attract general attention and comment. 

In this connection I want to read an extract from a letter 
from Hon. Franklin McNeill, chairman of the railroad commis- 
sion of North Carolina. It furnishes a striking argument 
against the objection to the proposed legislation so persistently 
urged that under the power to revise and correct a challenged 
rate the Commerce Commission will put its hand upon every 
schedule and-in the end take over the whole rate-making power 
and render scientific and equitable rate adjustment by the rail- 
roads difficult, if not impossible. It sustains, by way of prac- 
tical example, the contention of the friends of this legislation 
that the possession by the Interstate Commerce Commission of 
effective power over rates will render the use of that power in 
a large measure unnecessary, and will operate to coerce the rail- 
roads to correct upon their own initiative the inequalities and 
injustices of which the people complain. In this letter Mr, Me- 
Neill, speaking of rate making by the commission over which he 
has for eight years presided, says: 


While we have full rate-making powers, we have not attempted to 
supersede traffic managers of railroads; on the contrary, we hare 
adopted tariffs made by them and only changed rates on certain con- 
modities as they ap red to be unreasonable or unjust. This has ‘avt 
been frequent; the fact that we had the power rendered it unnecessary, 

It is customary, Mr. President, to stigmatize rate making by 
government boards as political rate making, and to charge that 
either through ignorance or in response to popular clamor these 
boards can not be trusted to deal wisely and fairly with the 
Interests of the railroads. Much is attempted to be made in 
this connection out of the number of times the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has been overruled by the courts as tend- 
ing to show ‘gnorance or bias. Much is attempted to be made 
out of the fact that out of 45 cases appealed to the courts 
the Commission has been reyersed in 29. During the period 
of these 45 appeals the Commission tried and disposed of 327 
cases. In over 280 of these cases the railroads did not appeal. 
thereby admitting their justice, fairness, and soundness.. To 
say that the Commission has been overruled in 29 cases out of 
a total of 45 is not, therefore, a correct statement of the case. 
A correct statement will show that out of a total of about 327 
decisions the Commission was overruled in only 29. More than 
that, Mr. President, a proper consideration of these cases will 
show that the Commission has not made as many mistakes as 
the tariff managers whose rates they have changed because they 
were found to be unreasonable, and therefore yplawfal. 

Mr. President, all laws must of necessity be interpreted and 
administered by men, and the argument that the public can not 
trust those delegated to administer the law is not an admissible 
argument in a Government like ours. If the personnel of a 
Commission is unfit, the unworthy members should be removed, 
but to refuse to legislate where legislation is needed for the 
public welfare for fear that worthy and fit men can not be 
found to administer the law is to attack the very fundamentals 
of our gystem and question the capacity of our people for self- 
government. 

We had as well look the fact in the face. The plain truth in 
this contest between these corporations and the people is that 
the railroads want the laws affecting them administered by tri- 
bunals composed of men appointed for life and whose amena- 
bility to the people is therefore remote. They are not opposed 
to trusting the powers conferred by this legislation in the Com- 
merce Commission, because they do not believe competent and 
impartial men will at all times compose that Commission, but 
because they fear that the power of the people to quickly call 
them to account for any forgetfulness of their interest will lead 
them to put the public weal above that of special privilege. Of 
the score or more State commissions which for twenty-five years 
have exercised power over domestic rates, not one, so far as I 
know, or have ever heard, is amenable to the charge of having 
sacrificed the legitimate interest of a railroad to public clamor, 
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They haye made mistakes and committed errors, no doubt, but 
so have the courts and all other human tribunals. 

All of our laws, both State and national, providing for super- 
vision or regulation of great private enterprises affected with a 
public use or duty are administered by officers, boards, com- 
missions, or tribunals whose functions are administrative or 
executive. I know of no reason why the proposed regulation of 
the business of the railroads, made necessary by conditions for 
which they are solely responsible, can not be safely adminis- 
tered in the same way. I know of no reason which entitles 
them to the exemption which they claim and assert with such 
confident persistency. 

Mr. President, I have no objection to such right of review by 
the courts as does not in effect either interfere with the rightful 
authority of Congress in this matter of rates, or so hamper it in 
the discharge of these powers through its Commission as to de- 
feat or render ineffective in whole or in part its lawful purposes 
with respect to this subject. 

Within these limitations the right of review by the courts 
ought not to be denied, and if it does not already exist it ought 
to be conferred; but, Mr. President, I submit that the courts 
already have without further legislation all the authority and 
power over this subject which they can exercise without substi- 
tuting their judgment for that of Congress in a matter intrusted 
by the Constitution to the exclusive judgment of Congress. 

In saying the courts have this power I am not unmindful of 
the fact that all Federal courts of original jurisdiction are statu- 
tory courts in the sense that Congress, acting under constitu- 
tional injunction, created them and defined their jurisdiction; 
but, sir, when these courts were created and given jurisdiction 
over certain specific subjects they became eo instanti, without 
constitutional grant to that effect, invested with all the judicial 
powers of the Constitution over and pertaining to that subject. 

When Congress invested these courts with jurisdiction over 
the property rights with which this legislation deals, as it un- 
doubtedly did, the Constitution did the rest by imposing upon 
them the duty of safeguarding these rights against any and all 
unconstitutional acts of the legislative and executive branches of 
the Government and all their agencies. In the discharge of 
these great powers and these great duties these courts are 
clothed with all equitable jurisdiction necessary for their exer- 
cise and performance. 

Under the law as now written the courts, by virtue of their 
general powers, can set aside, at the instance of the carrier, a 
confiseatory rate, and perhaps at the instance of the shipper, an 
extortionate rate, but under this bill the courts will not have, 
and they ought not to have, the right to interfere with and set 
aside a just and reasonable rate fixed by the Commission. 
They will not have that power and they ought not to have it, 
because the establishment of rates is a matter which the Con- 
stitution intrusts to the judgment of Congress and such adminis- 
trative agencies as it may employ to carry out its will. 

My chief apprehension concerning this measure is that while 
the courts have not the constitutional right, as I see it, to re- 
view a lawful rate fixed and ordered by the Commission, and 
while this bill by not conferring it denies to them that right, 
still in actual practice, by means of interlocutory orders based 
upon ex parte showings of unreasonableness, these orders may 
be suspended pending litigation, and in this way many unre- 
viewable as well as reviewable orders of the Commission will 
be held in abeyance until final decree. 

It is probable that the only escape from this danger will be 
found in taking from the courts the right to suspend the orders 
of the Commission in any and all cases. If Congress can do 
this, would it be right to do it, would it be good policy to do it? 
Whether good or bad policy, if it would be wrong or unjust to 
do it we can not, as individuals or as a nation, afford to do it 
for mere profit’s sake. 

In all history there is no grander utterance than that of 
Aristides when, on a memorable occasion, he said to the 
Athenian people, “What Themistocles proposes would be 
greatly to your advantage, but it would be unjust.” 

In opposition to this suggestion it is said in behalf of the 
carrier that the Constitution guarantees him against the tak- 
ing of his property by the shipper without due process and 
without just compensation, and that if the rate fixed by the 
Commission can not be enjoined pendente lite he will be denied 
the full benefit of this guaranty in case he is successful in his 
suit, and left without remedy as to that part of his property 
taken before final decree. 

The force of this argument is obvious, but, Mr. President, 
the law and the Constitution also guarantees the shipper 
against the taking of his property by or for the benefit of the 
carrier without due process and without compensation. Now, 
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if the rate established by the carrier is unreasonable, it is, for 
that reason, unlawful. If it is extortionate, to that extent it 
would be a taking by the carrier of the property of the shipper 
without due process and without compensation. If, therefore, 
the order of the Commission is restrained pendente lite, the 
shipper would be denied the full benefit of the law and of this 
constitutional guaranty and left without remedy as to that 
part of his property taken by the shipper between the time of. 
its suspension and the final decree. 

If, in answer to this argument, it be said on behalf of the 
earrier that the writ of restraint can only issue upon a prima 
facie showing under oath that the order unconstitutionally 
takes his property without compensation, the reply on behalf of 
the shipper is that the order protecting him is based on the 
finding of the Commission made not on an ex parte showing, 
but after full hearing and investigation, that his property has 
already been unlawfuly and unconstitutionally taken for the 
benefit of the carrier and will, until the final decree, continue 
to be so taken if it is suspended, not only without compensation 
or due process, but without any process whatever. 

In these conditions it will be seen, therefore, if the order is 
not suspended pendente lite, and the carrier succeeds in his 
suit, his property will be unlawfully taken, and if it is so sus- 
pended and the Commission is sustained the shipper’s property 
will be unlawfully taken. It is a case in which necessarily 
one or the other, the shipper or the carrier, must suffer. Which 
shall it be—the master or the servant? The answer, I believe, 
will largely be found in the inquiry as to which, in balancing 
probabilities as to the final result of the controversy, is entitled 
to the greater weight, a finding based on an ex parte hearing 
without argument of opposing counsel or a finding after full 
hearing with both parties to the controversy present and speak- 
ing through their witnesses and attorneys, by a board created 
by the law to make that finding. 

In these conditions the impartial mind—and the legislative 
mind should be impartial—will, I think, conclude that the find- 
ing of the Commission so reached raises a stronger probability 
that the rate supplanted was unreasonable or extortionate, and 
will on final hearing be so found and adjudged, than that the 
ex parte showing of the carrier raises that the substituted rate 
is confiscatory and will be so found and adjudged on the final 
hearing. 

Undoubtedly it is the duty of the legislator to protect the 
shipper and his rights, as much so as it is his duty to protect the 
carrier and his rights. 7 

Can this be done; and if so, how? Ordinarily in such cases 
mutual bonds afford reasonable protection. In this case it is 
apparent that such bonds will be of little or no practical value. 
Impounding the difference between the rate supplanted and that 
substituted will help, and this should be done if nothing better. 
can be done. But manifestly this would be a mere makeshift, 
and at best would fall short of adequate protection even to the 
middleman, and would be practically none at all to the man 
upon whom the loss would, in the final analysis, chiefly fall. ; 

If there is any way to secure protection to each of these con- 
flicting interests without abridging the equity jurisdiction of the 
courts, that way ought to be found and incorporated in this bill. 
The situation would seem to devolye the duty of finding that 
way upon those who insist that this function of the courts 
should not be impaired, but, on the contrary, should be in ex- 
press terms reasserted and affirmed in this bill. But however 
this may be, if no way can be found to accomplish this end—and 
I greatly fear none can be—I have reluctantly reached the con- 
clusion that we should, if we have the power, employ it to pre- 
vent the suspension, pending suit and before final hearing, of the 
rate prescribed by the Commission. 

Can Congress do this? Undoubtedly Congress has large regu- 
latory and supervisory power over these courts, their procedure, 
and the remedies they may use in the enforcement and protec- 
tion of rights, whether they be statutory rights or rights con- 
stitutionally derived and protected. 

The proposition that Congress can say to the courts in these 
conditions, in this case,“ Your writ, while affording protection to 
the carrier, would deny the same or equal protection to the ship- 
per, and as the law, as it is at present written, does not afford him 
this protection, and as we are unable to otherwise provide for 
him this protection, you must not and you shall not interfere, ex- 
cept to administer the rights of the litigants as you may find 
them when you are ready to pronounce your final conclusion as to 
them,” presents to my mind a very serious question, with regard 
to which I frankly confess I have grave doubts and misgivings, 
and concerning which I do not care to venture a confident 
opinion without further investigation and reflection. All I am 
prepared to say at this time is if we have the power to do this— 
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and I am strongly inclined to think we have this power—and 
no way can be found to give to the shipper the same protection 
in this behalf which a suspension of the rate would give to the 
carrier, then, and in that case, in my opinion it would be our 
duty to exercise this power in such a way as it may lawfully be 
exercised to accomplish this result. 

Mr. President, the evils with which we are confronted are 

not such as can be remedied through the courts, either upon the 
initiative of the individual sufferer or the Government on be- 
half of the complaining public. Any law regulating or attempt- 
ing to regulate the great corporated business enterprises of the 
country, affecting the interests of the whole people, over which 
the Government has the right of supervision in the interest of 
the public, which can only be enforced through the courts, is, 
so far as the accomplishment of adequate results is concerned, 
doomed to failure from the beginning; not because of any 
weakness or corruption of the personnel of the courts—for our 
judges are rarely subject to that criticism—but because of the 
inadequate machinery and powers of the courts to quickly, 
efficiently, and comprehensively exert and apply the law and 
its remedies in enforcing obedience and punishing disobedience 
to its commands and requirements. 
The futility of any attempt to regulate these great corporated 
enterprises through the medium of the courts is exemplified in 
the open defiance and contempt displayed by the trusts of our 
antitrust laws, which the courts have declared ample in pro- 
vision and scope, at least, to remedy the evils they denounce. In 
spite of these laws and the courts, these great monopolies con- 
tinue in the light of day and within the knowledge of everybody, 
organizing and extending their corporate combinations and in- 
creasing their levies and exaction upon the people. If we had 
a commission from which corporations engaged in interstate 
business had to secure a license, with power to withhold or re- 
voke them whenever it was shown, after full hearing, that they 
were violating these laws, some wrong might be done these 
corporations, but the wrongs done them would not be one-tenth 
as great as the wrongs daily suffered by the people at their 
hands as the result of the insufficiency of the courts to ade- 
quately administer the remedial provisions of these antitrust 
and antimonopoly laws. So a commission with power to regu- 
late railroad rates will doubtless commit some errors which will 
infiict some injury upon the railroads, but the wrongs thus 
done will not be one-tenth as great as the wrongs now daily 
suffered by the people at the hands of the railroads because 
of the inadequacy of the powers of the Commission under 
present laws to stay their unjust and discriminating exactions. 

Mr. President, I am not disturbed by the arguments assailing 
the constitutionality of this legislation. During the twenty- 
odd years in which Congress and the States have assumed con- 
trol over rates, no court in this country has pronounced against 
the right of these sovereignties to exercise their powers of con- 
trol over rates of common carriers through commissions. Upon 
the initiative of the railroads the Supreme Court has, it is true, 
decided that Congress did not, by the act of 1887, confer the 
power to fix rates upon the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
but no judgment has been invoked or rendered during this 
time against the constitutional right of Congress to confer this 
power upon the Commission, should it decide to do so and em- 
ploy language adequate for the purpose. 

The contention of those who sustain the constitutional right- 
fulness of this legislation is that the power now sought to be 
conferred upon the Commission to condemn an existing rate 
and to fix a future rate is essentially administrative, and that 
if, in the exercise of these powers, functions in any degree leg- 
islative or judicial are involved, they are involved only inci- 
dentally, as appertaining to the mental process which the mind 
undergoes in reaching a conclusion in doing an administrative 
as well as a judicial and legislative act, and does not deprive 
the powers exercised of the essential character of an administra- 
tive function, within the sense and meaning of the constitutional 
provisions divorcing the three great coordinate departments of 
the Government. 

It is true that the powers conferred upon the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission by the existing law and in the Hepburn bill 
to condemn as unreasonable a challenged rate, involves the exer- 
cise of quasi judicial functions, but they are not in essence and 
in fact judicial functions, because neither under the present law 
nor in the proposed enactment is the Commission vested with 
the power to enforce its determinations by any decree, mandate, 
order, or proceeding deriving its efficacy from any authority 
lodged by law in it. 

Under the present law the Commission may, it is true, go 
into court, and if its contention is sustained obtain a decree 
and mandate to enforce it; but this decree derives its efficacy, 
not from ‘any power invested by the law in the Commission, but 
solely from that of the court making it. 


Under the Hepburn bill it is also true that if the orders of the 
Commission are not obeyed obedience to them may be enforced 
by the imposition of compelling fines and penalties; but this 
obedience can not be enforced in virtue of any power it is pro- 
posed to invest in the Commission or by any writ deriving its 
authority from any power it is proposed to invest in it. That 
can be done only by the imposition of punishments prescribed 
by Congress or by a resort to the courts, as provided in the act. 

Mr. President, undoubtedly the power to fix future rates of 
hire of common carriers by rail is a legislative power, and as 
such is invested solely in Congress. - If Congress should attempt 
to delegate that power in all its fullness and completeness to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, that would remit to the 
Commission the whole power of Congress over this subject, and 
clothe it with the right to settle not only the amount of toll a 
carrier might exact, but the policy and principle which should 
govern in the determination of these charges. Such an attempt 
would contravene the constitutional inhibition to which I have 
Just alluded and would be nugatory. The Hepburn bill makes 
no such attempt. It settles and declares the legislative policy 
with respect to this question by prescribing the rule and stand- 
ard of rates, and simply directs the Commission to find the facts, 
apply to them this rule and standard, and declare the result. 

With that policy the Commission has absolutely nothing to 
do. Its duty is confined to ascertaining and declaring what is 
an unreasonable and what is a reasonable, what is a fair and 
what is an unfair compensation for specific service. It can not 
say the public welfare would be subserved by this or that policy 
with reference to rates. It can not say, for instance, that the 
public welfare would be subserved by a 2-cent passenger fare. 
It can not say, for instance, that a lower freight rate, by en- 
couraging production and increasing traffic, might redound alike 
to the benefit of the people and the roads. It can not say, for 
instance, that public interest would be promoted by a lower 
rate upon one line of commodities and a higher upon another. 
It can not say, for instance, that the exigencies of our foreign 
trade require that the railroads be permitted to charge a higher 
rate for the transportation of products for domestic consumption 
than for the transportation of products for export. And it can 
not say, for instance, that here is a vast undeveloped section of 
the country, rich in natural resources, and its speedy settlement 
and development would be advanced and the interest of the 
country at large, and especially that portion of it, would be 
promoted by prescribing a different rule of rates for it from 
that prescribed for older and more populous regions. 

The Commission can not establish or vary rates upon condi- 
tions such as these, as Congress might undoubtedly do, but it 
must apply to all railroads in all sections of the country and 
in all conditions the same rigid rule and principle, by requiring 
that they shall charge only a just, reasonable, and fairly re- 
munerative compensation for the service performed under the 
conditions of its performance. 

In fixing these rates it may employ experts; it may have 
recourse to all known sources of information and consider ali 
elements that fairly enter into the problem; but with the legis- 
lative questions of expediency and policy it has nothing to do. 
That is enunciated in the rule which declares broadly for the 
principle of equality in rates by decreeing that the fundamental 
consideration in their determination shall be in all cases fixed 
upon the basis of fair remuneration for the service performed. 

The question of what is a fair consideration for hauling a car- 
load of coal or coke or iron is no more a legislative function 
than the question of what is a fair compensation for a day’s 
work or for building a ship or constructing a building is a legis- 
lative question. In determining what is a fair compensation 
for a day’s work, whether in the field or the factory or at one 
of the desks in the great Departments of this Government, 
many considerations are involved, such as the cost of living, 
the prevailing price for similar service, the efficiency of the 
laborer, his training, skill, and the market value of the usu- 
fruct of his labor. The problem of determining what is a fair 
compensation for hauling a load of coal or coke or iron a given 
distance may be more difficult and more complex than that of 
determining the fair price of a day’s labor or for building a 
house or ship, but the character and quality of the act is the 
same. It is a mere calculation and the application of a prin- 
ciple which is applied in the daily business of the people to 
every transaction of barter and sale, viz: What did the thing 
cost in labor and money, and what, under all the circumstances, 
is a fair profit on that investment in labor and in money? 

Mr. President, it does not seem to me necessary to greatly 
elaborate the arguments in favor of the constitutionality of the 
powers conferred upon the Commission by the bill under con- 
sideration, because, in addition to the reason of the thing, which 
I think clearly sustains the power, in my judgment the Su- 
preme Court of the United States has decided the identical 
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question at issue in favor of the power in what is known as 
the “ Mississippi case.“ 

I admit the plausibility of the contention that the powers of 
the States over this question are broader than those of the 
General Government, but I confidently believe that argument is 
essentially unsound and untenable. It is true, as contended, 
that whatever powers the General Government has over this 
subject are derived from its powers to regulate commerce be- 
tween the States, and that this power of regulation is confined 
to commerce. 

What is and what is not commerce has been the subject of 
judicial discussion and decision since the beginning of the 
Government. The Supreme Court has made many deliverances 
upon the subject. In the interpretation of no provision of the 
Constitution, except, perhaps, the general-welfare clause, has 
this court shown a greater disposition to give to it an intend- 
ment which would meet the exigencies of new and uncontem- 
plated conditions than in its interpretation of the clause under 
discussion. It has held that navigation is commerce and that 
all the instrumentalities and agencies of transportation, whether 
by rail or water, are commerce.“ 

It is inconceivable to me that the thing which is transported 
from State to State and that the vehicles in which it is con- 
veyed are commerce, subject to the regulating control of the 
Government in the interest of the people, but that the price 
exacted for the service of transportation is not commerce sub- 
ject to the regulating control of the Government in the same 
interest. Mr. President, the commodities in which men traffic, 
the things which they buy and sell and exchange, constitute the 
corpus, so to speak, of commerce; but, sir, the life and soul of 
commerce is the profit accruing from the sale and exchange of 
commodities. 

Figuratively speaking, profit is the center around which all 
commerce revolves. It is the power which brings commerce 
into being and sustains it. Where it begins, commerce begins; 
where it ends, commerce ends. 

Now, the profits of commerce depend in some cases entirely, 
in many cases largely, and in all cases to a more or less degree 
upon the price of transportation. This is true to a certain ex- 
tent of all commerce not purely local, but it is especially true of 
all commerce between widely separated sections. The Supreme 
Court has never held, and I can not believe it will ever hold, 
that the Government may regulate, in the interest of the people, 
everything connected with commerce except the thing out of 
which commerce originates, except the thing which created it, 
which sustains it, and which is to it the very breath of life. 

If Congress has the power to fix and regulate charges of 
transportation of interstate commerce at all—and I do not 
doubt that it has—its powers in this regard, though they be 
delegated powers, are both exclusive and plenary, and there 
is nothing to differentiate them from the powers of the several 
States over domestic traffic, unless there is a difference in 
constitutional provisions affecting them. 

If therefore, Mr. President, the power of the legislature of 
Mississippi to fix rates on domestic commerce through a com- 
inission was presented and decided by the Supreme Court of 
the United States, in the case I have referred to from that 
State, this decision is direct authority upon the question now 
under consideration, unless the provisions of its constitution 
affecting the power of its legislature over rates are at variance 
with like provisions of the Federal Constitution. The only 
provisions of the Federal Constitution, except the commerce 
clause, which I have already discussed, affecting the exercise 
of that power in the manner proposed in this bill is the provi- 
sion with reference to the separation of the coordinate depart- 
ments of the Government and the provisions guaranteeing equal 
protection of the laws, and that private property shall not be 
taken without due process of law, unless the preferential-port 
clause applies, and I do not think it does, though I shall not 
now attempt a discussion of that question. 

I have examined the constitution of Mississippi, and I find 
no substantial difference between it and the Constitution of the 
United States in the several respects enumerated. It provides, 
as does that of the United States, for the separation of the 
coordinate branches of the Government; it guarantees, as does 
the Constitution of the United States, the equal protection of 
the laws, and it provides, as does the Federal Constitution, 
against taking of private property without due process of law. 

An examination of the decision rendered by the Snpreme 
Court in the case referred to, known as “ Stone v. The Farmers’ 
Loan and Trust Company,” reported in 116 United States, pages 
807-347, shows that the question of the power of the State of 
Mississippi to fix and regulate rates through a commission was 
presented to the court and a decision rendered affirming the 
power. = 

This case arose out of a proceeding instituted by the railroad 


named to enjoin a rate fixed by the railroad commission of that 
State, under the act of the legislature of the State conferring 
upon it rate-making powers. In the statement of the case Chief 
Justice Waite gives in numerical order the contentions ad- 
vanced and relied upon by the railroads. He states the one 
perene to the issue under present discussion in the following 
erms: 

Fourth. That it podaning the Mississippi statute] confers both 


legislative and judicial powers on the commission, and is thus repug- 
nant to the constitution of Mississippi. 

After answering the several antecedent contentions of the 
railroad, he disposes of the fourth contention as follows: 

4. The supreme court of Mississippi has decided in the case of 
Railroad Commission v. Yazoo and A — Railroad Company, and 
Railroad Commission v. Natchez, Jackson and Columbia Railroad Com- 
pany, not yet officially xeported, that the EAR statute is not 
epugnant to the constitution of the State “in that it creates a com- 
mission and 9 it with the duty of supervising railroads.” To 
9 7 Westy and that is all that need be decided in this case. 

To the same effect is the decision in the case of Reagan v. 
Farmers’ Loan and Trust Company (154 U. S., p. 392). This 
was a proceeding to enjoin an order as to rates made by the 
Railroad Commission of Texas under an act of the legislature 


of that State conferring on it that power over rates of carriers. , 


The Supreme Court of the United States, speaking through 
Justice Brewer, says, after discussing a preliminary jurisdic- 
tional question: 

Passing from the question of jurisdiction to the act itself, there can 
be no doubt of the general power of the State to regulate the fares and 
freights which may be charged and received by railroads or other car- 
riers, and that this regulation can be carried on by means of a 
commission. Such a commission is merely an administrative board, 
created by the State for carrying into effect the will of the State 
as expressed by its legislation. 


Mr. President, while the decision in the maximum rate case, 
reported in 167 United States, and decided in 1896, probably does 
not, strictly speaking, decide anything except that the Com- 
merce Act of 1887 did not confer upon the Interstate Commerce 
Commission power to fix a future rate, yet it is impossible to 
read that decision without feeling that the court meant to con- 
cede the power of Congress to confer upon the Commission 
this authority had it used language adequate for that purpose. 
A few extracts from that decision will suffice, I think, to confirm 
this statement. In speaking of the powers of Congress over 
the subject of transportation charges and the regulation by 
it, Justice Brewer used this language: 


There were three obvious and dissimilar courses open for considera- 
tion. Congress might itself prescribe the rates, or it might commit to 
some subordinate tribunal this duty; or it might leave with the com- 
panies the right to fix rates, subject to regulations and restrictions, as 
well as to that rule which is as old as the existence of common car- 
riers, to wit, that rates must be reasonable. 

Then the court, through Justice Brewer, proceeds to discuss 
the question of whether Congress had used language sufficient 
to confer this power over future rates upon the Commission, 
and in that connection observes : 


The language by which the power has been so often used and was 80 
familiar to the legislative mind is capable of such definite and exact 
statement that no just rule of construction would tolerate a grant of 
such power by mere implication. Administrative control over railroads 
through boards or commissions was no new thing. It had been resorted 
to in England and in many of the States of this Union. It will be 
interesting to notice the provisions in the legislation of different States. 


Then follows a recital of the language employed in many 
State statutes in conferring this power, with significant com- 
ments upon Congress's failure to employ any of these or any 
language of similar import. 


The irresistible conclusion from this discussion is that the. 


court conceded, though it may not have decided, that Congress 
possesses control over charges of common carriers and that it 
could commit that power to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, but that it had failed to do so in the act ef 1887, because 
it had not employed language fit and appropriate to accomplish 
that purpose. 

Mr. President, railroads are in their nature monopolies, but 
as long as these monopolies were independent of each other 
competition between them was sufficient to protect the people 
against monopolistic charges. The consolidation in recent years 
of practically all of our railroads into a half dozen systems or 
groups, which have partitioned the whole country between them, 
has brought every citizen in the nation face to face with a gi- 
gantic entity, possessed with power to levy tribute upon his 
earnings such as no feudal sovereign of the middle ages ever 
possessed and such as no civilized government of to-day pos- 
sesses. Acting under an unmistakable mandate from the peo- 
ple, the Congress and the courts have been active in their efforts 
to break the power and the hold of these monopolies over the 
people and to prevent their further extension. 

Despite these joint efforts the process of monopolization has 
from year to year gone steadily on, and the hold of the monopoly 
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‘has been strengthened rather than weakened. It may be possi- 
ble, under constitutional limitations, to dissolve and prevent 
these consolidations, but the way and the method to accomplish 
that result have not yet been discovered, and there are those 
who doubt the adequacy of any legislation to this end which is 
not in itself dangerously radical or subversive of principles held 
to be fundamental in our political structure. 

Mr. President, if neither Congress nor the courts can ef- 

fectually dissolve and prevent these monopolistic combinations, 
Congress can, by the exercise of its admitted powers over inter- 
state commerce, at least render ineffectual the main purpose of 
their organization. The power of Congress under the Constitu- 
‘tion to do this is ample, and the method simple and effective. 
If the Government will employ its undoubted powers oyer 
charges of transportation -to the extent of seeing that unjust 
and unreasonable rates are not collected, the power for evil of 
these overgrown combinations will be effectually neutralized if 
not wholly destroyed. Why should not Congress employ this 
power, at least to the limited extent proposed in this bill? We 
know that the people are behind the futile laws we have passed 
to dissolve, prevent, and punish these illegal combinations. 
Why, then, should we doubt that the people will approve and 
applaud effective legislation to defeat their sinister and unlawful 
purposes? 
Why should Congress hesitate? Railroads are creatures of 
the law, created primarily to serve the public. In assuming 
such control no right of the railroads, grounded either in law or 
‘contract, will be violated, since the reserved right of the Goy- 
ernment to fix rates, either partially or wholly, is as much a 
part of the law creating them as if it were expressly written in 
the charter authorizing their incorporation. If they are now 
fixing these rates without interference from the Government, it 
is not by virtue of an exclusive right, but by way of privilege 
and at sufferance. It is not, therefore, a question of right, but 
‘a question of policy which confronts us—a question of whether 
the exigencies of the situation require, in the interest of the 
public, that these privileges should be circumscribed. 

Mr. President, the evils of which the people complain are 
militant and tangible; they exist in the experience and knowl- 
edge of every man whose business interests are affected by 
excessive transportation tolls. The complaints which fill the 
press and which come to us in countless petitions, memorials, 
and resolutions are based upon statements within the knowl- 
edge and experience of the complainants as to things that have 
happened and are happening every day under the system which 
Congress is asked to change. These complainants come to us 
and say: Here is an evil, portentous and all-pervading, and 
here is the remedy. You have the power to apply the remedy, 
a power given you in trust for our benefit; we demand that you 


use it. 


On the other hand the railroads who resist this legislation 
and insist that the people who created them and who support 
them shall have no share in fixing the tolls and exactions which 
they are required to pay, come to Congress with arguments and 
theories; with deductions and prophecies not based upon actu- 
alities; not based upon what has been and what is, but upon 
statements of their belief and fears of what will result to their 
interest and that of the country from this legislation. For my 
part I think it is safer to act upon facts than upon theories, 
upon actualities than prophecies, upon conditions existant than 
upon conditions predicted—predicted conditions which have 
never in our experience resulted from similar causes and will 
not probably happen in the future. 

Mr. President, the past is certain, the present is reasonably 
so, the future is nebulous; but it is a darkness illumined by 
streaks of light, reflected from our experience in the past and 
the present. ‘There is nothing in this experience to admonish us 
against this legislation, but much to cheer the hope of the people 
that it will afford relief from conditions which now handicap 
with unequal exactions the industry and commerce of the 
country. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, when I gave notice yesterday 
that I would follow the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Stu- 
mons] in the discussion of the pending bill, I was under the im- 
pression, from the notice contained in the Calendar, that the 
Senator from North Carolina would commence his speech at 
the conclusion of the routine morning business. Instead of that 
he did not commence until 2 o'clock; it is now nearly 4 o'clock ; 
and for that reason I do not feel warranted in going on this 
afternoon with such remarks as I desire to submit. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. FORAKER. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent 


in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock 
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, March 
14, 1906, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 13, 1906. 
ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF OKLAHOMA. 


John L. Pancoast, of Oklahoma, to be associate justice of the 
supreme court of the Territory of Oklahoma. 


RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 


John H. Duncan, of Missouri, to be receiver of 8 moneys 
at Springfield, Mo. 
POSTMASTERS. 
KENTUCKY. 
J. T. Williams to be postmaster at London, in the county of 
Laurel and State of Kentucky. 
NEW JERSEY. 
William H. Lushear to be postmaster at Short Hills, in the 
county of Essex and State of New Jersey. 
OKLAHOMA. 
Margaret J. Ryan to be postmaster at Guymon, in the county 
of Beaver and Territory of Oklahoma. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 
Edward C. Dithrich to be postmaster at Coraopolis, in the 
county of Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania. 
WEST VIRGINIA. 
James F. McCaskey to be postmaster at New Martinsville, in 
the county of Wetzel and State of West Virginia. 
WISCONSIN. 
James Harris to be postmaster at Prairie du Chien, in the 
county of Crawford and State of Wisconsin. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Turspayr, March 13, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee on the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of H. R. 16472, the 
legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill, and pend- 
ing that motion, Mr. Speaker, I desire to state to the Mouse 
I will not at this time ask for any limitation on the time for 
debate. Many requests have come for time. There are some 
broad propositions in the bill which probably will call for con- 
siderable debate, so I will delay until some future time to ask 
that limit be set upon general debate. I now renew my motion. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I have no objection to that proposition if 
the gentleman will let the debate go on on all fours on both sides 
of the House. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Certainly. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly the House re- 
solved itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 
16472—the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation 
bill, Mr. OLMSTED in the chair. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the first formal 
reading of the bill be omitted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the first reading of the bill be omitted. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, the legislative, executive, 
and judicial appropriation bill as presented to the House makes 
provision for the annual salaries of 14,406 public officials. 
It carries appropriation in all of $29,134,181. The annual Book 
of Estimates as submitted to Congress called for appropriation 
in connection with this bill of $447,000 increase over the Dill 
of last year. The bill we present to you is $1,135,572 less than 
the estimates, or, in other words, $688,000 less than is carried 
in the bill for the current year. 

The Departments have asked for an increase of force of one 
hundred and seventy-one. The bill carries two hundred and 
thirty-two less than was submitted to us, or a decrease of force 
of sixty-one. 

Mr. Chairman, it requires much more than a cursory examina- 
tion of a bill of this character, regulating the salaries of the 
entire .governmental service, to appreciate the hundreds of 
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details it contains. In fact, your committee after weeks of 
labor on the bill has been unable to consider each one of its 
many details. We must necessarily be guided in large measure 
by the detail of former appropriation bills and consideration 
of the yarious submissions of the Book of Estimates—submis- 
sions for increase of force, increase of compensation, and for 
new projects. We have, however, in late years had frequent 
occasion to refer to many facts to demonstrate that the annual 
estimates were often prepared with less care and scrutiny than 
they deserved. The estimates come to us through the heads 
of Departments, the Secretaries of the President’s Cabinet, 
whose many duties, establisheed by law and by custom, take up 
so much of their time that it seems impossible for them to enter 
into details which they submit to us. The result is that in 
general practice they are compelled to rely upon statements, 
estimates, and submissions of their bureau chiefs, as we have 
to depend upon theirs. 

The result of this custom is that in matters of submission of 
estimates the bureau chief is in reality supreme and soon grows 
into the habit of thinking he ought to be supreme. So that, if, 
in the course of events, the Secretary sees fit to eliminate any 
of his estimates, to cut them down or to cut them out in part, 
or if the judgment of Congress, as declared in its appropriations, 
takes a like course, the gentlemen at the head of these bureaus 
seem to have taken it upon themselves to study out means and 
methods of drawing from the general appropriations—the inde- 
terminate appropriations—for their departments and bureaus 
such sums as in their own good judgment are necessary to 
carry out the purposes of their bureaus as they believe they 
ought to be carried out. Their impulse, as is generally stated, 
is that they seek to carry on the necessary work of their bu- 
reaus as they believe it ought to be carried on. The system has 
resulted in placing the opinion of the bureau chief over that of 
his superior officer; it negatives the action of Congress, and 
leads, as we have frequently demonstrated in this bill, to a 
diversion of public funds and extravagant expenditure, thwart- 
ing the purpose of Congress, paying higher salaries, bringing 
about abuses in promotion, and applying funds intended for 
one purpose to the accomplishment of others. 

Your Committee on Appropriations has sought in this bill to 
limit every diversion of public funds from the exact purpose for 
which they were appropriated, and if gentlemen will examine 
the report accompanying the bill, they will find that we have 
placed many limitations on the expenditure of appropriations. 
For instance, in the State Department we have placed a limita- 
tion on the use of the emergency fund given to the President for 
the emergencies in the diplomatic service, used for clerk hire 
in the Department in Washington. In the War Department we 
haye limited the use of general appropriations for the detail 
of civil officers and clerks to bureaus in the Department from 
other branches of the service in the District of Columbia. 

In the Navy Department we found contingent expenses in 
the bureaus were drawn not only from the contingent fund of 
the Department, but from the general appropriations for the 
bureaus and for the increase of the Navy. We intend to put a 
stop to that practice. In the Treasury Department we found 
an appropriation for the restoration of old rolls and vouchers. 
All the old ones seem to have been restored. The fund was 
used to supplement the clerks in the various bureaus of the 
Department, and we have omitted that appropriation. And 
then we took it upon ourselves to wipe out every lump-sum ap- 
propriation that we could get at. We found that certain forces 
had been provided for year after year, as, for instance, in the 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing, forces that were devoted 
to the executive work of that office; we took them over and 
specifically provided for them. In the Office of the Supervising 
Architect there was a like condition. Gentlemen all know that 
about 5 per cent is drawn from the appropriation made for new 
buildings and applied to work of design and engineering for 
draftsmen and clerks here in the Supervising Architect’s Office. 
We took over as much of that force as seemed to us to be per- 
manent. We have covered into this bill specifically every force 
that we could get at, carried by lump-sum appropriation. There 
were a few in regard to which we felt that it was not yet the 
proper time to appropriate specifically, and notably the admin- 
istrative force of the Government Printing Office, concerning 
the work of which we held elaborate hearings, but found that 
the Publie Printer, recently appointed to that office, had not yet 
such comprehensive idea of the work and had not yet begun 
the elimination of the force that was necessary to properly con- 
duct the office, and hence was not able to advise us in refer- 
ence to specific salaries for the necessary force. 

It is becoming gradually more and more difficult for us to 
ferret out what is going on in the Departments. Our hearings 
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lasted for weeks, extending over 700 pages in the pamphlet 
before you. The fact is- constantly before us that we should 
have at our service some sort of aid which would examine into 
the expenditure after the appropriation has been made, so as 
to get at the facts in the bureaus of what is actually taking 
place there in order to control with fullest intelligence appro- 
priations for the future, The machinery provided by Congress 
for the examination of accounts and expenditures, of economy, 
justness, correctness of expenditures, of conformity with appro- 
priation law, of retrenchment, abolishment of useless offices, of 
the reduction and increased pay of officers is evidently not in 
working order; at any rate, some gear is out of place which 
needs looking after by the engineers in charge. Without some 
aid from those who have made examinations of the actual con- 
duct of expenditures in the bureaus your Committee on Appro- 
priations probes away, in the ascertaining of these facts, largely 
in the dark. We follow up leads which come to us through 
rumors or through our own experience and casual observation. 
Our efforts in forming such an appropriation bill as this toward 
getting at necessary facts can amount to nothing but a scratch 
on the surface, astounding though such revelations scratched 
up actually are. The diversion of appropriations, setting aside 
the will of Congress, despite such limitations as we place upon 
expenditure to prevent the diversion of funds intended for one 
purpose to the accomplishment of another, will go on unless we 
can provide active and live means for greater scrutiny and 
vigilance over the operation of the Departments. Actual viola- 
tions of the law can not be charged, but the intention of Con- 
gress is constantly thwarted by unauthorized use of its appro- 
priations, diverted through the study of various appropriation 
bills to find the technical right for the diversion of funds. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the consideration of a bill of this char- 
acter naturally leads us to an examination of the conditions we 
find in the public service, and we have this year been greatly 
impressed by many serious consequences—matters that have 
grown worse in the course of time in connection with the ap- 
pointment, the methods of promotion, and the tenure of office. 

Mr. Chairman, I want first to call the attention of the com- 
mittee to what to-day seems to be an absolute necessity—a re- 
classification of the Government service for the purpose of estab- 
lishing the principle that like work should receive like pay. 
To-day we find forces of men receiving salaries at $900, at $1,000, 
at $1,200, and even at $1,800 a year performing exactly the same 
work. This is most demoralizing to the force and works detri- 
ment. It is as unjust as it is unfair. Unjust to the man who 
performs the same work as his neighbor and at a lower salary, 
and unfair in the distribution of the public funds. We find by 
our system of promotion that a clerk working at one time at a 
thousand dollars will perform just the same work when there- 
after, in the course of years, he has been promoted to $1,200 or 
$1,400, or to a compensation of $1,800 per year. Such a system 
of promotion is manifestly wrong. I do not see how we can 
reform these matters in our appropriation bill. I feel that there 
ought to be appointed a commission of the two Houses of Congress 
to consider this subject of inequality of pay and the subject of the 
methods of promotion, and the causes why in one Department a 
larger force is required to accomplish the same result as a much 
smaller force in another Department. 

It seems to me that we ought to have a commission to con- 
sider these problems with power to report their recommenda- 
tions with every privilege. If we do not take some action, the 
inequality of compensation will continue to grow from year to 
year until its growth will be a serious detriment to the proper 
conduct of our Departments. 

Mr. Chairman, the Government offers a very attractive field 
of occupation in its service. Our salaries, especially those in 
the ordinary clerical force, are not only generously liberal, but 
even extravagantly high in comparison with what is paid 
throughout the country. I make bold to say that if the con- 
duct of our service could be the same as that which obtains in 
the great manufacturing and trading concerns of the country, 
in the railroads, such as the New York Central or the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad companies, that the service of the Government 
could be conducted by three-fourths of the force now employed 
and at practically little more than half its cost. Our salaries 
are higher, our hours of work are less, our leaves of absence with 
pay are longer, our holidays are more frequent, and the relative 
productive gait at which our clerks work is decidedly lower, 
with the result that the wide-open doors of our public service, 
barred only by an examination for competency, are always 
crammed jam full with numerous applicants. Once inside the 


doors, safely within the public service, those not blessed with 
more than the usual ambition or independence remain until 
death makes a vacancy in their positions. Under the operation 
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of civil-service regulations, with its wide-open door at the en- 
trance,.there is no other outlet, except by resignation, than a 
door wide enough to let a coffin through. [Applause.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, our conditions are daily growing worse, 
until the time has come when we must devote our best en- 
deayors to correct this state of affairs. With the right of con- 
tinuous tenure in office must go the demand that the clerk re- 
main competent. When through any infirmity, mental or 
physical, he is no longer competent to deliver an equivalent for 
his salary, he must make room for those able to do so. Our 
Government is no charitable institution. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the 
gentleman a question. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Certainly. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I should like to inquire of the gentleman 
in charge of this bill, and whose statement is very interesting, 
2 there is no power anywhere to get rid of an incompetent 
clerk? 

Mr. LITTAUER. There is. The law makes ample provision 
for getting rid of an incompetent clerk to-day, but I was just 
about to comment on the fact that the law is never carried out. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Can you make a law that will be lived 
up to? 

Mr. LITTAUER. I believe we can make provision that would 
eliminate incompetent and incapacitated employees. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Would it not be a good idea to elimi- 
nate some of the people who refuse to obey the law? 

Mr. LITTAUER. It would be, and they are the heads of 
bureaus and heads of Departments, who seem to be overcome 
with sympathy. 

Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS. And are some of them in the 
same class? 

Mr. LITTAUER. And many of them are in the same class. 
But, Mr. Chairman, as I was saying, this Government is not a 
charitable institution. Our Departments must not be turned 
into homes for the aged and infirm. We must demand that our 
clerks continue competent, and we must find means of getting 
rid of these who prove that they are not competent. For years 
this House has included a provision in this very bill declaring 
that no appropriation carried in the bill should be applicable to 
the payment of the salary of an incapacitated clerk; but when 
our bill reaches another body we find insistence there that this 
incapacity must be “ permanent” incapacity, or it must be in- 
capacity “other than temporary.” Then the administration of 
the law falls into the hands of the heads of the Departments 
and the heads of the bureaus, and these gentlemen declare that 
they are not gifted with divine foresight, that they can not tell 
whether the incapacity of the day, in the case of any clerk, will 
not be cured at a future day. They say they can not tell whether 
the clerk stricken with paralysis may not at some future day 
be drawn out of his trouble. Consequently the law is nothing 
but a dead letter. 

It was never the intention of Congress that tenure in the 
civil service should be for life, but only during efficiency, and 
yet the action of these heads of Departments and heads of bu- 
reaus, permitting their sympathies to carry them away, has 
evidently thwarted the intention of Congress. While appoint- 
ment to office is no longer the spoil of the victorious partisan, 
retention in office has become the spoil of the incapacitated 
clerk. 

Mr. DALZELL. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Certainly? 

Mr. DALZELL. This law imposes on the heads of Depart- 
ments the duty of discharging an incompetent clerk. Is there 
any penalty attached for the violation of that law? 

Mr. LITTAUER. There is none. 

Mr. DALZELL. Is a law of any account that has no penalty 
attached to it? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Well, it seems not. 

Mr. DALZELL. Is it out of the power of Congress to attach 
a penalty that would make that law effective? 

Mr. LITTAUER. I do not believe it is out of the power of 
Congress to attach such a penalty. The difficulty would come 
to frame a law that would be applicable with justice and then 
be effective. 

Mr. DALZELL. It seems to me it would be very easy. 

Mr. LITTAUER. There are extreme cases, no doubt, that 
can be made applicable to a general law, but the nice question, 
whether or not a man is capacitated or incapacitated is one 
that it seems to me would be somewhat difficult to make subject 
to exact provisions of a general law. 

Mr. DALZELL. Can you remedy it by making a hard and 
fast rule which says that a man of a certain age is incompetent, 
although he may have been one of the best clerks in the De- 


partment? 


Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. That is the exception, however. 

Mr. LITTAUER. That is one of the exceptions, however, that 
we believe proves the rule. The remedy we propose will elimi- 
nate a large and important proportion of the incapacitated. 

The able chairnian of the Committee on Appropriations has 
conducted a thorough inquiry, with his usual diligence and 
energy, and with the very patriotic purpose of benefiting the 
service alone, as to the number of clerks now in the service 
here in the District of Columbia 

Mr. PRINCE. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Cortainly. 

Mr. PRINCE. The gentleman was talking a moment ago 
about the age limit. 

Mr. LITTAUER. I am about to come to that in particular. 

Mr. PRINCE. If an amendment is suggested that the Union 
soldiers and the widows of Union soldiers of the civil war and 
the soldiers and widows of other wars shall not be subjected to 
the restrictions of the age limit, would not that be a proper 
amendment? 

Mr. LITTAUER. I think I had better not answer that ques- 
tion at this time, but take it up when the discussion on the 
measure Itself comes to that point. 

Mr. PRINCE. I suggest to the gentleman, Mr. Chairman, 
that such an amendment may be offered when the time comes. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I shall address myself to 
an amendment of that kind when it may regularly be offered. 
I wish to state that the chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], has by 
his investigations found out that there were in the Departments 
here in the District of Columbia 1,687 clerks over 65 years of age, 
and that their annual compensation averaged $1,235; that 586 
of them were 70 years of age and older, and that their com- 
pensation averaged $1,243. The almost universal testimony 
from superior officers is that this great number of superan- 
nuated clerks makes necessary a much greater number of em- 
ployees to perform the work. Secretary Taft, Secretary Bona- 
parte, Secretary Root were all pronounced in their statements 
on this point. Secretary Hitchcock declared that if the old 
clerks could be eliminated from his bureaus he could get along 
with a force 25 per cent smaller. Now, what does that mean? 
Every one of us is against a civil pension law. It is antago- 
nistic to our ideas from every standpoint, and yet the retention 
in the service under the civil-service regulations of these oid 
clerks makes out of our civil service a civil pension list. ‘The 
clerks themselves realize this fact even more than do Members 
of Congress. They see day after day people in their own di- 
visions rendering little or no equivalent for the salaries they 
receive from the Government. To-day they are constantly hold- 
ing meetings asking men of distinction and experience to pro- 
vide for them some means whereby they can ward off the con- 
sequences that they see coming. 

They realize that the tree is dead at the top, and we ought to 
realize that it is our duty to cut off the dead branches. We must 
preyent the development of the civil-service system into a civil 
pension list. We can not legislate except for the average. We 
ean not take up the exception. We must by positive provision 
of law, not subject to any departmental action, stop the reten- 
tion in the public service of those partially or wholly incapaci- 
tated. Every one of us knows that when the average human 
being reaches the age of 65 years his abilities in part at least 
are impaired, and that in the Government service it is but fair 
that the salary one of 65 years of age should receive should not 
exceed a certain fair compensation. We have recommended in 
this bill that hereafter those 65 years of age shall not receive 
salaries over $1,400, and that when the years go on—and natu- 
rally the average man’s capacity grows less during those years— 
and he reaches 68 years of age he shall not receive a salary of 
over $1,200, and at 70 years of age his salary shall be no more 
than $840. Moreover, we add the provision that after six years 
following this fiscal year, after June 30, 1913, there shall be no 
employee in the Government service over 70 years of age, 

The caricatures of our proposition in the local press have 
been most amusing and very descriptive, and yet what right to 
compare a force maintained permanently in office with a force 
that is eliminated every two years or every six years by elec- 
tion, appointment, or otherwise? Such comparison is as unfair 
as it is ridiculous. I trust Members will realize that the opera- 
tion of our civil-service laws has now brought us to a point 
where we must take some action to get rid of the incapacitated ; 
and after full deliberation your committee see no other way 
than to eliminate at least that number of incapacitated clerks 
who naturally become incapacitated by the lapse of years. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to return to the consideration 
for a moment of the unequal salaries paid. It is but natural 
that the organization of the Houses of Congress should be taken 
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as an example to pattern after by the Departments, yet no- 
where in the Government service is there more inequality of 
compensation than here under our own control. We of the 
House note that there is a body here of ninety members. They 
are attended by 372 specified salaried attendants, whose salaries 
amount to $534,000. Add to that their stenographers, at $25,000, 
and then a miscellaneous fund, for which in the year 1906 
$150,000 has already been appropriated, nearly all of which is 
expended for annual salaries. 

Add to these amounts $104,000 for general expenses, and we 
find a total expenditure for every Senator outside of his salary 
and mileage of about $9,000. Then we turn to this House of 
386 Members and 4 Delegates. ‘There are 432 specified sala- 
ried attendants receiving practically the same amount as the 
372 of the Senate, $535,000; in addition there is the annual 
clerk to each Member, costing $466,000, to which must be added 
our general expenses of $153,000, which makes the cost for 
each Member of Congress, outside of his salary and mileage, 
$3,000. The individual Senator is thus fully three times as 
expensive as the Member of the House. The inequality in 
compensation is emphasized by the compensation to the work- 
ing forces of the two Houses. The committee clerk there re- 
ceives 52,220, whereas we pay the same officer $2,000. The 
annual clerk is paid at that end of the Capitol $1,500 a year, 
whereas we pay him $1,200. 

The Senate messenger receives $1,440; we pay ours $1,200, 
$1,100, and $1,000, and pay our janitors $720 (who in part do 
the same kind of work). When we come to consider the work- 
ing forces we find that their chief engineer receives $2,100, ours 
$1,700, their assistants $1,440, ours $1,200, and so on down 
through the force. Now, we know perfectly well we have no 
right to control, we can not control, any expenditure at that end 
of the Capitol, but we have the right to control the expenditures 
in connection with this House. We find in the organization 
about this House inequalities of pay in the force just as great 
as elsewhere, even in forces doing exactly the same character 
of work. We felt it was our duty to begin a reform here at home 
in order that there might be an example before the Departments, 
with their thousands of clerical force unequally paid like our 
own. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Will the gentleman be willing to yield for 
a moment? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Certainly. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. While you are on this matter of inequal- 
ities of salaries, I notice that you refer in your report to the fact 
that there are sixty Capitol police 

Mr. LITTAUER. I was about to come to that. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. And that thirty of them get $1,100 and 
thirty get $960. Now, I would ask the gentleman if he will state 
if there is any law specifying the number of Capitol police and 
the salaries they shall receive. 

Mr. LITTAUER. None, except the current appropriation law ; 
consequently we have the right to deal with the force here, and 
it is our purpose to deal with it in this bill. The Capitol police 
is one of the three forces that the Committee on Appropriations, 
after much deliberation, determined to attempt to reform as far 
as compensation is concerned. We found that of the members of 
this police force thirty received $1,100, thirty received $960, and 
nine received $900, despite the fact, testified to by their superior 
officers and admitted by themselves, that the service of each one 
was the same as every other one. Appointments are not made 
to the $900 class with an increase after a lapse of time to $960 
and $1,100. It would be impossible to follow out such a system 
of promotion in a force appointed on the basis of patronage. 
Appointments are actually made at $1,100, others at $960 and 
$900, without reference to experience. We felt it was a mani- 
fest injustice to the men doing the work to receive such unequal 
compensation, just as it is to the Members who recommend the 
appointments. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Do I understand the gentleman to say 
that the reasons for this inexcusable inequality of compensation, 
not only with reference to the Capitol police, but in reference to 
all branches of the service here in the Capitol, is that we have 
not based our action upon general law, but have acted from year 
to year on appropriation bills? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Such has been the case. 

Mr. HENRY of Connecticut. Will the gentleman permit a 
question? I notice in the hearings it was stated that there are 
twelve messengers in this House receiving a thousand dollars a 
year, twelve messengers receiving $1,200 a year, all doing pre- 
cisely the same work. Now, may I ask the gentleman what was 
done with that proposition? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Well, I would state to the gentleman that 
we attempt in this bill to be practical reformers in equalizing 
the pay of our forces. We attempt to do only what we could 


give good reasons for doing. We have made a beginning by 
equalizing three forces—the police force, the force in thé fold- 
ing room, and the force in the document room. When we at- 
tempted to take like action with the messenger force we found 
one force paid $1,200, a soldiers’ roll at $1,200—and the sol- 
diers’ roll is usually considered sacred by us—and finally we 
find another force at a thousand dollars. 

It is true that the compensation of all is most ample, yet 
some of these messengers unquestionably do work that requires 
better endeavor and greater intelligence than others. The mes- 
senger, for instance, at the main door performs much more work 
than one at the side door. We concluded to leave the messen- 
ger force as we found it. We did not take up the question of 
whether the compensation fitted the work or not. We felt if 
we attempted to do that we would be wiped out here on the floor. 

We determined to average the compensation of the three 
forces, so that the total amount expended for these forces would 
be just slightly more than they are now receiving. We increase 
the total pay of the police force $480, of the folding-room force 
$340, and of the document-room force $200. We did not attempt 
to determine the reasonableness of the compensation. We felt 
from the very nature of their appointment and employment that 
we ought to follow the past action of Congress, who were much 
better able to determine what were proper salaries, than to 
place our own judgment upon the worth of the work. 

Mr. HENRY of Connecticut. Then, if I understand the gen- 
tleman, in regard to the reform of the messenger service, it was 
not regarded as inequitable, but as impracticable? 

Mr. LITTAUER. That is it. It was plainly so. There is 
no other reason that we can give. The messenger service force, 
except with just this little difference that there is little more 
work done at one place than at another, should all be placed on 
one basis. If these equalizations we propose shall be adopted 
by the House, and the House gives its approval to this attempt 
to equalize salaries and give each man the same pay for the 
same work, we can,subsequently attempt like action with other 
forces connected with the House. 

Mr. HENRY of Connecticut. As I understand it, the pay of 
the messenger service in the Senate is uniform. 

Mr. LITTAUER. The messenger service pay is uniform. 
They all receive $1,440 a year. 

Mr. HENRY of Connecticut. A much higher salary and do- 
ing the same work? 

Mr. LITTAUER. But we have no control over their salaries. 

Mr. HENRY of Connecticut. Why not follow the precedent 
of the Senate and equalize these salaries? 

Mr. LITTAUER. If you ask my opinion, the salaries we 
already pay are too high for the work rendered. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will not comment further at this time 
on the provisions of the bill, but will wait until the various 
paragraphs of the bill give me the opportunity of stating to 
the committee the reasons for the many changes we have 
adopted in the bill, as well as the reasons for many omissions. 
{Applause.] 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, as I stated on this floor 
last winter on the adjournment of the Fifty-eighth Congress, 
these appropriation bills had not been scrutinized as they should 
have been, and that there was a great deal of looseness finan- 
cially in the bureaus and the Departments that could not be un- 
covered and brought to the attention of this House unless the 
Appropriations Committee took a great deal more time as to 
details than we had been taking in the past. I then objected 
to the short session and object to it now. It amounts to noth- 
ing. And I am surprised that Members of Congress, especially 
those that have been here for quite a while, should be content 
to meet here on the 1st of December and adjourn on the 4th of 
March, with two or three weeks’ holiday in the meantime. 
Your appropriation bills and other legislation is imperfect and, if 
you will excuse the expression, not very creditable to this 
House. It goes to the other end of the Capitol, and there, by. 
some means or another, they spend a little more time. And it 
has gone out abroad if you want deliberate and safe legisla- 
tion, you must go to the Senate; and perhaps that accounts for 
the $9,000 expenses per capita there against $3,000 here. It 
may have something to do with it. I hope and trust, Mr. Chair- 
man, that you will lengthen the short session and that you will 
stop buying through tickets to Europe so early in the spring. 

This committee, if you will excuse me, Mr. Chairman, has 
given more pains and more time to this appropriation bill than 
has ever been given to it since I have been in this House—a 
period of sixteen years. What is the result? The gentleman 
who has just taken his seat has partially given you some idea 
of what we haye done. And on one item alone—uniformity 
and fitness of salaries—it would take that subcommittee that 
made up that bill three long months to work it out. Do you 
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intend ever to do it? Do you intend to have clerks sitting | Mr. LIVINGSTON. In answer to the question, Mr. Chair- 


alongside of one another, one getting $1,800 a year, one getting 
$1,400 a year, one $900 a year, and one $720 a year, and doing 
exactly the same work? It is impossible to get discipline or to 
maintain discipline in a Department or a bureau with such 
discrimination. Our people are not slaves. They are not the 
yellow men of the Philippines. When a bright, sprightly young 
man is working for $720 a year, doing identically the same work 
and the same amount of work as a clerk who gets $1,800 a year, 
you can not expect to discipline that man. 

There are a thousand ways in which he can get even with the 
Government without vacating his desk. There are hundreds of 
ways in which he can fritter away the time during the day with- 
out going out of the house, I repeat that it would take the sub- 
committee that made up the bill now pending three months this 
summer to work that problem out—inequality of salaries and 
the fitness of salaries to the work to be done. There was but 
little attention paid to it prior to this session. Let us take a 
few examples. I have a hundred of them. Here is one. The 
chief telegrapher in the War Department is an $1,800 clerk. He 
has four helpers, and two of them get $1,200 and two of them get 
a thousand annually. The Department of Commerce and Labor 
has a chief telegrapher at $1,200 a year, which is $600 less than 
that given to the chief telegrapher of the War Department. 
He has two helpers at 81,000. They are $200 down from what 
the helpers receive in the War Department. The District gov- 
ernment has three telegraphers at $1,000. There is $800 down. 
The Treasury Department has two only; one chief and one 
assistant at $1,200. There is $600 down. The House of Repre- 
sentatives have two at $1,200. There is $600 down from the 
highest paid clerk. In the Senate they have one at $1,500. The 
Government Printing Office has one at $4.50 a day. The In- 
terior Department has a telegrapher at $1,000.. The Navy De- 
partment bas a telegrapher at only $1,000. Eight hundred 
dollars difference between men doing indentically the same 
work. We could produce 100 or 500 illustrations of this sort 
of inequality. These things ought not to be; and they would 
not be if this House should take longer time to do this work, 
and not thrust your committee inside a room and tell them that 
they must have a bill reported in a certain time. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Will the gentleman allow me to 
ask him a question? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Certainly. 

Mr. CAMPBELE of Kansas. Does the chief telegrapher in 
the War Department get $1,£00 and the chief telegrapher in the 
Navy Department get $1, 100? Do I understand that to be the 
gentleman’s statement? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. One gets $1,800 and the other $1,000, 
and your telegrapher gets $1,200. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I was referring to the chief 
telegraphers in the War Department and in the Navy Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. In the War Department he gets $1,800. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. And in the Navy Department? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. In the Navy Department he gets $1,000; 
he must be chief, as there is only one. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Are the responsibilities of the 
telegrapher in the Navy Department equal to the responsibili- 
ties of the chief telegrapher in the War Department? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Why, certainly. What is the difference 
if a man works eight hours a day, and busy? He can not do 
any more work than any other man of the same capacity work- 
ing eight hours a day. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The object of making these in- 
quiries as to the several responsibilities of these telegraphers 
was to develop the fact that the chief telegrapher in the War 
Department must send and receive messages in cipher. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. He has four helpers. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I assume that the telegrapher 
in the Navy Department has some help. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. He has no ER at all. I would not be 
surprised, so far as that is concerned, that the conditions in 
either place would not differ much. I should suppose that the 
telegrapher in the Navy Department would send as many and 
receive as many messages in cipher as the telegrapher in the 
War Department, and perhaps more. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Will the gentleman permit me? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Just in a moment. I want to say to the 
gentleman who is making the inquiry that I only give this as an 
illustration. There are many others. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. The gentleman has called attention to 
what appear to be certainly very glaring inequalities of com- 
pensation for services rendered. Have the facts referred to 
just become known to the Committee on Appropriations or haye 
they known them for some time? 


man, let me tell the gentleman that they have come to our 
knowledge recently. We have known of a great many of these 
things, but we have not had an opportunity to bring them out 
fully until now. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Were they not brought to the knowledge 
of the committee before? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. No; we had not the time. We are 
rushed into the committee room and ordered to report a bill out. 
The committee being limited must necessarily limit the investi- 
gation. We have only a limited time in which to do the work; 
and can not go into the details. This time we have done so to 
a greater extent. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. You have had no more time this session 
than you have had any long session of Congress. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes; we have. 

Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS. Let me ask the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, from the bland manner in which he asked that 
question, would it not indicate that this is the first information 
that he has had of this condition of affairs? 

Mr. LAWRENCE. It is the first information I have had in 
such detail. 

Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS. 
of common information. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. We have had some of this information 
in the committee before, but this is the first time that we have 
given specifications to the House. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. This is the first time I have heard it in 
such detail. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make an in- 
quiry. I understand that there is a commission which has been 
constituted by the Executive for the purpose of examining the 
various executive branches of the Government, simplifying the 
ee and economizing and arranging it on a better business 

asis. 

Now, while I know nothing about it, I should like to inquire 
whether the gentleman knows that this commission, which I 
understand is composed of able and intelligent men, is taking 
into account the situation that the gentleman has described and 
whether that is in the purview of their investigations? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. The Committee on Appropriations has 
seen nothing more from the Keep commission, 1 suppose, than 
gentlemen of the House or individuals have seen. We saw the 
report on the Public Printer and the report on the Secretary of 
Agriculture. I guess the gentleman saw the same. That is all 
that we have seen of it. The commission was not before the 
Appropriations Committee, and if there was any specific infor- 
mation drawn from that commission I am not aware of it, ex- 
cept what was published to the world. But, Mr. Chairman, we 
are not responsible for the Keep commission and neither can 
the Keep commission assume the duties of this Llouse. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. The gentleman from Georgia has just 
pointed out some very glaring instances of inequalities in the 
pay of men doing similar work. I should like to inquire 
whether the committee has made any provision for equalizing 
those salaries, increasing some and decreasing others? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. In the legislative bill? 

Mr. JOHNSON. In this bill. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thought I was explicit on that. As 
was stated in the remarks of the gentleman who last had the 
floor [Mr. LrrravEer], we undertook to level up and levei down 
the Capitol police. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I understand that, but I am speaking 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. We did undertake to level up and level 
down the employees in the document room of the Capitol. 
What that will be worth will depend on what the other end of 
the Capitol determines to do about it later. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I understood that from the gentleman from 
New York; but what I want to know is, what did you do about 
these telegraphers in the War Department and the Navy Depart- 
ment and the various Departments of the Government, whose 
pay is so unequal? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Let me answer, once for all, that the in- 
vestigation opened up so much of that kind of discrimination 
or inequality of salaries of people doing the same work that we 
concluded to let them go. The gentleman who has just taken 
his seat [Mr. Lirraver] and I indorse the suggestion that the 
House and the Senate should appoint a joint committee. If you 


I supposed that it was a matter 


do not wish to take that joint committee from the Committee 
on Appropriations, take it from the floor of the House and 
the Senate; but I want to suggest to you that our splendid 
chairman and the gentleman from New York, and other gentle- 
men on the Appropriations Committee who have gone into this 
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to a great length, are better fitted to do it than anybody else. | clerks receiving $480 for doing the identical work that $1,800 


We stopped, knowing that we had not the time to conclude it. 
Your subcommittee and your Committee on Appropriations, with 
Four chairman, were anxious to do it, but I have said to you that 
it will take three months to do it. Are you willing to sit here 
that time and send us facts and wait for results? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Why, certainly; that is what we are here for. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Very well; we will meet you halfway 
on that. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. May I make another inquiry? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Certainly. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The gentleman says that the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations have been endeavoring to level up or to 
compose the discrepancies in these salaries. Now, I have taken 
occasion to look through this report that is made by the com- 
mittee, and if I haye not made any mistake, I found that the 
committee have increased sixty-four salaries and decreased only 
seven. I should like to know 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will correct the gentleman from Maine, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. The gentleman from Maine needs to be 
corrected. 

Mr. TAWNEY. We have increased 104 salaries and de- 
creased 64. The increase in the aggregate amounts to $16,950 
and the decrease to $8,400. I will say further that this bill 
abolishes 308 places, amounting in the aggregate to $360,560.25, 
and has created 243 new places, with an aggregate compensa- 
on of $276,324, leaving a net decrease of $76,506.25. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I hope that is a complete answer to the 
gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. 
suggestion was the report of the committee. 
take to be very familiar with it. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I have taken the bill item by item, in order 
to ascertain the exact number of places abolished, the number 
created, the increases provided for, and the decreases provided 
for, and the statement which I have given is an exact statement 
of the facts. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I shall not take the time of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, but I have a report of the committee in 
my hand, and if I am able to make an analysis correctly it re- 
sults in exactly what I suggest. I will hand that report to the 
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], and when he has time I shall 
be glad to have him call my attention to it. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I would state to the gen- 
tleman from Maine that if the statement of the chairman of the 
committee needs any indorsement I very gladly give it. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I would be very glad 
to hand this report to the gentleman who now has the fioor, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Livineston]. All I desire is 
information. I have not gone through the bill, because it is 
almost impossible for a man not familiar with the details to 
get exact information of details. I would be very glad to hand 
this to the chairman. I have no doubt the gentleman correctly 
states the information. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, perhaps there is no more 
important matter pending, financially at least, than the ques- 
tion that is now being discussed before the House, but I desire 
to state that your Appropriation Committee could not very well 
level up these salaries and make them fit to work in five or six 
weeks. That is something that will take three months to do. 
If it is ever done it ought to be well done. We have begun it in 
the House as an example, and we determined to urge upon this 
House the necessity of it. We do not want to go abroad into 
the Departments and bureaus and spring it there. We sprung 
it in the House, and we begun to level up and level down in 
the House, and it ought not to stop there. I desire to say now 
that we had not the time to do it as well as we would wish, but 
it ought to be done. 

The demoralization mentioned by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Lrrraver] is far broader and deeper and far more 
reaching than any Congressman has an idea of unless he be 
familiar with these bureau and Department clerks. It ought 
to be a disturbing element, and it ever will be; you never can 
get the full amount of work out of a boy sitting down working 
for $840 a year while a clerk who is beside him receives $1,800 
a year for exactly the same work and no more of it. It is not 
right. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman this question: Is it true that clerks are now receiving 
$1,800 for precisely the same kind of work at the same desk 
they received last year, say, $1,000 for, or some less amount? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I was told the other day that there were 


I would only say that the basis of my 
I do not under- 


clerks do. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, if my colleague will permit 
me, I desire to state to the committee, for the information of 
Members, that there is one branch of service, comparatively new, 
that we found where this inequality in compensation for iden- 
tically the same service was found, and we have corrected it. 
That was in the telephone service. Some of the operators. were 
receiving compensation at the rate of $400 and $500 a year and 
some as high as $1,200 a year. We have fixed a uniform com- 
pensation of $60 a month to all. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Was that an increase or a decrease? 

Mr. TAWNEY. That makes in the aggregate a decrease. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. That ought to have been done all along 
the line, but we had not the time to do it. It was our dispo- 
sition to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, in our investigations in the hearings, we dis- 
covered the want of intimate knowledge of details on the part 
of the heads of Departments and the chiefs of bureaus and 
chief clerks. Now, no man engaged in any business enterprise, 
whether for Congress or on the outside, ever did succeed in 
managing employees and clerks unless he kept in touch with 
their affairs, unless he understood the details of his business 
and attended to it in detail. I regret to say that there are too 
many heads of Departments, too many chiefs of divisions, and 
too many chief clerks who know but little about their business. 
They ought to comprehend the business in detail. They ought 
not to think they can do the business in shipshape with a full 
day’s work one day and but a part of a day’s work the next 
day. There ought to be less politics, if you will pardon me, 
engaged in by these people, and more business done. I think 
that the clerks and employees in Washington have done and 
are doing remarkably well with the kind of management that 
they have. 

Mr, CHANEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire of the 
gentleman from Georgia if his invéstigation has not disclosed 
the necessity for having some sort of a commission to take up 
this general subject and make a report to Congress? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, both the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Lrrraurn] and myself have so stated. 

Mr. CHANEY. I was not in the House at the time. i 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Our opinion was that it would take a 
subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee or some other 
commission—and I dislike that word“ commission ”—some com- 
mittee of the House and the Senate three months to do this 
work. 

Mr. Chairman, we discovered another thing that ought not to 
be, and yet it is human nature, and you can not prevent it. The 
different Departments and bureaus wish to excel one over the 
other. Take the Navy Department and the War Department 
as illustrative, and when that spirit is abroad they forget the 
financial end of the thing, the revenue end of it, and their 
rivalry leads to extravagance. Therefore it behooves your com- 
mittee to go into these matters, and they should be gone into in 
detail. It is a laudable motive to have, perhaps, the best 
equipment of guns on land or on ship, to have the best fortifica- 
tions that the world ever had, and to haye the best ships and 
the best-manned ships the world ever saw; but you have to hold 
that spirit in check or there will be extravagance world without 
end. Your committee in making up this bill discovered much 
of that, and in many cases lopped off and put up the bars in 
the face of those who were spending this money, so it could not 
be done again; but there are many, many instances of it remain- 
ing where valuable work could be done. This lump-sum business, 
Mr. Chairman, was touched on by the gentleman from New 
York, and it has been a great source of extravagance. It has 
been a great source of dissatisfaction. It is not the way to ap- 
propriate money. The Congress of the United States ought to 
have the expenditures in detail at the end of its fingers. The 
administration of affairs and the raising of revenue must go 
together, and a man who undertakes and thinks he can admin- 
ister without comprehending and covering the finances in detail 
will be a bankrupt in his business on the outside. Of course he 
can not bankrupt this Government, because we can levy addi- 
tional taxes, but it ought not to be done. 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield to a 
question? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes. 

Mr. ESCH. In that connection, what has your committee to 
recommend in reference to appropriation and expenditure of 
contingent funds? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I will not have time, but if you will just 
rest until we get on the bill in detail you will see that we have 
largely corrected this evil. Contingent expenses and lump sums 


are a flowing fountain of extravagance, 
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Mr. ESCH. I agree with you. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. That is all there is in it. Of course, by 
giving a man who spends the money that amount of latitude he 
can make the best show in the world. There is no doubt about 
that. But he goes far beyond what is practicable and valuable, 
and spends money for nothing, and when you put a contingent 
fund at his disposal or a lump sum without any restrictions you 
may expect extravagance, not from Mr. Jones or Mr. Smith, but 
from anybody. I am surprised that Congress does not stop it. 

We have begun this time and are determined to stop it. We 
have made a great break in it, but it is not complete by any 
means. Take the Public Printer. When we come to discuss 
that part of this bill I invite you to be open and free and full. 
I have here some samples of work, and when we come down to 
the five-minute rule I will produce them. You take a few 
sheets of paper, largely statistics, furnished by the Public 
Printer to the Patent Gazette. They are paying $19,000 per 
annum for those few sheets of paper, and we had some parties 
go on the outside and see what it could be done for by Peters 
& Co, and they agreed to do it for $4,200. There is a dif- 
ference between $19,000 and $4,200. I was informed this morn- 
ing—and it is not in our hearings, and I call the attention of 
the chairman of the committee and Mr. LITTAUER to the fact— 
I was told this morning by an employee of that bureau who is a 
stereotyper that they charge exactly the same price for electro- 
typing work they do for stereotyping work, and stereotyping 
work costs only one-tenth of what the other does, but they put 
them up so as to make them even. 

I do not want to make an unfair criticism against anybody 


. or about anybody, but the truth of the business is in time 


past—and the present Public Printer is not responsible for 
these things; he is doing his best to reform everything down 
there, and I believe the man is honest and I believe he pur- 
poses to do it—it grew out of this fact that the head of that 
bureau did not know the details and did not comprehend the 
work before him. That is all there was in it. Why, the print- 
ing done for the Library by the Public Printer is done at enor- 
mously extravagant rates, as you will find here from the hear- 
ings, but 10 per cent of that was held back by the Public Printer 
for bookkeeping. ‘That is an enormous per cent on that kind of 
work held back for bookkeeping. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I do not like to disturb the gentleman so 
often, but I would like to ask him a question. Are these prices 
that are received by the Government Printing Office from the 
various Departments turned into the Treasury, or what becomes 
of that money? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. You can not establish by the Appropria- 
tions Committee where the money goes. They are a law unto 
themselves. My answer to the gentleman is this: The Public 
Printer has been a law unto himself. He made his own esti- 
mates, he fixes his own Salaries, he spends his own money, and 
I do not know who he accounts to for it; he does not account to 


Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSON. That is what I wanted to know. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. It is not part and parcel of the Treasury 
Department; it is not part and parcel of any other Department 
or bureau of the United States Government. It has been a 
kind of independent business down there. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PALMER. Does anybody audit his accounts? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. They are audited inside. 

Mr. PALMER. Inside of what? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Inside of his burean. 

Mr. PALMER. Inside of the Printing Office? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Inside of the bureau; yes. I suppose 
they are audited inside. 

Mr. PALMER. Does any Government auditor audit the ac- 
counts of the Public Printer? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I will refer you to the Keep commis- 
sion, my dear man. There we got more information than we 
have ever had from any other source. They reported on it. 

Mr. PALMER. I only wanted to know whether there was an 
irresponsible guerrilla department that was not accountable to 
anybody. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I want to say once more that I think 
you will soon see a reformation there, and a very proper one, 
too. 

Mr. PALMER. May the Lord hasten the day! 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, one 
of the most troublesome things we ran across was this old-age 
clause that we find in the bill. And when you come to tackle 
it you will find it to be the same thing—a hard question to 
settle. And I want to say, gentlemen, that it ought to be set- 
tied in justice and fairness to the clerks and to the Government. 
The question of whether an arbitrary rule fixing an age limit 
and calling that the dead line is fair or not I do not know. 


The clerks and chiefs of divisions and others inyolved in this 
question declare it is not fair. They say it requires discrimina- 
tion. For instance, a man may be 70 years old sitting here and 
70 years old sitting there, side by side, both at $1,800 a year. 
This man may be mentally twenty years younger than the 
other man, he may be physically much stronger than the other 
man, and they claim that we have made no discrimination or 
that we have. I want to suggest that when the time comes 
under the five-minute rule I am going to propose this as a sub- 
stitute for what we have in that bill: 

After June 30, 1906, and before November 1, 1906, the Ciyil Service 
Commission or a majority of the Commission shall visit each division 
in each bureau or office of each De mt or governmental establish- 
ment in the District of Columbia for the purpose of ex: 
employee in the classified service over 65 years of age as to the 
ciency and capacity of each to do a full day's work, and shall report 
to the second session of cdl 3 i Emaon Congress the exact condition 


of each employee, together recommendation as to ction or 
dismissal 


Based upon what?— 
based upon his capacity mentally and physically to perform a good 


day's service. And the Appropriations Committee in making up its ap- 
propriation bills next thereafter— 
Which will be next winter— 
shall fix salaries or provide for reductions of force In accordance with 
this report. Such examination shall follow each year thereafter be- 
une 30 and November 1, and shall be made by the Commission 
or a majority of the same, and not by details from their force. The 
efficiency record, the evidence of heads of ca age woe of chief clerks, 
and chiefs of divisions, or any other accurate testimony, ma con- 
sidered in arriving at a just conclusion affecting the value of services 
rendered by individuals, and to be reported hereunder. LJ 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, there is nobody under the broad 
heavens to-day that has so much time as the civil-service board. 
Everybody works but the board. [Laughter.] Now that is 
about all I want to say about that. The board has time to 
burn. 

There is another reason why I want them to do this work. 
These people come in through that door, and it is the only door 
they can get in at, and there is none by which to get out. Let 
them go out at the door they came in. Why not? Why handi- 
cap a Congressman in his district? Why worry and trouble 
this House, trying to make a fair rule? We did that, and this 
clause that is already in the bill we thought, when we put it in 
there, was just and fair, while it was arbitrary. But they com- 
plain so bitterly about it, and the newspapers are objecting to 
it so strenuously, why not turn it over to this body and let them 
make a personal examination, not in their office, not away some- 
where else, but right at the desk of the 65-year-old man, and 
make the investigation and report upon that man right there? 
There has to be a door by which to get these people out. There 
is no question about that. The gentleman from New York was 
correct. Standing on this floor fifteen years ago, when I was 
on the subcommittee making up the pension appropriation, I 
told you that you would regret the day if you procrastinated 
then in settling this question. 

Civil Service Commission and civil pension are—one the cause, 
the other the effect; all the powers of earth and heaven can not 
divorce the two propositions, Whether we can do it or not is 
the question. [Great laughter.] But, Mr. Chairman, that is 
the question up to this House now. Can you do it? Can this 
House do it? Your committee tried it, and we have raised a 
hullabaloo over our heads. [Laughter.] Why, one gentleman 
said to me yesterday, “How old are you?’ I replied, “74 on 
the 3d day of next April.“ And he said, “And you want to put 
out all the 70-year-old clerks without any examination, without 
any showing, without any discrimination?” I said, “ Now, my 
dear man, will you agree to accept the road I travel?” He 
said, “ Yes.” “ Well,” I said, “there is an examination board 
down in my district every two years, and it is at my expense,” 
[Cries of “Good!” “Thatisright!”] “Not only at my expense, 
but all the machinations and schemes that is possible to take 
the seat of a Co away from him are in play in most 
of our districts by those who want the places. Not in mine, 
thanks. We have got to bear the burden.” I said, “ Will you 
accept that?” He scratched his head and said, “I did not 
think about that.” I said, “A man of 70 or 74 or 80 years in 
the House has, every two years, to go down to his district and 
to his constituency; and they pass on him.” When I look 
around and see the men in the House now, there are scarcely 
a dozen men who were here when I first came. I do not think 
there are one dozen of those on the floor to-day who were here 
in the Fifty-second Congress, when I entered it. “Our con- 
stituencies,” I told him, “my dear man, hold us to a stricter 
account than the Government has ever held you. Now, if you 
are willing to pass through that régime, I will put it on you. 
I will offer a substitute and have you examined every year if 
you are willing to stand for that.” Then, he said, “Yes; when 
you put me on my merits, Iam.” This plan of mine puts him 
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on his merit at his desk every year between June and November. 
Now, the question is, Will this civil-service board do fair and 
square between the clerks and Congress? I think they will, 
for this reason: They are not as popular in here as they ought 
to be now [laughter] ; and if they shirk their duty one time you 
will see these gray-haired men and the young men, especially 
the bald-headed men, rising up and moving to gather their 
salaries from under them and abolish their powers. They can 
not afford to take the risk. They will not do it. I think the 
men on that board are good men, fair men, and they are sworn, 
remember, to perform the duties that Congress devolves upon 
them. I think they will do so. 

Now, some one suggested that that was not as great a hard- 
ship upon the poor old clerk as the straight clause in the bill 
now pending. I think not. There is just one thing in our 
proposition in the bill that is lame. We make no difference 
between the men. When they get to be 65 or 70 they get a lower 
salary, and then finally go out, whether they are strong or 
weak, whether they are able or not. That is the point that 
they make such a complaint of; and I am inclined to think the 
complaint lies well; it is a point well taken. There are a great 
many of these men old soldiers. Now, the old soldiers on my 
side, we have them down in Georgia, and do the best we can, 
and thank God we have done fairly well by them. These old 
soldiers that were on the other side of that war, that are now 
in the bureaus and offices of the country, should not be turned 
out without sufficient cause, and should not be dropped if they 
can do a day's work. Under this plan, and under the one in 
the bill, when it is found that a man is unable to do eight 
hours’ work and can do four hours’, he is paid for four hours’ 
work. 

I know that every man on this floor agrees with the commit- 
tee that the time will come, gentlemen, when you have got 
to handle this question. Fifty years from now, if it remains 
loose as it has been for forty years past, it will cost more 
money for civil pensions, three times over, than it does for your 
pensioners now. You have got to meet the question. Now, 
why can not we meet it as humanitarians? Why can not we 
meet it as sober, fair, just men, and if you are able to convince 
these clerks and these employees that we have done the just 
thing by them, why we will feel better by it, and they certainly 
will be satisfied. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, has the com- 
mittee given any consideration to the proposition to have the 
civil-cervice rules applied to the admission of persons into the 
public service, have them serve for a specified time or term, and 
then go out and make their way in the world before they have 
reached the age when they are incapacitated to take care of 
themselves? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes; we have had that and fifty other 
plans before us, and let me just say to you now that your plan 
robs the Government of what it is properly and fully entitled 
to. A man comes in at 25. He is green. Because be comes in 
through the Civil Service Commission that does not necessarily 
mean that he knows one thing about his work. He may know 
how to measure a well, he may know how to measure a moun- 
tain, perhaps 

Mr. COCKRAN. I make the point of order that the commit- 
tee is in such disorder that we can not hear the gentleman from 
Georgia, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the committee is in 
very good order, but the gentleman from New York is sitting 
a long distance away from where the gentleman from Georgia 
is standing. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I will try to speak so that the gentleman 
from New York can hear me. I ask him to come down here. 

Mr. COCKRAN. That would be disorderly, and it is because 
other gentlemen stand down in the center aisle that the rest 
of us can not hear. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, a man goes into the 
Government service in one of the Departments at the age of 
25. He knows nothing whatever about clerical work there. He 
is put to work, and it takes a year or two to train him. By and 
by the chief or the chief clerk or somebody else gets him to be 
very exact. He is shrewd, he has a good brain, and above 
everything else he is willing to work ; and it makes no difference 
what a man has in his head unless he is willing to work. He 
gathers the statistics of that division all up into his head. 
He can answer a question in a moment. He can refer to a 
book in a second, and can answer any question that may be 
asked with reference to the details of work in that depart- 
ment. See what a help that man is. Now, when he gets to be 
50 years old he is just as bright; when he gets to be 60 years 
old he is just as bright, and by reason of his great knowl- 
edge and experience, is a vastly more valuable employee than 


when he came in at the age of 25. You want simply to rob the 
Government of that man’s service, when he has received all 
his schooling and all his training right there, and has been 
well paid all the while to do it. Why not let him stay there as 
long as he is efficient, and let the Government have the benefit 
of his special knowledge and training? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I would protect him and the 
Government at the same time by letting him out while he is still 
capable of taking care of himself. Now, is it not true that in 
elective offices throughout the country men are elected for a 
term of two years to the office of register of deeds, county clerk, 
or county treasurer, where it is just as important that a man 
render accurate service to the people as in the public service 
here in Washington? There they serve for two years. If they 
have been faithful, they are elected for two years more, but 
rarely for a third time. Why not make a term, say, of six 
years, and haye able young men and women coming in and 
going out constantly after a six-year term here in the public 
service? Then the question of a ciyil pension list will never 
worry the Government, and the question of having done injustice 
to an old employee who has given a lifetime of service to the 
government will not be a matter of consideration here or else- 
where, 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. My experience here in. Washington on 
that point is that if you take a young man 25 years old and 
put him into the clerical force in Washington and keep him here 
twenty years he is not fit for anything else. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. That is to say, if you keep him 
here too long. Why not let him serve six years and then turn 
him out while he is able to do something else? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If he stays here twenty years, he has 
become unfit for any other employment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. But if he has stayed here six 
years he is still able to go out into the world and make a living. 

Mr. LITTAUER. He will get the virus in six years. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The trouble is employees come 
here now and spend their whole salary, knowing that they haye 
a life job with the prospect of a civil pension. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Under this plan of mine you put these 
clerks exactly where you put the Congressman and the clerk of 
a court, Every year between June and Novem*er that exam- 
ining board visits that clerk, and they pass upon the question 
of his fitness. Every two years the clerk of a court or the 
ordinary of a county must submit to an examination or a contest 
for his place. Down our way we keep them until they die, if 
they are good clerks and good sheriffs and good ordinaries. We 
do not bother to change them. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. You reelect them; and then there 
are others just as competent never elected. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes; we have to reelect them; and this 
is a reelection that I propose. They come in through the civil 
service. Now, let the civil service come in and take care of 
their own children. They do not belong to us, I am sure. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman a 
few moments ago stated that when an aged employee of the 
Government got so that he could not do this work—only worked 
four hours, as he said—he is paid for these hours, and that 
after a while he “ went out” of the public service. What is to 
become of him then? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. ‘There are two propositions pending. 
The one in the bill is that in 1913, when this man is 70 years 
old, if he is living, he goes out on the grass withous a penny 
from the Government. The proposition in this substitute of 
mine is that when the civil service says so he goes out, and if 
he goes out, he goes out without a penny from the Government 
just the same. Now, the only alternative to that is a civil pen- 
sion. Is the gentleman from Tennessee in favor of that? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I am not, and never have been. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. We are striving to do and are willing 
to do all that we can and the best that we can, and if you have 
got any better proposition we will accept it. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I will tell the gentleman why I 
object to that. The employee comes in voluntarily to the serv- 
ice. He spends all of his salary voluntarily, and stays in the 
service voluntarily when there are other people who would take 
his place, who are or may quickly become as competent as he is. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I know it, and if he was brought into a 
court-house, into a court of justice or a court of equity, and 
measured either by the law or by equity, I have no doubt the poor 
old clerk would go without anything. I know that he has not 
saved his wages, but I have no time to discuss that, and I have 
no disposition to do it, because it is a personal matter. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. How about the civil service mak- 
ing it a life tenure? The employees have spent their salary, 
and spend it every month, knowing that they are in for life. 
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Suppose a Member of Congress—take the gentleman himself— 
say you retain your seat in Congress until you die of old age. 
Let us suppose he died without a cent, does he think Congress 
would be justified in paying his family a pension? I will take 
my own self. Does the gentleman think Congress would be 
justified in paying my widow, if I left one, a pension? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I do not. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think that 
we should give employees, not elected but appointed for life, 
and serye until they wear out, simply because they can not do 
an hour’s work in their old age, that we should pension them? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I want to state to the gentleman one 
vast difference between the clerk and the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee. The gentleman from Tennessee holds over his head a 
$5,000 policy guaranteed by the United States Government, and 
they haven’t got that. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I never heard of that before. It 
would be a pure gratuity, which I do not commend. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Suppose the gentleman dies to-day, the 
first minute we get a proper bill before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee his widow, if he has got one—if you have a widow or a 
child, they would get that $5,000. Another thing that demor- 
alizes the clerks, and they know about this insurance guarantee 
that the gentleman has over his head—another thing that de- 
moralizes them is our conduct toward our retiring officers of 
the Army and the Nayy. The man who is a captain and comes 
in line to be retired is promoted and made a colonel and serves 
the Government one day with an increased salary and is retired. 

There are 434 retired brigadier-generals in this country now, 
and 407 of them can do service as well as they ever did. These 
clerks know it; they know our conduct toward these people, 
and they say if you can retire Army and Navy officers when 
they are young and able-bodied and intellectually as good as 
ever, why can not you have some consideration for the poor old 
clerks? I am not justifying their statement. I make the state- 
ments as they make them and leave them to you. I do not be- 
lieve in a civil pension. We could not afford it. This Gov- 
ernment is strong and rich, and I hope to heaven it will always 
be strong and rich, but we could not afford, with 390,000 em- 
ployees and 10, 30, and 40 per cent of them going out every year 
at the age of 65, or 70—we could not afford to pension them. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. As I understand, your time limit 
for these people to retire is 1913. In the meantime your pro- 
posed law would be operating as a notice that at that time all 
of the old people who are incapable of doing work will have to 
go out, and in the meantime they must saye up something for 
that “rainy day.” 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. We are not telling them in detail what 
they shall do; we will leave them to read between the lines. 
They can read between the lines if this provision passes. 

Mr. BRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman allow me an 
interruption? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Certainly. 

Mr. BRICK. It is a fact that the committee and the sub- 
committee have looked over all sorts of conceivable remedies 
for this condition of affairs and that they have placed in the 
bill the one provision that they think is the most probable to 
be approved by the House. Now, these persons go out as they 
get old under this provision; and I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman if I am correctly informed that, in order to provide for 
old age and all of the varied burdens of life and work in Wash- 
ington, the clerks and employees under the Government get 
from 25 to 100 per cent more than others in like employment 
outside of the city get? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. That is correct; but the genfleman will 
pardon me if I extend the answer and say that their expenses 
are 25 and 30 per cent more in Washington than they are else- 
where. 

Mr. BRICK. We provide for that difference between out- 
side employment and employment in Washington in ample 
remuneration. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Oh, I desire to say candidly—and I am 
not here to censure clerks for what they have done or have not 
done about their private matters, for I do not think it is 
proper that I should do it—I want to say candidly that is one 
of the great troubles. They have not saved. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to suggest this, that the only way 
to settle this question of old clerks is to do it with individuals 
and not with a wholesale proposition. I can go into the other 
end of this Capitol, if you will excuse me, and find men there 
that are very active who are over 80 years of age, and I am 
not sure if one or two of them are not about 90. They do not 
give their age as freely as I give mine, but they are active and 
strong and vigorous, mentally and physically. One gentleman— 
and I do not mind putting in his name, for it is in the hearing— 
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Mr. Ainsworth, who is a model man in his business, says that 
one of the best men he has is, I think it is, 76 years of age. I 
may be mistaken about stating the exact number of years, but 
I think he said 76. The only way to settle the question is with 
individuals; but I want to say in behalf of the committee, now, 
that we labored for weeks on this question and we had proposed 
to us perhaps fifty plans. I know that it was the purpose of 
your chairman and the members of that subcommittee, as well 
as the members of the committee itself when we came to- 
gether, to do injustice to nobody if we could possibly help it; 
but we knew the fact that all rules have their exceptions and 
that all arbitrary rules work hardships to somebody. For that 
reason I endeavored to draw this to see at least if I could not 
have every man put upon his own merit, not on his age after 
he passes 65 years of age, and if that board will do him justice 
he will either stay in or go out with his mouth closed. 

Mr. WATSON. Is not the plan now to deal with the indi- 
vidual in these Departments? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Oh, no. I am talking about our plan 
in the bill. If a man gets to be 70 years of age he drops down 
to a salary of $840 a year. 

Mr. WATSON. The gentleman says that his proposition is 
to deal with the individual. Is not that the plan now in vogue 
in the Departments at this time? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Oh, well; let me say this to the gentle- 

1 — $ 

Mr. WATSON. Is it not a fact that when an individual be- 
comes incompetent that a Member of Congress can do nothing, 
because he has no assurance of getting the position himself for 
one of his constituents? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Oh, I think the gentleman is wrong 
about that. 

Mr. WATSON. Is it not a further fact that when you talk 
about ousting a person because he is incompetent there is often 
influence behind the man that keeps him there, and what is the 
difference between the plan of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Livingston] and the plan now in vogue in the Departments? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time of the gentleman may be extended in order that he may 
be permitted to conclude his remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unan- 
imous consent that the time of the gentleman from Georgia may 
be extended in order that he may be permitted to conclude his 
remarks. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, perhaps the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. Watson] will appreciate and understand our 
effort more when I tell him that year after year, for six or 
eight years perhaps, we have put a clause in the legislative ap- 
propriation bill that no part of this appropriation shall be paid 
to a clerk or employee incapacitated otherwise than temporarily. 

Mr. WATSON. We remember that. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Our purpose was to get rid of this very 
thing. That is up to us now. Our purpose was to have these 
heads of the Departments and the chiefs of bureaus sift out 
these men. 

Mr. WATSON. But it did not work? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. They would not do it. 

Mr. WATSON. That is the point. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. And they came before us, as the gentle- 
man will see in the hearings, and absolutely stated to us posi- 
tively that they did not do it and they will not do it again. 

Mr. WATSON. Wherein does the gentleman’s plan differ 
from the plan now in vogue? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. The gentleman from Indiana puts it as 
my plan. I put it on the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. WATSON. And the Civil Service Commission believes in 
retaining them as long as they live? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. No; they believe in the reverse. That is 
the fear I have. They want to putin more. They have nothing 
to do there except to fill the places caused by resignations and 
deaths and things like that. The gentleman does not seem to 
understand that business. 

Mr. WATSON. I think I understand the Civil Service Com- 
mission, and that is what I am complaining about. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I have no doubt about that. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. What reason was given by 
the Department for the failure to get rid of these people? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. They said it was inhumane. They did 
not have the heart to turn an old man or an old woman out. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Do they believe that we act 
without heart in this matter? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I refer the gentleman to the hearings. 
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I would not like to quote anyone without having the hearings 
before me. 
I thought perhaps the gentle- 


Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. 
man remembered. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I do remember, but I would rather be 
exact about it. I would hate to say just what Secretary Root 
said and what the Secretary of War said. It is all there in the 
hearings. I think I can safely say this, however, and I hope to 
be corrected by the chairman of the committee if I am mistaken, 
that the great majority approve this proposition. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Then they assume that Mem- 
bers of Congress are heartless, I suppose? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I suppese they can charge us with being 
heartless, of course, and then they come here and say, “ You 
heartless men in Washington, you get $5,000 insurance on your 
lives,” and all that sort of stuff, and they ask us what we are 
talking about—what we mean. I do not know what they will 
do, but let us do right if the heavens fall. We will have it to 
do some day, but you and I are here now, unfortunately, per- 
haps. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. 
too, perhaps. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. But we are here and we have to meet it. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I would like to ask the gentleman 
frem Georgia what truth there is in the contention that, or 
what his observation is as to whether or not, a person, say, 
75 years old, can add up these long columns of figures we see 
and use and do the tedious work that you know these expert 
calculators and clerks have to do? I rarely ever see them 
doing anything except writing a letter or adding up long col- 
umns of figures. Does the proof show that a man 75 years old 
can do that character of work day after day? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I refer you to the hearings. I will loan 
you a copy. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I asked the gentleman for his 
personal observation. If he will give me that I think I will be 
a wiser man. The gentleman from Georgia was comparing, I 
think, a few moments ago some Senator—I take it to be some 
United States Senator—who was possibly a very old man. 
Now, I dare say there is not a man 75 years old in this country 
who, day after day, could add up these long columns of figures 
without utterly withering and dying from such hard work. We 
certainly would not employ a man 75 years old to do that 
work daily. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
will permit me, I want to say this, that I think we gathered 
from the investigation this fact, that when men pass 70 years of 
age, and perhaps 65 years of age, as a rule they were not so 
competent, they were not so valuable to the Government, but 
there were some very remarkable exceptions and they were 
exceptions in places where you can not very well spare the 
men. And I will say the less the chief of the division knows 
and the less the head of the Department knows the more yalu- 
able that man is to that place, and it intensifies the reason why 
he ought to stay. Do you eatch the idea? They trust to these 
men. ‘The head of the Department trusts him, the chief trusts 
him, andgwhen he is in a close place on a problem he sends 
for him. He has not got too old to do that kind of work, and 
there are some exceptions of that kind which came out in the 
hearings and my plan discriminates in their favor. The other 
makes a dead line they must walk up to when they reach that 


And for our constituency, 


age. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. It is a very distressing condi- 
tion to deal with, in my judgment. It is shocking to turn out 
these old people and yet it is detrimental to the service to re- 
tain them. Nobody wants to be harsh or hard on them, of 
course, yet we have to be cruel sometimes to be kind. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Now, there is another advantage in my 
plan. It takes away the responsibility of a Congressman when 
he comes to vote. His own constituent is involved. He may 
be as honest as honest can be and there is none of us who can 
not be influenced on the side of humanity sometimes. Whether 
you can get the Members of this House to stand up here and 
throw out of their minds and hearts all of the people that they 
are interested in and yote for that dead line proposed in the 
bill is one proposition, but when you see it can be done and the 
Government benefited as largely and securely by another plan, 
by putting that burden where I contend it ought to be placed— 
not on you and not on me, but on those people who put them 
in—and let them put them out. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, has the gen- 
tleman explained why the committee fixed on the year 1913 for 
the dead line? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. We would rather let you guess at that. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylyania. I can not guess at that. 


Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman will permit me to interrupt 
and answer the gentleman's question—— 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I do not want to have a 
guess on this, because it affects the happiness of a great many 
people. ; 

Mr. TAWNEY. This is not fixed on the basis of a guess at 
all, but the idea is this; Here are 586 people in the Departments 
who admit they are 70 years of age or over. How many there 
are who are more than 70, but who refuse to admit it, we do 
not know. 

Now, those people have had no notice that action of this kind 
to separate them from the service would be taken, and we 
thought that by extending the time for their separation from 
the servicee—namely, seven years—would practically take care 
of those who are now in the service and have reached TO years 
of age. So it removes the charge of inhumanity as to those 
who are now in the service and are 70 years of age or over by 
continuing them in the service for seven years from July 1, 
1906. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. As I understand—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. A man 70 years of age to-day would be 
separated from the service in seven years. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. No one would haye worked 
out the problem at the end of seven years. 

Mr. TAWNEY. There are men in the service drawing $1,600 
who are 85 years of age, who have been furloughed and have 
not done a stroke of work for several years. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. There are men, Mr. Chairman—and we 
might as well finish the sentence—who are lifted in their chair 
to their desk, when they go at all. Let me say to you 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Lifted in their chairs? 

Mr. TAWNEY. And hauled to the Department day after day 
in carriages. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, two years, ago, I think 
it was, your subcommittee on this bill had the Commissioner 
of Pensions before us—not the present Commissioner, but the 
preceding one—and we began to catechise him. He said very 
candidly, I have a hundred people I do not need.” “Wel,” 
we said, “as Representatives of the Government we can not, my 
dear man, appropriate money for those people when you do not 
need them.” He said, Cut them out.” We asked him in what 
class they were, and he went through and picked out the classes 
and cut out a hundred clerks. We came back the next winter 
and found we had to appropriate for every single one of them; 
that not one of them had been cut out. Now, can you think it 
strange that your Committee on Appropriations, after trying 
these different plans all these years, would come up here with 
an arbitrary rule? Why, we asked him the question, Why 
did you not do it?” He said there were two causes—one was 
humanity and the other was pressure. You put this in here 
now, strike out that clause from the bill, adopting no substitute 
or amendment, and go away from here, and we will have to 
appropriate in a deficiency act next fall for a lot of clerks that 
we have not appropriated for—three or four or five hundred 
thousand dollars which we will have to come back here next 
winter and take care of. 

Now, do not charge us with extravagance after this inyesti- 
gation, at least, for I tell that, as a humble member of that 
committee, we have done our duty and it is up to you, and we 
are not sticklers for a particular plan. You can put up a better 
one if you have it, and we will gladly accept it. 

I thank the House, Mr. Chairman. [Applause.] 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS 
haying taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from 
the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that 
the Senate had passed bills of the following titles; in which the 
concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 4376. An act to quitclaim all the interest of the United 
States of America in and to a certain lot of land lying in the 
District of Columbia and State of Maryland to heirs of John C. 
Rives, deceased ; 

S. 4169. An act to authorize the sale of certain real estate in 
the District of Columbia belonging to the United States; 

S. 4046. An act to incorporate the Edes Home; 

S. 4015. An act to construct and place a new light-ship at 
the entrance to Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, to replace the one 
now known as “the Hen and Chickens light-ship; ” 

S. 4014. An act to construct and place a light-ship near the 
eastern end of Hedge Fence Shoal at the entrance to Vineyard 
Sound, Massachusetts ; 

S. 3921. An act to extend the special leave privileges author- 
ized for officers of the Military Academy by section 1330, Re- 
vised Statutes, to certain instructors and student officers at 
service schools; 
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S. 3593. An act granting an honorable discharge to Joseph 
P. W. R. Ross; 

S. 2450. An act for the relief of settlers upon the abandoned 
Fort Rice Military Reservation; 

S. 2264. An act to provide for enlarging the public building 
at Roanoke, Va., in order to accommodate the United States 
courts ; 

S. 1830. An act for the removal of the quarantine station at 
San Diego, Cal., and to acquire a new site, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

S. 682. An act for the relief of Andrew H. Russell and Wil- 
liam R. Livermore. 

_ The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment joint resolution and bills of the following 
titles: 

II. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution for a report, and so forth, upon 
the preservation of Niagara Falls; 

H. R. 15263. An act to authorize William Smith and associ- 
ates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near Wil- 
liamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line 
between the States of West Virginia and Kentucky ; 

H. R. 13398. An act to amend section 4400 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, relating to inspection of steam vessels ; 

H. R. 8107. An ft extending the public-land laws to certain 
lands in Wyoming; 

H. R. 8103. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn.; and 

H. R. 345. An act to provide for an increased annual appro- 
priation for agricultural experiment stations, and regulating 
the expenditure thereof, 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendment bill of the following title; in which the concurrence 
of the House of Representatives was requested : 

H. R. 125. An act regulating the retent on contracts with 
the District of Columbia. 

LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 

The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, the question of the re- 
moval of the internal-revenue tax from alcohol rendered unfit 
for drink has within it such tremendous possibilities for the 
good of the whole people of the United States, and makes so 
directly for the welfare of all the people of my district—the 
State of North Dakota—that I would be derelict did I fail to 
voice my earnest desire to see this legislation perfected, and 
express as best I can my reasons for my faith. 

I have introduced a bill (H. R. 12075) covering this subject. 
It is expected, however, that the Committee on Ways and Means 
will draft a committee bill, and I shall therefore not discuss the 
provisions of my bill. 

In explanation, let me say there are two kinds of alcohol 
proper— 

First. Ethyl or grain alcohol, made by a process of mashing 
and distillation of any grains, fruits, vegetables, plants, or sub- 
stances containing a considerable percentage of starch, confined 
in this country chiefly to use in beverages and medicines, and 
subject to a revenue tax and tariff, as I shall explain later. 

Second. Methyl or wood alcohol, made from wood, as a by- 
product of charcoal, by distilling and treating the fumes and 
smoke that would otherwise escape into the air. It is highly 
poisonous, has a bad odor, and is untaxed. 

And here let me add that denaturized alcohol is made from 
grain alcohol by the admixture of a greater or less percentage 
of crude Wood alcohol or of numerous other denaturizing agents, 
rendering it nauseating, distasteful, foul smelling, and in a de- 
gree poisonous, and therefore unfit to drink, or “ nonpotable,” as 
it is termed, but not injuring it in any degree for manufacturing 
purposes and for use for fuel, light, and power, for which latter 
uses it is colored violet in England and green in France. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS. 

Mr. Chairman, a full knowledge of existing conditions is natu- 
rally precedent to action looking to changes. Under the present 
law there is a tariff of $2.25 per proof gallon on grain alcohol, 
which there is no intention of disturbing, and there is an 
internal-revenue tax of $1.10 per proof gallon, and a proportion- 
ate tax at a like rate on all fractional parts of such proof 
gallon. 

Right here let me make clear what is meant by proof gallon, 
in order that no confusion may arise. 

A proof gallon of distilled spirits is 50 parts of pure spirits 
and 50 parts water—in all 100 parts—which is used as a basis. 
Pure alcohol is known as “200 proof,” and is subject to a tax 
double, or 200 per cent, that of a proof gallon—that is, $2.20. 

The ordinary spirits of commerce, however, range around 190 
proof, and bear a tax of 190 per cent of $1.10, equal to $2.09 
per commercial or wine gallon. 
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In the same way, 188 proof spirits bear a proportionate tax, 
being $2.078 per commercial gallon. 

There are also in our law minor provisions for the use of 
alcohol for scientific, educational, and experimental purposes 
free of tax, and also for its use by the War and Navy Depart- 
ments and for the hospital service, and also not to exceed 25 
per cent to be added to the sweet wines for their fortification, 
and its use in vinegar. But with these provisions we are not 
particularly concerned at this time. 

There is no provision, however, in our law by which dena- 
turized alcohol can be released from bond, tax free, for any pur- 
pose whatever. 

OTHER COUNTRIES. 


Mr. Chairman, let us contrast the condition in the United 
States with that of all the important commercial nations in the 
world. Great Britain, Germany, France, Switzerland, Holland, 
Belgium, Italy, Russia, Sweden, Norway, Australia, Hungary, 
Portugal, Cuba, Peru, Venezuela, Brazil, Argentine Republic, 
and Chile collect no revenue from denaturized alcohol used for 
industrial purposes. 

We stand, therefore, as the one important nation which im- 
poses a prohibitive tax on the manufacture and use of denatur- 
ized alcohol. 

CHANGES PROPOSED. 


The tax imposed on this useful material is from 1,200 to 2,000 
per cent of its cost to manufacture, and therefore effectually 
prohibits its use in countless manufactures, and completely pre- 
vents its use for the purposes of light, power, and heat. 

It is not a part of the plan to remove the tax from spirits 
used as a beverage, or in patent medicines, chemicals, ete. In 
fact, it is not proposed to remove the tax from ethyl or grain 
alcohol proper, except for its use by certain manufacturers 
strictly under bond. 

The proposition is to permit the removal from bond, without 
tax, of denaturized alcohol. 

By permitting the use of this tax-free alcohol we will put our 
manufacturers and consumers on an equal footing with those of 
other nations. Furthermore, the present law in effect not only 
prohibits the manufacture of grain alcohol for use in the arts 
and industries, but acts as a protection to the manufacturers of 
methyl or wood alcohol and the producers of liquid fuel, such as 
kerosene and gasoline and illuminating oils, which are all tax 
free. 

Here, then, in brief, is the condition. A prohibitive tax 
against the foreign producers—an equally prohibitive tariff at 
home—which act as a protection for one industry against an- 
other, thereby subverting absolutely the principle of free trade 
between our home industries. 

On this point I can not do better than quote the views of the 
late Senator Platt of Connecticut and the late Representative 
Russell, in the report from the joint select committee of Con- 
gress on the use of alcohol in the manufactures and arts, as 
follows: 

It has been an unquestioned principle of American taxation that in- 
ternal revenue taxes should not be laid upon articles of domestic pro- 
duction necessarily in the manufacture of other articles. To tax 
an article of our own Sor or manufacture is to impose upon the 
consumer of other articles, in the production of which the taxed ar- 
ogo De paid be employed, a burden to which he ought not to 

It is not believed that anyone will seriously contend that upon prin- 
ciple an article of domestic dag Hey u for a lawful, beneficial, 
and necessary 3 should liable to this species of taxation, On 
the other hand, we can not but think it will be admitted by all that 
such taxation in itself is contrary to public policy, injurious to our 
aeia and industrial development, and against the general wel- 

To my mind there is no politics in this proposition. Repub- 
licans and Democrats alike are free traders so far as their 
home markets are concerned. It is a deplorable condition, con- 
trary to the spirit of our institutions, which permits our rev- 
enue laws to be used to protect one industry against another. 
The revenue laws are for the purpose of raising needed funds 
for the support of the Government, and their functions cease 
there, 

Mr. Chairman, having touched somewhat lightly upon the con- 
ditions that point so urgently to the need of this legislation, let 
us turn to the possible objections that can be urged against it. 
They are four: 

First. The possible loss of revenue by the displacement of 
tax-paid alcohol now used in the arts and manufactures. 

Second. Expense of administration and supervision of under 
the new law. 

Third. Danger of fraud against the revenue by the recovery 
of potable alcohol from denaturized alcohol, and evading the tax. 

Fourth. Danger of injury to wood-aleohol industry. 

I shall take these objections up in the order named and show 
that the loss of revenue resulting from the displacement of tax- 
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paid alcohol will not be material; that the expense of adminis- 
tration will be nominal as compared with the benefits, and sug- 
gest a way to provide for it, if need be; that the incentive to 
frauds will be no greater than now, while the difficulties in the 
way of frauds will be greater; that the loss of revenue from 
all sources, taken together with the cost and difficulties of ad- 
ministration and supervision, will be a small factor against the 
tremendous possibilities wrapped up in this proposition, and, 
finally, that the wood-alcohol industries will not be seriously 
injured. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North 
Dakota is making a very strong argument in favor of this bill, 
and what he says meets with my hearty concurrence. I am 
especially glad that he has alluded to the fact that the wood- 
alcohol industry will not be injuriously affected by the passage 
of this bill. I haye quite a number of letters expressing fear 
that the passage of this bill would destroy a large part of the 
wood-alcohol industry. I am very glad to have the gentleman 
make the statement that he has, because I know he has studied 
the subject very carefully. You are quite firmly convinced of 
that fact, from your own investigation? 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I am not only firmly con- 
vinced, but hope to be able as I go along to convince my friend 
as well as the other members of the committee; and I will 
reach that feature of the subject a little later, and will be glad 
to answer any and all questions at that time. 

After having thus met the objections that have been raised, 
I shall develop the fact that denaturized alcohol can be made 
and sold at a price, if free from tax, that will bring it into 
direct competition with kerosene and gasoline throughout the 
larger section of this country; and having this fact established, 
I shall touch as fully as time will permit on the uses and bene- 
fits to the agricultural classes of this grand new industrial 
agent that is destined, in a degree, to revolutionize certain of 
our economical conditions. 


I. LOSS OF REVENUB, 


Beginning with the question of revenue: When the hearing 
opened it was uppermost in the minds of all interested that the 
revenue would be seriously affected by the withdrawal of de- 
naturized alcohol without tax, based upon a supposition that it 
would displace in the manufactures a large amount of tax-paid 
alcohol. This theory has been somewhat supported by the re- 
port of the joint select committee, already referred to, appointed 
June 3, 1896, which concluded that there were about 9,000,000 
gallous of grain tax-paid alcohol used in the arts and indus- 
tries at that time, which paid revenue of between ten and 
eleven milion dollars. However, as the hearings progressed, 
it is safe to say that practically all apprehension as to serious 
loss of revenue has been cleared away. 

Unfortunately it is not susceptible of proof by statistics what 
the loss will be, if any. 

In this connection I will quote Commissioner Yerkes before 
the Ways and Means Committee, page 8 of the first print of the 
hearings. Mr. Yerkes says: 

I understand, and it is a matter of common rumor, that there Is a 
wide difference of bg to-day as to the quantity- of tax-paid grain 
alcoho! that is now being used in the arts and manufactures for phar- 
maceutical purposes, heating, lighting, and so forth, in this country. 
Some claim that the quantity u is exceedingly small and that 
therefore the loss of revenue would be very light should legislation of 
this type be enacted. I presume that is one of the questions the com- 
mittee would like to be Informed upon. On that question I can simply 
gay that the authentic records and data of the Treasury Department in 
my bureau show absolutely nothing. We do not trace a gallon of tax- 

aid alcohol Into the 3 of the manufacturers. This tax is paid by 
he distiller, and then it es out from under our control or observa- 
toni ae it comes back. through rectifying or wholesale houses in 

So we are left largely to conjectures, or estimates, in deter- 
mining in actual figures on the amount of tax-paid alcohol used 
in this country for these purposes. 

The figures used by the select committee were taken from 
the census returns of 1891, including the alcohol used in chem- 
icals and patent medicines, etc., which, I may add, was in- 
cluded within the scope of their investigations, and which ac- 
counted for a considerable quantity of tax-paid alcohol included 
in the census returns. 

It will be understood that the legislation proposed does not 
permit the use of untaxed alcohol for any such purposes. As 
a matter of fact, denaturized alcohol would be totally unfit for 
use in chemicals, patent medicines, etc. It will therefore be 
seen clearly that no loss of revenue can come from that par- 
ticular source. 

The manufacturers of wood alcohol have made great progress 
since 1896 in rectifying and purifying their products, placing 
them on the market in direct competition with grain alcohol 
under various trade names, such as “ Columbia Spirits,” “ Bagle 
Spirits,’ “ Colonial Spirits,” “ Imperial Spirits,” and so on, 
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Mr. Lummis, general manager of the Commonwealth Manu- 
facturing Company, of Boston, says (p. 193 of the hearings) : 

Methyl wood alcohol has found its way, as I say, to all the highly 
manufactured products. I have here a list of 110 different industries 
in which our product [meaning highly refined methyl alcohol] is used. 

Further on Mr. Lummis says: 

There is no chemical industry even in Germany more scientifically 
developed than the distillation of wood products in this country. 

He says the yearly output of this highly refined methyl spirits 
amounts to 900,000 gallons, of which his company makes about 
one-third, and which are consumed by 110 industries named by 
him, and doubtless by numerous others. a 

No one can question the fact that each gallon of this methyl 
alcohol has displaced a gallon of ethyl alcohol and to this extent 
has depleted the revenues, 

In 1900 there was, according to the census reports, made in 
this country 4,000,000 gallons of wood alcohol. In 1904 this 
amount was increased to 12,000,000 gallons. And unquestion- 
ably to a very large degree this alcohol displaces grain alcohol, 

It is plain to all that no factory will use grain alcohol at 52.30 
to $2.50 per gallon when they can by any possible means use 
wood alcohol at from 70 cents to $1.50 per gallon. 

Aside from the highly refined wood alcohol used, as I have 
explained, in high-class manufactures there are many millions 
of gallons used in other ways. For instance, Mr. Gray, a com- 
mission merchant and exporter of New York, tells us this (p. 267 
of the hearings) : 

I imagine that we use in the United States 8,000,000 gallons of wood 
alcohol as a solvent. Formerly grain alcohol was used, and all admit 
that it is better. 

So can anyone doubt that this particular 8,000,000 gallons of 
wood alcohol displace an equal amount of taxed grain alcohol? 

In the face of these facts it would seem that the claim that 
the revenue will be depleted by this legislation has not a leg to 
stand on. The conditions point plainly to the fact that wood 
alcohol has already. displaced the tax-paid alcohol and that no 
depletion of the revenue worth considering can possibly be the 
result from the proposed legislation. But we will go into this 
important feature of the legislation a little further. 

The only estimate, and a seemingly very conservative one, is 
made by Mr. Klein, of the Philadelphia Trades League, and was 
obtained by going over the trades one by one and estimating- 
liberally the amount of grain alcohol used by each, the total 
being some 5,200 barrels, equal to about 440,000 gallons, the tax 
on which would be less than $500,000, į 

Following this, Mr. Klein says (p. 51 of the hearings) : 

If this estimate is disputed by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
I would suggest that he be asked to specify in detail the quantities of 
taxed grain alcohol used in the various industries for which untaxed 
denatured ee alcohol would be substituted. 

When this subject was being investigated in 1897 by the joint select 
committee appointed by Congress, the Acting Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue at that time, r. G. W. Wilson, appeared before that 
committee and submitted facts and figures to prove that refined wood 
alcohol would in a few years entirely supersede the use of grain alco- 
hol for industrial processes. 

In order to avoid the loss in revenue which this substitution would 
entail, he recommended a tax of 55 cents per proof gallon on refined 
wood alcohol, 

Unquestionably the prophecy of Mr. Wilson has come true. 

Secretary Shaw, in connection with another hearing before 
the Ways and Means Committee, recently made the statement, 
I am advised, that he did not think the revenues would be seri- 
ously affected by this legislation; and on page 291 of the hear- 
ings Secretary Shaw testifies: 

While I hesitated last year to put a recommendation for this legisla- 
tion into my report because of the condition of the Treasury, the con- 
dition of the Treasury has now tey greatly improved—beyond any- 
one’s anticipation. We are now running on a surplus. Of course it 15 
not large yet; but a year ago we had a deficit of $25,000,000 for the 


current fiscal year, now we have a surplus of a little over a million, 
so that we can stand a little loss in revenues for so great an enterprise, 


Further on Secretary Shaw remarks: 
If you think you can get it through— 
Meaning the legislation— 


without any tax at all, I do not want to stand here and oppose.it, 
even if it should cut down the revenue somewhat I n 
think we can stand the cut. 


The wood-alcohol people argued forcibly and eloquently for 
their interests, feeling, as they do—I think, however, wrongly— 
that their life is endangered; but they are “ hoist by their own 
petard.” When they prove so conclusively that their products 
have displaced grain alcohol they are witnesses against their 
statement that the revenues would be seriously affected; and 
when they point proudly to the enormous increase of 200 per 
cent of their business from 1900 to 1904 they simply clinch the 
fact that their product has practically displaced grain alcohol in 
the industries. : 

Unquestionably they, who have by forcing the cheap and infe- 
rior tax-free product into the highways and byways of trade, 
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into high-class and low-class manufactures, and, I might add, 
into legitimate and illegitimate channels of trade, are responsi- 
ble for a tremendous decrease in our revenue. 

They who have done so much to decrease our revenue for 
years back are the last who should come to the Congress and 
express deep concern for the loss of reyenue by reason of per- 
mitting the manufacture of denaturized alcohol tax free. Their 
arguments savor too strongly of selfish interests, and their elo- 
quence can but argue them out of court. 


II. EXPENSE OF ADMINISTRATION. 


There is no data to be had bearing on this feature of the ques- 
tion and no preeedents to be cited, the proposition being one 
new in this country, and conditions in foreign countries where 
denaturized alcohol is sold tax free are so radically different that 
comparisons are of but little value. 

On page 292 of the hearings I find this: 

The CHAIRMAN. Will you give us an estimate of what it will cost 
to take care of this denatured aleohol—the cost to the Government? 

retary Saaw. Commissioner Yerkes and I made our guesses eg 
arately [laughter], and we came within $50,000 of each other—that is 
to say, I guessed $200,000, and he guessed $250,000 

Department officials are, we all know, experts on estimates 
and not-prone to make them too low, so it is fairly safe to as- 
sume that this is a liberal allowance; but even if it were doubled 
it would not be an item that would be worth considering as 
against the tremendous benefits that will accrue to all our people 
growing out of the proposed legislation. Furthermore, the 
manufacturers haye expressed an entire willingness to have a 
tax left on denaturized alcohol intended for their use sufficient 
to cover the entire cost of administration of not only alcohol 
used by them, but that intended to be used for heat, light, and 
power as well, provided it is deemed necessary and wise to 
impose such a tax rather than allow the Government to pay it. 


FRAUD. 


We now come to the question of danger of fraud and the 
increased use of alcohol as a bevege, growing out of the re- 
covery of grain alcohol from denaturized alcohol. 

Bearing on this question of fraud, Professor Wiley, Chief 
Chemist of the Agricultural Department, had the following to 
say during the recent hearings: 


I wish, however, to say right here that I do not believe there is any 
method now known, or any that is likely to be peepee, for denaturin 
alcohol which is of such a character that a skilled chemist may no 
obtain more or less of that alcohol in a poranio form from the mixture. 
I-want to say this, because that is one of the objections which has been 
a against this legislation, and is one which I think is wholly un- 
enable. : 

It is not a question whether a chemist, working for days and some- 
times for weeks, may be able to separate the pure product from the 
mixture, because that is the function of the chemist. The question, 
it seems to me, is whether such a separation could be made in such a 
way as to make it a commercial success in the face of the penitentiary, 
which would confront the effort on all occasions. 

In the first place, Mr. Chairman, no reputable chemist would under- 
take such a task, and certainly no member of the American Chemical 
Society would do so, because he weuld understand fully that such an 
effort would merit and perhaps receive the condemnation of the society 
and of the court, with ig lg punishment. 

Another thing which I think your committee should remember is this, 
that an immense majority of the manufacturing men of this country 
are thoroughly honest men and obedient to the law. Not one in a 
hundred of them would ever make any attempt to avoid a law of this 
So that you may say 99 per cent of your revenues are assured 
protected without <r punishment at all, by the reason of the 
natural honesty of mankind. 


Continuing, he says: 


I think it would cost a good deal more. I think the cost of restoring 
denatured alcohol to pure alcohol would be greater than to manufac- 
ture and pay the tax on a fresh portion of properly made alcohol. 


On page 53 of the hearings I found the following by Mr. Klein: 


I am informed that it is susceptible of practical demonstration that 
the illicit recovery of alcohol from untaxed denatured alcohol would 
cost as much as the illicit distillation of a like quantity of alcohol from 
corn, potatoes, sugar, or molasses. If this is conceded, it is quite im- 

rtant to note that the materials from which whisky may be illicitly 

istilled are always at hand-in every household in the country, while 
denatured alcohol would have to be purchased in considerable quanti- 
ties and removed to the place where the illicit recovery of the alcohol is 
intended to be carried on, and might easily lead to detection. 

On page 17 of the hearings Mr. Yerkes gave the following tes- 
timony: 

I do not think there would be any more danger of fraud than we have 
now by reason of illicit practices in distilled spirits. I suppose the 
purifying of this denatured alcohol would require the very finest type 
of still, and everything of that kind. It would be difficult to find a 
place where they could operate it. They could not operate it in the 
mountains. They would have to ge up into the tenth story of some of 
these buildings, where they could bave a modern equipment, 


The whole gist of the question of fraud lies in the fact that 
it will cost more, probably many times more, to recover potable 
alcohol from denaturized alcohol than to distill it from the raw 
material. 

There is no reason to think that temptation to fraud will, 
under the rew condition of things, be any greater than it is now. 


With this statement of the case we may dismiss this feature 
of the question without further apprehension. 


INJURY TO THE WOOD-ALCOHOL INDUSTRIES. 
Mr. Chairman, there is probably in the history of legislation 
in this country, illogical and erratic as it often has been, no 
precedent that will quite parallel the existing revenue laws 
which so completely work to the prosperity of the wood-alcohol 
producers and the producers of illuminating and fuel oils. 

As I said before the committee, “they have been the fortu- 
nate beneficiaries of a most peculiar condition, the like of which 
has never been known before, ought not to exist now, and 
should never be known again.” g 

Tax free themselves and protected from foreign competition 
by a high tariff wall and from home competition by the revenue 
tax of from 1,200 to 2.000 per cent of the first cost of grain 
alcohol, they have been able to force through the various chaa- 
nels of trade on an unwilling public a substance inferior in 
quality for most uses to which grain alcohol can be put, and 
practically displaced that product from every use (save that of 
beverages, medicines, and it is generally believed that they are 
even encroaching on that use), thereby not only depriving the 
Government of much revenue, but restricting the farmer's mar- 
ket for raw material to a large degree. 

In justice to them it can be said, on the other hand, that, 
to equalize the equation somewhat, they have saved the manu- 
facturer considerable sums by supplying him with a cheaper ar- 
ticle. But even granting this, the manufacturers have been 
sufferers to the extent of many millions, because our laws have 
denied them the use of tax-free denaturized alcohol, 

Wood alcohol, as its name implies, is distilled from wood, and 
is made as a by-product in the process of burning charcoal. 

Formerly charcoal was the only product of the wasteful proc- 
ess. Now, however, the fumes and smoke are saved, distilled, 
and treated, the principal products being crude wood alcohol 
and acetate of lime. And it is interesting to note that the by- 
products of the process of manufacturing charcoal have grown 
to be the equivalent of nearly four times the value of the origi- 
nal product. 

To illustrate, I quote from the report of Professor Monroe, 
of the Census Bureau, who makes the statement that as the 
result of the burning and distillation of wood the value of the 
charcoal is only 21 per cent, while the acetate of lime is 27 
per cent and the wood alcohol is 52 per cent, or more than twice 
that of the entire value of the other products. 

There is no better illustration of our scientific and commer- 
cial development than is found in the progress and growth of 
the business of the wood-products people. We can not but ad- 
mire the energy, ingenuity, and intelligence that mark their 
history. The cooperation of labor, brains, and capital has 
wrought wonders. s 

The figures of the census of 1904, as given by Professor Mon- 
roe, show that the total value of the wood alcohol, acetate of 
lime, and charcoal, which were made in conjunction, was 
$8,601,000. And this is probably a fairly correct measure of 
the size of the industry in the United States at that time, it 
having more than doubled in the four years from 1900 to 1904. 

The claim is set up by the wood-alcohol people that tax-free 
denaturized alcohol will drive their product from the market, 
because it can be sold cheaper and is generally admitted as 
superior for most uses. Doubtless they will suffer to a degree, 
but that they will be seriously injured or driven out of business 
I can not believe. 

They will always have an export market for their product, 
which is a growing and undoubtedly profitable one, and there 
are numerous uses for wood alcohol where denaturized alcohol 
will not answer, and new uses are being and will doubtless be 
discovered. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I notice that 
the gentleman from North Dakota has given this subject a great 
deal of very careful study. I would like to ask him now if he 
has made any investigation into the fact as to whether or not 
the necessary use of more or less wood alcohol in the dena- 
tured alcohol will or will not decrease the. use of wood alcohol? 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I will reach that in a very 
short time, and will show that wood alcohol will be used very ` 
largely as a denaturant, and will in time increase its use beyond 
its present production. 

Refined wood alcohol has displaced for many years taxed 
grain alcohol, and there can be no question but that it will be 
afforded an ample market. But the greatest use of crude wood 
alcohol will be for denaturizing purposes. 

Manufacturers can well afford to use denaturized alcohol con- 
taining a large percentage of wood alcohol. The use of dena- 


turized alcohol for light, power, and heat—although the per- 
centage of wood alcohol used must be very low in order to keep 
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the cost down to the minimum—will doubtless grow far beyond 
the anticipations of all, and will, in a great measure, absorb the 
remainder of the wood alcohol in this country. 

The proposed legislation, of course, removes the protection at 
home that wood alcohol has so long enjoyed, and their industry 
will be put where it belongs—on an exact equality with other 
industries. 

The meat of their whole argument lies in the statement that 
their industries haye been built up under existing revenue laws. 
In other words, having been permitted to build up a big indus- 
try as the outgrowth of legislation, based upon false economics, 
and benefited by these conditions for the last forty years, they 
feel that they would be outraged by a readjustment of con- 
ditions. Again, having enjoyed what they were not entitled to 
for the last forty years, they should have it for all time to come. 

I note that the complaint is voiced largely by the refiners of 
wood alcohol, who have formed themselves into a trust, admit- 
ting that they sell their products cheaper in foreign countries 
than at home, and undoubtedly holding the actual producers 
of raw wood alcohol at their mercy, as they can buy the crude 
product at their own price. They admit freely that they regu- 
late the price of the finished product—i. e., refined methyl 
alcohol. 

Under these conditions it is possible that some of the pro- 
ducers of wood alcohol may be relieved by the proposed legis- 
lation rather than injured, as the crude and not the refined 
article will be used as the denaturizing agent and the pro- 
ducers of the crude material would doubtless be afforded a 
new market, and to that extent those outside of the wood- 
alcohol trust would be relieved from its oppression and bene- 
fited. 

In a general way it is fairly safe to conclude that this lusty 
infant will survive under the new conditions. The same 
forces—that is, brains, energy, and capital—that found the way 
to obtain from the by-products of the manufacture of charcoal 
value nearly four times the original product; that enables them 
to extort enormous profits by regulating the price at home and 
abroad; that puts them on such confidential relations with the 
Standard Oil Company that it is believed that they come here 
as one interest clamoring for a continuance of illegitimate con- 
ditions that have completely driven a kindred industry from the 
market; I say, that the same forces and agencies that have 
enabled them to do these and other things will serve them 
equally well to combat the new order of things, and while they 
doubtless will pay less dividends they unquestionably will, I 
believe and hope, be able to survive and render an adequate 
return for legitimate investment. 

But in the event more or less injury falls to their lot, growing 
out of the legislation contemplated, the fact that they have 
grown up under conditions very unwise, from an economic 
standpoint, is not an argument why such conditions should be 
longer continued. 

The proposition to foster one home industry to the destruc- 
tion of another by means of our present revenue laws is abso- 
lutely indefensible, even from the standpoint of selfishness. 

The Congress would certainly never sanction such a ruinous 
economic policy as a new proposition, and the fact that an indus- 
try has grown up under such false conditions does not materi- 
ally alter the case. 

To summarize: I have deliberately avoided going into sta- 
tistics and technicalities, partly for want of time, but largely 
because the field will doubtless be better covered by others. 
However, I have endeavored to keep well within the realm of 
the facts, and have been inspired by a spirit of conservatism. 

I have necessarily touched lightly the subject covered, leav- 
ing much to be filled in by those who may follow. But I feel 
that enough has been said to warrant the following conclu- 
sions as regards the objections raised to the legislation: 

First. That the revenues will not be impaired to an extent 
in any degree commensurate with the benefits. 

Second. That the cost of administration and supervision is 
in no degree prohibitive and is a secondary consideration, and 
I have suggested a means to meet it. 

Third. That there doubtless will be some frauds committed, 
but the conditions under which they will occur will be less fa- 
vorable than exist at the present time and the incentive to 
-fraud no greater, and that there is nothing impracticable or im- 
possible in the execution of the proposed new law. 

Fourth. That the wood-alcohol industry may be affected to 
a certain degree, but not seriously; but eyen should it be, 
it is not a legitimate argument against the proposed changes. 

If the Government will suffer no considerable decrease of 
revenue by loss of tax, either legitimate or through fraud, and 
will not be put to a prohibitive expense of administration and 
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supervision; and with the illegitimate child of the false eco- 
nomic conditions—the Wood Products Company and its allied 
interests—safely under the motherly wing of the Standard Oil 
Company, it would seem that the decks are fairly clear and 
the time for action had come. 

Mr. CAPRON. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman permit 
me to interrupt him there? I would like to ask the gentleman 
if, from the careful study he has given the subject, whether or 
not he does not believe that the enactment of this legislation 
would result in a considerable diminution of the revenues of the 
Government? 

Mr. MARSHALL. Before the gentleman came in I covered 
that subject quite fully, but I will state briefly this: That I 
think I make no mistake when I say that in the minds of those 
who attended the hearings, and, I believe, in the minds of the 
Ways and Means Committee as well, that feature of the ques- 
tion has faded away, and it has been fairly demonstrated and 
admitted by most people, and the wood-alcohol people them- 
selves that refined wood alcohol has forced its way into the 
channels of trade which were formerly occupied by taxed alco- 
hol, and has almost, if not wholly, displaced it. 

BENEFITS FROM THE NEW ORDER OF THINGS. 

Aside from the general good that will come to all our people 
in a comprehensive way, there are two interests that will be 
directly and materially benefited. 

First. The numerous manufacturing industries and those de- 
pendent and identified with them. 

Second. The agricultural classes and those closely allied with 
them, and particularly the residents of the small towns and 
cities in the agricultural States. 

It has been no part of my plan to attempt to cover this whole 
subject, and I will purposely not touch upon the manufacturing 
industries affected by the introduction of tax-free alcohol as an 
industrial agent. . 

This is a subject broad enough alone to fill the time allotted 
to me, but there are doubtless others who will do it full justice. 
As an index, however, I will submit the following list of indus- 
tries in the United States now using wood alcohol as a solvent 
which would use untaxed denatured alcohol in the event of 
such legislation by Congress: Aniline colors and dyes, hats 
(stiff, silk, and straw), electrical apparatus, transparent soap, 
furniture, picture moldings, burial caskets, cabinetwork, pas- 
senger cars, pianos, organs, whips, toys, rattan goods, lead pen- 
cils, brushes, wagons, boots and shoes, smokeless powder, 
fulminate of mercury, brass beds, gas and electric-light fixtures, 
various kinds of metal hardware, incandescent mantles, photo- 
graphic materials, celluloid and other like compounds, sulphuric 
ether, and organic chemicals. 

The so-called question of tax-free alcohol has been agitated 
mostly by organized manufacturers for many years, and growing 
out of this is a feeling abroad that their interests are by far 
the largest. A thoughtful consideration of the subject, Mr. 
Chairman, however, can but reveal the error of this view of 
the case and lead to the unquestionable conclusion that the 
farming classes will be by far the largest beneficiaries of this 
wise economic policy, should it be adopted. 

The good that will accrue to them may be classed under three 
heads, which I will name in inverse order of their importance: 

First. The benefit that will come to them as their share in 
the general prosperity growing out of the renewed impetus 
given to our manufacturing business. 

Second. The benefit of a greatly increased market for raw 
material from which alcohol is made, of which they will be the 
producers. 

Third. The chief benefit, however, will come to them as the 
consumers of alcohol—a clean, safe, agreeable, and cheap sub- 
stitute for kerosene and gasoline. 

That the benefits named under the first two headings to the 
agricultural classes will accrue to a great extent is self-evident 
and needs no elucidation from me. 

COST OF DENATURIZED ALCOHOL, 

All will agree that the greatest good will, under proper con- 
ditions, come to our farmers and the citizens of the small towns 
and cities as consumers of denaturized alcohol, and the modicum 
of this good will be measured by the price to the consumers. 

Briefly stated, it must come in direct competition with kero- 
sene and gasoline, gallon for gallon, but it should be said that 
for the purposes of light and heat it is doubtless superior to 
either, in that it is infinitely cleaner, safer, and pleasanter, and 
gives better results. J 

Much has been said during the hearing regarding the price 
at which denaturized alcohol can be made and sold; the wood- 
alcohol people having ingenuously and purposely thrown a 
shroud of mystery and a haze of doubt around the subject, 
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stoutly contending that denaturized alcohol can not be made at 
a price to compete with kerosene and gasoline, in the hope of 
weakening the ardor of the agricultural interests that are be- 
hind this great movement. 

The estimates of the wood-alcohol people are very unfair, 
wherein they undertake to prove that tax-free alcohol can not 
be placed on the market for less than 35 or 40 cents per gallon— 
some even claiming it would be as high as 50 cents. 

To begin with, they take the cost of grain alcohol in this 
country now as 30 cents per gallon, which is much too high, as I 
shall show later. i 

In a general way they base their figures on sound merchant- 
able corn in the great market centers, adding to this excessive 
expenses of denaturizing, for cost of packages, etc., and compare 
this inflated price of alcohol with the price of gasoline and kero- 
sene in the large cities, where it is always naturally cheap. 

In the western portions of the United States the price of gaso- 
line and kerosene ranges from 50 to 200 per cent higher than in 
the cities. 

Alcohol can be made in the primary markets where the raw 
material is produced and where it will be free from transporta- 
tion charges: Merchantable corn, for example, worth 40 cents 
in Chicago, would be worth hardly 30 cents in the primary mar- 
kets of Iowa or Minnesota. 

It should be remembered always that alcohol for any other 
than drinking purposes can be made from grain or other raw 
material of inferior quality. 

It is a well-established fact that 24 gallons of alcohol can 
be made from a bushel of corn, which, at 30 cents—a fair price 
in the home market—means 12-cent alcohol, as the by-products 
of the distillery are worth fully enough for hog and cattle 
feed to pay the expense of distillation. In this lies another 
reason why distilleries should be in the country, where not only 
the stock, hogs, and cattle are at hand, but additional feed and 
roughage to make up a properly balanced ration with the 
waste from the distilleries. 

Mr. Chairman, let me read a letter addressed to Commissioner 
Yerkes. I will not give the name of the writer, as I am doubt- 
ful of my authority to do so, but I am advised that all the 
facts will appear in the final print of the hearings: 


WASHINGTON, D. C., February 26, 1906. 
Hon. JOHN W. YERKES, 
Internal Revenue Department, 
ushington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. YERKES: At the hearing before the Committee on Ways 
and Means last week the wood alcohol people represented that the use 
of denatured alcohol for heating, lighting, and power was not possible 
owing to the great cost of alcohol, and su that we had mis- 
represented that cost. Figures were produ which tended to show 
that alcohol would cost about 50 cents per wine lon. The witnesses 
for the denatured-alcohol law based all of their statements upon a 
cost of 30 cents, which I gave them as a very conservative 9 

In order to accurately determine this question, however, I have had 
the figures taken from an alcohol distillery at Peoria, III., which has 
operated almost continuously from January, 1896, to December, 1905. 
Daring this entire time the distillery has o y been idle thirteen months, 
and for short ods in each year, so that the operations cover sub- 
stantially all the market prices of corn and other expenses. 
period has been = low as 5.20 cents per proof 


but in spite of this fact p wine gallon of alcohol at 190 
proof never exceeded 30 cents, ex in the months of June, July, and 
August of 1902; the highest point ing in July, 1902, as above stated. 
In all of the ten years there was no other period when the cost of pro- 
duction was not under 30 cents per wine gallon for alcohol at 190 
proof, and the average for the ten years was 10.78 cents per gallon, 
equal to 20.48 cents for a wine gallon of alcohol. 

For the ten years the average price of corn was 42.36 cents, which 
is just about the price at which corn is selling to-day, so that it is 
fair to assume that about 20 cents would be the average price for 
which alcohol could be produced from sound corn. As the profit on 
this article is usually only a fraction of a cent, even under existing 
conditions, it is evident that there has been no misrepresentations as to 
the ayailability of this article for all purposes to which gasoline and 
petroleum are now put, as well as for many other uses. 

It must be borne in mind that the alcohol of to-day is made solely 
for beverage purposes, and must be produced from merchantable grain, 
no matter what the price of cereals may be. 

Denatured alcohol, however, could be produced from any substance 
ylelding starch or sugar in sufficient degree to make its use profitable, 
and unquestionably many cheaper substances would be 8 50 
that denatured alcohol would certainly sell very much below the fig- 
ures I have given. 

All of these figures will be presented to the Committee on Ways and 
Means in due time, but I thought they might Interest you, so take the 
liberty of submitting them herewith. If you would like to have the 
detailed figures of distillery's operations, I shall be happy to fur- 
nish them to you. 


It will be noted that at the average price of corn at 42.36 
cents per bushel, the cost of alcohol at 190 proof was 20.48 
cents per wine gallon, which means that the price of alcohol 
wouid be 14.15 cents per gallon with 30-cent corn. 


On page 73 of the hearings the following reference is made 
to the subject by Mr. Charles H. Merritt: 

Concerning the estimated cost of denatured spirit, we submit the 
following and refer to the report of the Commisioner of Internal Rev- 
2 —f last fiscal year as to the yield per bushel of corn from large 

stilleries : 

Distillers concede that the average annual yield from a bushel of 
corn in the la distilleries is 5 proof gallons, which is equal to 24 
gallons of absolute alcohol, or 2. lons testing 94 per cent. It is 
also conceded by the large distillers that the by-products used for feed- 
ing cattle pay the cost of distillation. ‘Therefore the cost of producing 
grain alcohol can be exactly determined by the price paid for corn. . 
11 Corn at 30 cents per bushel would produce 94 per cent alcohol at 


cents. 
“Corn at 35 cents per bushel would produce 94 per cent alcohol at 


cents. 
55 40 cents per bushel would produce 94 per cent alcohol at 

These prices refer to 94 per cent, or 188 proof alcohol, which is 
about the grade best adapted for the purposes of fuel, light, and 
power; and the fact, strange as it may seem, is that a percent- 
age of water, even as high as 10, actually improves the alcohol 
for those uses. 

Mr. GRONNA. I would ask the gentleman, is it not a fact 
that the expert chemist before the Committee on Ways and 
Means testified that this alcohol can be made from sugar beets 
and cornstalks, grain, ete.? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from North Dakota may have sufficient time to 
conclude his remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause. 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I thank the gentleman from Minnesota, 
and answering the inquiry of my colleague I will say he is en- 
tirely right. Such testimony was given, and I shall enlarge on 
that feature of the question later. 

Bearing on the question of price, Mr. Kline made the following 
statement: 

But when you speak about denatured alcohol, which would probably 
be produced on a large scale in this country immediately, you must re- 
member that the cost would be only 15 cents to 18 cents a gallon, and 
the temptation would be very smali. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is alcohol sold for the gallon? 

Mr. KLINE. The wholesale price of grain alcohol, as we sell it in the 
wholesale drug trade to-day, is, I think, about 82.30 a gallon. I, un- 
fortunately, do not now do any buying; but that is about the price. 

The CHAIRMAN. t is the tax on it? 

Mr. KLINE. The tax is between $2.07 and $2.08 a 
words, the net price of alcohol without the tax is in 
of 22 or 23 cents a gallon. 


This is for pure, highly refined alcohol made from a high 
grade of corn for beverage purposes, under existing conditions 
and with the distiller’s and wholesale profit included. 

The prices quoted are for alcohol made from corn, which is 
doubtless the best raw material; but it must be remembered 
that the range of raw material from which alcohol can be made 
is very wide, covering every substance—grain, fruit, or vege- 
table—containing starch or sugar in considerable quantity, in- 
cluding corn, cornstalks, Irish potatoes, sweet potatoes, sugar 
beets, yams, cassava plants, waste molasses, or sugar cane, and 
waste molasses from beet-sugar factories, the production of 
which is widely distributed throughout our country. 

In my statement before the committee I used the following 
language: 

The success of the wood-alcohol industry may be safely used to illus- 
trate the possibilities of the manufacture and ure of denaturized ethyl 


alcohol. 

We have every right to expect that this same combination of brains 
and capital will so cheapen the production of alcohol as to make it 
available for every ible use. With the almost endless amount of 
raw material at hand, part of which at least can be produced in prac- 
tically every county in the United States, it is discounting the intelli- 

ence and progressiveness of our people to say that we can not pro- 
uce ethyl alcohol as cheaply as any other country. New processes 
will be discovered by which the cost will be cheapened, and new raw, 
materials will be found. 

Our manufacturers in every line of business are doing wonders to 
eheapen our products, and we dall urchase articles for our con- 
sumption and use and marvel at their cheapness; and there is no 
reason to suppose that ethyl alcohol will be an exception to the rule. 
It therefore seems that all fears that the cost of manufacturing alco- 
hol will be prohibitive are groundless. 


Next to the cost of manufacture comes the question of the 
cost of denaturizing for use for light, fuel, and power. For 
these p what is known as completely denaturized, or 
mineralized denatured, alcohol is almost wholly used in foreign 
countries. 

This is made by adding to grain alcohol 24 per cent of a sub- 
stance composed of four parts wood alcohol and one part pyri- 
dine—a mineral by-product of coal tar. i 

Regarding the safety of this class of denaturized alcohol, on 
page 31 of the hearings I find the following conversation : 

Mr. ROBERTSON. What is the percentage of denaturing material in 


llon. In other 
e neighborhood 


that alcohol? 
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Mr. Herrick. Two and one-half parts to 100 parts. 

cael SurrH. It is four parts of crude wood alcohol and one part of 
ab erick. Yes; this is made a on the formula I have read, and 
is recommended by the British Parliament. You will see, gentlemen, 
that there is no separation here. I would like to have the committee 
inspect that carefully and smell of it slightly to determine whether it 
is really palatable or not. I make the statement that no ordinary 
human stomach, except some degenerate or person of that character, 
could consume that as a beverage. 

Mr. Suirk. Is it poisonous? 

Mr. Herrick. It is poisonous to some extent. 

I want to call the attention of the committee carefully to the fact 
that this denatured alcohol can be colored. Violet is the color which 
the parliamentary commission recommended as one kind of complete 
denaturation, so that even if one did not smell the alcohol before drink- 
ing it, they would know it by its violet tint. If this Government chose 
to make it a pale green color, they could not help seeing that it was 
colored, and that would act as a security against poisoning persons 
drinking it by mistake. You see there are a great many safeguards 
that have been thrown about this matter. 

Unfortunately I have no data at my command which gives 
the exact cost of this denaturant per gallon, but as four-fifths 
of it would be crude methyl alcohol, which, at 70 cents per gal- 
lon, would add about 1 cent to the cost, it would seem another 
cent would cover the remainder of the denaturant and the color- 
ing matter; but this is a mere guess on my part. 

Allowing 3 cents per gallon to cover the distiller's profit and 
the cost of the denaturant, we are assured of an abundant sup- 
ply of denaturized alcohol for the purposes named at from 15 to 
20 cents per commercial gallon, which is practically the average 
price at which kerosene and gasoline are sold all over that sec- 
tion of the country lying west of the Mississippi River, while in 
many places the price ranges from 20 to 30 cents per gallon. 

Regulations that will permit the manufacture of alcohol in 
distilleries of as small capacity as is compatible with econom- 
ical administration (and in this connection I will add that there 
are, according to the last report of the Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue, over 500 licensed distilleries in operation in this 
country, with a capacity of from 5 to 50 bushels of grain per 
day), and with an inexhaustible and varied supply of raw ma- 
terial growing on every farm, there can be no possibility of the 
manufacturers of denaturized alcohol forming a trust to control 
the price. 

Doubtless much will be made by the farmers in cooperative 
distilleries, 

I would gladly enlarge upon the possibilities of this industry, 
but time will not permit. 

Mr. Chairman, believing that every fair-minded, thoughtful 
man will agree that the manufacture and sale of denaturized 
alcohol in direct competition with kerosene and gasoline is en- 
tirely practicable provided it is wholly freed from tax, I will 
leave that feature of the question and touch upon the question 
of the purposes to which this useful material can be placed 
from. the standpoint of the farmer. 

Undoubtedly great relief, comfort, and economy will grow out 
of the use of alcohol for lighting purposes. This subject was 
well exemplified by Prof. Rufus S. Herrick, representing the 
American Chemical Society, before the committee, beginning on 
page 27. 

Professor Herrick exhibited an alcohol lamp, which would 
cost about $2, the burner of which is interchangeable with the 
ordinary kerosene burner. The lamp does not use a wick and is 
under such absolute control that it can be reduced in brilliancy 
so that it can be used in the sick room. 

I. will ayoid technicalities, data, and figures and confine my- 
self to such conservative generalities as are fully justified by 
the facts. Mr. Herrick refers to a report from the electrical 
testing laboratories of Preston D. Miller, of New York, on that 
subject. Quoting from the report, Mr. Herrick says: 

I submit that this report shows that if we had two ae of equal 
capacity, one burning alcohol and the other kerosene, the alcohol lamp 
would burn nearly twice as long as the kerosene lamp. 


I have read a report of experiments conducted for an extended period 
by Professor Rosseau, of the University of Brussels, Belgium, in which 


careful photometric tests were made of both alcohol and kerosene burn- 
ing lights. This report showed. that for lighting purposes alcohol cost- 
ing 31 cents per gallon is slightly cheaper than kerosene costing 15 


cents per gallon. 

And I may add that the alcohol lamp so far exceeds in excel- 
lence and comfort the foul smelling, dangerous, unclean kero- 
sene and gasoline lamps, as they in turn surpass the tallow 
dip of our grandfathers. 

And even though the conditions were reversed and alcohol 
cost twice as much, owing to its cleanliness and general effi- 
ciency, does anyone doubt that it would come into general use 
and displace kerosene and gasoline for lighting purposes? 

Thousands of people use electricity, not because it is cheap, 
but because it is good—and so it will be with alcohol. 

HEATING. 

Gasoline is largely used for cooking in the West, although it is 

dangerous and much property and many lives are lost through 


> 


explosions of gasoline stoves, and though the odor from them 
is disagreeable and more or less injurious to health. 

The chief danger of gasoline lies in the fact that it volatilizes 
easily, making a very explosive gas, and from the further fact 
that gasoline will not mix with water. Burning gasoline will 
float on water and spread the fire, whereas water mixes at 
once with alcohol and extinguishes the fire. 

Beyond all question alcohol will supersede gasoline and kero- 
sene for cooking, owing to its efficiency, cleanliness, and safety 
to life and property. z 
USE IN ENGINES. 

This brings us now to the internal-combustion engine. Few 
realize the size of the gasoline or internal-combustion engine 
industry. Mr. Capon, representing the Detroit Board of Com- 
merce, made the following remarkable statement during the 
hearings: 

Detroit alone will produce in 1906 enough gas e 
mobile, marine, pumping, and other uses to consume 
of fuel a day. 

Is it any wonder that gasoline has practically doubled in price 
in a few years? And in view of the fact that only 2 per cent 
of gasoline can be made from petroleum, we are soon to face a 
famine in fuel for such engines unless relief is afforded. 

It is well known that the largest percentage of automobiles 
are driven by gas engines. And agricultural implement manu- 
facturers are preparing to turn these engines out by the thou- 
sands adapted for farmers’ use. 

The time is near at hand when every farmer will have one to 
pump water, haul his feed, run his cream separator, hoist his 
grain, unload his hay, and, ultimately, to do much of the truck- 
ing and drudgery of the farm and transport himself and family. 

Practically all the elevators of the western half of the United 
States are operated by gas engines, and printing offices, machine 
shops, blacksmith shops, butcher shops, and countless small fac- 
tories are equipped with these engines; and the generation of 
electricity is quite general by gas engines. And, as I speak, a 
new type of car is moving across this continent driven by elec- 
tricity, generated as it travels by gasoline engines, or, at times, 
by both the surplus electricity from a storage battery (charged 
by the engines under way) and by the engines. Great things are 
expected from the experiment. And it is entirely within the 
possibilities that there will be opened up a hitherto unthought-of 
field for the use of fuel alcohol. 

In a general way it is conceded that aleohol will displace the 
use of gasoline in internal-combustion engines. Some difficulties 
there are which will have to be overcome, one of which is the 
fact that alcohol volatilizes more slowly than gasoline, thereby 
making the engine harder to start. This is met by adding a per- 
centage of gasoline to the alcohol or by starting the engine with 
gasoline. The combination of alcohol and gasoline makes a 
perfect fuel for engines. 

Possibly other difficulties will have to be overcome, but oyver- 
come they will be as soon as the material is at hand. 

Right here let Minister Squiers, of Habana, Cuba, speak for 
me and close this subject: 

ALCOHOL MOTORS AND PUMPS IN CUBA, 
[From United States Minister Squiers, Habana, Cuba.] 


Matanzas, a city of about 40,000 inhabitants, has water connection 
In 1,700 out of 4,000 houses, which use about 100,000 gallons a day. 
The waterworks, operated by an American company incorporated in the 
State of Delaware, are located a few miles distant from the city, where 
there are springs giving excellent water in sufficient quantity to supply 
a city of 100,000 people. 

The alcohol motor pump, used on Sunday last for the first time, is 
of German manufacture, and cost, complete with installation, $6,000. 
This motor pump is a 45-horsepower machine and is operated at a fuel 
cost of about 40 cents an hour, or $4 a day of ten hours, pumping 
1,000,000 gallons of water. 

As alcohol here is very 8 (10 cents a gallon) the running ex- 
ro of these motors are at the minimum, The Germans are selling 
n Cuba many such motors for electric-lighting and water plants at 
very low keting One firm has a contract to put in an alcohol motor 
pump at Vento, for use in connection with the Habana water supply, 
which is 8 to develop 180 horsepower, to cost, with installation, 
about $25, , and to pump 1,000,000 gallons an hour at a fuel cost of 
$1.60. The same firm has installed an electric-plant alcohol motor of 
45 horsepower, which supplies 138 lights (Hersh lamps) at a fuel cost 
of 5 cents an hour. 

I call the attention of those who are interested in our Cuban trade 
to the fact that at the breakfast which followed the installation there 
was not one article on the table of American origin except the flour in 


the bread. 
I. G. Squiers, Minister. 


nes for auto- 
00,000 gallons 


HABANA, CUBA, August 20, 190}. 

Indicative of the vast quantities of kerosene and gasoline 
used in the West, I will say that I am advised by the State oil 
inspector of North Dakota that 2,216,650 gallons of gasoline and 
kerosene were shipped into that State for the calendar year 
1904. And with a population of less than 400,000 at that time 
this is an average of over 5 gallons for every man, woman, and 
child in that State. And with the foul-smelling, unclean, dan- 
gerous, unsatisfactory gasoline and kerosene displaced by al- 
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cohol, and the enormous natural increase of the use of engines, 
it is easy to see that these figures will shortly be doubled. 

Having said this much on the subject, let us turn for a mo- 
ment to the relief. 

Serious consideration leads me to believe that provision 
should be made: 

First. For the use of pure alcohol in manufactures. strictly 
under bond ; 

Second. For denatured alcohol containing from 5 to 10 per 
cent of methyl alcohol, for the use of manufacturers, under 
necessary rules of regulation, and if need be, subject to a tax 
of 5 cents or such other sum as is deemed necessary to pay the 
whole expense of administration and supervision of the law: 

Third. For a mineralized denatured alcohol, containing 23 
per cent of a preparation made of four parts of wood alcohol 
and one part of pyridine bases and proper coloring matter, 
known as “completely denaturized alcohol” or “ mineralized 
denaturized alcohol,” to be sold freely without restriction after 
it leaves the hands of the manufacturer. 

These provisions in force would give the manufacturing in- 
dustries a tremendous impetus, and would give the agricul- 
tural classes and those allied with them an inexhaustible sup- 
ply of most excellent and satisfactory material for fuel, light, 
and power. 

The provisions for the removal of the tax from denatured alco- 
hol would, as a matter of course, be covered in the bill. The 
quantity and nature of denaturing material to be used, as well 
as the size of the distilleries to be licensed, and the regulations 
governing the supervision of its manufacture and sale could, of 
course, either be covered by specific legislation or left in the 
control of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, subject to the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury. To my mind it 
would be altogether the wisest to do the latter. The regula- 
tions prescribed by the Department would naturally be elastic, 
and could be changed as necessity required without the delay 
of securing Congressional action. It appears to me that it 
would be very objectionable to legislate as to the exact quantity 
of denaturing material to be used, as it would leave the pro- 
ducers of denatured alcohol largely at the mercy of the wood- 
alcohol people, who could probably advance the price at their 
pleasure. On the other hand, if the regulations were in the 
hands of the Department, an advance in price could be met by 
a reduction in quantity, and the authority of the Department 
would act as governor. 

So broad is the field opened by this proposition that I find I 
have only scratched it here and there. With inexhaustible raw 
material at hand, which can be so easily converted, virtually 
permitting every farmer to grow his fuel in his fields, and in 
turn permitting him to return the by-product to his fields, to 
again enrich them, who shall say nay to this proposition? 

Who can, in the fact of the facts, find it in his mind, or in his 
heart to refuse to relieve the people of this broad land from the 
heavy hand of the powers that control unrelentingly the price of 
our liquid fuel and light supplies? 

The proposition for the remoyal of the tax is negative in its 
character. We are working under abnormal conditions now, 
growing out of the necessities for revenue during and after the 
war, and the proposition now is to return to normal. 

For over forty years we have stood in a false attitude toward 
certain of our home industries, fostering tenderly the pro- 
ducers of wood alcohol, illuminating and fuel oils, and gaso- 
line, by maintaining a prohibitive revenue tax against alcohol, 
the only material that could successfully compete with them. 

Furthermore, by means of this same tax we have throttled 
the producers of our chemicals and chemical products, and have 
sat idly by amidst a veritable revolution in the chemical world, 
permitting Germany to grow to the first rank in the manu- 
factures allied with chemistry, while our similar industries in 
the meantime have stood palsied and shackled. 

The proposition is, then, so far as these industries are con- 
cerned, to go back over forty years and begin where we left 
off and regain as best we may the lost ground. 

While the progress of many of our industries has been 
thwarted and handicapped by our false economic policy, I am 
happy to say, Mr. Chairman, that the agricultural interests, as 
yet, have not suffered so directly under these conditions, and to 
them this change will mean a step forward and will lead the 
way to renewed prosperity, added comforts, increased happiness. 

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota a question. From your study of 
this question you believe this denatured alcohol could be made 
as to cost not to exceed 12 cents per gallon. Is that true? 

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes; that is true—12 to 15 cents per 
gallon. 

Mr. GRONNA. Would not this be a means of furnishing 


the American farmers and those who live in the rural districts 
cheap oil for fuel and light and power, and would it not also 
create a market for the grain that the farmer raises? 

Mr. MARSHALL. It certainly would. 

Mr. GRONNA. And would it not also create a market for 
the wood alcohol people, to denature the grain alcohol? 

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes; it would. Mr. Chairman, returning 
to my subject where I was interrupted, I want to say in this 
connection I am moved to quote the beautiful and forceful 
language of my colleague and friend the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. MURDOCK] : 

The farm of to-day is beyond what Greeley could have fancied forty 
years ago when he boasted of agriculture's advancement. 

The modern farmer is the manager of an estate, with ledger record 
of outgo and income and balances. He supervises in the midst of 
motors and machinery, delves in the mysteries of chemistry, of seed 
selection, of soil formation, soil enrichment and cultivation. 

ks and magazines are on his shelves, a telephone is at his elbow, 
the 1 is delivered daily at his door. 
y life are his. Three are 


Practically all the creature comforts of ci 
in part denied 


electricity ; another, a cheap, safe, and easily transported fuel, and the 
other, means of refrigeration. The last, chlorine added to denatured 
aleohol might brin im. The better light and the cheaper fuel, a 


large 3 of the 6,000,000 farmers believe will undoubtedly 
eome to them through an enactment which will remoye the tax from 
denatured alcohol. 

These eloquent words of my friend have a pleasing ring of 
hope, truth, and sincerity in my ears, and the vivid picture they 
paint gladdens my heart. They herald to me the coming of the 
time when the flow of the tide of humanity from the country, 
to the city will halt and turn back from the city to the country; 
the time when the city man will look with longing eyes out to 
the country, where dwells his more fortunate brother close to 
nature and yet amidst all the conveniences of modern civiliza- 
tion. They signal to me the near approach of an era when the 
real producers of actual wealth will come into their own and 
enjoy the full fruition of their toil; when the highest type of 
civilization will be exemplified in the men and women on fhe 
farm. Let us speed the day. [Prolonged applause.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Carron having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Parkinson, its reading clerk, announced that the Senate 
had passed without amendment bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 15085. An act to set apart certain lands in the State 
of South Dakota, to be known as the “ Battle Mountain Sanita- 
rium Reserve; ” 

H. R. 431. An act to open for settle—ent 505,000 acres of land 
in the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian reservations, in 
Oklahoma Territory ; 

H. R. 13548. An act to authorize the commissioners’ court of 
Baldwin County, Ala., to construct a bridge across Perdido 
River at Waters Ferry ; 

H. R. 11783. An act for the establishment of town sites, and 
for the. sale of lots within the common lands of the Kiowa, 
Comanche, and Apache Indians in Oklahoma: 

H. R. 10101. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell and convey to the State of Minnesota a 
certain tract of land situated in the county of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota ; 

H. R. 4469. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the public hay 
scales; and 

H. R. 4459. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the rights and 
privileges of the fish wharf. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
of the following title; in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested : 

S. 4975. An act giving the consent of Congress to an agree- 
ment or compact entered into between the State of New Jersey 
and the State of Delaware respecting the territorial limits and 
jurisdicion of said States. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 51) to create a juvenile court in and for the District of 
Columbia. 

The message also announced that the Vice-President had ap- 
pointed Mr. Perrvus and Mr. GaLiincer members of the joint 
committee on the part of the Senate, as provided for in the act 
of February 16, 1889, entitled “An act to authorize and provide 
for the disposition of useless papers in the Executive Depart- 
ments,” for the disposition of useles papers in the Department 
of Commerce and Labor. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
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following resolution; in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives was requested: 
Senate concurrent resolution No. 17. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That there be printed 4,750 copies of the “ Report on the Japanese naval 
medical and sanitary features of the Russo-Japanese war to the Sur- 
Seon: Genera), United States Noi by Surg. William C. Braisted, United 

tates Navy,” the same to include the illustrations, of which 1,250 
copies shall be for the use of the Senate, 2,500 copies shail be for the 
use of the House of Representatives, and 1,000 copies for the use of 
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery of the Navy Department. 


The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment the following resolution: 


Resolwed by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That the President be requested to return to the House of Representa- 
tives the bill (H. R. 10588) entitled “An act granting a pension to 
John H. Parker.“ 


LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, last week during the discussion 
of the Indian Appropriation bill the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[ Mr. Coorrr], in a few well-chosen remarks, pointed out to the 
committee the great industrial menace that the Japanese are to 
be in the near future to this country. Those remarks inter- 
ested me greatly. Probably no part of the United States is 
more conscious of the existence of that menace than are the 
people of the Pacific coast. They realize fully that whether 
they stay at home and devote their energies to production there 
or whether they immigrate to this country and devote their 
energies to production here the Japanese are bound to be a 
great menace; but the people of California, for whom I under- 
take to speak, if they are to meet that menace, prefer to meet 
it on the soil of Japan rather than on our own soil. 

In obedience to a popular demand there were introduced in 
this House early in the session two bills—one by Mr. Mc- 
EKINLAx, of the Second district of California, and one by my- 
self—having for their object the extension of the provisions 
of the Chinese-exclusion acts to embrace the Japanese and 
Koreans. I might say incidentally that the principle embodied 
in these bills has the unanimous approval of the delegation from 
the State of California. 1 think I speak conservatively when I 
say that these bills voice the desire of at least 95 per cent of 
the people of my district, if not 95 per cent of all the people of 
the State of California. 

I will not take the time of this House further to refer to 
these bills. They simply, in terms, extend the provisions of the 
Chinese-exclusion acts to embrace the Japanese and Koreans. 

In discussing at this time the question of the exclusion of 
certain classes of the Japanese from our shores, and particularly 
those of the cooly class, I am undertaking a not altogether 
pleasant duty. All men admire courage. The valorous achieve- 
ments of any nation haye in all ages challenged the ‘admiration 
of the world. And when a weaker nation, making up for its 
lack of numbers by its energy, courage, and discipline, emerges 
from a contest with a nation numerically mueh stronger with 
the triumphant success which has recently attended the arms of 
Japan in its contest with Russia we, in common with the rest of 
the world, shout our bravos to the plucky little island nation. 
In what I shall say upon this question I wish not to be under- 
stood as detracting in the least from the credit due the Japanese 
people for what in the past half century they have accomplished 
in war and peace. Their achievements, which are hot small, 
are the common heritage of mankind, and for that reason I 
glory in them. I would not that the United States should put 
one obstacle in the way of the progress of our sister nation. 

Rather I would help her in her upward and onward march all 
that we can without injury to ourselves. 

The question raised by the bill to which I have referred is in 

no sense an international one. It is purely local in character. 
The right of every nation to regulate without interference the 
coming of aliens into its territory has been universally recog- 
nized in every age of the world’s history. It is a right that we 
as a nation have claimed and exercised in the past and still 
claim and exercise. The question of Japanese exclusion should 
therefore be settled not as a question of international law, but 
solely as a question of domestic policy. Is it better for this 
nation that the Japanese people should be allowed to come and 
settle among us as we allow aliens of the Caucasian race to 
come, or is it better for the whole people of our country that 
they should be wholly or partly excluded? This question 
answered and the whole matter should be regarded as settled. 

And this question can not be wisely answered by simply 
pointing to the great achievements of the Japanese people in 
war. Fighting qualities are not the only—not even the chief— 
elements necessary to be considered in this connection. The 


main considerations are these: What stamp of civilization will 
these people bring to us when they come to our shores? What 


elements of personal character have they that if stamped some- 
what upon our already composite national character would add 
elements of strength not now possessed by us? What elements 
that would tend to weaken or corrupt the national life? Would 
their coming tend to threaten our institutions or destroy the 
civilization founded upon intelligence, morality, equality, and 
justice that we are trying with some success to build up here? 
I belieye that these are some of the questions that we should 
ask and answer; these are the principal considerations that 
should determine our attitude toward this question. 

The Japanese have made such strides and have been out- 
wardly so transformed in the past fifty years that those of our 
fellow-citizens who only know them from a distance are apt 
to be filled with unmixed admiration. A personal contact close 
enough and long enough to pierce the outside veneer gives 
one an entirely different impression, however. A close ac- 
quaintance shows one that unblushing lying is so universal 
among the Japanese as to be one of the leading national traits; 
that commercial honor, even among her commercial classes, 
is so rare as to be only the exception that proves the reverse 
rule, and that the vast majority of the Japanese people do not 
understand the meaning of the word “ morality,” but are given 
up to practice of licentiousness more generally than any nation 
in the world justly making any pretense to civilization... I am 
told by those who have lived in Japan and understand its lan- 
guage that there is no word in Japanese corresponding to 
“sin,” because there is in the ordinary Japanese mind no con- 
ception of its meaning. There is no word corresponding to our 
word “ home,” because there is nothing in the Japanese domestic 
life corresponding to the home as we know it. The Japanese 
language has no term for ‘privacy.’ They lack the term and 
the clear idea because they lack the practice.” 

As showing the Japanese as we have him in California, let 
me quote a few eminent authorities in support of what I have 
said and shall say of some of his leading characteristics. 

Prof. James A. B. Scherer, now president of Newberry Col- 
lege, South Carolina, and for many years a teacher in the Gov- 
ernment schools of Japan, says: 

The Japanese have chan in outw: 
many have been deceived 1270 e the’ ghange complete, and 1 men 
nation can be really born ina dar. ertainly there has been 
no inner transformation commensurate with the outward. Japan has 
a renaissance, but not a reformation. Over the hot and still active 
fires of traditional sentiment, ethic emotions, and hereditary customs 
a thin crust of modern western civilization has been laid. The crust 
is the appearance; the un: but concealed interior fires are the 
dominant reality. Deceived travelers, sometimes with the best of inten- 
tions, confuse manners with morals, outward refinement with religion, 
and civilization with Christian conduct. Because they see outward 
polish they argue to a change of heart. * ‘There could be no 
greater mistake. 

And again: 


Let us, for the present, pass 0 the fact that commercial integrity is 
almost unknown among the majority of Japanese merchants; that it 
is a rare th for native dealers to keep their contracts, and go on 
to the deeper things of the heart and life. 

Sidney L. Gulick, in the Byolution of Japan, published in 
1903, says: 

The distressing state of the family life may also be gathered from 
the 1 num of public and secret prostitutes that are to be found 
in all large cities and the singing girls in nearly every town. Ac- 
cording to popular opinion their number is rapidly increasing. 


And again: 


Every occidental remarks on the untruthfulness of the Japanese. 
Lies are told without the slightest apparent compunction. 


And again: 

Public as well as secret prostitution has enormously increased during 
the last thirty or forty years. * * + Although the sale of daugh- 
ters for immoral purposes is theoretically illegal, yet, in fact, it is of 
frequent occurrence, 

A distinguished writer in the Contemporary Review for May, 
1905, says: 

The 9 traders, as a class, have, according to the universal 
verdict of those who deal with them, to this day the unsavory reputa- 
tion of absolute unreliability in the fulfillment of any obligation; of 
haying failed to acquire in their commercial transactions even the most 
elementary principles of common honesty. 

Concubinage is common in Japan and is quite generally lim- 
ited only by the extent of one’s financial ability. It has of late 
been rapidly increasing, although now not recognized by law. 
Since the law takes no notice of it, the public statistics do not 
show it. i 

I am aware that friends of Japan have recently attempted to 
show by. Japanese public statistics that these things are not 
true, and some of her statesmen indignantly deny that Japan is 
as bad as she has been painted. But these statistics are value- 
less for this purpose, because of the way they are gathered. 
Personal contact with Japanese, as well as reports made to me 
by recent visitors to Japan, some of them Members of this House 
who visited Japan last summer, make me know that prodigious 
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lying, commercial dishonesty, and awful licentiousness are still 
pretty general Japanese characteristics. I am aware that some 
of Japan’s noblest patriots and most distinguished citizens are 
openly fighting these great national evils, but thus far ap- 
parently without result. 

The Yoshiwara still exists in Tokyo, and its inmates are in- 
creasing rather than diminishing.. This is a colony of tens of 
thousands of women, most of them sold into this slavery for a 
term of years by their parents, with its streets and avenues, foun- 
tains, trees, and flowers. The Yoshiwara is only a type of some 
half dozen other colonies in Tokyo and of others in the other 
eities of Japan. These women are by no means considered as 
totally lost and abandoned, but are visited quite freely by the 
members of their families, including women and children, ap- 
parently without much thought of moral contamination or dis- 
grace. Evyerywhere—upon the streets, in the bazaars, and in 
the hotels—one meets licentious suggestions, even direct invita- 
tions, and often from boys and girls of quite tender years. The 
most deplorable thing about this awful licentiousness is that it 
seems not to be condemned by public opinion or the Japanese 
religions. Phallus worship, with its licentious rites was, until 
recently, yery common in Japan. 

I know that there are thoroughly honest and moral Japanese 
people, with high and pure ideals, but at present they are but a 
small minority of the Japanese nation. I also know that very, 
very few of this small minority come to the United States. In 
California we are getting the poorest and lowest of the Japa- 
nese population—mostly the cooly class of laborers. They bring 
with them, of course, their habits of thought and life. These 
laborers are unreliable. They will generally leave the employer 
without a moment's notice and without any care for the inter- 
ests of the latter whenever they find it to their own interest to 
do so. 

Mr. Chairman, the civilization and personal characteristics 
that I have only briefly hinted at are what thousands of Japa- 
nese are yearly bringing to the Pacific coast. I have said so 
much to show that their civilization is distinctively oriental. 
We are already sensibly feeling in California their contaminat- 
ing infiuence. And yet when some of us raise our voices in 
warning and protest, because we see the impending danger to 
our State and its people of the large and constantly increasing 
flow of these people to our shores, there are those who cry 
“race fanatic,” who aver that we are narrow, and who insist 
that the menace which we see looming large upon our western 
horizon is only a figment of a diseased imagination. It has been 
said to me on the floor of this House that no one was objecting 
to the coming of the Japanese except a few labor agitators and 
perhaps the labor unions of the Pacific coast. I find these sen- 
timents quite general here in the East and even upon this floor. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may be allowed a personal statement, I 
wish to say that while it is my duty and pleasure, to represent 
upon this floor the laboring men of my district, I speak also as 
an employer of labor; I speak as one striving honestly to rep- 
resent all the varied interests of the State which I have the 
honor in part to represent upon the floor of this House. I ap- 
peal to the membership of this House to listen and ponder the 
few facts that I am bringing to their attention, and to hear the 
cry that our people are sending up for protection from a most real 
and present impending danger to their moral and material wel- 
fare. 

Let us now look for a moment at the present commercial and 
industrial condition of the Japanese people, and consider the 
probable effect in the immediate future of these conditions upon 
their immigration to the United States. 

The Japanese Empire embraces 147,655 square miles of terri- 
tory. Of this small territory, less than the State of California, 
only 15.7 per cent is arable land, including plains and pasture 
lands. Excluding plains and pasture land, only 12.9 per cent, or 
19,150 square miles, is actually arable, the balance being moun- 
tains. And yet in this small compass, according to the census of 
1899, 44,260,000 Japanese live. In the light of these facts one 
can understand why the Japanese would fight a great nation 
in order to get room in which to expand. 

These are some of the wages, expressed in our money, paid 
for the different kinds of labor in Japan in 1904, according to 
the report of the Japanese commissioners to the St. Louis 
Exposition: 


Farm laborers (average), 16 cents per day. 

Laborers in silk culture (average), 163 cents per day. 
Operatives for reeling silk (average), 10 cents per day. 
Farm laborers, by the year, male, $16. 

Farm laborers, by the year, female, $8.50, 

Metal miners (average), 134 cents per day. 

Coal miners (average), 12 cents per day. 

Timbermen (average), 11 cents per day. 

Mill hands (average), 13 cents per day. 

Smelterers (average), 10 cents per day. 

Factory employees, male, 15 cents per day. 


Factory employees, female, 10 cents 
Tobacco factory employees, male, 2 8 per day. 


r day. 


Tobacco factory employees, female, 1 

Machine shops, 274 cents per day. 

Carpenters and plasterers, 5 per day. 
y- 


cents per day. 


Stone masons, 334 cents per 

Shoemakers, 25 cents per day. 

‘Tailors, Japanese clothes, 221 cents per day. 
Tailors, foreign clothes, 25 cents per day. 
Skilled artisans, 50 cents per day. 


Mr. FASSETT. Is that in gold? 

Mr. HAYES. That is in our money. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Do those figures include the feeding of 
these Japanese? 

Mr. HAYES. They do not include feeding them. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. The wages for the farm laborers do? 

Mr. HAYES. They probably do, but not the others. 

With the crowded condition of Japan and the low wages pre- 
vailing there, is it any wonder that her laboring people are com- 
ing to our shores in increasing numbers to take advantage of 
the great opportunity which this country in its present state of 
prosperity offers to them? They are now landing at the port of 
San Francisco at the rate of about 1,000 per month. This, you 
may say, is not very serious. But every one of these thousand 
monthly immigrants takes a job that would otherwise be given 
to a white man, and the matter becomes even more serious when 
you consider the rapid increase in this immigration in the past 
six Years. Up to 1900 but few Japanese had come to this coun- 
try. In that year 12,635 came, and since 1900, 76,737 Japanese 
have landed*in this country, and this has come about without 
any artificial stimulant. 

The fear of what will undoubtedly happen when the immigra- 
tion agent begins to put in his work, as he is doing it in south- 
ern Europe, is filling the mind of the people of the Pacific coast 
with apprehension. The thought of what will happen when 
some of the big Chinese companies now supplying different parts 
of the world with Chinese coolies awake to the possibilities in 
the shipping of Japanese coolies to this country is making the 
people of all classes in California desire that something be done 
to provide against this certain danger. 

The following news item gives some idea of what is taking 
place in Hawaii at this time, and the same system is sure to be 
worked on a larger scale in the United States unless our people 
are aroused to the danger and take steps to prevent it: 

JAPANESE POUR INTO HAWAII. 
[Special cable to the Call.] 
HONOLULU, February 21, 1905. 


There is every reason to believe that the immigration laws are beling 
violated in a wholesale fashion at this port. The plantations have 
been importing Japanese laborers in great numbers. Two thousand 
have been brought to the islands already this year, and 500 more are 
due to-morrow on the steamship Hongkong Maru, from Japan. From 
here the laborers are taken by small steamships direct to the planta- 
tions in various parts of the islands. It is believed that contagious 
diseases have by this means been introduced into the Territory. 

At a conference to-day Acting Governor Atkinson denounced the 
methods of the planters. He demanded that they give land in fee 
simple to European immigrants, according to the views of President 
Roosevelt. The Washington Government gives authority to a Terri- 
torial board to promote immigration, but the planters have worked in- 
dependently, securing their laborers through Japanese companies. 


But what of Korea and Manchuria? Will they not be niore 
enticing to Japanese emigrants now than the United States? 
No. Manchuria is already more thickly populated than the 
Pacific coast of the United States, and the population of Korea 
is nine times as dense as that of California. Besides, the same 
low wages await the Japanese emigrant to these countries as 
prevail in Japan and all the oriental nations. Korea and Man- 
churia may offer tempting opportunities to the commercial 
classes of Japan, but being already supplied with a surplus of 
cheap labor, they do not offer any great inducement to the Jap- 
anese emigrant laborer. Many Korean laborers, on the con- 
trary, are seeking relief from the crowded conditions in their 
own country, and with their Japanese neighbors are looking to 
the United States, where ten times the wages await them that 
can be had in any oriental country. Several thousand Koreans, 
mostly laborers, came to Hawaii last year. 

As indicating what is likely—almost certain—to happen in the 
next twenty-five years, in the absence of an exclusion law, let 
us look at some of the European countries and the percentages 
of their own population they have been sending to us: 

Table showing the 8 of the 2 dep barren of the European 
countries named who hace emigrated to the United States during the 
past twenty-five years. 


25 


Austria-Hungary ` 


a 
Switzerland 


1906. 


In none of these countries, except possibly Ireland, were the 
conditions for the past twenty-five years so favorable for a 
large emigration to this country as they are to-day in Japan. 
The lowest country in the above table in the per cent of her 
population which came to us in the past twenty-five years is 
England. She sent us 34 per cent of her total population. If 
Japan should in the next twenty-five years send us no more 
than 33 per cent of her population, 1,438,000 Japanese would 
land in this country before the end of the year 1930, and the 
result would be that practically every laborer except those of 
the most skilled classes would be driven off the Pacific coast. 
If Japan in the next twenty-five years should send us the same 
proportion of her population as Italy has in the past twenty-five 
years, or 6} per cent—and why not, unless prevented by our 
laws ?—2,750,000 Japanese would land on our shores—enough to 
practically sweep the entire country west of the Rocky Moun- 
tains clean of white laborers. As is well known, no white man 
can compete with the Japanese laborers. They are satisfied to 
be housed in such cramped and squalid quarters as few white 
men in any part of the world could live in, and the food that 
keeps them in condition would be too cheap and poor to satisfy 
the most common labor in this country. Besides, the large per- 
centage of Japanese immigrants have no families to provide 
for and no children to educate. e. 

So much for the future possibilities of danger. But it does 
not all lie in the future. According to the census of 1900 there 
were in this country 72,171 Chinese and 24,530 Japanese. It is 
probable that these figures are not far from representing the 
number of Chinese now here. 

Since the last census year about 90,000 Japanese have landed. 
‘Although some of these have returned to Japan, it is certain that 
there are more Japanese in this country to-day than Chinese, 
and that the total Mongolian population is more than 150,000, 
an increase of 100 per cent in the last six years in the Mongolian 
population. Nearly half of this population is in California, and 
when it is considered that almost every one of these Mongolians 
is a wage-earner, it is plain what this means to the laboring peo- 
ple of our State. They are already feeling the competition of 
this cheap labor, and in some lines of work the Mongolians have 
entirely driven out the white laborers. For example, Watson- 
ville, just outside my district, in Santa Cruz County, is a rich 
center of apple and berry growing. A few years ago a large 
number of white people were pleasantly and profitably employed 
in the orchards and berry fields. To-day, I believe, about 2,000 
Japanese are employed practically the year through, to the en- 

tire exclusion of the whites. In my own county one of the lead- 

ing industries is seed farming. Here, too, the white man has 
been entirely displaced by several hundred Chinese and Japa- 
nese laborers. The conditions are the same in other places and 
avocations. The following statement shows something of the 
conditions in San Francisco. It is made up from statistics com- 
ares by the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League of that 
city. 

Mr. FASSETT. Are you giving statistics, to be extended in 
the Recorp, of the wages received in San Francisco by the labor- 
ing classes? 

Mr. HAYES. Yes; I am giving statistics showing the rela- 
tive wages of the Mongolian, especially the Japanese, and the 
white man. And I want to say, in passing, that these statistics 
were gathered by the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
of San Francisco. I can not vouch for their accuracy, but have 
no doubt that they are substantially correct. 

Mr. FASSETT. You haye a bureau of labor statistics in 
California? 

Mr. HAYES. Yes. These have been gathered and brought 
very nearly down to date. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Would the gentleman prefer 
not to be interrupted at this time? 

Mr. HAYES. I do not object at all to being interrupted by 
u question. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I have no desire to cut into 
this very splendid speech which the gentleman is delivering, and 
which is full of interesting matter. Have you suggested a 
remedy anywhere? A 

Mr. HAYES. I did; at the beginning. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I am sorry I did not hear it. 
Will you please answer me this question, if I do not embarrass 
you? 

Mr. HAYES. Not at all. 


| Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. What do you think the re- 


‘sult will be if we should exclude the Japanese from this country? 
Do you not think that, like the Crusaders, we would be tired of 
lour pilgrimage abroad and would come home to reign? 
| Mr. HAYES. That is what I desire to do. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. If you exclude the Japanese 
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from our shores, what do you think will become of us in the 
Philippine Islands? : : 

Mr. HAYES. That is a matter that is not concerning me 
just now, but I am more concerned about what will become of 
us at home. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. That is a thing that should 
concern us all. 

Mr. HAYES. I think I understand the gentleman, that if 
we exclude the Japanese, we will have trouble with the Japanese 
nation. If that is true, that is one good reason why we should 
exclude them. I do not think the time has come, Mr. Chair- 
man, when this country can be dictated to by any foreign power 
as to what its domestic policy shall be; and that would have no 
weight with me, and I hepe it would not with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. - 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I do not know that it should; 
but the terrible results which would come, it seems to me, 
ought perhaps to enter into the discussion is the reason I asked 
my friend the question. 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I have given some thought to 
that question. I do not think anything terrible would result at 
all. I believe the reigning class of Japan would be very glad 
to keep their laborers at home or near home. I do not think 
they desire that they should come to this country in any large 
numbers. 

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has been interrupted, I would like to ask him if he has 
considered what effect the restriction of Japanese emigration 
would have on the twenty-five or thirty millions of trade we 
haye with that country. In other words, what effect it would 
have on us? ; 

Mr. HAYES. I do not think it would have any appreciable 
effect. I do not see why it should. I see it stated in the public 
press, in the line of the suggestion of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania, that the Emperor and the statesmen of Japan are 
opposed to emigration of Japanese to this country. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Can not they prevent it? 

Mr. HAYES. I see it also stated that the Japanese consul at 
Hawaii, according to the statement I read, referring to the 
large immigration of Japanese coming to Hawaii, tried to pre- 
vent them going there, and especially tried to prevent them 
coming to this country. I suppose he must have been acting 
under the directions of the home Government, otherwise he 
would not have done so. So that I think no trouble need be 
anticipated from that source at all. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Would not the ruling powers 
of Japan, then, have the power to prevent emigration? 

Mr. HAYES. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Then why should we en- 
tangle cxrselyes in any way, I should ask my friend? 

Mr. HAYES. We should not unless it imperils us in some 
way or becomes a menace to our citizenship; unless that emi- 
gration continues to increase as it has. You understand there 
is no direct opposition to the educated class of Japanese. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylyania. I should say not. < 

Mr. HAYES. But it has probably not yet reached the point 
where the Government of Japan has passed any laws with ref- 
erence to emigration to the United States. It has not reached 
sufficient magnitude yet; but I have no doubt, as in the case 
of the Chinese, that if this Government should take the matter 
up with Japan it could be arranged amicably. You understand, 
Mr. Chairman, that our people are not objecting to the coming 
of Japanese of the educated classes. Our only objection is to 
the coming of the coolie class, the laborers, who not only com- 
pete with our white labor at home but drive them out, take their 
homes away from them of necessity, because they can not live 
on the wages the Japanese can thrive upon, because they bring 
another civilization into our midst and degrade especially our 
rising generation. These are the principal reasons we object 
to Mongolians of any kind. 

Mr. ESCH. Is it the understanding of the gentleman that 
this exclusion of Japanese would extend to the Isthmus of 
Panama? 

Mr. HAYES. My idea of this exclusion is simply that it 
should affect our own home e, : 

Mr. ESCH. Would the passage of this exclusion act have 
any effect on Japanese taking employment on the Isthmus? 

Mr. HAYES. None whatever. 

I ought to say, in passing, that this table which I shall ask 
leave to print shows that the wages of the Japanese are not only 
lower than those of the white laborer, but they are lower than 
those of the Chinaman. When it comes to a matter of competi- 
tion between the Chinese and the Japanese the Japanese can cut 
them out every time, because they can live on less than any 
other human being in the world. The Japanese has the science 
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of living at a minimum reduced to the finest point of any 
nationality that I know of in the world. I ought to say also 
that this statement shows that the hours of working are very 
much longer in the case of the Japanese laborer than in the 
case of the American, showing fourteen hours, and often sixteen 
hours, as a day’s work, where an American white man works 
from eight to eleven hours. 


STATEMENT OF WAGES, HOURS OF LABOR, AND CONDITIONS IN SAN 
FRANCISCO, 


“ Sailors—It is said that there are about 2,700 Mongolians 
employed on American vessels sailing from Pacific coast ports; 
but from a gentleman who has made a close study of the sub- 
ject, and who has a list of numbers employed on each vessel, we 
have received information which convinces us that there are 
no less than 3,500 Mongolians competing with American seamen 
on vessels sailing from Pacific coast ports. From the same 
source we learn that the Army and Navy employ about 1,000 
of the same kind of “ cheap labor.” 

Butchers.—They are confronted with the employment of 200 
Chinamen, who work about sixteen hours a day, compared with 
ten of the white butcher. The Chinese handle about 75 per 
cent of all the pork slaughtered in the city, and the white 
butchers handling pork, with the exception of sausage makers, 
who receive “ union wages,” are compelled to work for 25 to 50 
per cent less money than those engaged in other branches of the 
trade. Ten of the Chinese butchers belong to the Butchers’ 
Board of Trade. 

It is further stated that meats unfit for human consumption 
can be obtained at all times in Chinatown, and from those shops 
the Japanese restaurants and boarding houses obtain most of 
the meat supplied to their patrons. 

Broom makers.—The Chinese have virtually destroyed com- 
petition in that industry by means of the cheap and inferior 
goods made by them. The white broom maker works nine hours 
for a wage of $2.50; the Chinaman works from ten to fourteen 
hours, his wage ranging from 75 cents to $1.25 per day. 

Garment cutters —Twenty to thirty Chinese employed at a 
maximum rate of $2 per day, white men receiving $3.50. In 
many instances “unionism and public opinion” have caused 
manufacturers to displace the Chinese by white cutters. 

Tron molders.—Three Japs were employed for seven months 
by a company at Point Richmond, which subsequently failed; 
wages $12 per week. They lived in a small cabin, their diet 
being rice and beans. Skill good for the time they worked, but 
they showed no regard for sanitary rules. 

From the Stockton laundry workers.—We receive informa- 
tion that they are in competition with 200 Chinese and 20 Japs. 
Hours of labor of whites, ten; of the Chinese and Japanese, 
sixteen to twenty hours. Wages, whites $1.25 to $3 per day; 
the wages paid the Chinese and Japanese can not be ascer- 
tained. Five-eighths of the laundry work is being done by the 
Mongolians and the white worker is being constantly reminded 
by his employer of the difficulty he experiences in competing 
with Mongolians. Chinese and Japanese work is stated to be 
much inferior to the white and much cheaper. That is the 
essence of the desire for Japanese labor, “ cheapness.” 

We now come to the most interesting and important informa- 
tion that has been furnished your committee by means of the 
returned papers—that of the cooks, cooks’ helpers, and waiters. 

From the cooks it is learned that the number of Chinese em- 
ployed will vary according to the season—150 to 300; Japanese, 
from 400 to 1,000. 

Hours of labor.—Union, from ten and one-half to thirteen ; Chi- 
nese, from fourteen to sixteen; Japanese, the same as Chinese. 

Wages.—Union, $15 to $25 for six days; Chinese and Jap- 
anese, from $25 to $35 per month, without any day off during 
the week. Work very poor, especially in the houses run by 
Japanese, where the meals are yery cheap (usually 10 cents) 
and which entice a certain class of custom to extend them pat- 
ronage. 

Wages for white men.—Cooks, $60 to $90; waiters, $40; mis- 
cellaneous help, $32.50. Japanese cooks, $35; waiters, $50; mis- 
cellaneous help, $20. The delegates may draw their own con- 
clusions as to the reasons for employing Japs and as to how 
long the white man will be able to hold his own against such 
competition. 

Pile drivers and bridge builders.—It is learned that the cooks 
and their helpers in the railroad construction and repair camps 
are chiefly Chinese and Japanese, but no data was furnished 
relative to wages and hours of labor. 

Cooks’ helpers are working in competition with 200 to 300 
Chinese and from 500 to 600 Japanese, according to the time of 
the year. 

Wages.—White helpers receive $8 for a week of 6 days. Chi- 
nese work 7 days of 14 hours each for $5. The Japanese day 


is also 14 hours for 7 days in the week, but he only receives $4, 
his competition being disastrous even to the Chinese. 

Waiters.—The Chinese restaurants, of which 36 are noted, 
employ 180 of their own countrymen. Of the Japanese there 
are employed 1,200 by the month in boarding houses, saloons, 
and Japanese restaurants, of which there are about 67. 

Hours of labor.—Union men, 10; women, 9. Chinese average 
13; Japanese average 14. 

Wages.—Union men (minimum), $10.50; women, $7. Chinese 
average $6 to $7; the Japanese from $4 to $5. Thus we see 
that at every point of contact the Japanese can discount the 
Chinaman. t 
- Shoe workers.—A short while since a count was made of the 
Japanese shoe stores, repair shops, etc., and no less than 286 
were counted. Since then many stores haye been opened in 
various localities, which we believe would add, at the very 
least, 25 to that number. Each shop has a boss and one ap- 
prentice, sometimes two or three; they work early and late. 
We have seen them working at 6 a. m. and at 10 p. m. They 
charge all the traffic will bear, except when located in close 
proximity to a white man; then the figures will be cut in half 
until competition ceases. 

Garment workers—There have been visited 72 stores, em- 
ploying 769 hands—all turning out goods to be sold to our wives 
and ‘daughters—wages from $4 per week to $60 per month, ac- 
cording to the class of work; and, mind you, these rates do not 
include grub; that they must furnish themselves. Some of the 
establishments eat, sleep, cook, and perform their natural func- 
tions all in the same room. 

The census report for 1900 says that there were 12,528 Mon- 
golians employed in San Francisco at that date, segregated as 
follows: 


Laborers 
Laundry workers 
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Merchants (retail) 
Porters. = =< 
Seamstresses (men) 
Shoes and repairs 
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That the percentage of employed has increased according to 
the increase of immigration, we are sure. 

The Report of the Commissioner of Labor for 1904 says that 
93 per cent of the Mongolians were employed in gainful occu- 
pations and the investigations conducted by us show that 
there is not a business but what is affected by the Japanese 
competition; that the Japanese furnish each other with every- 
thing that is essential to their domestic and industrial exist- 
ence—banking, printing, medicine, dentistry, teaming, peddling, 
all kinds of merchandise—in fact, every industry necessary to 
maintenance of urban life has its Japanese representatives, and 
they buy and sell and trade with each other, and no white store- 
keeper, not eyen a saloon, benefits one dollar by their presence 
in San Francisco or California. 

Building trades—For the purpose of securing information 
concerning the inroads likely to be made by the Japanese on the 
building trades, Dr. Carl Saalfield submitted plans for a house 
he contemplated building to Japanese architects and contractors 
with the following results: 

He found that the Japanese have entered into all of the 
thirty-four trades connected with the building of a modern 
house. He found that they would build a house for $2,000 
less than the lowest bid from an American firm. That bid was 
$5,800. The Japanese offered to build it for $3,800. They 
would do everything from the excavating to the plumbing, gas- 
fitting, painting, and decorating—turning over the keys for a 
finished house. The Doctor, thinking there had been some mis- 
take, went over the plans with them, even to the tile laying, 
but they stood by their figures. They pay their carpenters 
$1.50 per day and their laborers about 60 per cent less than a 
white laborer receives. The item for common labor had been fig- 
ured by the American at $700—the Japanese figured it at $250. 

In Alameda County they have done much cement work, and 
good work too, but at a figure which a white man can not touch 
and live. 

Social conditions.—All that has ever been said in Congress 
by the advocates of Chinese exclusion during the past forty 
years; all that has ever been written on the subject; all the 
information that has been collected and buried out of sight 
in Congressional committee reports as to the vileness and 
bestiality of oriental vices, is as true of the Japanese in our 
midst as of the Chinese. 

Viewed from our standpoint, they have no social standard; 
they have no morals; their women occupy a very inferior posi- 
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tion; many of them are held merely as chattels and for im- 
moral purposes and just as long as they are profitable to their 
masters. It is even susceptible of proof that many of the 
women so held in bondage are operated on in infancy so as to 
fit them for their vile calling and to prevent the inconvenience 
of childbearing. ; 

From an inspection of a dozen houses occupied by Japanese, it 
was learned by the health officers that the occupants were liv- 
ing in a condition so utterly opposed to American conceptions 
of cleanliness and decency as to be a positive menace to public 
health. 

Their unclean habits had left their marks on the walls; the 
noisome odors were unbearable, and the extreme filthiness dis- 
closed caused the officers to declare that the conditions existing 
in those buildings were a menace to life and health.” 

Now, Mr. Chairman, naturally the laboring men of the Pacific 
coast are objecting to this kind of competition, and justly so. 
Of late it has become quite the fashion in certain quarters to 
sneer at one who ventures to speak of the demands and of the 
rights of labor, and especially of union labor. We have become 
accustomed to hear of union despotism and union arrogance, 
and have heard the labor trust of late condemned with the other 
trusts that infest the land. I am not here to defend injustice 
or unreasonable commercial demands, no matter by whom prac- 
ticed or made, but in the contest against cheap foreign labor 
my sympathies are all with the laborers of the United States, 

When.the laborer with American ideals—with a home to main- 
tain, a fainily to support, and children to educate—sees his job 
taken by a man wholly alien in race, with no family ties or re- 
sponsibilities, and who, by the laws of our country, can never 
be admitted to the responsibilities of citizenship, he would not 
be worthy of the name of freeman if he did not fight for his 
home, his wife, and his children with every weapon at his com- 
mand. Hè would be far from the intelligent laborer that he is 
reputed to be if he did not organize and join with his fellows to 
more effectually fight the common enemy. And every lover of 
his kind and every patriot should help him in this fight. The 
very existence of the Republic depends upon it. As the propor- 
tion of our citizens who work for wages increases it is becoming 
more and more important that the child of the laborer should be 
educated to understand and to bear properly responsibilities that 
will devolve upon him as a freeman, as one of the sovereigns of 
this great country. It is also more and more important with 
the passage of each year that the laborer should be made to feel 
that the Government of this country will deal justly, yea, gen- 
erously with him, and that it will assist him to maintain every 
equitable right and protect him from every enemy who would 
destroy his home and his American standard of living. From 
every consideration this House should hear this protest of the 
laborers of the Pacific coast against Mongolian inyasion. We 
should at least not deny their petition before it is heard or con- 
sidered. The danger that threatens them is great and immedi- 
ate. The spirit of immigration is rapidly taking possession of 
the Japanese mind, and in the immediate future the number 
coming to the Pacific coast will greatly increase. 

But there are larger and more imperative reasons than any I 
have mentioned why we should close our gates firmly against all 
Mongolian immigration. It may be that the time may come 
when men of all nations will recognize the man of alien race as 
their brother and live with him in love and harmony. But that 
time is not yet. If it ever comes it will be far in the future. 
Race prejudice seems to be planted firmly in the average human 
nature. You may inveigh against it as barbaric and un-Chris- 
tian, but this does not eradicate it. It would be foolish to shut 
our eyes to its almost universal presence. 

The white people of the Pacific coast, have no relations of 
a social nature with the Japanese now there, and it is not de- 
sirable that they should have. There is no mingling or fra- 
ternizing between the two races, while in the hearts of the white 
laborers this natural antagonism is rapidly growing into a feel- 
ing of enmity and hatred for the race which is taking away 
their means of subsistence by greatly underbidding them in the 
labor market. If the present influx of Asiaties continues, the 
race question will soon be more acute on the Pacific coast than 
it has been in the States of the South. We already haye one 
race problem on our hands, the solution of which no man can 
see, and I aver that this is enough without importing another 
one. We confidently appeal to our brothers of the South who 
are wrestling with this great problem not to be a party to forc- 
ing a similar problem upon us of the Pacific coast. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia that the South has always tried to stay by the Pacific 
coast on this question. 

Mr. HAYES. I am quite aware of that, and I will say to 
the gentleman from Alabama that the Pacific coast appreciate 
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the friendship and cooperation of the people of the South in this 
matter. 

It has been urged that the labor necessities of the Pacific 
coast demand this Mongolian immigration. Why, they say, 
your fruit industry, your mines, your seed farms can not be 
worked and developed without them. It is better that they 
never should be developed than that our white laborers should 
be driven out or degraded by Mongolians. The same arguments 
were no doubt used a century or so ago to justify the bringing 
of African labor to this country. But there is no labor demand 
upon the Pacific coast that can not be fully met with white 
laborers, if conditions are made such that they will wish to 
come and remain there. No self-respecting white laborer will 
work beside the Mongolian upon terms that will be satisfactory 
to the latter. The proposition whether we shall have white or 
yellow labor on the Pacific slope must soon be settled, for we 
can not have both. 

If Mongolians are allowed to freely come—and if they are 
they will come in large numbers—the white laborer will not go 
there. He will soon come to understand that that section of 
our country is no place for a laboring man, and he will shun it 
as he would a pestilence. And who can blame him? Would you 
wish to take up your residence permanently in Japan? Would 
you willingly subject your children as they grow to manhood and 
womanhood to the oriental environment, with its semibarbaric 
ideas and its stifling and filthy moral atmosphere? Yet what dif- 
ference is there between living with the Japanese in Japan and 
permitting the Japanese to come and live with you in California? 

A few years ago our people came to the Congress of the 
United States asking for protection against the evils that threat- 
ened them from incursions of large numbers of Chinese. When 
the conditions became understood the request was granted; the 
Chinese-exclusion acts were the answer. We are now asking 
for protection from a new danger, just as real and nearly as 
great as threatened us twenty-five years ago, and we shall keep 
on asking for protection from it until the generous people of 
the United States protect our children, our homes, our people 
by extending the Chinese-exclusion act to include all Mongolians. 
[Prolonged applause, ] 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Mr. Chairman, on the 21st of 
February quite accidentally I was precipitated into a contro- 
versy, or colloquy, rather, with the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. Hopkins] arising from his statement, which I knew to be 
erroneous, that nine-tenths of the Italians who come to this 
country are anarchists. Having knowledge that the statement 
was erroneous I thought it was only proper to draw his atten- 
tion to what was really the fact. As sometimes happens in 
colloquies, the gentleman said something later that, perhaps, 
had he been making a set speech, he would not have said. 
Knowing him as I do, I realize that he would be the last man 
to criticise either a Commonwealth or a portion of a Common- 
wealth, and that therefore when he somewhat sneeringly said 
he did not come to New York for his ideals, I realized that he 
was in a large measure carried away by the heat of debate. 

Nevertheless, as the remark was made, I think it proper at 
the first opportunity I have had to say a few words about New 
York, and to philosophize, perhaps, on the question of why the 
gentleman does not come to or stays away from the city of New 
York for his ideals. 

I was particularly sorry to have a criticism from the State 
of Kentucky, of which State every American citizen ought to be 
so justly proud, which State was, in fact, the first emigrant 
State; over whose broad acres flowed the emigrants from the 
North, South, and East, forming in those early days the first 
State not based on some colony from across the sea. That mix- 
ture of the hardiest type from all our races, as they then were, 
has produced a race of tall, strong, able men, such, for in- 
stance, as the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] or the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Bennett] who bears the same 
name as myself, and so far as personal habit and pulchritude 
is concerned I would extend the same remarks to the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. Horxrns] but for the fact that he was 
born in Virginia. Of the fair women of Kentucky the whole 
nation is proud, and the State of Lincoln and of Clay every true 
American must always hold in the highest regard. 

I presume the gentleman from Kentucky was talking about 
illiteracy, his criticism being largely based on the alleged fact 
that we are an illiterate crowd in New York. So I looked up 
his district. He lives in Floyd County, Ky. The native whites 
there of voting age are 30.6 per cent illiterates—that is, unable 
to read and write. Nearly one-third of the men who yote in 
the county in which he lives. [Laughter.] 

And then I looked up the county in which I have the honor to 
live, and a portion of which I represent, and found that in our 
native population, including negroes, who are slightly more 
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illiterate with us than the whites, we had only six-tenths of 1 
per cent of illiteracy. In other words, the gentleman's county 
is nearly sixty times as illiterate as ours. [Laughter.] Well, 
that is not quite fair. We have a mixed foreign population. 
Twelve and six-tenths per cent of the males of voting age of that 
population were illiterate according to the census of 1900. 

But the gentleman from Kentucky's native-born whites of 
yoting age were nearly three times as illiterate as our foreign- 
born voters, and to my utter amazement I found that in the 
formative period of the lives of the younger voters of Floyd 
County the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Horxrns] was for 
the space of more than five years school commissioner of that 
county. [Laughter.] So he can not criticise us on the ground 
of illiteracy with any degree of force. Then, as I have not had 
opportunity to do for a long time past in a somewhat busy 
life, I rather reviewed in my own mind what we have done of 
so disastrous, so far-reaching, and so reprehensible a nature that 
the gentleman from Floyd County would not come to us for his 
ideals, 

Does he criticise our judiciary? The final test of a judiciary 
as between people of different parties is the action of that ju- 
diciary upon political questions—where questions between po- 
litical parties are involved—and whether a man taken from 
the ranks of the bar, taken, as they usually are, from the ranks 
of active partisanship, can, when donning the ermine, sink the 
man and the partisan in the judge. So I looked up our history 
in that respect. I found that the last decision of an appellate 
court in our State where there was eyen the suspicion of poli- 
tics in a case between political parties was in 1856. So in fifty 
years there has not a political question gone up to an appellate 
court in the State of New York where the judges have divided 
on party lines. We had thirteen or fourteen cases go up this 
last fall to our appellate court in the city of New York, which 
he criticises. There are Democrats and Republicans in that 
court. I do not now recall whether at that moment the major- 
ity sitting were Democrats or Republicans. Nobody paid any 
attention to the fact as to which party was in the ascendancy, 
and in every one of those fourteen cases, with Democrats and 
Republicans sitting in appeals involving Democrats and Re- 
publicans, the decision was the unanimous decision of the 

-court. We had a question come up to our State court of ap- 
peals in 1891, involving the control of our State senate and the 
election of a United States Senator from that State, to which the 
gentleman will not go for his ideals, 

Our appellate court, composed of both Democrats anil Repub- 
licans, despite the fact that the pressure was tremendous, de- 
spite the fact that interest was intense, divided on lines outside 
of party, Republicans on both sides of the line, Democrats on 
both sides of the line, and decided the case according to the 
law as they construed it, and when a Democratic State can- 
vassing board violated the orders of that court it was Demo- 
cratic judges, one after the other, who issued the orders that 
punished them for such violation. So that our judiciary has not 
failed us in the city and in the State of New York. Some ques- 
tion might arise, and the gentleman raised one, as to the en- 
forcement of the law, but before I go into that I desire to say 
that we have good laws in New York. When they issued a 
statement here recently about conditions in the city of Wash- 
ington, anyone who will read it will find it said in that state- 
ment that our tenement law is a model for tenement-house 
laws. We passed a juvenile-court bill here yesterday. We 
have had one in New York for five years. We are at the front 
in things of that character. Are our laws enforced? 

Well, the test of that is, is life and property secure in. the 
city of New York? You can argue on that for days, but there 
is one thing you can not ever get away from. When a man 
makes a lot of money in any other part of the United Ststes, he 
quite usually comes to spend the balance of his life and the bal- 
ance of his money in New York City. [Laughter.] Now, if 
life and property were not secure, the man who yalued both 
would not come to the city of New York to put either at the 
mercy of violence. 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman 
a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNET of New Tork. Certainly. 

Mr. SIMS. Do people who go to New York because they have 
got money get more for their money than they do any place else? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Well, Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman will have to ask that of somebody else. I am not in that 
favored class, but I will say, however, that I have never had 
any objection to what I get for my money in New York. I de- 
sire to say, incidentally, that there is one Senator who is build- 
ing what I assume is a house in New York who I do not think 
is getting the worth of his money. [Laughter.] 


But life and property are secure. I have lived in the State 
of New York all of my life, and in the county of New York 
for thirteen years. I have never seen the time that I found it 
necessary for the purpose of protection to carry even a jack- 
knife. I haye never known of a man in my circle of acquaint- 
ances that carried a weapon, except my friends on the police 
force. I will walk through any street in New York at any hour 
of the day or night, and as long as I pay attention to my own 
business I will walk through in safety. The gentleman said 
that we had strikes and troubles. We do have strikes, but we 
do not haye violence. About a year ago 98 per cent of the 
operative force of the elevated and subway system walked out 
without a moment’s notice, and within a week or ten days 
their places were supplied—I will not say filled, because they 
were not immediately filled by as good men. The headquarters 
of those strikers was within half a block of where I lived, and 
there was not a time during all the time that the strike lasted 
when the streets in the neighborhood of the headquarters of 
those strikers were even unpleasant for women and children. 
There was no violence, there were no troops called out. We 
have a police force in the city of New York, and we all of us 
feel concerning it a good deal like the man who was down in 
Habana when the war with Spain broke out. He was talking 
with some Spanish officers, and they said: “ We have trans- 
ports, we have troops, and we will load our troops on those trans- 
ports and send them up there, and we will start the troops up 
Broadway, and then what will happen?” “Oh,” said the New 
Yorker, “send them up and the Broadway squad will arrest 
them.” [Laughter.] 

We have in New York the best fire department in the civil- 
ized world. The brave deeds of these men convince us that 
the race of heroes has not died and that our good American 
stock has not deteriorated through the foreign influx. I will 
tell you why people have that impression in regard to violence 
and everything of that sort in New York. When you get more 
than 400 miles away from New York all that the newspapers 
print about New York is details of crimes and violence and 
alleged humorous sayings of some of our police magistrates. 
But I am calling attention to facts. In the county of New York 
the last time that we called out troops was thirty-five years 
ago—in 1871—and we have got lots of them in New York if we 
had to call them out, but we do not have the need. We have 
had strikes of various kinds. We haye had longshoremen's 
strikes, we have had building trades strikes; we had 35,000 
men out at once in the city of New York without a hint of vio- 
lence. We have had strikes of teamsters, and other cities haye 
had strikes of teamsters, and you have read about it in the 
newspapers. We have thousands of employees of printing offices 
out on strike now, and you do not know it because neither they 
nor the men who are attempting to take their places are vio- 
lating the laws. We are an orderly people. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from 
yield? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Certainly- 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. You criticise, and very properly, too, the 
gentieman from Kentucky for the undemocratic and un-Amer- 
ican ideas he expressed on the floor of this House on the 2ist 
day of February last. Now, you follow that up by telling us of 
the peaceful conditions in New York under great stress, as in 
the case of strikes. Is it not a fact that the immigrant classes 
constitute a large portion of the labor classes of New York City, 
and that those immigrant classes haye been found in New York 
City in the congested portions and elsewhere to be perfectly 
peaceful and law-abiding, anxious to learn, desirous of assimi- 
lating with the citizenship of New York—— 

Mr. BENNET of New York. May I interrupt the gentleman 
to ask whether he is making this speech or I am? [Laughter 
and applause.] So far as he has gone I entirely agree with him. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Answering the inquiry put by my friend 
and colleague from New York, I want to say I desire to bring 
the gentleman from New York back to the immigrant question. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Well, I have not got to it yet. 
I will get to it. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Will the gentleman from New York 
pardon me a moment? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Yes; for a question; not for 
another speech. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. On the subject of workmen in New York 
City being engaged in labor strikes, as you say, at the present 
time, I want to call the attention of the gentleman from New 
York to the comment made by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. BENNET of New York.. If the gentleman will pardon 
me, I am going to come to that. I know what he has in mind. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. And the gentleman will yield later to me? 
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Mr. BENNET of New York. Yes. 

So I think I have demonstrated that to a very large extent 
we enforce the laws in New York. 

Now, what my friend from New York [Mr. GOLDFOGLE] was 
trying to call my attention to was that the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky criticised us because we had such a large foreign popula- 
tion, and that they brought us strikes and pauperism and low 
wages; so I thought I would look that matter up, and I got the 
last bulletin of our State department of labor—an absolutely 
unbiased bureau which collects facts and does not deal very 
much in conclusions—and I found that during the months of 
July, August, and September, 1905, the 358,493 organized wage- 
workers reporting to the bureau of labor statistics averaged 
seventy-three days of employment, which was more than ever 
before in the history of the State, and there were only seventy- 
seven days in which they could work during that period, so 
that for all causes, their own desire (and this was the vacation 
season), lack of material, lack of work, sickness, and everything 
else, organized labor in New York during that period was only 
unemployed four days out of seventy-seven, and they received 
and mind you this included apprentices, who get small wages, 
and it included some women who are not paid as high wages 
as men are—$246 wages, or an average of over a thousand dol- 
lars a year for labor, and I venture to say a much higher rate 
of wage than was paid in the county of Floyd, in the State of 
Kentucky. 

The last figures I have about unskilled labor are for 1904, 
and show that for all classes, including boys and girls over 14 
and women, wages had gone up from $1.13 per day to $1.39, but 
work was plentiful. 

A MEMBER. What do they pay in Floyd? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. The gentleman asks why I do 
not give what was paid down in the county of Floyd, and I will 
answer that it is because my heart is too tender. [Laughter.] 

Furthermore, the gentleman said, in substance, “ How about 
your sweat shops, where people toil for a mere pittance to keep 
body and soul together?” So I thought I would look up the 
sweat shops, and I found that between the years 1890 and 1900, 
in the clothing trade, which in its primary manufacturing sense 
is conducted largely in the sweat shops, so called, wages in- 
creased 46 per cent, and that during the month of July, 1905, 
wages were raised in those very sweat shops which he eriti- 
cises from 10 to 20 per cent. It does not look very much as if 
they were toiling for a pittance, does it? I found also that 
where we used to import $14,000,000 worth of ready-made 
clothes yearly from Germany, we now import but $2,000,000. 
We have transferred an industry to our own country. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I think it is just to my colleague 
that the gentleman from New York should state what they 
are receiving, so that if my colleague desires to respond he will 
have the facts as stated by the gentleman from New York, to 
which he can make response. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Yes; I think that is only fair, 
and I will state it as well as I can. Those people are not paid 
a daily wage nor a weekly wage. They are paid by piecework ; 
and when I sat for a brief period on the municipal court bench. 
and sat for one month in the district where they most largely 
live, I found—somewhat to my own astonishment, I must admit, 
for I had not so understood it up to that time—that the wages of 
the people that he said were striving for a mere pittance aver- 
aged over $20 a week. That is not a mere pittance, even in 
the city of New York—nor in the county of Floyd. [Laughter.] 
This, however, was not on the basis of an eight-hour day, and I 
have no exact statistics. 

We had not been injured very much, so far as I had found, 
and so I thought I would look a little bit on the side of the tax- 
payer and see how he has been hurt in the last fifteen years by 
the deplorable conditions which my friend seems to think ex- 
isted in the county of New York. And again I was surprised, 
for, in the engrossing duties of running for office almost every 
year and attending to my law business between campaigns and 
sessions, I had not kept up with these details. 

In 1890 the assessed valuation of the county of New York was 
$1,618,000,000 in round figures, which is some considerable 
property. In 1905 that had increased from $1,618,000,000 to 
$4,575,000,000. That is an increase of nearly three billions on 
the assessed valuation of our property. 

For the life of me I can not figure out why my friend from 
the county of Floyd could not come to New York for his ideals. 
The tone of our life is just as high, our material property is just 
as great, if not greater, our laws are enforced as well as they 
are in Floyd County, I undertake to say, or as well as they are 
in Breathitt County, Ky. And I would like to have read in 
my time a little clipping relating to that county in my friend’s 
own district. 


The Clerk read as follows: 
JUDGE HARGIS INDICTED FOR MURDER OF MARCUM. 
è Jackson, KY., February 24, 1906. 

The Breathitt County grand jury returned indictments to-day against 
ex-Judge James Hargis and Sheriff Ed Callahan, charging them with the 
deliberate murder of James B. Marcum, an attofney, who was assas- 
sinated on the streets of Jackson. 

I. F. French, John Smith, and John Abner were indicted as acces- 
sories. The indictments grew out of the famous Hargis-Cockrell feud 
which has caused so much bloodshed in Breathitt County. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Now, I will tell you the rest of 
that. Hargis was the county judge of that county. He had a 
difference of opinion with Marcum. Hargis was not the actual 
murderer of Marcum. He was too smart for that. Marcum 
was shot by a man named Curtis Jett, and I read in the news- 
papers only the other day that Curtis Jett, who shot down an 
officer of the court on the steps of the court-house in the county 
seat of Breathitt, is still at large, and worse than that 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say that 
Curtis Jett has been convicted and is serving a life sentence in 
the State penitentiary. x 

Mr. BENNET of New York. I am glad to be informed of that. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. And he is also the murderer of 
another party, and his other trial is set for some time in June. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. May I ask another question? 
Is Curtis Jett serving that sentence for killing Marcum or kill-- 
ing somebody else? 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I am not prepared to say. [Laugh- 
ter.] He is serving a life sentence. I understood the gentle- 
man’s statement to be that he was at large. He is serving a 
life sentence in the State penitentiary now and is indicted in 
another case which is to be tried, I think, in June, and I do not 
know whether it is the Cockrill case or the Marcum case; but he 
is under a life sentence in the State penitentiary now. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. It seems to me that Mr. Jett 
has been very busy in Breathitt County, and I think it is well he 
is serving a life sentence, from his record as disclosed by the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Smita]. At any rate, the point 
I wanted to make is well taken—that is, that Jett shot down an 
attorney in cold blood, and that though the shooting occurred 
nearly three years since he has not yet been tried for that par- 
ticular crime; but an appalling thing about the matter is that 
Hargis and Callahan were renominated last fall for their re- 
spective offices. To the everlasting credit of the people of 
Breathitt County they were overwhelmingly defeated. 

Now, the whole burden of the remarks of the gentleman from 
Kentucky rested on his allegation of what he believed to be 
facts, for he is an earnest man, even although he did not have 
much success as school commissioner in Floyd County. [Laugh- 
ter.] He thought, and thinks, that we are now in this alleged 
unfortunate condition because of immigration. He can have 
little personal knowledge of immigrants, as there are only 396 
aliens, all told, in his district. There are many of us who are 
foreign-born in New York County. I am not myself. My an- 
cestry dates back before 1750, so that I can speak dispassion- 
ately upon the subject. According to the census of 1900, 61.9 
per cent of the people of New York City were born in foreign 
countries. Now, with all that number in the city, what is there 
to show that foreign immigration has hurt us? I want to say 
for the benefit of gentlemen who think as the gentleman from 
Kentucky does, in regard to immigration, that they have left 
out of account entirely what, in my judgment, is the most 
important thing in regard to immigration. 

The original immigrant, who comes here over the age of 40, 
himself helps or hinders but little. It is the second generation, 
born of foreign parents, that counts in the United States; and 
we have that generation in New York City. It is not those 
adults who matter so much as it is the boys and girls born of 
those foreign parents, who start in our schools at the age of 5 
or under, remain in our schools until they are 14—for there is 
no child labor in the State of New York—remain in our schools 
sometimes until they are 16, 18, or 19 years of age. In our free 
schools in the city of New York you can start a child in at 43 
years in the public kindergarten—and without expense to him, 
eyen for books—you send him right on through the schools and 
the high school until he graduates from the College of the City of 
New York with a splendid education. Two graduates of that 
college are Members of this House to-day. [Applause.] 

That is what we have done. Gentlemen may say we are a 
bad people in New York; but we have stood there on the shore, 
where the ships came up from the great deep, and we have 
taken the man who did not have much money, because in the 
early days the man with money went farther west. We have 
taken the man burdened with a large family, who could not 
take them far west; we have taken the man who had just 
merely enough, just practically enough, to get to us and stay 


3756 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 13, 


there, and out of him and out of his descendants we have made 
American citizens. What is this question of money alongside of 
good citizens? [Loud applause.] In the city of New York 
alone we spend $27,000,000 a year for education in our public 
schools, and if we,need more we will spend more. [Applause.] 

The State of New York, in her entire school system; is spend- 
ing between $40,000,000 and $50,000,000; and the city of New 
York, burdened as they say by foreign immigration, contributes 
$125,000 a year under our State system of taxation to send 
money into the school districts up the State, where they have 
not a large number of foreign-born, as we haye, and the foreign- 
born are helping stand the burden of the education of native- 
born children in the rural districts. And those rural districts 
are maintaining education nobly. They were assessing them- 
selves as high as $25 on the thousand in the rural districts of 
New York so that every child in the Empire State could have an 
education, 

Personally I wish to make this point: Immigration has not 
hurt us. I am not now talking about restriction; I am not now 
talking about selection. I am talking about the facts of the 
past and what immigration has done for us and the way it has 
built us up. The late Senator Hoar truly said: 

For man rs a large majority of the 1 he ci Vork 
were of foreign birth 3 gat Mb g er mes these 
bave grown the elements of good citizenship and of honorable man- 
hood, and how wonderfully their sisters and daughters have grown in 
the elements of womanhood. Freedom is the best school-teacher. 

The Italian, the German, the Irishman, the Scandinavian, the 
Jew, the Hungarian, and all the rest, have all come in, and 
their children have come in, and in the second generation all of 
these races haye mingled and built up a composite manhood and 
womanhood of which the State of New York can well be proud. 
[ Applause. ] 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 16472— 
the legislative, judicial, and executive appropriation bill—and 
had come to no resolution thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 58. An act to prevent the unlawful wearing of the badge 
or insignia of the Grand Army of the Republic or other soldier 
organizations ; ; 

H. R. 8103. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. ; 

H. R. 122. An act to require the erection of fire escapes in cer- 
tain buildings in the District of Columba, and for other pur- 
poses ; 

H. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution for a report, etc, upon the 
preservation of Niagara Falls; 

H: R. 13398. An act to amend section 4400 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, relating to inspection of steam vessels ; 4 

H. R. 345. An act to provide for an increased annual appro- 
priation for agricultural experiment stations and regulating the 
expenditure thereof ; 

H. R. 15263. An act to authorize William Smith and associ- 
ates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near Wil- 
liamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line be- 
tween the States of West Virginia and Kentucky; and 

H. R. 8107. An act extending the public land laws to certain 
lands in Wyoming. 


SENATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS REFERRED, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were taken from the Speaker's table and 
referred to their appropriate committees, as indicated below : 

S. 2264. An act to provide for enlarging the public building 
at Roanoke, Va., in order to accommodate the United States 
courts—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 1830. An act for the removal of the quarantine station at 
San Diego, Cal., and to acquire a new site, and for other pur- 
poses—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 682. An act for the relief of Andrew H. Russell and Wil- 
liam R. Livermore—to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 4376. An act to' gnitclaim all the interest of the United 
States of America in and to a certain lot of land lying in the 
District of Columbia and State of Maryland to heirs of John C. 
Rives, deceased—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 4169, An act to authorize the sale of certain real estate in 


the District of Columbia belonging to the United States—to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 4046. An act to incorporate the Edes Home—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 4015. An act to construct and place a new light-ship at the 
entrance to Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, to replace the one 
now known as the“ Hen and Chickens light-ship ”—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4014. An act to construct and place a light-ship near the 
eastern end of Hedge Fence Shoal, at the entrance to Vineyard 
Sound, Massachusetts—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

S. 392. An act to extend the special leave privileges authorized 
for officers of the Military Academy by section 1330, Revised 
Statutes, to certain instructors and student officers at service 
schools—to the Committee on Military Affairs. - 

S. 3593. An act granting an honorable discharge to Joseph 
P. W. R. Ross—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 2450. An act for the relief of settlers upon the abandoned 
Fort Rice Military Reservation—to the Committee on Private 
Land Claims. 

Senate concurrent resolution No. 15: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed the following documents: 

First. Reports of the efficiency of various coals used by the United 
States ships from 1896 to 1898, inclusive, made by the Bureau of 
Equipment of the Navy in 1899. 

Second. Pages 47 to 71, inclusive, of the Report of the Bureau of 
Equipment ot the Navy for 1902, under the heading of “ Equipment ex- 

s abroad. 
Pe Third. Pages 55 to 67 of the report of said Bureau for 1903 under 
the same heading. 

Fourth. Letter from the Secretary of the Navy to Jonx T. MORGAN 
(with the accompanying statements), dated March 6, 1906, 

Said papers to be bound — drei in cloth, as one document, of which 

n 


the usual number shall be printed and bound for the use of the Senate, 
and 500 copies for the Navy Department 


To the Committee on Printing. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of 
the following titles: 

S. 671. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Conine ; 

S. 672. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hubbard; 

S. 466. An act granting an increase of pension to James II. 
Lewis; 

S. 325. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B. 
Burton ; 

S. 17. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi A. 
Tripp; 

S. 655. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles E. 
Bishop; 

S. 611. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Conrad; 

S. 623. An act granting an increase of pension to Bridget 
Evans; 

S. 220. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan F. 
Gates; 

S. 656. An act granting an increase of pension to Abraham 
Walters; 

S. 599. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 
Megrue; 

S. 218. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
White: 

S. 200. An act granting an increase of pension to Fredrich 
Behrens ; 

S. 203. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward E. 
Needham ; 

S. 187. An act granting an increase of pension to James II. 
Kane; 

S. 180. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. 


0 * 

S. 165. An act granting an increase of, pension to Henry 
Russell ; 

S. 162. An act granting an increase of pension to David D. 
Griffith ; 

S. 94. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert Wines; 

S. 19. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso B. 
Holland; 

S. 22. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Smith; 

S. 712. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 
McLauchlan; 

S. 597. An act granting an increase of pension to David M. 
Pearson ; 

S. 555. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry H. 
Hill; 
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S. 527. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
McPherran ; 

S. 589. An act granting a pension to Joseph u. Prentiss ; 

S. 548. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Carr; 

S. 492. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
Whitney ; 

S. 482. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos M. 
Runkel; — 

S. 446. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Duane; 

S. 251. An act granting an increase of pension to Martin L. 
Adams; and 

S. 675. An act granting a pension to Ulrika Bottcher. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS, 


Mr. DAWSON, by unanimous consent, obtained leave to with- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of Wilkerson E. Grubb, Fifty-seventh Con- 
gress, no adverse report having been made thereon. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred 
as follows: ` 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for Superior pierhead range 
light, Wisconsin—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Acting Secretary of the Navy submit- 
ting an estimate of appropriation for erection of guardhouse 
and dormitory for enlisted men at the naval station, Guan- 
tanamo, Cuba—to the Committee on Naval Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed, with illustrations. 

A letter from the president of the Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, relating to the inguiry as to the im- 
proyement of Anacostia flats—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an esti- 
mate of appropriation for rent of buildings occupied by troops 
at Borongan, Samar, P. L—to the Committee on Claims, and 
ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an esti- 
mate of appropriation for damages to private property by gun 
firing—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. HULL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16228) for the estab- 
lishment of a plant for the manufacture of powder for the 
United States Army, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2271); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. DAVEY of Louisiana, from the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the 
Senate (S. 4130) to authorize the Capital City Improvement 
Company, of Helena, Mont., to construct a dam across the Mis- 
souri River, reported the same without amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2273) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. TOWNSEND, from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the House joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 115) amending joint resolution instructing 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to make examinations into 
the subject of railroad discriminations and monopolies, and re- 
port on the same from time to time, approved March 7, 1906, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2274); which said joint resolution and report were re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 


Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Naval 
Affairs, to which was referred the Senate joint resolution (S. R. 
7) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to present the bell of 
the late U. S. sloop of war Germantown to the Site and Relic 
Society of Germantown, Pa., reported the same without amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2276); which said joint 
resolution and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of 
the House (H. R. 5328) making appropriation for the removal 
of the quarantine station at San Diego, Cal., and to acquire a 
new site, and for other purposes, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2277); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. WANGER, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House 
(H. R. 9324) to authorize the Fayette Bridge Company to con- 
struct a bridge over the Monongahela River, Pennsylvania, 
from a point in the borough of Brownsville, Fayette County, 
to a point in the borough of West Brownsville, Washington 
County, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2278); which said bill and report were referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 
2771) to establish a light and fog-signal station at or near 
Southwest Ledge, entrance to New London Harbor, Connecticut, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2279); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10432) granting 
an increase of pension to John E. Oyler, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2230); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13738) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry Hahn, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2231) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13840) granting 
an increase of pension to Absalom Shell, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2232); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14116) 
granting an increase of pension to John P. Rains, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2233); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13961) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Julius Buxbaum, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2234); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
13862) granting an increase of pension to Luther S. Holly, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2235) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14990) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Lucius D. Whaley, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2236); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14853) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Helen C. Sanderson, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2237) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16098) grant. 
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ing an increase of pension to Frederick Fenz, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2238); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16376) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Joseph Muncher, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2239) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15061) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Ethan Allen, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2240); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15397) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Edward Gillespie, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2241) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15840) 
granting an increase of pension to Edgar B. Hughson, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2242) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15885) granting 
an increase of pension to George M. Thompson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2243); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15780) 
granting an increase of pension to Peter Cole, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2244); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10408) granting 
a pension to Anna E. Middleton, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2245) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11256) granting 
an increase of pension to William M. Ewing, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2246); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12389) granting 
an increase of pension to Isaiah B. McDonald, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2247); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11692) granting 
an increase of pension to John P. Wishart, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2248); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12049) granting 
an increase of pension to Rolland Havens, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2249) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12017) granting 
an increase of pension to James B. Simkins, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2250) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
13445) granting an increase of pension to Thomas L. Blanchard, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2251); which said bill and report were referred to the Pri- 
vate Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12663) granting 
an increase of pension to Frederick Friebele, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2252); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13487) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel R. Lowry, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2253); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (II. R. 12526) granting an increase of pension 
to Solomon Johnson, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2254); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar, 


Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11348) granting 
an increase of pension to Cynthia Vernon, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2255); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7483) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Lawrence V. Whitcraft, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2256) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9910) 
granting an increase of pension to John McCoy, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2257) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10298) granting 
an increase of pension to Oliver C. Redic, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2258); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8953) granting 
an increase of pension to Letullius Cook, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2259); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4671) granting 
an increase of pension to W. H. Brady, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2260); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7243) granting 
an increase of pension to Moses B. Page, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2261); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5712) granting 
an increase of pension to Caroline Dehlendorf, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2262); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 603) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas Blyth, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2263); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12390) granting 
an increase of pension to John W. Raynor, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2264); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14780) granting 
an increase of pension to John A. Royer, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2265); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
1793) granting an increase of pension to Playford Gregg, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2266); which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 7 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14989) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Arcatie E. Thompson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2267); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 5 
Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2491) granting 
a pension to Edwin A. Botsford, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2268); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3318) granting 
an increase of pension to Eunice M. Carr, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2269); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 14117) 
granting an increase of pension to William H. H. Fellows, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2270) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar, 
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Mr. PAYNE, from the Committee on Ways and Means, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16290) to post- 
pone until 1937 the maturity of $250,000 of 4 per cent United 
States bonds held in trust for the benefit of the American Print- 
ing House for the Blind, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2272) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
7630) granting an increase of pension to Henry W. Higley, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2275); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII. bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 16671) permitting the 
building of a dam across the St. Joseph River near the village 
of Berrien Springs, Berrien County, Mich.—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 16672) to punish the cutting, 
chipping, or boxing of trees on the public lands—to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (II. R. 16673) granting to the Ter- 
ritory of Oklahoma, for the use and benefit of the University 
Preparatory School of the Territory of Oklahoma, section 33 
in tawnship No. 26 north of range No, 1 west of the Indian 
meridian, in Kay County, Oklahoma Territory—to the Commit- 
tee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. OTJEN: A bill (H. R. 16674) to purchase the his- 
torical art window, by Maria Herndl, of George Washington, 
and so forth—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 16675) to fix the salaries and 
define the duties of district attorneys in Alaska—to the Com- 
mittee on the@udiciary. 

By Mr. ESCH: A bill (H. R. 16676) to promote the safety 
of employees and travelers upon railroads by limiting the hours 
of service of employees thereon—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR (by request): A bill (H. R. 16677) to 
purchase Miss Caroline L. Ransom's oil painting of the late 
Maj. Gen. George H. Thomas, United States Army—to the Com- 
mittee on the Library. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 16678) authorizing 
the construction of a hospital building at Columbus Barracks, 
Ohio—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DAWES: A bill (H. R. 16679) to regulate the retire- 
ment of certain veterans of the civil war—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
119) providing for a survey of the Northwest Fork of Nanti- 
coke River, Maryland—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 16680) for the relief of 
the heirs of James Kirk, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 16681) grant- 
ing a pension to Gustave Bergen—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16682) 
granting an increase of pension to William Hammond—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16683) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah Jane McNeil—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE: A bill (H. R. 16684) granting a pension to 
Christian F. Graul—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16685) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas MceWaid—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16686) granting an increase of pension to 
William J. Harly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16687) granting an increase of pension to 
Jefferson G. Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16688) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph V. Stevenson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16689) granting an increase of pension to 
George A. S. Apger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: A bill (H. R. 16690) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Isaac N, Fordyce—to the Committee on In- 
yalid Pensions. 


By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16691) for the 
relief of Albert Zeigler—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16692) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph M. Allen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16693) granting an increase of pension to 
Sanson W. Smalley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRESSER: A bill (H. R. 16694) granting an increase 
of pension to Eli Erhard—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16695) granting an increase of pension to 
Agnes McCracken—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 16696) to remove the 
charge of desertion standing against the name of Henry Shaver, 
erroneously made as to Company G, Forty-third Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FLACK: A bill (H. R. 16697). granting a pension to 
Eliza Holbrook—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16698) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry H. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16699) granting an increase of pension to 
Louis P. Chandler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16700) granting 
a pension to Elvira Moore—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16701) granting a pension to Jacob H. 
Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. -+ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16702) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Ault—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 16703) granting a pen- 
sion to William McCoy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 16704) 
granting a pension to Lucy C. Strout—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 16705) for the relief of the 
legal heirs of John G. Burrus, deceased—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 16706) granting an increase 
of pension to Alexander Thacker—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 16707) granting an 
honorable discharge to James H. Davis—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16708) granting an honorable discharge ‘to 
Andrew J. Lane—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 16709) granting a pension to 
Susan Harkey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: A bill (H. R. 16710) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the military record of J. D. Schneider— - 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 16711) for the relief of Albert 
R. Heilig—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 16712) to correct the military 
record of William B. Smith—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. LLOYD: A bill (H. R. 16713) granting an increase 
of pension to George C. Saul—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LONGWORTH: A bill (H. R. 16714) granting a pen- 
sion to Abbie E. Barr—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 16715) granting to the 
regents of the University of Oklahoma section No. 36, in town 
ship No. 9 north of range No. 3 west of the Indian meridian, 
in Cleveland County, Oklahoma Territory—to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16716) granting an 
increase of pension to Gideon T. Denton—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16717) granting an increase of pension to 
Sterling Hughes—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 16718) granting an increase 
of pension to James Miltimore—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: A bill (H. R. 16719) granting an increase 
of pension to John N. McCullough—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16720) granting an increase of pension to 
Mathew H. Clarke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16721) granting an increase of pension to 
Richard Sparrow—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16722) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles W. Strobel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16723) granting an increase of pension to 
H. C.-Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: A bill (H. R. 16724) granting an in- 
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crease of pension to James S. Burgess—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MORRELL: A bill (H. R. 16725) removing the charge 
of desertion from the military record of Francis Remline—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles, which 
were thereupon referred, as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 16605) to remove the charge of desertion from 
the military record of James Charles Cramer—Committee on 
Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

A bill (H. R. 15490) granting a pension to Mary E. Darcy— 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 16651) granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
P. Sandifer—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

A bill (H. R. 2943) for the relief of James L. Carpenter— 
Committee on War Claims discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 9282) granting an increase of pension to Heury 
J. Kelly—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By Mr. AIKEN: Petition of the bar of Cherokee County, S. C., 
for a United States court to be held at Chester, S. C.—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALLEN: Petition of Daniel B. Cable and 57 others, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BABCOCK : Petition of citizens of Wisconsin, against 
bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of the American Zine and 
Chemical Company, for bill H. R. 7006—to the Committee on 
Mines and Mining. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of David S. Taylor— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Wholesale Liquor Dealers’ Association, 
relative to the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, rela- 
tive to a ship-subsidy law—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the American Wine Growers’ Association, 
for a pure-wine law—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for a forest reservation in the White Mountains, ete.— to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Capt. Thomas Espy Camp, Sons of Veterans, 
against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: Petition of citizens of Missouri, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BATES: Petition of Ida Akerly and H. Akerly, for 
investigation of the fraud order—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Musicians’ Protective Association of Erie, 
Pa., for bill H. R. 8748—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of A. M. Howes, of Erie, Pa., for the pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Mrs. Julia Bentley, of Corry, Pa., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Builders’ Exchange of Erie, Pa., against 
the Gilbert anti-injunction bill—to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

Also, petition of Ida M. Tarbell, of New York City, for the 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of Thomas A. 
Dans, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: Petition of citizens of Colorado, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BROWN: Petition of citizens of Marshfield, Wis., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 


By Mr: BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Southern 
Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, of 
Virginia, relative to pay of inmates on furlough—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the American Zine and Chemical Company, 
for bill H. R. 7006—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylyania Women, 
for the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
to preserve Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Merchants’ Association of New York, 
relative to the ship-subsidy bill—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Harry H. Willock, for bill H. R. 15438—to 
the Committee in Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of W. W. Lawrence & Co., of Pittsburg, against 
the free alcohol bills—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of J. J. Haas, for a pure-food law—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of W. C. Temper, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Wholesale Liquor Dealers’ Association, 
of Philadelphia, relative to the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
relative to a forest reserve in the White Mountains—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of H. F. Kaufman, of McKeesport, Pa., for an 
amendment to the pure-food bill—to*the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. = 

Also, petition of H. K. Ostman, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Pennsylvania Federation of Women, for 
the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of a business firm of Pittsburg, for the pure- 
food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, * 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Southern 
Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, of 
Virginia, relative to pay of inmates on furlough—to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: Paper to accompany Dill for 
relief of Julian F. Toney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Benjamin Francis— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: Petition of the News Gleaner, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. COCKRAN: Petition of the Helper Monthly, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. COLE: Petition of 400 citizens of Findlay, Ohio, 
against nullification of State liquor laws to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of 400 citizens of Findlay, Ohio, against sale 
of liquor in United States buildings—to the Committee on Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of the Ohio Sons of Veterans, against bill H. R. 
8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of citizens of Wis- 
consin, against religious legislation in the District of Colum- 
bia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Susie A. Jeffirs, against spoliation of Niagara 
Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Mrs. I. A. Whiffin, for preservation of 
Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Rock River Lodge, No. 210, Brotherhood of 
Railway Trainmen, for bills H. R. 239 and 9238 and S. 1657— 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of the Teachers’ Art Club of 
Pittsburg, for protection of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pittsburg, for the McCumber- 
Sperry bill—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of independent tobacco manufacturers, against 
bill H. R. 50—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DARRAGH: Petition of 18 citizens of St. Louis, 
Mich., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: Paper to accompany bill for 
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relief of Robert A. A. Collins—to the Committee on Invalid 
Eensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of West Virginia, against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Randolph County, W. Va., for a 
statue of Commodore John Barry—to the Committee on the 
Library. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Albert Zeigler—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Sanson W. Smal- 
ley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of the Wilton Advocate Review, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. } 

Also, petition of F. G. Gode and C. R. Ham, of Marengo, Iowa, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of 23 citizens of Iowa, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Commercial Club, of Williamsburg, Iowa, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Cornelius Cahil— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DEEMER: Petition of the State Federation of Penn- 
Sylvania Women, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for a forest reservation in the White Mountains—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for the Morris law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DRISCOLL: Petition of National Grange of West 
Eaton, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of the California Fruit Growers’ Ex- 
change, relative to private car lines—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. FIELD: Petition of citizens of Texas, against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Corsicana, Tex., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Texas, for a parcels post—to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. FLACK: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Louis 
P. Chandler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Eliza Holbrook— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of the Minnesota State Edi- 
torial Association, against the tariff on linotype machines—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: Petition of the Union Label, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: Petition of citizens of Missouri, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of J. E. Hammack, for répeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Christian Schlos- 
sen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the American Wine Growers’ Association, for 
the Fassett pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Federation of Labor, for legislation rela- 
tive to vessels carrying passengers—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Charles H. Williams, against a parcels post— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of William V. Chalmers, for the Mondell bill 
(H. R. 7006)—to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

Also, petition of the California Fruit Growers’ Exchange, rel- 
ative to private car lines—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of Brookfield 
Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 


Also, petitions of Oakham (Mass.) Grange, Petersham 
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Grange, and Phillipston Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of W. W. Ransen & Co. and other business 
firms, against free-seed distribution—to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, 

Also, petition of North Orange (Mass.) Grange, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alecohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the Wholesale Liquor Dealers’ 
League, against the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Emily C. Scott, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of W. W. Lawrence & Co., against the free-alco- 
hol bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of the American Wine Growers’ Association, for 
the pure-wine bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HARDWICK: Petition of Columbus (Ohio) Iron and 
Steel Company and the Roper Lumber Company, against the 
Littauer bill—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Meas- 
ures. A 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Williamstown Grange, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of Bristol Grange, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of the Portland Board of 
Trade, for investigation of irrigation benefits—to the Committee 
on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of citizens and the First Baptist 
Church of Wellington, against nullification of State liquor 
laws—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Willi- 
mantic, Conn., against nullification of State liquor laws—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Petition of citizens of Beatrice, Nebr., 
for a public building—to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

By Mr. HITT: Petition of James Bleakly, for the pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HULL: Petition of citizens of Iowa, against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KLINE: Petition of the Item, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: Petition of the International Associa- 
tion of Steam, Hot Water, and Power Pipe Helpers, against 
bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of L. H. Proctor et al., against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LONGWORTH: Petition of citizens of Cincinnati, 
Ohio, against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of the Organized Milk Dealers 
of Chicago, for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of citizens of Michigan, for retention 
of the 10-cent tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for a parcels post—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for the Hepburn rate 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for good roads—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 3 

By Mr. MANN: Petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union, rela- 
tive to service on passenger vessels—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of Chicago, for the metric system—to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of the Chicago Federation of Labor, relative to 
service on passenger vessels—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of citizens of Chicago, relative to the Kongo 
Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MAYNARD: Petition of citizens of Norfolk, Va., for 
bill H. R. 8902—to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. MILLER: Petition of members of Thomas Doan Post, 
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No. 314, of Lebo, Kans., for simplification of the pension laws 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Arthur Hind, for the Grange good-roads bill— 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Arthur Hind, for a parcels-post—to the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Arthur Hind, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Arthur Hind, for the Hepburn rate bill—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Arthur Hind, for the tax of 10 cents per 
pound on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MINOR: Petition of the Oconto Reporter, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Sterling Hughs—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Gideon H. Den- 
ton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of the Madera Board of Trade, 
relative to the Reclamation Service and an irrigation system— 
to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of Stratton & Hanson, Ben D. 
Rupp, and Anderson & Thorson, for a parcels-post law—to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. PARSONS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Henry Teetor—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the American Illustrated Magazine, against 
55 tariff on linotype machines —to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of citizens of New York State, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Rochester, for the antigambling measure—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PUJO: Petition of New Orleans Council of the United 
Commercial Travelers of America, relative to the bankruptcy 
law—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the New Orleans Board of Trade, relative to 
railway rate legislation—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Franklin, for a post-office building 
in Franklin, Tenn.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

Also, petition of the New Orleans Clearing House Association, 
relative to the quarantine bill—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of Warren Milby, against the 
r on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. REEDER :: Petition of the Western News, against the 
3 on linotype machines —to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. RUCKER: Petition of the Democrat, against the 
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 


Means. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: Petition of the T. A. Snider Preserve 
Company, relative to the pure-food bill—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: Petition of W. W. Lambeth et al., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: Petition of the Baptist Church of 
Emerson, Iowa, for an amendment to the Constitution abolish- 
ing polygamy—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Iowa, against religious legislation 
in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH: Petition of citizens of Mich- 
igan, for enactment of the Hepburn bill—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, for retention of the tax 
of 10 cents per pound on oleomargarine—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: Petition of citizens of Bowling Green, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Petition of citizens of Bowie, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of New York: Petition of the National 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Marcu II, 


Druggist, of St. Louis, Mo., relative to the pure-food bill—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of Cocheco Grange, Dover, 
N. H., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Charles C. Whitney, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Minnesota, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 


SENATE. 


WEDNESDAY, March 14, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s 
proceedings; when, on request of Mr. Loner, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 

ESTIMATE OF APPROPRIATION. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior submitting an estimate of 
appropriation, for inclusion in the Indian appropriation bill 
for the fiscal year 1907, to pay to Sandeval, a Navaho Indian, 
for land and damages to his crops taken by the United States 
on the Navaho Indian Reservation in 1903 for a building site, 
$50; which, with the accompanying papers, was referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tion, and they were thereupon signed by the Vice-President : 

S. 17. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi A. 
Tripp; 

S. 19. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso B. 
Holland ; 

S. 22. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Smith ; 

8. 94. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert Wines; 

S. 162. An act granting an increase of pension to David D. 
Griffith ; 

S. 165. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Russell ; 

8. 180. An act granting an Increase of pension to Joseph W. 


S. 157. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Kane: 
S. 200. An act granting an increase of pension to Fredrich 


act granting an increase of pension to Edward E. 


act granting an increase of pension to James 
White; 

S. 220. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan F. 
Gates; 


S. 251. An act granting an Increase of pension to Martin L. 
Adams; 
4 325. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B. 

urton; 

S. 446. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Duane; 

S. 466. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Lewis; 

S. 482. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos M. 
Runkel; 

S. 492. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
Whitney; 

S. 527. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
McPherran ; 

S. 548. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Carr; 

S. 555. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry H. 
Hill; 


S. 589. An act granting a pension to Joseph L. Prentiss; 

S. 597. An 
Pearson; 

S. 599. An 


Megrue; 


act granting an increase of pension to David M. 
act granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 
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S. 623. An act granting an increase of pension to Bridget 
Evans; 

S. 641. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Conrad; 

S. 655. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles E. 
Bishop; 

S. 656. An act granting an increase of pension to Abraham 


Walters; 

S. 671. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Conine; 

S. 672. An act granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hubbard; 

S. 675. An act granting a pension to Ulrika Bottcher; 

S. 712. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M. 
McLauchlan ; 


H. R. 58. An act to prevent the unlawful wearing of the badge 
or insignia of the Grand Army of the Republic or other soldier 
organizations ; 

H. R. 122. An act to require the erection of fire escapes in cer- 
tain buildings in the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses ; 

H. R. 345. An act to provide for an increased annual appro- 
priation for agricultural experiment stations and regulating the 
expediture thereof ; 

H. R. 8103. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. ; 

H. R. 8107. An act extending the public land laws to certain 
lands in Wyoming; 

H. R. 13398. An act to amend section 4400 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, relating to inspection of steam vessels; 

H. R. 15263. An act to authorize William Smith and associ- 
-ates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near Wil- 
-liamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line be- 
tween the States of West Virginia and Kentucky; and 

H. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution for a report, and so forth, upon 
the preservation of Niagara Falls. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. KEBAN. I present a petition of the New Jersey Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, praying for the 
enactment of legislation relative to transportation of animals 
on railroads. The petition is short, and I ask that it be read 
and lie on the table. 

There being no objection, the petition was read, and ordered 
to lie on the table, as follows: 

[New Jersey Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.] 


To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United States of America in Congress assembled: 


The New Jersey Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, a 
society duly incorporated and chartered under the laws of New Jersey, 
respectfully represents that information has been received that a strong 
effort is being made to secure from the present Congress an alteration 
of the law relating to the transportation of animals on railroads, so 
that instead of the act which uires them to be fed and watered once 
in twenty-eight hours there shall be substituted an act increasing the 
time between feeding and watering to thirty-six hours. Such change of 
the law we belleve would be conducive to great suffering, and would 
be nos only detrimental to public health, but an outrage against hu- 
manity. 

In behalt of the New Jersey Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Animals. 
G. WISNER THORNE, 
President New Jersey Society for the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. 
NEWARK N. J., March 13, 1906. 


Mr. LODGE presented a petition of the Woman's Club and 
of sundry citizens of Nahant, Mass., praying for the establish- 
ment of a forest reserve in the White Mountains, and also for 
the enactment of legislation to prevent the destruction of Ni- 
agara Falls on the American side by the diversion of the waters 
for manufacturing purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union of Wilton, N. H., praying for an inves- 
tigation of the charges made and filed against Hon. REED SMOOT, 
a Senator from the State of Utah; which was referred to the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented a petition of the Cook & Stoddard Auto- 
mobile Company, of Washington, D. C., praying that they be 
granted a hearing on the so-called“ Sims bill” to regulate the 
speed of automobiles in that city; which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FULTON (for Mr. ANKENY) presented a memorial of 
sundry citizens of Lind, Wash., remonstrating against the pas- 
sage of the so-called“ parcels-post bill;“ which was referred 
to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. A 

Mr. McCUMBER presented a petition of the Drainage Con- 
ference of Grand Fork, N. Dak., praying that an appropriation 
be made to drain Red River Valley in that State; which was 
referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


Mr. BURKETT presented a memorjal of sundry citizens of 
Chadron, Nebr., and a memorial of the Nebraska State Associa- 
tion of Commercial Clubs, remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called “ parcels-post bill;” which were referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Sidney, 
Nebr., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the 
duty on denaturized alcohol; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented the petition of Milton Sovereign, mayor of 
York, Nebr., praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit 
express companies from shipping liquors to parties marked 
C. O. D.,“ or to fictitious names in prohibition towns, counties, 
or States; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, 

He also presented a petition of the Farmers’ Institute of the 
State of Nebraska, and a petition of the State board of agri- 
culture of Nebraska, praying for the enactment of legislation to 
encourage the teaching of agriculture in the public schools; 
which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

Mr. FRYE presented a memorial of the Cumberland County 
Pharmaceutical Association, of Maine, remonstrating against 
the enactment of legislation requiring the formula of a pro- 
prietary medicine to be printed on the package; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. SIMMONS presented a petition of Local Council No. 85, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Elk Park, N. C., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration ; 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. ALLISON presented a petition of G. E. Boynton Lodge, 
No. 138, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Eagle Grove, 
Iowa, praying for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ lia- 
bility bill,” and also the“ anti-injunction bill;” which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First 
Presbyterian Church of Fort Dodge, Iowa, praying for the 
adoption of an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit 
polygamy; which was referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Mr. DRYDEN presented the memorial of Robert Biddle, of 
Riverton, N. J., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
ealled “ anti-injunction bill;” which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the National Paint, Oil, and 
Varnish Association of New York City, N. Y., praying for the 
passage of the so-called“ Hepburn railroad rate bill;” which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Maritime Association of 
the Port of New York, of New York City, N. Y., praying for the 
passage of the so-called “ Littlefield anticompulsory pilotage 
bill;” which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented the petition of Caroline West Murphy, of 
Point, Pleasant, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to protect animals, birds, and fish in the forest reserves; which 
was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the 
Protection of Game. 

He also presented the memorial of John Schmalz’s Sons, of 
Hoboken, N. J., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called “ employers’ liability bill” and also the anti-injunction 
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. 

He also presented the petition of George Morris, of Bloomfield, 
N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to incorporate the 
National Education Association of the United States; which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. PENROSE presented a petition of the New Century Club, 
of Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to prevent the destruction of Niagara Falls on the American 
side by the diversion of the waters for manufacturing purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. CLAY. I present a petition of the Atlanta Chamber of 
Commerce, praying for the maintenance of the fast mail service 
between New York and New Orleans, via Washington, Atlanta, 
and Montgomery. The petition is short, and I ask that it be 
printed in the Record, and referred to the Committee on Post- 
Offices and Post-Roads. 

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


To the Congress of the United States: 


The directors of the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, representing the 
commercial interests of this city, which is one of the most important 
mail points in the South and the commercial center of the Southern 
States, respectfully petition your honorable body to continue the appro- 
priation heretofore made for the maintenance of the fast mail service 
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between New York and New Orleans, via Washington, Atlanta, and 


Montgomery. 


appropriation has been made by Congress for twelve and 
dur the las last two years the d companies carrying the’ mail 
over this route have, at their own established a train exciu- 
sively devoted to the mail service, further shortening the time and 
3 service which had been established by the ald of the 
appropriation. 
is service is of vast importance to all of the territory between 
Washington and New Orleans and to other territory reached by side 
lines branching out from a main route. To withdraw the 9 
tion at this time 9 pple bong — ks and do very great harm to 
the business interests 755 territory, whose need 
for quick 3 3 eye th the growth of popu- 
lation and the still more rapid growth of — — 
We therefore petition your honorable body that the appropriation be 


continued. 

The above 8 adopted Haren . 1908 the directors of the Atlanta 
ay, 

7 908 G. Cooper, Secretary. 


Chamber of Commerce, Fr 

Mr. CLAY presented a memorial of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Atlanta, Ga., remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH presented a petition of the North Da- 
kota Drainage League, praying for the appointment of a joint 
commission to investigate the Red River of the North and its 
tributaries, and for an appropriation to defray the expenses 
thereof; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. BURKBETT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 3284) granting an increase of pension to Charles B. 
Fox; 

A ‘pill (S. 2973) granting an increase of pension to Minard 
Van Patten; and 

A bill (8. 563) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Martin. 

Mr. BURKETT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 3566) granting an increase of pension to John Car- 

penter ; 

ar bill (H. R. 11687) granting an increase of pension to Matt 
Fitzpatrick ; 

A bill (H. R. 7229) granting an increase of pension to Slater 
D. Lewis; 

A bill (I. R. 3255) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 


N. Ray 

A bill (E. R. 1787) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
M. West; 

A bill (H. R. 1857) granting a pension to Emeline Malone; 

A bill (H. R. 1685) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Bedient; 

A bill (H. R. 11689) granting an increase of pension to Byard 
H. Church; 

A bill (H. R. 8289) granting an increase of pension to Isaac J. 
Holt; 
A bill (H. R. 7223) granting an increase of pension to George 
Blair; 

A bill (H. R. 7815) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
G. Covell; 

A bill (H. R. 6988) granting an increase of pension to Sey- 
mour Cole; 

A bill (H. R. 5553) granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
L. Kendall; 

A bill (H. R. 5564) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
G. Cluck; 

A bill (H. R. 11516) granting an increase of pension to Mar- 
quis D. L. Staley; 

A bill (H. R. 4616) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam W. West; 

A bill (H. R. 4759) granting an increase of pension to Jane 
E. Bullard ; 

A bill (H. R. 4810) granting an increase of pension to Jerome 

ll; 


A bill (H. R. 4816) granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Sherwood ; 

A bill (H. R. 10271) granting an increase of pension to Ste- 
phen G. Smith; 

A bill (H. R. 10817) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Morgan; 

A bill (H. R. 11886) granting an increase of pension to Solo- 
mon R. Trueblood ; and 

A bill (H. R. 12278) granting an increase of pension to 
Verelle S. Willard. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 4652) for the relief of the State of Rhode 


rsa reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report 
ereon. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 
ree bill (8. 1302) granting an increase of pension to William A. 

urray 

A Di (S. 2540) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
S. Miller. 

Mr. OVERMAN; from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 3632) to amend an act entitled “An act 
granting an increase of pension to soldiers of the Mexican war 
in certain cases,” approved January 5, 1893, reported it with 
an amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. FRYE, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 30) to remove discriminations against 
American sailing vessels in the coasting trade, reported it with- 
out amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PERKINS, from the Committee on Appropriations, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 14171) making appropria- 
tions for fortifications and other works of defense, for the 
armament thereof, for the procurement of heavy ordnance for 
trial and service, and for other purposes, reported it with 
amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Territories, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4256) for the relief of the 
Alaska Short Line Railway and Navigation Company’s Rail- 
road, reported it without amendment, and submitted a report 
thereon. 

REAR-ADMIRAL C. H. DAVIS, UNITED STATES NAVY. 


Mr. LODGE. From the Committee on Foreign Relations 1 
report back favorably without amendment the bill (S. 4969) 
granting permission to Rear-Admiral C. H. Davis, United States” 
Navy, to accept a silver cup and salver and a silver punch bowl 
and cups tendered to him by the British and Russian ambassa- 
dors, respectively, in the name of their Governments, and I 
ask for its present consideration. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JOSE I. RODRIGUEZ, 


Mr. KEAN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to whom was referred the 
resolution reported by Mr. Morcan, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, on the 7th instant, reported it without 
amendment; and it was considered by unanimous consent, and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the grapes of the Senate be, and he hereby — 
authorized and directed to to pay Jose I. Rodriguez the sum of $60 (for 
eaten certain pa aii or the use of the Committee on 9 


pect age from the miscellaneous items of the contingent fund of 
ate 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. SIMMONS introduced a bill (S. 5076) authorizing a pub- 
lic building at Lexington, N. C.; which was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bin (S. 5077) granting an increase of pension to Gabriel 


Cody 

A in (S. 5078) granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
Davis; 

A bill (S. 5079) granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. 
Hunter; and 

A bill (S. 5080) granting an increase of pension to William 


y. 

Mr. LODGE introduced a bill (S. 5081) granting a pension 
to Lucy Florette Nichols; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. ALLISON introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5082) granting an increase of pension to David N. 
Winsell ; 

A bill (S. 5083) granting an increase of pension to A. B. 
Frisbie; - 

A bill (S. 5084) granting a pension to John W. Connell: and 
805 bill (S. 5085) granting an increase of penslon to Ellen 

novan. 
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Mr. ALLISON introduced a bill- (S. 5086) for the relief of 
Martha A. Allen; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. CRANE introduced a bill (S. 5087) for the relief of Anna 
M. Orne; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. PATTERSON introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5088) granting an increase of pension to Frances O. 
Canby ; 

A bill (S. 5089) granting an increase of pension to John S. 
Hardy; and 

A bill (S. 5090) granting an increase of pension to Abel M. 
Lackey. 

Mr. RAYNER (for Mr. Gorman) introduced the following 
bills; which were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5091) granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
Tyrrell (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5092) granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Feigley (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5093) granting an increase of pension to Josiah F. 
Staubs ; : 

A bill (S. 5094) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
F. Baublitz ; 

A bill (S. 5095) granting a pension to Jeremiah McKenzie; 
and 

A bill (S. 5096) granting a pension to Eugene Goldin. 

Mr. RAYNER (for Mr. Gorman) introduced a bill (S. 5097) 
to complete the grading of Pennsylvania avenue east to the Dis- 
trict line and open the same to traffic; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FRAZIER introduced a bill (S. 5098) to pension all sol- 
diers, sailors, and militiamen who served in the Army or Navy 
of the United States for sixty days in the war with Mexico, 
and who were honorably discharged therefrom, at the rate of 
$20 per month, and also, placing the widows of such soldiers 
and sailors who were married prior to June 27, 1890, upon the 
pension rolls of the United States at the rate of $12 per month; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Claims: 

A bill (S. 5099) for the relief of the estate of David Wise; 

A bill (S. 5100) for the relief of the estate of John Chesney, 
deceased ; 

A bill (S. 5101) for the relief of T. T. Ricketts and L. C. 
Ricketts (with accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 5102) for the relief of the legal heirs of John G. 
Burrus, deceased (with an accompanying paper). 

Mr. TELLER intreduced a bill (S. 5103) referring to the 
Court of Claims the claim of the Shoshone Indians to title in 
all of the Wind River Reservation, and so forth; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. DANIEL introduced a bill (S. 5104) granting a pension to 
Ellen Bernard Lee; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5105) granting a pension to 
Mrs. Michael Hughes; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SMOOT introduced a bill (S. 5106) granting an increase 
of pension to John Adshead; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

Mr. RENROSE introduced a bill (S. 5107) granting a pension 
to Mary Zoi Randall; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. DRYDEN introduced a bill (S. 5108) granting an increase 
of pension to Marie Louise Michie; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. FORAKHER introduced a bill (S. 5109) for the purchase 
of a painting of the late Maj. Gen. George H. Thonias, United 
States Army; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on the Library. 

Mr. CLAY (by request) introduced a bill (S. 5110) to remove 
the charge of desertion from the military record of Henry Mitch- 
elson and to grant him an honorable discharge; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5111) for the relief of the es- 


tate of George Patten, deceased; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

Mr. BACON introduced a bill (S. 5112) for the relief of the 
heirs of Anderson Mayfield, deceased; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

Mr. DANIEL introduced a bill (S. 5113) granting a pension to 
Louisa C. Sandy; which was read twice by its title, and, with 
the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

Mr. HANSBROUGH introduced a bill (S. 5114) granting an 
increase of pension to Lizzie B. Cusick; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a joint resolution (S. R. 42) extending the 
time for opening to public entry the unallotted lands on the 
ceded portion of the Shoshone or Wind River Indian Reserva- 
tion in Wyoming; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Public Lands. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. RAYNER (for Mr. Gorman) submitted an amendment 
authorizing the payment to Lorenzo A. Bailey of $6,155.22, out 
of any money in the Treasury belonging to the Osage Indians, 
for fee in the Watson Stewart case, etc., intended to be proposed 
by Mr. Gorman to the Indian appropriation bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. FULTON submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $5,000 for establishing a telephone line from the Umpqua 
River Life-Saving Station, Oregon, to a point at the mouth of 
the Siuslaw River, intended to be proposed by him to the sun- 
dry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. FORAKER submitted an amendment relative to an ap- 
propriation of $100,000 for the construction of a hospital at 
Columbus Barracks, Ohio, intended to be proposed by him to 
the Army appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. CLAPP submitted an amendment granting to the persons 
now in possession of land, under a lease approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, on Pasture Reserve No. 3, open for settle- 
ment by act of Congress, the right to purchase such land, etc., 
intended to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and 
ordered to be printed. 


SALARY ACCOUNTS OF POSTMASTERS IN MAINE. 


Mr. FRYE submitted the following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads : 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he hereby is, 
directed to opon to the Senate the salaries of those who served as 
postmasters at post-offices in the State of Maine in biennial terms be- 
tween July 1, 1864, and June 30, 1874, whose names and periods of 
service appear in Senate resolution No. 337, Fifty-seventh Congress, 
second session, the salary of each former postmaster to be stated for 
each specified term of service by commissions and box rents, as shown 
by, the registered returns of each former postmaster on file in the 
Sixth Auditor's Office, and to show the exact excess of th 
commissions and box rents over the salary 
paid salary is 10 per cent, more or Jess, than the salary by box rents 
and commissions, and to oe In all respects with the public order 
of the Postmaster-General of February 17, 1884, for stating such sal- 
ary accounts of former postmasters under the act of March 3, 1883; 
and to enable the Secretary of the Treas the better to comply with 
this resolution the Postmaster-General is hereby directed to turn over to 
the Sixth Auditor all the data now in his han rtaining to each and 
every such claim specified in Senate resolution No. 337, Fifty-seventh 
Congress, second session. 


ENGAGEMENT AT MOUNT DAJO. 


Mr. CULBERSON submitted the following resolution; which 
was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of War is hereby directed to send to the 
Senate copies of all reports and other communications between the War 
Department and any officials in the Philippine Islands respecting the 
recent attack by troops of the United States on Mount Dajo. 


HEARING BEFORE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS, 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (for Mr. Crarr) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the stenographer employed to report the hearing be- 
fore the Committee on Indian Affairs of the Senate, February 13, 1906, 
on the bill (H. R. 5975) to provide for the final disposition of the af- 
fairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian ‘Territory, and for 
other purposes, be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate. 


AID TO STATE NORMAL SCHOOLS. 


Mr. BURKETT. I ask for a reprint of Senate bill 4642. The 
print is exhausted and there are a good many requests for it. 


e sa y 
d in eyery case where the 
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There being no objection, the order was agreed to, as follows: 


Ordered, That the bill (S. 4642) to apply a portion of the proceeds 
of the public lands to the State normal schools of the United States for 
the advancement of instruction in agriculture and manual training be 
reprinted for the use of the Senate ent Room, 


STEAMSHIP LINDISFARNE, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, and ordered to be printed: 


The Senate and House of Representatives: 

I transmit herewith for the consideration of Congress a report by 
the Secretary of State resubmitting a claim of the owners of the Britis 
steamship Lindisfarne, amounting to $158.11, for demurrage to that 
vessel while undergoing repairs necessitated by a collision with the U. 8. 
Army transport Crook in New York Harbor on May 23, 1900. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, March 14, 1906. 


SHIPMENT OF LIVE STOCK. 


Mr. HEYBURN. I ask the Senate to proceed to the consid- 
eration, by unanimous consent, of the bill (S. 3413) to prevent 
cruelty to animals while in transit by railroad or other means 
of transportation from one State or Territory or the District of 
Columbia into or through another State or Territory or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and repealing sections 4386, 4387, 4388, 4389, 
and 4390 of the United States Revised Statutes. I should like to 
have the bill read for information. 

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
Kean], who is not in his seat at this moment, objected yester- 
day to the bill being considered by unanimous consent. I think 
the Senator from Idaho ought perhaps to see the Senator from 
New Jersey before taking up the bill for consideration. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to have it read. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I observe that the Senator from New 
Jersey is now present. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

Mr. KEAN. Will the Senator from Wyoming yield to me for 
a moment? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. KEAN. I understand that the Senator from Wyoming 
would like to have the bill read and also to make a brief ex- 
planation in regard to it. I have no objection to that course, 
but of course I do not wish to have it considered at the present 
time. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask unanimous consent that the bill may 
be taken up and read. I do not want to displace the regular 
order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. KEAN. I object to its present consideration, but I have 
no objection to its being read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill, although considered by 
unanimous consent, is open to objection under Rule VIII at any 
time before its passage. 

Mr. GALLINGER and Mr. KEAN. Let it be read, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read. 

The Secretary read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That no railroad, express company, car company, 
common carrier other than by water, or the receiver, trustee, or lessee 
of any of them, whose road forms any part of a line of road over which 
cattle, sheep, swine, or other animals shall be conveyed from one State 
or Territory or the District of Columbia into or through another State 
or Territory or the District of Columbia, or the owners or masters of 
steam, sailing, or other vessels carrying or transporting cattle, sheep, 
swine, or other animals from one State or Territory or the District of 
Columbia into or through another State or Territory or the District of 
Columbia, shall confine the same in cars, boats, or vessels of any de- 
scription for a period longer than twenty-eight consecutive hours ex- 
cept upon the written request of the owner or person in custody for 
n shipment, when the time of confinement may be ex- 
tend to thirty-six hours, without unloading the same in a humane 
manner, into properly equipped pens for rest, water, and feeding, for a 

riod of at least five consecutive hours, unless prevented by storm or 
y other accidental causes which can not be anticipated or ayoided by 
the exercise of due diligence and foresight. In estimating such confine- 
ment, the time consumed in posing and unloading shall not be con- 
sidered, but the time during which the animals have been confined with- 
out such rest or food or water on connecting roads shall be included, 
it being the intent of this act to prohibit their continuous confinement 
beyond the period of twenty-eight hours, except upon the contingencies 
hereinbefore stated: Provided, That in the case of sheep, when the 
expiration of the time limit occurs at night, they may be allowed to 
continue in transit until daylight, if by so doing they will reach a place 
where they can be 2 fed, watered, and cared for. 

Sec. 2. That animals so unloaded shall be properly fed and watered 
during such rest either by the owner or person having the custod 
thereof, or in case of his default in so doing, then by the railroad, 
express company, car company, common carrier other than by water, 


or the receiver, trustee, or lessee of any of them, or by the owners or 
masters of boats or vessels transporting the same, at the reasonable 
expense of the owner or person in custody thereof, and such railroad, 
express company, car company, common carrier other than by water, 
of them, owners or masters, shall in 

d custody 


receiver, trustee, or lessee of an 


such case have a lien upon such animals for food, care, an 
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furnished, collectible at their destination in the same manner as the 
transportation charges are collected, and shall not be liable for any 
detention of such animals, when such detention is of reasonable durn- 
tion, to enable compliance with section 1 of this act; but nothing in 
this section shall be construed to prevent the owner or shipper of ani- 
mals from furnishing food therefor, if he so desires. 

Sec. 3. That any railroad, express company, car company, common 
carrier other than by water, or the receiver, trustee, or lessee of any of 
them, or the master or owner òf any steam, sailing, or other vessel who 
knowingly and willfully fails to comply with the 8 of the two 
preceding sections shall for every such failure be liable for and forfeit 
and pay. a penalty of not less than $100 nor more than $500: Provided, 
That when animals are carried in cars, boats, or other vessels in which 
they can and do have proper food, water, space, and opportunity to rest 
the provisions in regard to their being unloaded shall not apply. 

Sec. 4. That the penalty created by the Cone oe nection shall be 
recovered by civil action in the name of the United States in the circuit 
or district court holden within the district where the violation may have 
been committed or the person or corporation resides or carries on busi- 
ness; and it shall be the duty of United States attorneys to prosecute 
all violations of this act reported by the Secretary of Agriculture or 
which come to their notice or knowl age by other means. 

Sec. 5. That it shall be the duty of every railroad, express company, 
car company, and of every common carrier other than by water, and o; 
the receiver, trustee, or lessee of any of them, wholly or in part engaged 
in the transportation of live stock by railroad from one State or Terri 
tory or the District of Columbia into or through another State or Terri- 
tory or the District of Columbia, to transport said live stock, so by it or 
him being transported, with due diligence, and to maintain in all trains 
containing ten or more cars of live stock which is being transported 
from one State or Territory or the District of Columbia into or through 
another State or Territory or the District of Columbia, an average mini- 
mum rate of speed of not less than 16 miles per hour from the time any 
such live stock is loaded upon or into its or his cars, and made part of 
said train, until such train reaches its destination, or junction point for 
delivery to another carrier, deducting only in the computation of such 
average minimum s, such reasonable time as the live stock may be 
necessarily delayed in unloading to feed, water, and rest, and in feeding, 
8 and resting, and in reloading, and such time as the liye stoc! 
may be delayed by storm or by other accidental causes which can not be 
anticipated or avoided by the exercise of due diligence and foresight. 

Sec. 6. That any railroad, express company, car company, common 
carrier other than by water, and the receiver, trustee, or lessee of any 
of them who knowingly and e fails to comply with the provisions 
of section 5 shall for every such failure be liable for and pay a penalty 
of not less than $100 nor more than $500, which shall be recovered as 
provided in section 4 of this act. 

Sec. 7. That sections 4386, 4387, 4388, 4389, and 4390 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States be, and the same are hereby, repealed. 


Mr. WARREN. I ask that the amendments of the committee 
may be read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendments 
of the committee will be read. 

The SECRETARY. The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
propose to amend the bill, in section 1, on page 2, line 2, after 
the word “shipment,” by inserting the words “ which written 
request shall be separate and apart from any printed bill of 
lading or other railroad form ;” 

On page 2, line 16, after the word “ accidental,” to insert “ or 
unavoidable; ” and 

In section 5, page 5, line 11, after the word “ accidental,” to 
insert “or unavoidable.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. All the amendments proposed by 
the committee have been read. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I should like to ask the Senator reporting 
the bill whether the committee of cattlemen and ranchmen 
were given a hearing before the committee, and if the bill and 
amendments met their recommendation? 

Mr. WARREN. The bill has the recommendation of the live- 
stock people in conjunction with the Agricultural Department. 

Mr. HOPKINS. I know that a few weeks ago there were a 
number of people here representing large cattle interests and 
large sheep interests also, and they had hearings before the 
House committee. I wish to know if the bill is the result of 
such recommendations as they made to that committee? 

Mr. WARREN. This bill seems to represent the consensus 
of opinion of the Iive-stock men as expressed at their latest 
meetings in the West and in the East, and as represented here 
by a large delegation or committee, which was in consultation 
with the Agricultural Department and with Senators and Rep- 
resentatives in Congress. s 

Mr. HOPKINS. Were the amendments of the committee ap- 
proved by the Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. WARREN. I do not think the striking out of the six- 
teen-hour limit was submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
because it was not, I think, an amendment proposed by his De- 
partment. I understand that the bill as it stands meets the ap- 
proval of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, without committing my- 
self either for or against the bill, I wish to say to the Senator 
from Wyoming that complaint has come to me from various 
quarters, from humane associations and humane people of the 
country, saying that this bill had always heretofore been con- 
sidered by the Committee on Interstate Commerce, and that 
they were watching for the bill to appear there with a view of 
having a hearing, but in some way it got into the hands of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and they had no oppor- 
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tunity whatever to present their views on the subject. I do 
not know that it is a matter of great importance, inasmuch as 
it can be thrashed out in the Senate, but those complaints have 
come to me from a great variety of people. 

Mr. WARREN. I am very glad the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire has brought up the point. This bill has never been in 
the Interstate Commerce Committee of the Senate. The law 
which it proposes to amend came from the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, and every particle of legislation we have 
on this subject and on the question of live-stock quarantine, 
etc., regarding live stock, in fact, all legislation regarding mat- 
ters of live stock, has come from the Agricultural Department 
and from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Now, if the Senator will permit me, I 
recall the fact that on former occasions a proposition has been 
before the Senate to increase the limit, I think, to forty-eight 
hours. Am I not correct? 

Mr. WARREN. A bill passed the House to extend the limit, 
I think, to forty hours. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Perhaps that is it. Am I not correct in 
assuming that that bill went to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce of the Senate? 

Mr. WARREN. Possibly so; but if so, I never heard of it. 

Mr. CULLOM. Will the Senator allow me to make a few 
remarks? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, I made 
the inquiry in justification of the complaints these people have 
made, not that I am passing upon the propriety of the bill hav- 
ing gone to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. CULLOM. If the Senator will permit one remark, the 
Senator said that the bill, so far as he knows, had always been 
before the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

I am very certain that such a bill, or a bill changing the time 
for the shipment of stock without being unloaded, and so on, 
has been almost always before the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. At one time I remember that the former Senator 
from Texas, Mr. Chilton, reported the bill to the Senate, and 
afterwards it was referred back because of the opposition to 
it when it became known to the people that there was such a 
bill about to pass. So it is not a new subject in that committee. 
I am not making any question as to where it should come from 
now, or saying anything on that point. 

Mr. WARREN. Notwithstanding that, the proposition still 
holds good that all legislation we have on the general subject 
has come from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. CULLOM. The matter to which I referred was a good 
many years ago. I wish to say that I did not hear all of the 
bill read, but as I understand it one of the provisions proposes 
to change the time for the shipment of stock from the West to 
the East, for instance, from the hours the law fixes now to some 
other hours. 

Mr. WARREN. Only under certain conditions. 

Mr. CULLOM. I did not hear the conditions. That is a 
subject which naturally the people of the country are greatly 
interested in. 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. CULLOM. And they ought to be heard. 

Mr. FRYE. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. FRTE. What is the change of limit in this bill? 

Mr. WARREN, It can be thirty-six hours in place of twenty- 
eight hours in special cases. 

Mr. FRYW. I have received a great many letters in relation 
to this matter. 

Mr. SPOONER. Would they not all be special cases? 

Mr. WARREN. I do not think the Senator is justified in in- 
dulging in that suspicion. 

Mr. SPOONER. I asked the question. - 

Mr. WARREN. I do not think so. I think the extreme pro- 
vision of the act would be seldom resorted to. 

Mr. BURKETT. Mr. President—— * 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. BURKETT. I have been glancing through the bill, and 
a point has occurred to me. I should like to ask the Senator 


what provision has been made to guard against it? If the end 
of thirty-six hours should come, say, at 10 o’clock at night, dur- 
ing the nighttime, and the stock should be unloaded five hours 
in the nighttime, that is not any rest. They can not feed. It 
does not do the stock any particular good, all shippers testify, 
to be unloaded in the nighttime. 


It occurred to me, in talking with some of the stockmen who 
were here a few weeks ago, that a provision might be made that 
if the thirty-six hours ended in the nighttime the stock should be 
unloaded the evening previous, or some provision should be 
made in the bill to give the stock at least three hours of day- 
light, on the supposition that cattle and hogs will not eat in the 
nighttime and will not drink in the nighttime if unloaded in the 
nighttime. Yet under the bill the thirty-six hours might end at 
8 or 9 o’clock in the evening, when they would be unloaded ac- 
cording to the law, and they would rest five hours and be loaded 
up again; it would be all in the nighttime; and the stock never 
would have any opportunity to feed or to water. 

I haye been glancing through the bill to see if any provision 
has been made along that line. As the Senator can readily see, 
you could virtually put upon an animal being shipped twice 
thirty-six hours of practical confinement without feed and wa- 
ter if the end of the thirty-six hours should come in the middle 
of the night. I should like to ask the Senator if any provision 
was made to guard against that? 

Mr. WARREN. There is no provision of that kind in the law 
that this seeks to amend. 

Mr. BURKETT. I understand that perfectly well. 

Mr. WARREN. This proposed law contains a provision as 
to unloading sheep in the night; cattle can be unloaded in the 
night; sheep can not. 

Mr. BURKETT. Let me ask the Senator if he would object 
to an amendment being made to provide that at least three hours 
of the fiye hours of rest shall be daylight? I think we ought to 
give the animals some daylight to feed and rest in. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President . 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WARREN. I do. 

Mr. LODGE. I merely wanted to ask the Senator from 
Wyoming whether there have been any general public hearings 
on this bill? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, there have been no public 
hearings since the bill was put on the Calendar. 

Mr. LODGE. I did not suppose there had been public hear- 
ings since the bill was reported. 

Mr. WARREN. There were consultations between the com- 
mittee representing the live-stock people and the humane people, 
and they continued here for a month. The bill was, as it came 
into the Senate, satisfactory to the humane societies that were 
consulted. The objection comes from humane societies farther 
away, members of which evidently do not understand the intent 
of the bill. 

Mr. LODGE. I do not know, of course, what societies were 
heard. I only know that certain societies object to the bill. I 
know that there are societies that are protesting against it and 
that such protests are coming here every morning. 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. LODGE. That they should not understand the bill is not 
altogether surprising, for I have utterly failed to understand the 
provision beginning in line 8, on page 2, which reads: 

Except upon the written request of the owner or person in custody 
for that particular 3 which written request shall be separate 
and apart from any printed bill of lading or other railroad form, when 
the time of confinement— 

I call attention to that statement— 


when the time of confinement may be extended to thirty-six hours, 
without unloading the same in a humane manner, into properly 
equipped pens for rest, water, and feeding, for a period of at least five 
consecutive hours, unless prevented by storm or by other accidental or 
unavoidable causes which can not be anticipated or avoided by the ex- 
ercise of due diligence and foresight. 

That may be clear to the informed mind, but to the nonexpert 
mind, like mine, I confess the English seems to be confused. 

Mr. WARREN. Perhaps the English is not as clear-cut as 
the Senator from Massachusetts could suggest. The framers of 
the bill did not have the advantage of that Senator’s knowledge 
and experience at the time the bill was framed. 

Mr. LODGE. I have no doubt it would have helped. 

Mr. WARREN. I think it would, undoubtedly. 

Mr. LODGE. I have no doubt the stockmen understand it 
perfectly. 

Mr. WARREN. Coming back to line 7, on page 2, it reads: 

For a period longer than twenty-eight consecutive hours „„ 
unless prevented by storm, ete.— 

Twenty-eight consecutive hours— 
without unloading the same in a humane manner, etc. 

Mr. LODGE. When what shall be unloaded—* swine or other 
animals,” referred to in line 4? 

Mr. WARREN. We are not going back to line 4. 

Mr. LODGE. What does the word “same” refer to? 

Mr. WARREN. To all live stock. 
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Mr. LODGE. Where is the word “ same” referred to? 

Mr. WARREN. The matter is open to any suggestion or 
amendment which the Senator may offer. The objection evi- 
dently is not so much to the language of the bill as to the Dill 
itself which is under consideration. 

Mr. LODGE. Not at all, Mr. President. I will discuss the 
bill later, but I do say that it is obvious the bill has been hastily 

. drawn and there haye not been public hearings upon it. 

Mr. SCOTT. I understand that the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Rayner] and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON] 
are ready to go on with their arguments on the railroad rate bill, 
and I object to any further discussion of the pending bill at 
this time. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Objection is made to the further 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator from West Virginia will with- 
hold the objection for a moment, I desire to say that I did not 
call up the bill without a consultation with the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. Rayner], who is entirely agreeable that its con- 
sideration may continue for a certain length of time in order 
that the subject-matter of the bill may be placed before the 
Senate. I therefore hope the Senator from West Virginia will 
withdraw his objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. As I understand, the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. KEAN] will object to the consideration of the bill if I do 
not, and as I wish to discuss this bill when it comes up again, 
and I am not prepared to do so this morning, I do not see why 
it is worth while for me to withdraw the objection. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will lie 
over. 

Nr. HEYBURN. 
jection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Under the circumstances, I can not do so. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Under objection, the bill will lie 
over, retaining its place on the Calendar. 

Mr. PILES. I ask unanimous consent for the consideration 
at this time of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 97) authorizing 
the assignment of pay of teachers and other employees of the Bu- 
reau of Education in Alaska. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask for the regular order, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Hampshire 
asks for the regular order. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Which is the Calendar. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Hampshire 
asks for the regular order, which is the consideration of the 
Calendar under Rule VIII. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, since the objection I made to the 
consideration of the bill in charge of the Senator from Wy- 
oming [Mr. WARREN], I have learned there was an agreement 
between that Senator and the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Rax Nn] that the Senator from Wyoming should make an ex- 
planation of the bill before the Senator from Maryland pro- 
ceeded with his remarks. Consequently I withdraw my objec- 
tion to the consideration of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from West Virginia 
withdraws his objection to the further consideration of Senate 
bill 3413, which has been under consideration, but the regular 
order was demanded by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
GALLINGER], and the regular order, which is the Calendar, is 
before the Senate. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I will withdraw that demand, if I may 
be permitted to do so under the circumstances. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Hampshire 
withdraws his request for the regular order, and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN] is recognized. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have only a few words to 
say. The pending bill is in the interest of the humane treat- 
ment of live stock in shipment. The law now on the statute 
book, and under which we have been shipping stock for some 
fifteen years or more, has been for most of the time prac- 
tically a dead letter; but within the last year or two the present 
Secretary of Agriculture, with that same vigor with which he 
prosecutes all his business, has undertaken to enforce the law. 
The strict enforcement of the law has caused great loss and 
great inconvenience to the shippers of stock and has resulted 
in the inhumane treatment of stock under shipment. No ship- 
per of stock and no owner of stock desires to injure his animals 
in shipment, because, if he should do so, it would directly affect 
his pocket and be to his disadvantage. 

This proposed legislation does not extend or lengthen the time 
except when, under the circumstances, the stock can not he 
unloaded within twenty-eight hours without loss and damage to 
it. So the bill provides that, if the owner of stock or his agent 


I hope the Senator will withdraw his ob- 


of least damage to his stock, and extend the time, he must 
write an order or a consent to the railroad company requesting 
that the train proceed to some place of shipment which will not 
extent beyond thirty-six hours. Indeed, the bill has carefully 
guarded that point, because it states that such extension .of 
time must be on a written request by the owner or agent, made 
separate and apart from the bill of lading. 

We all know that railroads, in the shipment of stock or other 
commodities, are liable to put all the privileges due to the rail- 
road in the bill of lading itself, so that when the shipper signs 
the bill of lading he has signed away all his rights under it. 

The railroads provide certain places for unloading and load- 
ing stock. While tame stock—pet heifers and family driving 
horses—can be unloaded at any time and at almost any place 
off the freight platform as easily as anywhere—and it is that 
kind of stock that our humane societies and the men who are 
officers of the humane societies speak and write about—there is 
no trouble in handling that class of stock. But more than nine- 
tenths of the stock now shipped over railroads is wild and 
unused to handling, and the unloading and loading off and on 
the train of that kind of stock does them more injury than does 
the entire trip. 

In starting out with the intention of unloading at about 
every twenty-four hours, a shipper intends to get food and rest 
for his stock at every stop. Under the present law if he meets 
with delay, if he can not make the point of unloading in twenty- 
eight hours, he is left high and dry; the stock must be side- 
tracked or it must be pitched out of the cars onto the prairies 
or onto the farms, wherever it may be, without chutes or facili- 
ties for unloading. Every one knows, who has shipped stock, 
and every one knows, who has taken notice of the buildings 
about railroad stations, that it requires facilities in the way of 
chutes to handle stock, There may be at small points one 
chute, but that would necessitate taking perhaps ten or twelve 
hours to unload a full train of stock. But at the regular point 
where stock is taken off for rest and food they have somewhere 
from four to twelve chutes each, when they can unload that 
many cars at a time. 

Sometimes in inclement weather the yards are exceedingly 
muddy, and the unloading may be in the dark where by run- 
ning along there may be, at the end of twenty-seven or twenty- 
eight hours, good yards perfectly adequate to provide rest for 
the stock and for feeding. Thus by extending for a few hours 
the time of unloading they could reach a much better place for 
feeding, watering, and rest. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator, as I understand him, says 
when the stock reaches the watering station or the feeding 
station it is often necessary to unload them on the platform. 
I understand the existing law provides that any railroad com- 
pany— 
shall confine the same— 

That is, the stock— : 
in cars, boats, or vessels of any description, for a longer period than 
twenty-eight consecutive hours, without unloading the same for rest, 
water, and feeding for a pag of at least five consecutive hours, unless 
prevented from so unloading by storm or other accidental causes. 

I do not find anything in the existing law by which the rail- 
road company or carrier would be prevented in case of storms 
or other accidental causes from stopping and unloading at sta- 
tions which are convenient or going on for two or three hours. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator kindly read that again? 

Mr. SPOONER. It is as follows: 


No railroad company within the United States whose road forms 
81 part of a line of road over which cattle, sheep, swine, or other 
animals are conveyed from one State to another, or the owners. or 
masters of steam, sailing, or other vessels carrying or transportin 
cattle, sheep, swine, or other animals from one State to another, sha 
confine the same in cars, boats, or vessels of any description for a longer 
period than twenty-eight consecutive hours without unloading the same 
for rest, water, and feeding for a period of at least five consecutive 
hours, unless prevented from so unloading by storm or other accidental 
causes. 

That is the end of that. 

Mr. WARREN. The provision in regard to storms or other 
accidental causes does not cover the ground. Under that the 
railroad companies would not be permitted to plead the loss of 
time in running as one of those accidental causes. 

Mr. President, I think those who criticise this bill lose sight 
of the fact that the owners of stock are humane people, and that 
the owners of live stock are not in the habit of abusing their 
own property. They are not in the habit of doing that because 


should conclude that of the two dilemmas he will take the one | they love instead of hate their stock, and they feed and take 
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good care of it. They protect their stock, also, because it repre- 
sents money—it is money in their pockets to protect their dumb 
animals; but when you have to provide for unloading every 
twenty-eight hours it often transpires that after seven or eight 
hours on the road you measure up the time and you find you 
can not make the next feeding place in twenty-eight hours, and 
so have to stop and unload the stock when but a few hours out, 
while you would make perhaps another good feeding station if 
you could travel on three or four hours longer to where the 
stock could be unloaded, and still be only perhaps twenty-nine 
or thirty hours en route. It does seem to me, and it has seemed 
to the Department of Agriculture for the last year or two, that 
there ought to be some elasticity in the law. It is not the inten- 
tion of the bill to extend the time for unloading stock except 
under circumstances such aS make it necessary to do so. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I shall answer a little further the inquiry 
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] as to the applica- 
tion of the phrase “ accidental causes.” The main difficulty in 
shipping sheep under the provisions of the existing law is that 
you can neither unload nor feed sheep at night. It is a physical 
impossibility. If you could drag them out of the car one at a 
time—which they resist strenuously—they would not eat. Cat- 
tle and horses will eat at night, but you can not comply with the 
law that applies to sheep so far as feeding them at night is con- 
cerned. The result is that you have either to keep the sheep in 
the car until daylight, or perhaps unload them eight or ten or 
twelve hours under the limitation of the present statute. That 
is quite a serious matter. Unless Senators have seen the at- 
tempt to take sheep out of a car at night they can have no com- 
prehension of the absolute impossibility of accomplishing it. 
The sheep will not be taken out; they will not be disturbed. 
If you were to succeed in taking them out one by one by main 
force it would be useless. They would lie there in the feeding 
yard, at a loss of ten or twelve or other number of hours’ time, 
according to the time you arrived there. It was the sheep inter- 
est that particularly emphasized the necessity of this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. SPOONER. Then why not confine this bill to sheep? 

Mr. HEYBURN. From the standpoint of the sheep men that 
would be satisfactory; but other stockmen have their reasons. 
I am free to say that those who came here to present this 
matter to me, and upon whose request I drew this bill, were 
sheep men. Idaho is a sheep State; and the application came 
from that State. 

Mr. SPOONER. As the Senator has this bill in charge, I 
should like to put a question to him. 

Mr. WEYBURN. I have not the bill in charge. I only intro- 
duced the bill. The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Warren] has 
the bill in charge, he having reported it. I would suggest here 
that it is undoubtedly open to some exception, as suggested by 
the Senator from Massachusetts; in other words, this sentence 
should be transposed. The exception should be taken out com- 
mencing on line 8, page 2, and should be inserted after the 
word “ foresight,” on line 18, in order to make a more smoothly 
constructed sentence; but that can easily be done when we reach 
a later point in the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SPOONER. There is one very remarkable change in the 
legislation, I observe, which the Senator will doubtless be able 
to explain. Section 4387 of the present law, which was passed 
in 1873, provides: 

Sec. 4387. Animals so unloaded shall be properly fed and watered 
during such rest by the owner or person having the custody thereof, or 
in case of his default in so doing, then by the railroad company or 
owners or masters of boats or vessels transporting the same at the ex- 
pense of the owner or person in custody thereof. 

And, then, the railroad companies are given a lien for the ex- 
pense of feeding, etc., in performing this duty enjoined upon 
them by statute in the default of the performance of the duty by 
the custodian or owner. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Section 2 of this bill 

Mr. SPOONER. But section 4388 says: 

Sec. 4388. Any company, owner, or custodian of such animals who 
knowingly and wingis fails to comply with the provisions of the two 
preceding sections, shall, for every such failure, be liable for and for- 

eit and pay a penalty of not less than one hundred nor more than 
five hundred dollars, ete. 

I notice this bill altogether omits that penalty as to the 
owner or custodian, and leaves it only applicable to the carrier. 
Is that accidental? 

Mr. WARREN. 


I will say to the Senator from Wisconsin 


that that section was suggested by the legal officer of the 
Department of Agriculture, who bas had the enforcement of this 
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law in charge, because there have been some misunderstandings 
as to the respective liability of owner and railroad. Sometimes 
stock is shipped without the owner accompanying it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Of course, stock is sometimes shipped with- 
out the owner being with it. 

The bill provides that the keeping of the cattle in cars longer 
than twenty-eight hours shall all be subject to the owner upon 
his request; but they carefully take the owner out of the pen- 
alty provision of the statute. The responsibility is taken from 
the railroad company and put upon the owner when this request 
is made; but the owner is taken out of the penalty. 

Mr. WARREN. At times the cars are only partly filled. 
There may be only one or two animals in a car shipped to a 
certain point. It is the cars filled with stock that call for the 
care of a superintendent. 

Mr. ELKINS. I should like to ask the Senator in charge of 
the bill a question. Is this the same bill which was referred 
to the Interstate Commerce Committee? 

Mr. WARREN. I do not think the bill which the Senator has 
in hand has been before the Interstate Commerce Committee of 
the Senate. I sent to the clerk of that committee only yester- 
day or a day or two ago for the bills that were before that com- 
mittee, and he reported that there was none before the com- 
mittee, properly sent there, but that there had been a bill from 
the House left informally there with the clerk of the committee. 

Mr. ELKINS. It seems to me there was an order of the 
Senate by which a bill similar to this bill, or a bill substantially 
like it, was referred to the Interstate Commerce Committee, and 
I would inquire of the Secretary's desk if that is true? The 
Senator does not know. I thought the bill was before the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee for consideration, and I had it in 
mind to ask the Senator now in charge of the bill to appear 
before the committee, when, I thought, we would be governed 
precisely by his recommendations, and report the bill favorably. 

Mr. LODGE. I should like to ask—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WARREN. I do. 

Mr. LODGE. I have been informed that the protests relating 
to this bill have all gone to the Interstate Commerce Committee 
and have never been before the Committee on Agriculture. I 
should like to be informed whether that is correct. 

Mr. WARREN. I have had, I think, all the protests for- 
warded to me either directly or from other committees or differ- 
ent Senators. I think a good many of the letters have been 
written by Mr. William O. Stillman, president of the Humane 
Society. Iam in receipt of a telegram, received yesterday, which 
I will read, and the Senator can conclude what it means; I am 
not quite sure of it myself. He says: 

Senator WARREN, 
United States Senate, Washington: 

Regret error in statement sent out. Will correct at once. 

Wa. O. STILLMAN. 

Mr. LODGE. I do not know to what that refers. 

Mr. GALLINGER. By whom is that signed? 

Mr. WARREN. By William O. Stillman. 

Mr. KEAN. I have here some protests, Mr. President, made 
by different people. Here is a protest made by the Humane 
Society of Lafayette, Ind., and also one from the Humane So- 
ciety of Muncie, Ind., presented by the Vice-President. 

Mr. LODGE. And referred to what committee? 

Mr. REAN. Referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, where they have gone right along. 

Mr. WARREN. I will say that I hold in my hand a printed 
pamphlet signed by Mr. Mortimer Levering, ex-president of the 
Humane Society of Lafayette, in which he supports this bill. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. WARREN. I do. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I did not understand from the statement 
made by the chairman of the Interstate Commerce Committee 
whether he was speaking for the committee or for himself in 
saying that this bill would have been reported favorably. 

Mr. ELKINS. I said “I thought” it would be so reported. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I am very glad the Senator makes a modi- 
fication. 

Mr. ELKINS. If I did not say “I thought so,” I went very 
far. I disclaim that I haye polled the committee, but I sup- 
posed the committee would report it favorably and I was try- 
ing to persuade the Senator in charge of the bill that that would 
be the case. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Experiénce has shown that the committee ts 
a little uncertain. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ELKINS. Not a little, but very uncertain. I will say 


3770 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Marca 14, 


to the Senator from Rhode Island that I believe if the Senator 
in charge of the bill had appeared before the committee the 
committee would have been convinced and would have reported 
the bill favorably, probably with one modification or amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WARREN. I thank the Senator for his statement, but I 
should like to know what the modification is. 

Mr. ELKINS. If the bill gets before the committee and the 
committee interrogates the Senator he will find out. The Sena- 
tor has had large experience as a cattle grower and shipper, 
probably the largest in the western country, and I know what- 
ever he might say would go a long way with the committee. 

Mr. WARREN. The modification proposed to me by the Sen- 
ator is embraced in the bill. It is that the time shall be ex- 
tended only upon the request of the owner or agent in charge of 
the stock. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. There has been some discussion this morning 
on this measure, and we have had the subject up for a few 
moments in the Committee on Interstate Commerce, but I have 
heard no one as yet who seems to appear for the people who 
are going to eat these cattle. The humane societies are con- 
cerned about cruelty to animals; the shippers are concerned 
about the expense and trouble of handling their stock; but no 
one seems to care what is to become of the stomachs of the men 
and women who are going to eat these animals after they are 
slaughtered. 

Now, it appears to me that that should be the prime consid- 
eration, because these stock are in transit for the purposes of 
slaughter and of being consumed as beef and mutton and pork. 
The owner does not care. The quicker he can get his stock 
to the market and dispose of it the better he is satisfied and 
the less the cost. The railroad does not care at all, so they get 
the freight. The humane people are off in the moon or some- 
where else theorizing about it, but nobody seems to care about 
the man who is going to eat it. I just want to make the point 
that animals arriving at their destination in a feverish condi- 
tion, in an unhealthy condition, by reason of not having had water 
or anything to eat, are not fit for slaughtering, and that the 
consideration which ought to obtain here and control in this 
legislation is that the stock shall reach the market in a per- 
fectly healthy and normal condition, so that when they enter 
into consumption they shall not entail the danger of disease on 
those who consume them. 

Mr. WARREN. That is exactly what this bill proposes. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Well, does the Senator imagine, after ani- 
mals have been on the cars, bumped about, and all sorts of 
things for twenty-eight hours, that you are going to increase 
their healthfulness by prolonging the time of their retention at 
the request of the owner, who simply wants to hurry them for- 
ward, reduce his expense, dump the stock on somebody who will 
buy it, and let him sell it? Nobody seems to take any care as 
to the condition the stock is in. 

A Mr. WARREN. Did the Senator interrupt me to ask a ques- 
on? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Well, the Senator can answer it in any way 
he pleases, either as a question or as an argument. 

Mr. WARREN. Now I will answer it, because he, puts it 
in the form of a question. The stock shipped under this act 
will reach the market in better condition and make better 
food than it will if there be a hard-and-fast rule that at the 
end of twenty-eight hours, no matter where they are or what 
are the circumstances, they must be unloaded. The loading 
and unloading of wild stock hurts them a great deal more than 
continuing on the road when they are once loaded. 

Mr. LODGE. If that is the case, if I may ask the Senator, 
why not have a thirty-six hour limitation? Then the cattle 
would be more wholesome and more healthy and in better con- 
dition when you get them in. 

Mr. WARREN. The world went on very nicely and the 
stock got to market in very good shape before the law was en- 
acted; but the law is on the statute book. 

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to ask the Senator what the 
law was passed for in 1873? 

Mr. WARREN. It was passed because the humane society 
insisted that twenty-eight hours was long enough for stock to 
be off food and water, and they were right about it; but they 
did not know then, and yery few of them know now, the vicis- 
situdes accompanying the shipment of stock in large numbers 
oyer long distances. x 

I wish to repeat that this bill is a humane measure and is 
intended to be such. It is asked for by a great many members 


of humane societies; it is asked for by owners of stock, who 
certainly will protect their own stock, whateyer may be the 
accusations to the contrary. The railroads are left out of the 
question. Most of this stock will be unloaded and fed oftener 
than twenty-eight hours, just the same as before. 

Mr. CARTER. May I suggest a reply, which I presume the 
Senator himself will reach, to the question propounded by the 
Senator from South Carolina? 

The Senator’s question implies that the stock will be rushed 
through for the purpose of avoiding the expense of feeding 
them at different stations. My understanding is that the desire 
to abridge unnecessary loading of stock is for the purpose of 
preventing diminution in weight. The unnecessary loading and 
unloading of wild stock involves a, serious decrease of weight. 
and it is the weight the owner is desirous of preserving until 
he reaches the scales where the stock may be sold. The cost of 
feed at the station and the cost of unloading the stock are 
trifling items compared with unusual depreciation of weight, 
which results from the pounding of the stock out of the car 
and the driving of the stock into the car again at the various 
stations at which they are unloaded. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have had some letters from 
humane societies, or humane people, protesting against this bill 
and inclosing what they said was a strong argument against it, 
made by members and ex-members, but which proved to be 
arguments in favor of the bill instead. For instance, the very 
pamphlet I alluded to a moment ago, which was written by Mr. 
Mortimer Levering, has been sent me on two or more occasions 
as a protest against the bill, when, as a matter of fact, it is 
an argument for the passage of the bill. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think I am not mistaken in saying that 
I have had communications from humane societies saying Mr. 
Levering is not now connected with the humane society, but 
is in the employment of cattlemen. I am very sure I have had 
communications of that kind. 

Mr. WARREN. The first is true: The latter is hardly true. 
He is a partner in a commission firm. And since there has been 
some discussion about that, I will ask unanimous consent to in- 
corporate in my remarks a part of what he has said, and also a 
pamphlet issued by the American Stock Growers’ Association, 
the Cattle Raisers’. Association of Texas, the National Live 
Stock Association, the National Wool Growers’ Association, and 
others. It is short; only a few pages. 

I should like, also, for the purpose of haying the Recorp show 
what this bill is and so that it may be sent out to those who 
are interested, to have a portion of the report which contains 
the memorandum from the Department of Agriculture printed 
in the RECORD. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Wyoming? The Chair hears none. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

Is the Operation of the Twenty-eight-hour Unloading Law Humane? 


By Mortimer Levering, for twelve years president of the Lafayette 
Humane Society. 


On the 3d of March, 1873, Congress passed an act to re 
shipping of live stock, and the same at once became a na 
The exact text of it reads as follows: 

“Spec. 4386. No railroad company within the United States whose 
road forms any part of a line of road over which cattle, sheep, swine, 
or other animals are conveyed from one State to another, or the owners 
or masters of steam, sailing, or other vessels carrying or transportin: 
cattle, sheep, swine, or other animals from one State to another, sha 
confine the same in cars, boats, or vessels of any description for a 
longer period than twenty-eight consecutive hours without unloading 
the same for rest, water, and feeding for a riod of at least five 
consecutive hours, unless prevented from unloading by storm or other 
accidental causes. In estimating such confinement the time during 
which the animals have been confined without such rest on connecting 
roads from which they are received shall be included, it being the in- 
tent of this section to prohibit their continuous confinement beyond the 
of twenty-eight hours, except upon contingencies hereinbefore 


late the 
onal law. 


“ Sec. 4388. Any company, owner, or custodian of such animals who 
knowingly and w lany to comply with the provisions of the two 
preceding sections shall for every such failure be Mable for and forfeit 
and pay a penalty of not less than one hundred nor more than five hun- 
dred dollars. But when animals are carried in cars, boats, or other 
vessels in which they can and do have proper food, water, space, and 
opportunity to rest, the provisions in regard to their being unloaded 


1l not — 
“Spe. The 8 created by the preceding section shall be re- 
covered by civil action in the name of the United States in the circuit 
or district court of the United States holden within the district where 
the violation may have been committed or the rson or corporation 
resides or carries on its business; and it shall be the duty of all United 


States marshals, their deputies and subordinates to prosecute all vio- 
notice or knowledge.” 


lations which come to the 
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ssage of this law members of the important hu- 
mane societies throughout the country were zealous and insistent. They 
had the cooperation of many leading humanitarians. The reasons 
given at the time for its passage were, in the main, true and of suffi- 
cient importance to convince the majority in the House and Senate to 
vote in favor of the bill. 

T law was previously enacted by the legislature of Illinois in 
1869, and was framed to meet the transportation conditions of that 
time, which were even more primitive and barbarous than those of 1873, 
when it was adopted as the law of the United States. 

ant exact text of the Illinois law, approved March 31, 1869, reads 
as follows: 

“Sec. 51. No railroad company or other common carrier, in the carry- 
ing or transportation of any cattle, sheep, swine, or other animals, 
shall allow the same to be confined in any car more than twenty-eight 
consecutive hours (including the time they shall have been upon any 
other road) without unloading for rest, water, and feeding, for at least 
five consecutive hours, unless delayed by storm or accident, when they 
shall be so fed and watered as soon after the expiration of such time 
as may reasonably be done. When so unloaded they shall be properly 
fed, watered, and sheltered during such rest by the owner, consignee, 
or person in custody thereof, and in case of thelr default, then by the 
railroad company transporting them, at the expense of said owner, con- 
signee, or person in custody of the same; and such company shall have 
a lien upon the animals until the same is paid. A violation of this 
kan 2200 all subject the offender to a fine of not less than $3 nor more 
than Ase 

As a matter of fact, the law requiring animals in transit to be un- 
loaded every twenty-elght hours was framed to meet the conditions 
which existed about forty years ago, and it stands to-day substantially 
as originally framed. That it is obsolete, unsuited to present conditions, 
and should be modified are the firm convictions of nearly every intelli- 
gent stockman who has no Spon local or private interest to serye by 
upholding the law as it stands. 

. . * * * . * 

The third of a century last past has shown such wonderful changes 

in everything relating to the subject that it is difficult to draw a mental 
er ison and make the contrast of things then and now far enough 
apart. 
It is indisputable that in those pioneer days of live stock transporta- 
tion shippers encountered greatest difficulties. The science of railways 
was yet comparatively undeveloped, and much of the country was 
undevelo; also. The railroad companies were poor, very poor. The 
building of railroads was hazardous and costly, their equipment meager, 
Iimited, and primitive, and the service incompetent. Accommodations 
for both live stock and people were crude and uncomfortable. 

Freight rates on live stock were high, often more than double those 
z rtd fave time, and charged by carload rate instead of cents per 

un ounds, 

Cattle wore wild, and so were many of the men who handled them. 

Stock cars then were 26 to 28 feet long and 4} to 6 inches less in 


In support of the 


width than present cars. They were equipped with hand brakes only. 
and old rubber springs that soon became hard. A large proportion & 
them were “combination” grain and stock cars, but little better than 
tight box cars for live stock, especially in hot weather. They had no 
eguipment whatever for feed and water en route. 

Trains were coupled with long links and pins, the great amount of 
slack causing tremendous impact at every movement during the journey. 
Old wood-burning engines on the western roads, also equipped with 
link and pin couplings and handbrakes, slowly dragged along their 
trains, usually starting them with a — and stopping them by revers- 
ing steam. be average schedule time, including stops, for freight 
trains on the five leading western roads in 1873 was 103 miles per 
hour, with highest time allowed 12 to 15 miles; and for passenger 
trains the schedule time, including stops, was 22 to 25 miles per hour, 
with highest rate of speed allowed 27 to 40 miles. 

These trains ran on short, light iron rails, joined by old iron “rail 
chairs" spiked onto the wooden ties, forming a single-track road, with 
side switches at each station to permit the passage of trains. ‘The 
roadbeds were rough and poorly ballasted, with excessive grades, 
wooden bridges, and trestle work, and everything in a poor state of 
repair, with many railways in the hands of receivers. 

trong animals evenly matched might stand the journey without any 
of them being trampled or injured beyond the bruises received during 
loading and from bumping against the sides of the car en route, pro- 
vided they were not kept too long under the strain of overloading, for 
in their crowded condition, with the jerking, jolting, rocking, and 
bumping of the cars while running, and the rough handling of trains 
during the frequent switching, it was a constant struggle for them to 
keep upon their feet. 

Contrast the above crude, undeveloped state of transportation thirty- 
three years ago with the present almost complete construction, equip- 
ment, and operation of western railways, now busy and prosperous, 
with their straight, smooth, double-track roads, loaded with passengers 
and freight; roadbeds heavily ballasted with stone, and bridges and 
trestlework of steel, concrete, and stone; laid with heavy steel rails, 
4 by modern steel angle bars bolted to their sides, thus admitting 

igh speed and smooth E of trains with their heavy loads and 
8 engines, coal or oil burning, heavy and powerful, capable 
of starting trains without a jerk and stopping them without jolt or 
jar by the application of air brakes simultaneously to every part, both 
passenger and freight trains being fully equipped with air brakes and 
automatic couplings. 

Schedule time of both freight and passenger trains is about double 
1 8 — thirty-three years ago, with practically no limit as to speed 
allowed. 

Stock cars are now generally 36 feet long, 44 inches wider than a 
third of a century ago, mounted on highly tempered steel springs, all 

uipped with train brakes and automatic couplers, and the majority 
0 an are equipped also with conveniences for feed or feed and water 
en route. 

PAEL a rates on live stock are now equal to about one-half the rates 
of 1873, and are on cents p hundred pounds for minimum 
weight, and any weight in excess of minimum is paid for at the same 


rate. 

As the poms conditions of railways improved and heavy engines 
running at high speed hauled trains equipped with air brakes and au- 
tomatic couplers over heavy, well-ballasted, double-track roads with 
safety, without swaying or jolting, and without the bumping and jerk- 
ing of frequent switching to allow trains to pass; as stock cars be- 
came more 7 equip with better springs, and supplied with 
conveniences for food and water en route; and especially after the in- 
stallment of the weighing system of ascertaining freight charges on a 


basis of cents per hundred pounds, which removed the incentive to load 
beyond minimum weight, it was found that the cattle rode comfortably 
for long distances, and arrived at market in better condition twithout 
unloading en route, except, of course, where the animais were loaded 
into cars without feed and water equipment and the journey to market 
required more than two days. 

nder the crude conditions of transportation which existed thirty- 
three to 3 8 ago and the overloading of cars with live stock 
then practiced, the “ rest“ prescribed by the laws of 1869 and 1873 was 
really needed; now the animals rest while riding. Animals have be- 
come more domesticated, tame, and accustomed to small inclosures, 
stalls, or sheds, while the men who handle them have become more hu- 
mane and have learned by experience that kindness to animals pays. 

The incentives to overloading have been removed, and the protests of 

ckers and other buyers, enforced by rejection or dockage and price 
owering on account of bruises and other injuries to the animals and 
damages to their hides from rough usage, have resulted in a still greater 
desire to land the live stock at market in the best possible condition. 

Under the old transportation conditions shippers on stock trains went 
out with their prod 2 and lanterns at almost every stop to keep 
their cattle on their feet; now they seldom leave thé caboose, except to 
change cars at the end of the division. 

Then hundreds daily of prod les and lanterns were brought into 
the commission firms’ offices at the end of the journey; now they are 
never seen. 

In 1873 the unloading gangs at market invariably carried ropes for 
the purpose of dragging the dead and opp cattle from the cars; 
now the rope is so seldom used that a speciai trip has to be made for it 
on the rare occasions when needed. 

In those early days the principal buyers had men stationed regularly 
at the scales to watch for broken-ribbed cattle, which were frequently 
found, and $5 per head was deducted from the purchase price of every 
such steer, buyers sometimes refusing to take them at all. Now they 
are so rare that we can almost say there are none. 

The pens at unloading places, as a rule, are not sheltered, and much 
of the time they are deep in mud and filth, and it is impossible for ani- 
mals to lle down in them or obtain any rest whatever while unloaded, 
and the condition of the pens is often such that to force the cattle or 
other live stock into them is itively inhuman. 

Yet the enforcement of this law requires that stock trains shall be 
emptied every twenty-eight hours or less, which of course must be done 
at such points, since the smaller stations en route do not have the nec- 
essary capacity nor facilities, compelling horses, cattle, hogs, and shee 
to be unloaded in snow, sleet, and rain at all hours of the night an 
forcing them to remain in exposure and mud for at least five consecu- 
tive hours, regardless alike of their suffering and injury, of damages 
to their owners from delay and depreciation in their value, and of the 
destruction of railroad schedules, upsetting of all regularity in the 
1 and running of trains, and greater expense of the service, all 
of which entails serious and material loss upon both shippers and rail- 
ways, to no one’s benefit. These are facts constantly ing demon- 
strated and susceptible of the fullest proof. 

There are three essential features of every law: The passage of it, 
the construction of it, and the enforcement of it. 

A law pa — 1 be a good one, the construction of it unwise, and 
the enforcement of it unjust. 

The law now under consideration, though on the statute book a 
third of a century, has never been ani or enforced until within a 
very recent period, while the necessity for imposing its prane have 
relatively declined as the time advanced since its adoption. The de- 
mand that the authorities give their attention to this obsolete law was 
not made by the individual shipper or the railroad or the buyer who 
uses the animals, and these are the three most interested parties. Has 
it been borne up to the light of legal investigation on the recent wave 
of reform that is sweeping over our land, or has it been revived by 
selfish competition or by the tender compassion of needed intervention? 

It needs no apprenticeship for the shipper to learn that an animal 
must arrive at its destination in market in prime condition to command 
a prime price and in best shape to bring the best price. He being the 

arty financially interested, will also be the most humanely interested. 

e will demand that his stock is properly cared for, fed, and watered, 
and if it is not he needs no good Samaritan to suggest redress, nor a 
friendly lawyer to advise what are his rights, nor any official power to 
offer relief. He acts independently and at once, and demands damages 
from the railroad that gives bad treatment to his stock. So it is ap- 
parent that many there are who keep the roads mindful of their duty 
to the animals, the service, and the humble shipper, who generally 
knows more law about rights against railroads, local and interstate, 
than most eminent corporation attorneys, and he does not have to dic- 
tate his complaint to a typewriter, but he makes it direct, quick, and 
emphatic to the claim agent, and all others he meets, whether con- 
nected with the road or not. 

In 1897 the Department of Agriculture sent out a notice to all rail- 
roads that complaint had been made that the law 5 Sara 4 time of 
unloading was not being complied with and advising that the failure 
to comply with the provisions of the law would render them liable to 
the penalties provided in section 4388. 

Immediately following this notice, the Texas Cattle Growers’ Asso- 
ciation held a meeting in San Antonio and protested against the en- 
forcement of the law, and the following year, 1898, the National Live 
Stock Exchange, a federation of all the live-stock exchanges in the 
United States, adopted resolutions setting forth convine arguments 
2 5 the twenty-eight-hour law was not humane, but to the contrary, 
and asked that Congress be petitioned to extend the time to forty hours 
instead of twenty-eight. A few pertinent reasons expressed in those 
resolutions are these: 

“That it is found from actual experience that consequences Incident 
to the law enforcement are in direct violation and contradiction of the 
humane measures for which it was framed, and that the twenty-eight- 
hour section operates more in the direction of cruelty to animals than 
it does to overcome and prevent inhumanity. 

“That inhumanity to cattle is necessarily followed by immediate 
depression in value, beth as affects their general appearance and loss 
in weight upon arriving at market. 

“That the prevalent theory that owners would permit their cattle 
to suffer famine and water for the pur > of a stuffing process by the 
way of a ‘fill’ at the market destination is entirely inconsistent with 
the experience of good judgment and common sense.” 

It too fr 3 occurs that when people are aroused they express 
Sympathy with what to them seems a needful betterment of condi- 
tions or amelioration of suffering, without having first traveled the 
route or taken advice from those whose experience entitles their state- 
ments to credence and serious consideration. 
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The shippers of cattle, sheep, and h and the commission men who 
receive them and put them on the market are a unit that the twenty- 
eight-hour law is unwise, unjust, inhuman, and impracticable. There 
are hundreds of men whose opinions are the very highest authority, 
who confirm this statement, and they have a high re; for every- 
thing that promotes kindness to all stock and prevents harshness, neg- 
lect, or cruelty to animals. It is no kindness to unload hogs en route; 
they are comfortably provided for. If the distance is great and the 
weather hot, the hogs are put in long stock cars, well ventilated and 
bedded with wet, cool sand; feed and water is provided for them in the 
cars. If they are unloaded, in nearly vere instance several hogs die 
from exposure in the unsheltered ra qa 

When cattle are unloaded they are usually put in muddy yards, do 
not have shelter over them, and they come into market very much de- 
preciated. At these small country unloading places the chutes are 
usually steep, and the cattle are forced to 
again, and are many times bruised, which is 
man. 

. 


o out and into the cars 
ways a loss to the stock- 


* + * 


+ * + 

An ordinary case in point may be cited, haying occurred within the 
pess few days: A train of cattle was loaded in western Iowa and billed 
‘or Chicago. They started Wednesday evening, to arrive in Chicago 
Friday morning, to be sold upon arrival. As they could not be de- 
livered at destination in less than thirty-four hours (which was only 
six hours in excess of the law), they were unloaded in twenty-six hours, 
or Thursday evening. After resting five hours they could not arrive in 
time for Friday’s market, and there being no market Saturday, they 
had to be kept in the s until Sunday evening. and arrived Monday 
morning for market, he pens in which they had to stay were very 

thy, being deep in manure and mud, as it rained nearly every day. 
The cattle were discounted at least 50 cents per hundred pounds in the 
price, and their loss in weight was very 2 The loss in such a case 
would be nearly $200 per car, and amounted to all the profit the feeder 
might have for his season's feeding. 


Reasons for not Compenius the unloading of live stock in shipment 
every twenty-eight hours. It is just and fair. It is more humane. 
It saves ag It saves loss. ued by American Stock Growers’ 
Association; Cattle Raisers’ Association, of Texas; National Live 
Stock Association, and others. 


Reasons for amending Article 4386, Revised Statutes of the United 
States, which now requires that live stock shipped by rail shali be 
4 unloaded at the end of twenty-cight hours. 


The proposition herein discussed is to extend the time to thirty-six 
hours, exclusive of the time for loading and unloading. 


THE ORIGIN OF THE TWENTY-EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 


When the section of the statute in 9 was adopted as a law of 
the United States, on March 3, 1873, there was 8 little 
shipment by rail of live stock for long distances, and practically no 
shipments of range stock. The vast areas of public lands and railroad 
grants west of the Missouri River were not occupied by cattle ranches, 
eep ranches, and stock and were not penetrated by railroads 
tipped for carrying live stock. The conditions surrounding the 
matter of transporting live stock were entirely different to what they 
are at this time. Furthermore the twenty-eight-hour limitation was 
an arbitrary one, probably arriv at after a comparatively 
inquiry, and it has been said, and likely is proven, that the 
occasion for the enactment of the statute in question was due to the 
activity and energy of the private-car lines, patenting and preparing 
to pot into use specially equipped stock cars for the B of feeding 
and watering the live stock en route, which they wi: ed to compel the 
public to use. This is evidenced to some extent by the provision of 
section 4388, as follows : 

“But when animals are carried in cars, boats, or other vehicles in 
which they can and do have proper fe water, space, and oppor- 
tunity, to rest, this provision In regard to being unloaded shall not 
UNIVERSAL DEMAND OF STOCKMEN FOR EXTENSION TO AT LEAST THIRTY- 

SIX HOURS. 


The American Stock Growers’ Association and Cattle Raisers’ Asso- 
ciation of Texas, representing those mainly engaged in the cattle bus- 
iness throughout the great Southwest; the National Live Stock Asso- 
ciation, 8 numerous organizations of persons in the sheep 
business, cattle business, and other lines of live-stock business; the 
various State live-stock organizations; the National Wool Growers’ 
‘Association, and the National Live Stock Exchange, representing live- 
stock commission merchants of the United States, all demand the ex- 
tension of the time to at least thirty-six hours. Most of these bodies 
have passed resolutions expressive of this demand. 

During the Pifty-seventh Congress a bill fixing the limit at forty hours 
was passed by the House. It went to the Senate and was referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. A subcommittee was ap- 

Inted to which it was referred; but the bill was never reported and 

ied a natural death. 

The opposition to extending the time by the Humane Society is due 
to misapprehension, for— 

It is positively less humane to comply with the twenty-eight-hour 
limit a it would be to extend the time to thirty-six hours, as herein 

nested. 

t compels the doing of positive injury in many instances, does prac- 
tically no good in any. 


EXPERIENCE DEMONSTRATES THE INJURIOUS RESULTS FROM ENFORCING 
THE TWENTY-EIGHT-HOUR LIMIT—-THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
INDORSES THE PROPOSITION TO EXTEND THE TIMB. 


During the years 1904 and 1905 the Secretary of Agriculture un- 
dertook the enforcement of this law. During that time actual experi- 
ence demonstrated in hundreds of instances the great hardship and 
injury to the animals caused by the enforcement of this law by requir- 
ing them to be arbitrarily unloaded at the end of twenty-eight hours, 
acun 2 — . of shippers who were present and could see what 
was st to do. 

It often resulted that live stock would have to be unloaded when 
suitable or sufficient pens were reached, earlier than the twenty-eight 
hours, because no sufficient pens for the quantity of stock en route 
could be reached within that time—the railroads choosing the safe side 


to avoid the ality. 

It frequently resulted in unloading the live stock 50 or. 100 miles out 
from the market, when the market co have been reached by an 
hour or a few hours more than the ht hours. It resulted in 

e of reaching the mar- 


uld 
ag ar 
upsetting all calculations with respect e 


sh 
equ 


ket. It often resulted in concentrating so many live stock at particular 
pens en route that the yards were ufficient for the extrao’ ry 
number of live stock which the law arbitrarily uired to be unloaded 
at such point. It compelled the cattle to be unloaded in storms, in 
snow, sleet, and rain, at all hours of the night. It upset the handling 
and running of trains, requiring them to be split up, and some of the 
cars haying been loaded earlier would have to stop, while others would 
go on, and all of this entailed serious and material loss upon the ship- 

r to no one's benefit. This can be thoroughly demonstrated by hun- 

reds of instances. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, after a thorough investigation of the 
matter, reached the conclusion that the live-stock shi pe was entitled 
to relief from this twenty-eight-hour limit, and he i erefore concurs 
in the effort to secure an amendment of the law to that end. 


feeding places, points of reshipment rougi the growth of this vast 
commerce, it has been pam mn that th 
a 


necessity for its enforcement; in other words, the business and the 
roper handling of the business in its evolution has entirely outgrown 
antiquated if ever beneficial law. 


And now that practically everybody 


who is affected by it demands 
an amendment as herein requested, C 


‘ongress would certainly fall far 


THE DEMAND IS ONLY REASONABLE AND FAIR. 


It may be said that the demand for the extension of this time is 
largely from the shippers from the West, but this is not wholly true, 
for the experience in pping from Chicago, Kansas City, and St. Louis 


to points in the East like Pittsburg, Buffalo, and Boston, and to various 
localities for feeding and fattening Darpon in the States of Michigan, 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, and others when the twenty-eight-hour 
law was rigorously enforced, developed as material hardships in that 
class of shipment as in shipments from the West to the Missouri River 
markets or to Chicago. Shippers and others interested in that sort of 
shipments are earnestly demanding the change in the time limit to 
Ss o — the principal faint: d d 

x wever, the princ: complaints an emands have come from 
the West, it is because of the fact that it is a stock country and 
from that territory the long rail shipments are the rule or the neces- 
sity, both for the beneñt of the sh pper and the benefit of the con- 
sumer, and it is to be . that those who are materially affected 
by the rigor of the arbitrary and unreasonable statute are the ones 
who complain about it and demand its amendment or repeal; those 
who are not affected naturally are not complaining. It argues nothing, 
therefore, a such amendment that the demand is greater from 
the West and none from States not much affected. The duty to pro- 
tect the interests which need protection is none the less because there 
are localities and conditions where it is not much needed. 

* * * * * * 


* 

Since these cattle are going to the market for the purpose of bein 
killed, manifestly it is better to get them there at ce carte a time — 
possible for that purpose. They are taken off the range, they are wild 
cattle, they are nervous, they are in strange surroundings, and the 
result is that there is a material shrinkage, which, as every stockman 
knows, can not take place except as a result of suffering, more or less. 
This shrinkage will mean, in a rene which is taken off under the 
circumstances above named, on a 1,000-pound animal, about 1 pound 
for every hour, or an equivalent of 25 pounds practically for the loss 
of a day, and at 4 cents Peng pound is gr r head and on twenty-five 
head is $25 for a car. extra feed bill is incurred of $3 
and there is a loss of time of the attendant and extra expense 
that they bave been e upoe thelr ribs aud i 

a ey have n bru upon their ribs an „ and occasional! 
a hi will be knocked down and a rib broken and Decanionslly a bors 
8 f, and there Is no doub 

s capable of actual proof, an ere is no doubt about it, that this 

results from the unloading and reloading. £ 

These cattle don't go into the car at command and take their places 
in the cars like a person. They must be forced out and forced in, 
and it Is impossible to conduct the business in any other way. As a 
result they jam each other at the car doors and at the chutes, both in 
unloading and reloading, and there is necessarily a consequent injury. 
While the cattle are in the cars there is little opportunity, if the cars 
are loaded sufficiently full, for them to hook or gore each other. ‘Their 
heads are generally up and they have little physical opportunity to do 
it, but when they are unloaded into the pens*they Pegin “ milling” 
around, lowing and hooking, scarring and goring each other. This is 
a condition with respect to range cattle that is so well known that 
every stock man avoids as much as possible the detention of cattle in 
pens, The amount of injury and damage from all these causes that 
will be done to such a shipment of these cattle unloaded at end of 
9 hours instead of going on more than offsets any advanhta: 
gained by such unloading. Now, this can be substantiated almost, i 
not quite, unanimously by all experienced men. 

* » > 5 * 0 e 


SHEEP AND HOGS SHOULD RARELY BE UNLOADED. 


We have never heard of an argument made to show the wisdom of 
unloading sheep and hogs. Sheep can not be handled in the night, and 
the process of loading and unloading is siow. They aturally stand 
crowding and will as well in a car as out. They do without water 
indefinitely without a and the shipper is the best judge as to 
how they should be handled. It is 1 far better that the law 
should not require sheep to be unloaded in less than forty-eight hours. 

As to hogs, the general opinion is that, except for some special rea- 
son or circumstance, they are better off not to unload them. Hogs He 
down during shipment, making a bed in the sand or straw in the car, 
and there is little excretion. In hot weather they are sprinkled in the 
cars; in the cooler weather they need no water. Corn can be and is 
put in the car for feed. So they have all of the comforts which a hog 
— el and there is not any reason for any law making a time limit 
on § 

The shipment of horses and mules forms so inconsiderable portion 
of the traffic that little has been said about it, but it can be safely 


in each ship- 


er car, 
at will 
killed it is shown 


stated that the shipper knows better how to handle them 
ment than Congress can provide by general rules. 
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The reason for unloading is said to be for rest, feed, and water. 
There are several points which ought to be considered in this connec- 
tion to which attention will be directed. 

(1) Four-legged animals may rest and sleep on foot as well as by 


down, 

(2) Range cattle will not, as a rule, rest in pens any more than in 
cars, if as much. They are dissatisfied, nervous, and restless. 

(3) Gentle fed cattle may, and often do, lie down in transit when 
they become sufficiently t but in neither case is rest required like 
it is with a person. f 

4) Animals get their place in the car and become contented. 

5) Animals in transit brought from the ranges, as shown by experi- 
ence, eat little and drink little—oftentimes not at all. It is the nature 
of the animal to store food and drink, which is quite diferent to human 
be „ and it is a demonstrable fact that in the range country, ordi- 
narily, an animal will stay away from water and oftentimes not drink 
more than once in two days, a in cooler weather often a longer time. 

(6) Their nervous and agitated condition in ae prevents them 
from having much desire for food and drink. at produces no suf- 
fe apart from the mere matter of inconvenience of carriage, and 
= ~ ys : ever been able to demonstrate and can not demonstrate 

at animals 


six-hour run. 


shipper. 


THE BEST AND MOST HUMANE TREATMENT CAN BE OBTAINED BY LEAVING 
TO THE SHIPPERS TO JUDGE FROM CIRCUMSTANCES. 


Every man undertakes to run his business In the most profitable way, 
and that is human nature, and as grows intelligence in- 
creases, and the time has come when eyery stock sopper of the country 
knows that the better treatment that he gives his live stock the better 
will be their condition on arrival at the marke: their condition at the 
market reflects 
He knows that experie’ 
the live stock has received. 
loadin 
the injury the greater the loss. The result is t 
care consistent with doing the business at all, in the loading of his 
cattle and in the unloading of them. He knows their appearance has a 
at deal to do with their value and his desire is to keep them in the 
t appearance. Ile does not want a — tired, and worn-out ani- 
mal on the market, so he will unload them when and possible, 
It is subject to absolute demonstration that the ex enced shipper 
can tell from the circumstances as he views them w. er the cattle 
should be unloaded or not en route to market or elsewhere. He must 
weigh these circumstances with a view to the possible treatment of 
his cattle. He may reach a point where he intended to unload and rest 
his cattle, feed, and water them, but on reaching there may find that 
there is a snow storm or rain storm and that he is required to ex 
his cattle and injure them far more than the feed and rest will do 
good, so he —— judgment “pon the situation and directs that they 
shall go on, use he knows it best to do so. At other times cattle 
find them full of other cattle and it will require that 
in the cars on a side Sack for from two to 


We assert it as a 2 
can better judge whet 


to suffer, and that the law is intended to reach that class o. 
But it must not be overlooked that while reaching an ee few 
of that class it will produce injury te the man who 

ness c The ence snd ju t is that little injury will 
ever result from extending this time to thirty-six hours, wken serious 
injury will result from enforcing the charg Pgs te ha law. 

If the few will commit acts of inhumanity, let them be prosecuted 

3 sna ore lect, — Ad 75 — net 3 8 5 
o in e ater umanity, and a! cur great loss r busi- 
ness as judiclously conducted. 


THE RAILROADS ARE NOT GIVEN RIGHT TO MAKE SLOWER TIME. 


But it may be said that the railroads will simply make use of the 
additional time; that they will ron slower, and at last the extension of 
time will do the shipper no good. FTT 
may not occasionally be made use of for ulterior ends. It may be in 
some instances that might so happen, but the common law requires that 

iligence the transportation of live stock. It 
has been a source of complaint that they have been compelled to pay 
a great many damage claims for delay, and the inducement for diligent 
service which is brought about by their liability for delay is a sufficient 
guaranty that they will not undertake to take advantage of this ex- 
tension of time, for the matter will be in the hands of the shipper to 
require a performance of their duty as the law requires or to answer 
to him in damages, so he has it within his power to thus compel the 
formance of that duty. When the twenty-eight-hour law was not in 
orce, simply laid dormant upon the statute ks from a practical 
55 these runs, which have been heretofore described, between 
prince market places and points of reshipment, were customarily 
made thirty or thirty-one hours, and the lroads did not then take 
advantage of it as affording any excuse for slow 3 neither was 
the twenty-eight-hour law made use of to fix the liability of the rail- 
road for delay; it is based on the common-law requirement of diligence. 
The extension of the time to thirty-six hours will not affect in any way 
the liability of the railroads for negligent delay. 
ermore, coring the time that the twenty-eight-hour law was 
being enforced the railroads gave no better speed and service than th 
did when it was not being enforced, if as If they are d 
to take advantage of the law then by slow running, they are always 
compelled to unload, and in that case are not liable for a penalty. 
When 1 have reached a convenient place for unloading at any point 
Ine, if in the judgment of the railroad it will take longer than 
3 hours to reach the next point, what happens? our live 


oaded arbitrarily without your consent, contrary to your 


moman; and can't help yourself. This is exactly what has been found 
rience, 
It is all a mistake to suppose that the enforcement of the twenty- 
eight-hour law will secure better service. That law requires no £ 
schedule or that any distance shall be covered in that time. If the law 
required a speed schedule, it would not likely require an average of 
over 20 miles per hour between division points, and must except acei- 
dents, storms, and so that if the time be not extended an un- 
would generally required in shipments for distances of 500 
miles unless the time is extended. 

For these reasons, in the name of justice, fairness, and humanity, let 
the time limit be extended. 


{Report to accompany S. 3413.] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, which has had under 
consideration the bill (S. 3413) to prevent oaen to animals while in 
transit by railroad or other means of transportation from one State or 
Territory or the District of Columbia into or through another State or 
Territory or the District of Connie, and repealing sections 4386, 4387, 
4388, 4389, and 4390 of the United States Revised Statutes, reports the 
same back to the Senate favorably and recommends that the bill do 
pass as amended. 

The bill seeks to provide: : 

1. A more humane way of handling all kinds of ilve stock during 
periods of transportation. 

2. Better control to the shipper, and, through more humane and 
1 55 shipment, a decrease of loss or damage on the live stock in 

s 


3. Aid to the railroads, through greater elasticity (based upon the 
wish of the owner) in handi live stock more whan f and promptly, 
and to deliver it at its destination with less friction delay. 

A strict Lely ey of the present law (which was for many y 
almost a d. letter) infilets great hardship upon the dumb brutes in 
transit, great inconvenience and loss upon the owners, and unnecessary 
delay and consequent loss upon the carrier. 

The law is mandatory that twenty-eight hours shall be the limit of 
confinement in car, whereas in many cases twenty-nine of thirty hours 
would land the stock into market with no unloading and reloading from 
point of shipment to destination. ‘To always break the trip at twenty- 
eight hours or any earlier time and take the stock out of the cars and 
into yards and then put them back into the cars a causes very much 
greater’ hardship and punishment to the stock than if it were taken 
through directly to destination, provided the entire time does not exceed 
the posed as the maximum, under some 


tant from any proper chutes or 
e cars on as 
bad, and . — — worse, 


Chutes and ares for live stock are installed only se certain stations, 
led at certain sta- 
istances between, where, if cars are 2 stock 
If it is a large shipment of stock, 
tically useless to unload it at some small a 
chute, intended for the loading and unload ng of single or few 5 
or, at the most, a car at a t A large shipment of several cars 
stock should be unloaded at yards where there are from two to a dozen 
chutes and sufficient yards to permit the unloading and reloading of 
whole train without long delay, and without exciting, bruising, an 
therefore er injuring the stock. 

In the case of shipments of sheep, it is practically impossible to unload 
them in the night, and the consequence is, if no place can be reached 
in eee Sh the shipment must proceed either until daylight or far 
enough to reach some gor unloading place, and there wait for day- 
light, before they can unloaded. 

To those who know the habits of rege Ped is unnecessary to more 
than state this fact: To unload them in the night is to drag them out 
one at a time and tie each one or confine it to prevent its returning to 
its fellows in the car. On the other hand, sheep drink but little and 
can go longer without food and water than can cattle. 

It is an extreme hardship to apply the twenty-cight-hour law to all 


cases and under all circums 
If the shipment of live stock is Judged from the standpoint of a cit 
the domesticated, well-broken anima 


or village man who sees only 

in the habit of being handled as individuals or in small numbers, the 
geit oa ef HA 2 K shipped by ralircad is fromthe plains 
great proportion ve stock 8 railroa e p 

and pastures where the animals 1 — not been handled and domestt- 
cated, but are wild and nervous, and in leading for shipment, even If 
they are quietly handled, considerable suffering and loss must occur. 
And after the stock has covered a part of its journey, it becomes more 
nervous and excited, and the unloading and reloading brings about 
still ter suffering and loss. Unloading them into muddy yards—- 
and tl eed ne are often in bad condition—gives them little rest and less 
food, and oftentimes they refuse to drink the impure water afforded in 
the unclean yards. 

A strict compliance with the present law has developed some legal 
technicalities and shortcomings, which are referred to in the memoran- 
dum prepared by Department of Agriculture, which follows. * * * 

The following is a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture transmit- 
ting a memorandum hg oes jointly by the I adviser of his Depart- 
ment and the Chief of Bureau of Animal Industry; and the views 
expressed therein have the indorsement of your commi f 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
> OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. O., February 12, 1996. 

Dear SENATOR HANSBROUVGH : I transmit herewith a memorandum on 
the subject of Senate biil No. 3413, relative to the confinement of live 
stock while in transit or other means of transportation, 
hae aga been prepared at your request by Doctor Melvin and Mr. 

abe. 
Very truly, yours, JAMES WILSON, 
Secretary. 
Hon. H. C. HansprovucnH, 
Acting Chairman Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 


[Memorandum.] 


It is suggested that the bill be amended by inserting in line 7 of 
section 1, after the word “shipment,” the words which written re- 


* 
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quest shall be separate and apart from any printed bill of lading or 


other railroad form.” It is thought that this amendment is necessary 
from the fact that without it it will be possible for the request to be 
incorporated in the printed form and signed by the shipper pro forma. 
The statute commonly referred to as the twenty-eight-hour law was 
enacted by the Forty-third Congress and became a law by the sppr 
of President Grant on March 3, 1873. It now forms sections 43: 390 
of the United States Revised Statutes. It prohibits the confinement 
in cars, boats, or other vessels for a longer period than twenty-eight 
consecutive hours of cattle, sheep, swine, or other animals which are 
being conveyed from one State to another without unloading the same 
for rest, water, and feeding for a period of at least five consecutive 
hou unless prevented by storm or other accidental cause. The pen- 
alty for violation of the statute is from $100 to $500. The provision 
for unloading does not apply when animals are carried in cars, boats, 
or other vessels in which they can and do have proper food, water. 
space, and opportunity to rest. The present bill proposes to repeal 
sections 4386-4390 of the United States Revised Statutes and to enact 
similar legislation, with some few amendments and changes, as follows: 
1. The statute is broadened to cover practically every common carrier 
of live stock, including receivers of any such carriers. The Supreme 
Court has held in the case of United States v. Harris (177 U. S., 305) 
that the present law does not include the receiver of a railroad com- 
A short time ago a certain railroad in the hands of a Federal 
receiver was 8 animals fifty and even sixty hours without rest, 
food, or water, and the receiver could not be reached under the present 


law. 

2. The transportation of live stock from a State to a Territory, from 
a Territory to a State, or from or into the District of Columbia, is cov- 
ered by this bill. The United States court of the district of Kansas 
has held recently, in the case of the United States v. The St. Louis and 
San Francisco Railroad Company (an unreported case), that the pres- 
ent law does not cover a shipment from a Territory to a State, the 
wording of the statute being * * which transports live stock 
from one State to another.” 

8. In the present bill it is proposed that the time during which ani- 
mals may be confined by the carrier without food, rest, or water shall 
remain at 5 hours, the time provided in the present law, 
with the exception that upon the written request of the owner or 
person in custody of the shipment the time may be extended to thirty- 
six hours. It frequently happens that the twenty-eight hour limit 
has expired when the shipment was within a few hours of the desti- 
nation, and if the law is made sufficiently elastic to enable the shipper 
to control this matter it is e that less suffering will result to 
live stock in transit. It is the opinion of the best informed owners and 
shippers of live stock that when live stock can be carried to market 
within Kouta Hone hours it is better and more humane to allow them 
5 0 vee without unloading than to unload at the end of twenty- 
eight hours. 

Based np careful observation of the workings of the law, the treat- 
ment of the live stock to the advantage of the shippers and owners 
thereof, it is the opinion of the Department of Agriculture that if cer- 
tain other amendments to the present law, which are incorporated in 
the bill now in discussion, shall be adopted, the time during which live 
stock may be confined in cars without fi rest, or water may be ex- 
tended from twenty-eight hours to thirty hours without disadvan- 
tage to the live stock. The great western markets are Chicago, East 
St. Louis, and the Missouri River towns. The ranges and feed lots are 
so located that if the railroads give the shippers anything like reason- 
able service, with a thirty-six-hour limit, by far the larger proportion 
of live stock can be transported to market within thirty-six hours, and 
this will obviate the necessity for unloading the greater part of the 
stock. With a thirty-six-hour limit it will not be necessary to unload 
live stock from any locality more than twice. 

4. This bill provides that live stock must be loaded and unloaded in 
a humane manner and into properly equipped pens. This is a serious 
omission in the present law. Cases have been reported to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and confirmed by that Department, where live 
stock has been unloaded in a brutal manner and into poe which the 
mud was 2 feet deep and the facilities for feeding and watering, to say 
nothing of resting, were oey inadequate. Under the present law the 
E S of Agriculture could not correct these conditions. 

. This bill provides that the time consumed in 8 and unload- 
ing shall not be counted in computing the time during which live stock 
may be confined in transit. This — 5 amounts to incorporating into 
os ne the practice which has preva in the enforcement of the pres- 
ent law. 

6. It is poua in this bill that in the case of sheep, when the ex- 
piration of the time limit occurs at night, they may be allowed to 
continue in transit until daylight, if by so doing they will reach a place 
where they can be properly fed, watered, and c: ‘or. The unloading 
of sheep at night, even under the most favorable conditions with elec- 
tric-lighted yards and trained goats, is a difficult process. It frequently 
happens that the time limit expires dur the night at a point where 
these facilities are not available, and it then utterly impracticable 
to unload sheep. s 

7. In section 2 of the bill there is an immaterial change from the 
yoring of the present law regarding the collection of the feeding 

arges. 

8. It is also provided in section 2 of this bill that the ey Cd shall 
have the right to furnish the necessary food for his stock transit 
if he so desires. The present law gives a lien on the stock for food 
furnished by the carrier, and it has happened that many companies have 
charged exorbitant fees for supplying food, and the owners and shippers 
of stock in many cases have been outrageously overcharged. 

9. In section $a penalty section—in this bill the word “ willfully ” 
is used where the word “w W occurs in the corresponding section 
— — — present ops It 8 1 in this oprana ae Lrg 
original act, as pe ongress was approy y the Presiden 
contained the word “ willfully,” but through an error while incorporat- 
ing into the Revised Statutes it became chan to “ willingly.” 

110. Section 3 of the present bill—a pos ty section—is c angad by 
exempting the owner or shipper of the live stock from the penalty for 
failure to unload for food, rest, and water. The present law, as con- 
strued by the Federal courts, imposes liability for this failure equally 
upon the shipper and the carrier. The shipper surrenders control of 

e live stock in a large measure to the carrier, and he is unable to 
unload the stock without the active cooperation of the carrier. Inas- 
much as the carrier is assured payment for food furnished, it is thought 
the Ege liability for failure to unload should be laid upon the 
carrier. 

11. In section 4 of the present bill it is provided that United States 
attoroeys shall prosecute all violations of act reported by the Sec- 


retary of Agriculture, or which come to their notice or knowledge by 
other means, The measure relates entirely to animal industry, which, 
in all other respects, is under the control of the Department of Agri- 
culture, and the 3 of the Bureau of Animal Industry, from their 
locatlon and the character of their work, are well situated to secure 
the enforcement of the law. 


Mr. GALLINGER. Does not the Senator think it wise to 
have the bill reprinted with the pending amendment, so that 
. send it out people will understand what the bill pro- 
poses? 

Mr. WARREN. I thank the Senator for the suggestion, and 
E yui ask that the bill be reprinted with the pending amend- 
men 

Mr. LODGE. Before that is done I wish to say a word. I 
have been trying to understand that clause, but not being a 
live-stock man I am very stupid about it. But, after all, this 
proposed law has to be adapted for all persons as well as live- 
stock men. 

Mr. WARREN. I suggest to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts that he confer with the Senator from Idaho [Mr. HEY- 
BURN] and then offer an amendment now. 

Mr. LODGE. I am going to see if I have got out of it what 
it means. As it now reads 

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator tell us what line and page? 

Mr. LODGE. I am reading from page 2, and the point I am 
coming to first is in regard to line 12— ` 

When the time of confinement may be extended to thirty-six hours, 
without unloading the same in a humane manner. 

As that stands, it might mean that if you unload them in an 
inhumane manner, the time need not be extended. It is per- 
fectly blind writing. 

Mr. WARREN. But, taken in connection with line 8, it is all 
right. I admit that the language is not happy. 

Mr. LODGE. I dare say, to the expert mind it is absolutely 
good English, but I am speaking for the common, ordinary lay 
mind which wants to understand the law. . 

Mr. WARREN. The bill seems to have put the Senator 
from Massachusetts in an inquiring frame of mind. 

Mr. LODGE. It has. I think the whole bill suggests in- 
quiry. 

Mr. WARREN. All bills do to those who oppose them. 

Mr. LODGE. I do not know that I am opposed to this bill. 
If it is going to make the treatment of cattle more humane to 
extend the time when they shall be kept without food and water 
from twenty-eight hours to thirty-six hours, I am in favor of 
the bill. I want to see cattle humanely treated. I want them 
brought to market in the best possible condition. If it will 
bring them to market in better condition and if it will cause 
less suffering to the animals to keep them without food and 
water for thirty-six hours instead of twenty-eight hours, and I 
ean be convinced of that, I shall cheerfully vote for the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. Now, along on that line, I renew my sug- 
gestion that the Senator from Massachusetts give us the benefit 
of his experience and confer with the Senator from Idaho who 
introduced the bill, and the amendment may be offered. 

Mr. LODGE. I only want to see if I haye got the sense of 
the passage. Suppose it should be made to read in this way, 
N with line 8: Strike out the word “ except” and make 

read: 

Provided, That upon the written request of the owner or person in 
custody— 

Strike out the word“ for” and insert of ”— 
of that particular shipment, which written uest shall be separate 
and apart from y printed bill of lading or other railroad form, the 
time of confinement may be extended to thirty-six hours, without un- 
loading said cattle, sheep, swine, and other animals, and such unloading, 
when made, shall be conducted in a humane manner, and the said ani- 
mals shall when unloaded be placed in properly equipped pens for 
rest, water, and feeding. 

Is that the meaning of the passage? 

Mr. WARREN. That language would be entirely satisfac- 


tory. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will say to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts that as this bill came to me it was satisfactory to the 
humane society, the railroads, and the shippers. They had a 
conference, and it was so represented to me, and I introduced it. 

Mr. LODGE. My suggestions are not intended to defeat the 
passage of the bill. I am merely suggesting a rewording of it. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will say to the Senator that I have noted 
an amendment, and intended, upon opportunity offering, to 
move to transpose those sentences. I think they should be 
transposed. After the word “ hours,” in line 8, I would strike 
out down to and including the word “ hours,” in line 13, and 
then it would read: 


Shall confine the same In cars, boats, or vessels of any description 
for a period longer than twenty-eight consecutive hours without un- 
loading the same in a humane manner into properly equipped pens for 
rest, water, and feeding for a period of at least five consecutive hours, 
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1 revented by storm or by other accidental or unavoidable causes 
which oan not be anticipated or avoided by the exercise of due diligence 
and foresight. 

Mr. LODGE. ‘That is a repetition of the present law. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes, ; 


Provided, That upon the written request of the owner or person in 
custody of the particular shipment the time of confinement may be ex- 
tended to thirty-six hours. 

Mr. LODGE. That is entirely intelligible. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I have my personal copy of the bill anno- 
tated, with a view to offering the amendment at the proper time. 

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will have the bill reprinted in 
that way, then we will get an intelligible bill, I think that is 
a good preliminary for discussion. _ 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is evident that this bill can 
not be disposed of now, and therefore I ask the Senator from 
Idaho to suspend, in order that the Senator from Maryland 
may commence his speech on the rate bill. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will do so at once. 

Mr. WARREN. An arrangement has been effected with the 
Senator from Maryland, who is ready to proceed, but the point 
was to have the bill reprint 

Mr. NELSON. All right. 

Mr. WARREN. And in its reprint contain the amendment 
proposed, and then give the floor to the Senator from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will offer the amendment which I have 
just stated. I will put it in form and send it to the Clerk’s 
desk to be printed under the agreement that the bill shall be 
reprinted with the amendment. I have nothing more to offer 
at this time. ‘ 

The bill as proposed to be amended by Mr. Heysurn was or- 
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That no railroad, express company, car company, 
common carrier other than by water, or the receiver, trustee, or lessee 
of any of them, whose road forms any part of a line of road over which 
cattle, sheep, swine, or other animals shall be conveyed from one State 
or Territory or the District of Columbia into or through another State 
or Territory or the District of Columbia, or the owners or masters of 
steam, sailing, or other vessels carrying or transporting cattle, sheep, 
swine, or other animals from one State or Territory or the District of 
Columbia into or through another State or Territory or the District of 
Columbia, shall confine the same in cars, boats, or vessels of any descrip- 
tion for a period longer than twenty-eight consecutive hours, without 
unloading the same in a humane manner, into properly equipped pens 
for rest, water, and feeding, for a riod of at least five consecutive 
hours, unless prevented by storm or other accidental or unavoidable 
causes which can not be ee e avoided by the exercise of due 


diligence and foresight: Pro hat upon the written request of 
the owner or person in custody of that particular shipment, which 


written * cers shall be separate and apart from any printed Dill of 
lading or other railroad form, the time of confinement be extended 
to thirty-six hours. In estimating such confinement, the time consumed 


in loading and unloading shall not be considered, but the time during 
which the animals have been confined without such rest or food or 
water on connecting roads shall be included, it being the intent of this 
act to prohibit their continuous confinement ond the period of 
twenty-eight hours, except upon the contingencies hereinbefore stated: 
Provided, That it shall not required that reed be unloaded in the 
nighttime, but where the time expires in the nigh me in case of sheep 
the same may continue in transit to a suitable place for unloading, 
subject to the aforesaid limitation of thirty-six hours. 2 
Sec, 2. That animals so unloaded shall be properly fed and watered 
during such rest either by the owner or person having the custody 
thereof, or in case of his default in so doing, then by the railroad, ex- 
om company, car company, common carrier other than by water, or 

e receiver, trustee, or lessee of any of them, or by the owners or 
masters of boats or vessels transporting the same, at the reasonable 
expense of the owner or person in custody thereof, and such railroad, 
express company, car company, common carrier other than by water, 
receiver, trustee, or lessee of any of them, owners or masters, shall in 
such case have a lien upon such animals for food, care, and custody 
furnished, collectible at their destination in the same manner as the 
transportation charges are collected, and shall not be liable for any 
detention of such animals, when such detention is of reasonable dura- 
tion, to enable compliance with section 1 of this act; but nothing in 
this section shall construed to prevent the owner or shipper of 
animals from furnishing food therefor, if he so desires. 

Sec. 3. That rag é railroad, ress company, car company, common 
carrier other than by water, or the receiver, trustee, or lessee of any of 
them, or the master or owner of any steam, sailing, or other vessel who 
knowingly and willfullx fails to comply with the pes rape of the two 
preceding sections shall for every such failure be liable for and forfeit 
and pay a penalty of not less than one hundred nor more than five hun- 
dred dollars: Provided, That when animals are carried in cars, boats, or 
other vessels in which they can and do have proper food, water, space, 
and opportunity to rest the provisions in regard to their being unloaded 


shall not apply. 

SEC. 4. at the penalty created by the preceding section shall ber re- 
covered by civil action in the name of the United States in the circuit 
or district court holden within the district where the violation may 
have been committed or the person or ration resides or carries on 
business; and it shall be the duty of Uni States attorneys to prose- 
cute all violations of this act reported by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
or which come to their notice or know! z other means, 

Sec. 5. That sections 4386, 4387, 4388. 89, and 4390 of the Re- 
4 Statutes of the United States be, and the same are hereby, re- 
pen led. 

Mr. KEAN. Let the bill go to the Calendar under Rule IX. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho proposes 


an amendment to the bill. The Senator from Wyoming asks 


unanimous consent that the bill with the pending amendment be 
reprinted. Is there objection? 

Mr. LODGE. Do I understand that it is to be printed with 
the change of language suggested by the Senator from Idaho? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That is the understanding. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will formulate and send it up. j 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Wyoming? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. KEAN. Now let the bill go to the Calendar under 
Rule IX. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will go to the Calendar 


under Rule IX. 

Mr. WARREN. Do I understand that the bill goes over under 
Rule IX? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. Then I wish to say that I shall move at the 


first favorable opportunity, after the bill has been reprinted, to 
take it up for further consideration. 


ESTATE OF HAROLD BROWN, DECEASED. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Calendar under Rule VIII is 
in order. 

The bill (S. 3401) for the relief of the executors of the estate 
of Harold Brown, deceased, was announced as the first business 
in order on the Calendar, and the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to its consideration. It proposes to pay to the 
executors of the estate of Harold Brown, late a citizen of New- 
port, R. I., $861.75, being an excess of taxes improperly levied 
and collected on legacies and distributive shares of the personal 
property of the estate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. TILLMAN. I move that the Senate resume the consider- 
ation of the unfinished business, being the rate bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. RAYNER obtained the floor. 

Mr. PILES. Will the Senator from Maryland yield to me for 
a moment that I may call up a joint resolution? 

Mr. RAYNER. I yield. 


BUREAU OF EDUCATION EMPLOYEES IN ALASKA, 


Mr. PILES. I ask unanimous consent for the present consid- 
eration of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 97) authorizing assign- 
ment of pay of teachers and other employees of the Bureau of 
Education in Alaska. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution. It author- 
izes the Secretary of the Interior to permit teachers and other 
employees of the United States Bureau of Education employed 
in Alaska to make assignments of their pay; and the Secretary 
of the Interior is further authorized to reimburse school-teachers 
in Alaska for expenses incurred by them in the discharge of 
their duties and paid from their personal funds. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the concluding sentence of the joint 
resolution be read again. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re- 
quested. 

The Secretary read as follows: 

And the Secretary of the Interior is further authorized, in his dis- 
cretion, under such regulations as he may prescribe, to reimburse 


school-teachers in Alaska for expenses incu by them in the dis- 
charge of their duties and paid from their personal funds. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I think that is all right. As I caught the 
reading of the joint resolution there did not seem to be any pro- 
vision whereby these expenses should be certified; but I pre- 
sume that the Secretary of the Interior under the joint resolu- 
tion will attend to that. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
a oe ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
p: 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, 
and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I believe we all realize that the 
subject now under consideration is one of s.preme importance. 
If I were asked to define at the present moment and under exist- 
ing conditions which one of the powers of Congress under the 
Constitution was of the greatest interest to the country I would 
immediately select the power to regulate commerce among the 
several States. Randolph said that it was this clause, the right to 
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regulate commerce among the States, that gave us the Consti- 
tution, and that if Congress under the Confederation had pos- 
sessed the power to impose an ad valorem tax of 10 per cent 
upon foreign importations there never would have been a Con- 
stitution for the United States. The issue before us was bound 
to come; it is not an artificial controversy, and I am delighted 


to know that it is not a party question. It is exhilarating to feel 
that a momentous subject of this sort is above and beyond the 
lines of party strife, and that we can now tear away for a tem- 
porary period from our traditions, and, obliterating the lines 
that divide us on this floor, unite in the performance of a duty 
that we owe to our countrymen who are looking to us for relief 
and for an equitable adjustment of their rights. 

I propose in the brief argument that I shall address to the 
Senate to resort to the process of elimination and attempt, if 
I can, to bring to the front the actual issues now before us. I 
shall be very well satisfied if I can accomplish this. If we are 
to generalize and bring in all the subjects involved in this 
controversy the inquiry would be interminable, and instead of 
order and precision, chaos and confusion would rule supreme. 

What we want to know is the exact nature of the evil that 
calls for remedial legislation. The literature upon this matter 
has simply been appalling. The examination of witnesses has 
proceeded to the point of exhaustion. A whole battalion of 
experts have volunteered suggestions upon topics that have no 
bearing upon the points involved. College professors have sub- 
mitted plans for running railroads, and political economists and 
psychologists haye issued instructions to traffic managers as 
to the proper classification of merchandise and the transporta- 
tion of freight, and every shipper and consigner who has had 
a grievance against the railroads or the Interstate Commerce 
Commission or the courts has been extended a hospitable inyi- 
tation to appear and narrate the methods through which he 
would immediately remedy the prevailing abuses. 

If you add to this that almost the entire press of the country 
has taken up the controversy, that magazines have been filled 
with dissertations upon it, and that hundreds of commercial 
organizations haye petitioned Congress upon its various phases, 
we can then form some idea of the magnitude of the investiga- 
tion that has taken place. The committees have done their 
work well and deserve the commendation of the country for the 
faithful performance of their arduous duties. Now that their 
labors are completed, it is for us to extract from this tangled 
mass of contradictory statements and conflicting views the real 
and genuine essence from which the agitation springs, so that 
we can grasp the vital points at issue and intelligently consider 
and impartially determine the contest submitted to our arbitra- 
ment. 

THE COMPLAINTS AGAINST THE RAILROADS, 

When the complaints against the railroads began and found 
expression at the various conventions that were called to con- 
sider them, they covered a very wide field, but with the prog- 
ress of Congressional investigations they have narrowed and 
are now confined within a limited compass. The original 
grounds of complaint can be easily classified under four descrip- 
tive headings: 

First, the subject of rebates ; 

Second, the subject of unreasonable rates; 

Third, the subject of discrimination between localities, indi- 
viduals, and commodities; and, 

Fourth, the subject of private cars and sidetrack terminal 
facilities. 

The fourth subject may be included in the third. 

REBATES. 

In regard to the first grievance upon the subject of rebates 
it is sufficient to say that its present discussion has become im- 
practicable to a large extent, because the custom of allowing 
what are known as rebates and concessions to shippers from 
published rates no longer prevails to such an extent as to cause 
us any uneasiness, and because the law known as the Elkins 
Act furnishes the necessary and efficient means to correct these 
abuses if they should occur to any extent in the future. It is 
refreshing to observe that upon this subject the people and the 
railroads appear to be in entire unison. Mr. Walter D. Hines 
is among the most intelligent and decidedly among the best 
informed and most instructive witnesses who have addressed 
the committee upon this branch of the subject. Mr. Hines is now 
counsel of the Atlantic Coast Line. In 1901, when the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, in its fifteenth annual report, 
referred to the widespread prevalence of secret rebates, Mr. 
Hines was assisting in supervising the traffic department of the 
Louisville and Nashville Railroad. He was also vice-president 
of the road and its assistant chief attorney. 

I take for granted, as a matter of course, that during all 
this time when this widespread prevalence of secret rebates was 


in vogue Mr. Hines never permitted his road for a moment to 
indulge in this abhorrent practice, and never sanctioned the 
slightest violation of the law in this regard. I also take it for 
granted that Mr. Hines, like all other eminent counsel of trunk- 
line railroads, feels the deepest solicitude for the public welfare, 
and is at all times anxious to gratify the public whenever its 
rights come in conflict with the demands of his constituents. 

In therefore dismissing the subject of rebates, I do so with 
an admonition that we all heed the warning that so eminent an 
authority as Mr. Hines has given us upon this subject, which 
reads as follows: 

It should be borne in mind that the motive on the part of the shipper 
to secure rebates is a 8 motive, and a very powerful one, and 
the fact that they are temporarily stopped is no proof that they will be 

rmanently ge wage It is, therefore, necessary in any revision of the 
aw to insure the most persistent and continuing supervision of that 
branch of regulation, in order to make sure that that portion of the 
shipping public which strives to get rebates and those carriers which 
are willing to yield to such Pores will not be encouraged by an 
apparent laxity on the part of the executive power, which is suppos 


to enforce the law. 
UNREASONABLE RATES. 


This brings me to the second proposition, Are rates unreason- 
able? If unreasonable rates were the only ground of the pres- 
ent complaint, governed by the preponderance of testimony I 
would be compelled to hold that the general charge had not 
been sustained. The best informed witnesses upon the part of 
the people have declared that there is no general ground for 
complaint throughout the country on account of the unreason- 
ableness of rates. 

Mr. Kernan, one of the most intelligent witnesses upon this 
subject, has testified as follows: 

You will find in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred— 

That is strong language, coming from Mr. Kernan, one of the 
principal witnesses for the people and against the railroads— 
that the complaint before the Commissioners has not been that the rates 
3 ee It is all a question of the relation of the rates to be 


. * * * 

That is the question, and that is why you 
mission and why it has to have power. 

Governor Cummins, of Iowa, has given the following testi- 
mony: 

While I believe that the railroads are making 
a little more than they ought to make In view of the capital that they 
have invested in their enterprises, yet if that were the only question 
I do not believe there would have been any demand for a ditional 
legislation, ‘The objection entertained by those with whom I am asso- 
ciated is that the railways undertake to develop this country accord- 
ing to their views of the way it should be developed. 


Notwithstanding these admissions, that there is no general 
dissatisfaction throughout the country with existing rates, there 


* 


* * 
have got to have 


a com- 


uite as much If not 


Is still a considerable amount of complaint in certain sections 


and among particular interests that rates have been unduly 
raised. The claim is made, controverted by the railroads, that 
within the last few years there has been a large increase in rail- 
road revenue, and that a large number of classifications have 
been unduly changed. In the official classification which gov- 
erns class rates in the territory north of the Ohio and east of the 
Mississippi it is charged that a large number of advances haye 
been made in ratings over previous classifications. In the last 
report of the Interstate Commerce Commission to this body it 
is stated that 500 advances were made.in the southern classi- 
fication and oyer 250 in the western classification. Not only 
this, but witnesses before the committee, of standing and char- 
acter, have testified to unreasonable advances in particular 
lines of industry and business. Rates upon live stock from 
almost every point in Texas have been advanced since 1898 upon 
an average of nearly $20 per car, and they are higher to-day 
than they have been at any time since rates were filed with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. Cowan, representing the Cattle Raisers’ Association of 
Texas, has testified as follows: 


It is a fact that rates from most points in Texas have been advanced 
since 1898 an average of $17.50 to $20 per car, and they are to-da 
higher than they have been at any time since rates were filed wit 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. * * * These advances have 
likewise applied to the Indian Territory, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Ari- 
zona, and from most points in eastern Colorado, western Nebraska, and 
western Kansas, parts of Wyoming and South Dakota, though the 
advances in the rates have not been as great from all points in such 
States as in the State of Texas. 

Not only have the live-stock rates been advanced, but in March, 1903, 
an advance of from 7 to 20 pe. cent was made on practically all class 
oods and commodities, with a few exceptions, from points on the 


Mississippi River and east thereof to the State of Texas. 

We have further testimony before the committee that the 
fruit interests of California, one of the largest and most im- 
portant interests in the country, in the suit against the Atchi- 
son, Topeka and Santa Fe and the Southern Pacific railroads. 
claimed that unreasonable rates were charged on fruit from 
the Pacific coast to the Atlantic seaboard. The lumber interests 
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of the South have complained that an advance of 2 cents a 
hundred pounds is unreasonable and have petitioned the Inter- 
state Commerce Board for redress. Mr. Robinson, representing 
the New Orleans Board of Trade, in addressing the committee, 
has made upon this subject the following emphatic declaration: 


We claim, and we believe, and we are sincere about it, that the 
railroads are getting an unjust share for transporting our manufac- 
tured products and our agricultural products. Since I have been here 
1 have heard with a great deal of surprise from the traffic managers 
that rates have been reduced. Well, people generally do not under- 
stand it that way. If you go to the manufacturer of lumber in the 
several States and tell him that his rate has been reduced when he 
knows that every day he is paying 58 more per ton than he did six 


years ago you would have a very hard time to convince him that 
chr ehh n lowered. You would have a difficult time making him 
see that. 


Mr. Clements, Interstate Commerce Commissioner, has sub- 
mitted the following evidence in connection with the subject of 
unreasonable rates: 


There were 65 roads in that great territory all operating under the 
Official classification promulgated by the committee of fifteen. 

Now, in the latter days of 1899 this committee got together and 
formulated what they called “ Classification No. 20, which was to 
take ‘effect January 1, 1900, from that territory, making a new classi- 
fication for the following year. They worked over it for days, and I 
do not know how long amongst themselyes, and when they published 
it it contained in it between six and seven hundred changes in rates, 
which would not be changing the rate from 25 cents to 30 or 40 cents 
by name, but by taking one or a dozen articles out of classification No. 
6 and putting it into class No. 5, and out of class No. 5 into class 
No. 4, ause the rates applied according to the number of classifica- 
tions. It took sugar out of one class and pa: it into a higher one, 
thereby 3 the rate on sugar on all that territory and between 
all the stations In that territory. It took soap in carloads and less 
than carloads—and what moves more freely than soap and sugar—to 
every station in America. And when you put a little infinitesimal 
increase in freight rates on all that is carried in carloads or less than 
carloads over a great extent of territory like that, it means a great 
amount of revenue. The same was true, I say, with between 600 and 
800 articles, These things were lifted up from one class to another by 
that committee and promulgated to take effect within ten days. 


In the last report of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
the following statement appears in reference to unreasonable 
rates: 


One of the most significant things in recent railway operations is 
the steady advance in the cost of the transportation of freight by rail. 
A few 3 ago the impression was general that freight rates could 
not and would not be advanced. Railway traffic officials frequently 
affirmed this in testimony. When the Commission had under con- 
sideration certain consolidations of railway property, the eminent gen- 
tlemen who had brought them about stated under oath that the purpose 
was not to advance but rather to reduce rates. Recent history belies 
these predictions. This Increase in the transportation charge has been 
accomplished in various. ways. 

First. The published rate itself has been advanced. Class rates have 
not, as a rule, been advanced, although in some cases they have been, 
es for example, from St. Louis and kindred points to the Southwest, 
where such rates are higher to-day than they were when first filed 
with the Commission in 1887; but rates upon those commodities which 
constitute the bulk of interstate traffic haye been advanced in nearl 
all sections. Coal rates have, almost withont exception, been increased. 
The same is true of iron schedules. Rates upon grain and its products, 
lumber, live stock and its products are generally higher to-day than 
four years ago. 

Second. Many advances have been brought about by changes in clas- 
sification. While, as already noted, class rates as a whole have re- 
mained the same, mane commodities haye been advanced from a lower 
8 a higher class, this produeing an increase in the transportation 
charge. 

Third. Many commodities which formerly took a special commodity 
rate have been restored to the classified list. This has worked an 
advance, since the commodity rate is usually lower than the class rate. 
In the same line there has been a constant disposition to withdraw 
special privileges which had been accorded, and to charge for services 
which had been rendered free. 


I have only referred to these instances, a few among a much 
greater number, to show that the subject of unreasonable 
rates is by no means an obsolete one. It must be observed 
that there is not a moment of time that it does not lie within 
the power of any combination of railroads to impose unreason- 
able rates upon any shipper whom they serve, or upon any 
commodity that they carry. It is sufficient for me now to say 
that whenever an unreasonable rate exists at present, and 
whenever an unreasonable rate may be imposed in the future, 
we are, as I shall hope presently to demonstrate, without any 
practical or legal remedy to rectify the abuses. 

Before leaving this branch of the subject there is one other 
observation that it is my duty to make. It has been frequently 
stated during the hearings that the unreasonableness of rates is 
entirely immaterial to the shippers, provided that the rates are 
relatively just and nondiscriminative as among them. I will 
not consent to this proposition for a moment. I will not accept 
it so far as the consumers of the country are concerned, because 
the lower the rate the lower the prices of consumption. I re- 


ject it so far as the shipper is concerned, because the lower 
the prices of consumption the greater the demand and the 
greater the increase and the profits of his business. The people 
of the United States, who have not been represented at these 
hearings because it is impossible to organize them, are deeply 
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interested in the maintenance of reasonable rates, and they look 
to us to protect them, and on behalf of the unrepresented bene- 
ficiaries of the trust I claim it is our duty to enact such legis- 
lation as shall always insure them against any extortion that 
they may be at any time subjected to. 

Mr. WARREN. Will it disturb the Senator from Maryland 
if I ask him a question? 

Mr. RAYNER. Not at all, if I can answer it. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has spoken about the effect of 
the Elkins law being to stop rebates. I should like his opinion 
whether freight rates have been reduced by the railroads be- 
cause of the stoppage of rebates, or whether it has merely put 
that much more money in the coffers of the railroad companies 
by compelling all shippers to pay the high rates? 

Mr. RAYNER. I am not prepared to say that rates have 
been reduced, and I am not prepared to answer the general 
proposition whether it has put more money into the hands of 
the railroad companies. But I am prepared to say that even 
if rates have not been reduced, even if it has put more money 
into the hands of the railroad companies, it is a perfectly proper 
provision of the Elkins bill that rebates shall be stopped. 

Mr. WARREN. I agree with the Senator, but I wanted his 
idea as to the effect upon rates. 

Mr. RAYNER. I do not think it has reduced rates. I am 
not prepared to say that stopping rebates has reduced rates. 
That is a nonessential point in the argument I propose to ad- 
dress to the Senate. : 

Mr. FORAKER. If the Senator will allow me, I wish to ask 
the Senator from Wyoming if, as suggested in his inquiry of 
the Senator from Maryland, it should appear that stopping re- 
bates put more money in the pockets of railroads, would he 
restore the practice of granting rebates? 

Mr. WARREN. If I may have the privilege of answering, I 
will say, no; but let it go under a proper name as a law to 
benefit railroads as well as shippers, and not masquerade under 
the misrepresentation that the law is a thrust at the railroads 
and to protect the people at the railroad’s expense; let us ad- 
mit that the law protects the railroads equally as well as the 
shippers. Indeed, I think better. 

Mr. RAYNER. Now, Mr. President, I have given my opin- 
ion, and very briefly, about the subject of rebates and the 
subject of unreasonable rates and that leaves only one grievaice 
to complain of. Having passed the outposts, let us go to the 
fortifications, where the controversy rages and where this 
Hepburn bill is, in my judgment, absolutely inefficient to remedy 
it, if remedy can be applied. 

The issue, Mr. President, to anyone who has examined the 
testimony in the House and the Senate is discrimination. If 
an accurate discrimination railroad map of the United States 
were published to-day, there is hardly a sane man in the coun- 
try who would believe it honestly represented the situation. 
It would be regarded as the product and the hallucination of 
a disordered intellect. 

I am not coming to the remedy now, and I am not prepared 
to say that we can apply any remedy for it, certainly not upon 
one branch of it—the question of differentials—to which I 
shall presently come. It is a difficult subject to deal with. 

We know, for instance, Mr. President, that the rates on a 
number of lines of merchandise from Chicago to Denver, taking 
those as an illustration, are three times as large as the rates on 
the same merchandise from New York to San Francisco, We 
know that it costs less to ship goods from New England to the 
Gulf than it does to ship them from Chicago to the same 
terminals, although the distance is seven or eight hundred miles 
greater. We know that it costs more to ship goods one-third 
of the distance across the continent than it does the whole of 
the distance, and that when goods are destined from Boston, 
for instance, to Salt Lake City they are carried to San Fran- 
cisco and back again to Salt Lake City in order to obtain the 
cheap rate. We know that we can multiply in an overwhelm- 
ing degree instance after instance in which the country is dis- 
figured by these discrepancies, where the less the distance the 
greater the cost and the greater the distance the less the cost. 

Now, let us see whether we can not approach this discussion 
with an agreement that we ought to provide some tribunal. I 
do not care whether it is the Commission or the court, we ought 
to provide some tribunal with some adequate power to adjust 
these proportions and remedy these discordant figures above 
and beyond the railroads, who are merely building up their own 
territory to increase their own revenues and enlarge their own 
profits. 

Before I go into a detailed discussion of the remedy let us see 
what is the trouble. I want to be conservative in what I say. I 
am in favor of a bill that is honest to the railroads and honest to 
the people. I do not propose, however, that railroad counsel shay 
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frame a bill and ask me to support it. I do not propose, on the 
other hand, that public clamor shall drive me to the support of 
a radical or revolutionary measure. I do not believe in public 
clamor. Public opinion even can not decide this issue for us. 
Public opinion changes its mind too quickly. It condemns to- 
day what it applauds to-morrow. It reverses its own verdict 
with cynical composure, and those whom to-day it mounts upon 
the crest of its favor to-morrow it buries under the torrent of 
its disapproval. The President of the United States is a strik- 
ing illustration of the transition of public opinion from one ex- 
treme to another. To-day it sends forth its anathemas of hate 
and to-morrow it builds its monuments of love. 

Every great reform in history, Mr. President, has been born 
amid the haunts of the minority upon the ruins of public opin- 
ion. Public opinion can not decide this issue for us. It is in 
our hands, as the counsel of the people against the experts of 
the opposition. The railroads haye summoned to their rescue 
the genius of the American bar, and in some way or another 
there has been incorporated into this bill a provision which ab- 
solately destroys it and makes it ineffective for the purposes for 
which it is designed. Let me state our position here. Of course 
I have no right to speak for our side at all. When I say “ our 
position” I mean my position, with perhaps some conclusions 
which may be changed that have been reached in conference 
among a few of us. 

My position here is, in the first place, that you must put into 
the bill a court that can try the constitutional question. You 
have a bill without a court. We might as well be frank about 
this business. As a matter of law and as a matter of right—I 
may be wrong and, of course, I only advance my suggestions for 
what they are worth—you have a bill which, when attacked by 
counsel for the railroads, will be declared unconstitutional by 
the Supreme Court of the United States, because it gives no 
court in which the railroad or the shipper can obtain a judicial 
review of the orders of the Interstate Commerce Commisslon. 
Assuming that I am wrong and that it does give you a court by 
indirection, providing the venue in which the suit may be 
brought, but failing utterly to give a court of competent juris- 
diction to try the suits when they are brought. 

You haye a bill with suspending orders that absolutely nullify 
the order of the Commission. Let me address my argument here 
to the other side, because I believe that we stand largely in 
favor of doing away with the suspending orders, or modifying 
them, at least, to such an extent that they shall not have the 
effect that is stated in the bill. 

What are these suspending orders? Let me give you a case. 
We will take the rate between Chicago and New York. Let us 
take a practical case, because that is the best way to illustrate 
it. Let us take the rate between Chicago and New York, of a 
dollar on first-class merci:andise. You go before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission a-d the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion lowers that rate to 75 cents. The next morning, or the 
same afternoon, the carrier appears—assuming now that the 
courts have jurisdiction—in the circuit court of the United 
States and files a bill to suspend that order, and the order is 
gone. Then, when the circuit court of the United States de- 
cides the case against the carrier it goes to the circuit court of 
appeals, and asks the circuit court of appeals to suspend the 
order of the circuit court, and the suspension is given, and that 
order is gone. Then, when it loses its case in the circuit court 
of appeals it goes to the Supreme Court of the United States. 
That has been done, because I have the case right in front of 
me in which that very thing was done. It goes to the Supreme 
Court of the United States and asks the Supreme Court of 
the United States to suspend the order of the circuit court 
of appeals, and there the order is gone. How long will it 
take? Can it do that in less than three years? If it can not, 
the three years are gone, because the order of the Commission 
does not live but three years, according to my construction of the 
proviso, and all during those three years, by suspending orders, 
you have your challenged rate in existence, and then the very 
next day the old rate comes into existence again. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. RAYNER. I do, with pleasure. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. What the Senator says would be true if the 
court vacated the order. Suppose the court affirmed the order 
of the Commission? 

Mr. RAYNER. Yes; but I am speaking of a case where it 
reverses the order of the Commission. I am taking the case 
where the order of the Commission is reversed. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. The three years, I call the attention of the 
Senator, apply to the period of time during which the carrier 
is in obedience to the order. 


Mr. RAYNER. I think the Senator from Iowa is entirely 
mistaken about this proposition. My construction differs from 
his upon the three years’ limitation. 

Now, I am not admitting that there is a court of competeut 
jurisdiction. I do not believe it for a moment. I do not be- 
lieve this bill gives any court at all, but I am assuming that it 
does. If the bill does not give a court it is simply void under 
the Minnesota decision, but I am assuming that the bill does 
give a court. I think the Senator from Iowa, however, believes 
that the bill gives a court. The Senator believes that under 
this bill there is a court in which the question of judicial re- 
view can be tried? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I haye no doubt of it. 

Mr. RAYNER. I have not any doubt about it the other way. 
Assuming that I am wrong, I want to take your claim and as- 
sume that you are right. You will have some difficulty in prov- 
ing that, because I have not met a single member of my profes- 
sion on this floor, on either side, who does not agree with me 
that the bill is absolutely void because it gives no court. It 
gives a constitutional right. The constitutional right exists, but 
it gives no court. It is true you have a constitutional right, but 
the Constitution does not create inferior courts of the United 
States. The inferior courts of the United States are, every one 
of them, Congressional courts. I do not know any court except 
the Supreme Court that is organized by the Constitution of the 
United States. 

You go to work and frame a bill with the constitutional right. 
in the case I shall presently read, the Supreme Court has stated 
there is nọ inferior court to try the constitutional right in. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. While it is true that the bill does not cre- 
ate a court, it is not true that Congress has not heretofore 
created a court, because if the Senator will consult the act of 
March 3, 1887, amending the act of March 3, 1875, which 
amended the original judiciary act, he will find that the act of 
March 3, 1875, as amended by the act of March 3, 1887, and 
corrected by the act of August 13, 1888, reads as follows: 

That the circuit courts of the United States shall have auae cog- 
nizance, concurrent with the courts of the several States, of all suits of 
a civil nature, at common law or in equity, where the matter in dispute 
exceeds, exclusive of interests and costs, the sum or value of $2, 
and arising under the Constitution or laws of the United States, or 
treaties made, or which shall be made, under their authority, or in 
which controversy the United States are plaintiffs or petitioners. 

Mr. RAYNER. Read that a little louder about the second 
sentence. The Senator read the rest of it loud enough. It is 
the second sentence that does the harm. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President 

Mr. RAYNER. One minute. Let me finish. You can not 
get into the circuit courts of the United States or in any court 
of inferior jurisdiction under the judiciary act if the amount of 
$2,000 is not involved. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. As far as I am concerned, I do not desire 
to allow these great corporations to go into a court of the 
United States making a false and humbug charge that their 
property is being confiscated, if only $2,000 is involved. 

Mr. RAYNER. But you do not propose to allow the shipper 
to go into court either, unless there is $2,000 involved. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not think the shipper will make any 
claim to get into court. I regard this talk about the appeal of 
shippers in these cases as mere dust in the air. 

Mr. RAYNER. Of course, the Senator from Iowa will realize 
that I am upon the general character of the bill altogether with 
him, notwithstanding his argument; but the Senator will find 
that under the judiciary act you must show that $2,000 is in- 
volved in the suit. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Let me say to the Senator here is a great 
corporation going into the court claiming that its property is 
being confiscated. What difficulty would there be in that liti- 
gant placing himself in the attitude of other litigants and assert- 
ing that $2,000 was involved? 

Mr. RAYNER. Assertion does not answer the purpose. We 
might as well, I will say to the Senator from Iowa, discuss the 
fundamental propositions of law here. You can assert that 
$2,000 is involved, but if in the trial of the case it does not 
appear that $2,000 is involved, then there is no jurisdiction. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then the case ought to be dismissed in 
eguity without any hearing at all. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. NELSON. Would a tariff law covering a large schedule 
levying a tariff tax on a vast variety of subjects be void unless 
it contained a provision that it could be questioned in some 
court of the United States? 

Mr. RAYNER. I am now speaking of the way the shipper or 
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the carrier go into court and complain that a rate made by the 
Commission is unconstitutional. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

Mr. RAYNER. One moment. On the complaint that the 
rate is unreasonable the court decides in favor of the shipper. 
The carrier can not get into court unless the controversy em- 
braces $2,000. I have tried a case myself of this character. I 
went into the circuit court and I had to allege in the bill and 
prove it that the amount involved was $2,000. The inferior 
courts of the United States have no jurisdiction except the 
jurisdiction conferred by the judiciary act, and the judiciary 
act provides that the suit must involve $2,000. There are hun- 
dreds of cases before the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
I understand there were two or three thousand cases before 
it informally cited where the amount involved was not $2,000, 
Let me state what you ought to do in this bill, even if I am 
wrong. Let us agree upon this, because the Senator from Iowa 
and myself agree upon the main bill. I am with him in the 
point he wants to reach. Let us put courts in this bill beyond 
all question, so that there will be no ambiguity. The first 
point the railroad counsel will raise in the Supreme Court is 
under the Minnesota case, that this statute does not give them 
judicial review, and it is a very doubtful question to say the 
least. We can remedy it by just putting a line in the bill giving 
the inferior courts jurisdiction. I want to read 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. I ask the Senator ifthe contends that in suits 
in equity the two-thousand-dollar limitation requires that the 
issue shall- be a money demand in that sum? For instance, 
take the Minnesota case to which the Senator refers, where the 
question was on the rate fixed on milk cans, a short haul; I 
have forgotten what it was. <A suit in equity was brought and 
entertained because of the injury that would result. How much 
freight money was immediately involved there? 

Mr. RAYNER. That was under the fourteenth amendment. 

Mr. FULTON. The railroad company goes into court and 
contends that the rate fixed by the Commission is confiscatory. 
Does the Senator contend that it must be shown that a freight 
item in itself amounting to $2,000 is involved before the court 
can hear the case? 

Mr. RAYNER. I should like to know whether the Senator 
takes a different view, or whether any other lawyer here on this 
floor takes a different view. I should like to ask the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Knox]. whether he does not agree with 
me upon this propsition? He and I have conferred, and I know 
his opinion. I sit over upon that side, and I know a number of 
gentlemen over there are trying to convert me to the principles 
of the Republican party. When I first came here I did-not know 
how to yote upon certain bills, and I always waited to find how 
the Senator from Pennsylyania and the Senators from Con- 
necticut voted, and then I always voted the other way; but if 
they voted different ways, then I generally turned to them and 
asked, How is the President on this question? [Laughter.] 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. RAYNER. I do, with pleasure. 

Mr. FORAKER. As I understand the Senator from Mary- 
land, he conténds that this bill is absolutely unconstitutional be- 
cause it lacks the proper provision for a court of review, and I 
also understood him to say that that was written in there by 
some railroad lawyer. I want to ask him who the railroad 
lawyer is? 

Mr. RAYNER. Well, the Senator is not the railroad lawyer. 
[ Laughter. ] 

Mr. FORAKER. I want to know whether it is the Senator 
from Iowa, or who it may be. 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from Iowa is not a railroad law- 
yer. 

Mr. FORAKER. I do not suppose he is. 

Mr. RAYNER. Of course I did not mean that as a criticism. 
The railroad lawyers are faithful to their clients, as they have 
a perfect right to be; but I did not say that of this clause. I 
said it of the suspending clause. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President—— 

Mr RAYNER. I was speaking of the suspending clause. I 
said the clause giving the courts the right was written in by a 
railroad lawyer. They are the best in the land, and I know 
they are. It is not necessary for me to mention them. I have 
a list in my possession giving the names, and I will show it 
to the Senator after the Senate adjourns to-day. He knows 
them very intimately, too, and so do I. [Laughter.] 


Mr. FORAKBER. This is extremely interesting, and it is very 
humorous, too. This is the first time 1 have heard that the rail- 
road lawyers had anything to do with the making of this bill. 
I have been suspecting it all the time. 

Mr. RAYNER. I did not know that the Senator was in this 
primeval condition of innocence. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am, but I have been suspecting it, and I 
hope the Senator will give us the benefit of the names, 3 

Mr. RAYNER. The railroad lawyers might have had but little 
to do with the bill, but you can rely upon one thing, they placed 
in a word wherever they could. That one word “suspension” 
is the word they want. The Senator from Ohio knows it. 
You leave that word “suspension” in the bill and I would like 
to vote against the bill and prefer to pass no legislation at all. 
I am coming to that. 

Let us stop now one moment upon the constitutional ques- 
tion. 

Mr. FULTON. Will the Senator from Maryland allow me? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. As I understand the Senator's contention, it 
is that the bill is unconstitutional because it does not provide 
any court to which parties aggrieved may appeal. Now, he 
says that the Minnesota case went into court under the four- 
teenth amendment. I ask him, assuming that he is right, if 
ordinarily a right of review should be provided for in order to 
allow a party to go into court if his constitutional rights are 
not infringed? I ask him if, where a party’s constitutional 
rights are infringed, he contends that it is necessary to pro- 
vide for review, and if he does not, if there is any obligation 
on the legislative power to give a review where a party’s con- 
stitutional rights are not infringed? Is it not a mere matter 
of grace whether legislation will extend the right to review 
where the constitutional rights are not infringed? 

Mr. RAYNER. I had better answer that from the decisions, 
I did not intend to do it, because I took it for granted the 
point that gave us difficulty was whether this bill gives a 
court. That is the first difficulty. Does it really give a court? 
By giving a venue, does it give a court? I never knew that 
any one had the slightest doubt on earth about the proposition 
that you must give an inferior Federal court jurisdiction to 
try a constitutional question; and not merely that because the 
Constitution says that taking property without due process of 
law or unjust compensation is unconstitutional you can go 
into any court in the United States when the legislation does 
not give a court. Let me read the case. I think that will 
settle it, although I am willing to leave it to the Senator from 
Towa [Mr. Dotttver}] and to the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Knox]. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. RAYNER. I want to read this case, and then it may be 
the Senator will not ask me any question about it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. No; I want the matter to which the Senator 
referred before. It appears to me from what the Senator from 
Ohio said that I am entitled to say a word. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. RAYNER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have become very familiar with the 
charge that the railroad lawyers are at the bottom of this bill. 
I think I ought to say that, so far as the frame and mechanism 
of the bill are concerned, the framers of it did take counsel of 
a great lawyer, the Attorney-General of the United States, and 
that there is not a line in this portion of the bill which can not 
be completely defended by anybody familiar with the judicial 
practice of the United States. 

Mr. RAYNER. Well, the Senator is creating a little disturb- 
ance about nothing. I never pretended to say it was drawn 
after consultation with railroad lawyers. But it is easy enough 
to do a thing in an indirect way—to make suggestions. That 
word “suspended” has either been used unintentionally or it 
has been used under some advice with a perfectly honest inten- 
tion. Do not misunderstand me. No one could think better than 
I of those who were engaged in the consideration of the bill in 
committee. Do not understand me as criticising the com- 
mittee. The Senator from Iowa will not place me in such a 
position. I do not think any man is willing to stand up here 
for the railroads against the rights of the people. I do not be- 
lieve it. I do not believe there is a single Senator on this floor 
who would stand here when the rights of the railroads come in 
conflict with the rights of the people to advocate the rights of 
the railroads. 

Now, let me give you the cases. There will be a good deal 
more to be said here. I do not want to quote casés, but I want 
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to give the lawyers of the Senate a leading case on the subject. 
Of course many of them know it. It is the case of Sheldon et al. 
against Sill, in 8 Howard, page 448. That case has been 
affirmed in a case in 18 Wallace and again reaffirmed by the 
Supreme Court of the United States in 147 United States Re- 
ports. Now, let me just read a few lines and see if there is any 
doubt about this proposition: 

That the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one 
Supreme Court and such inferior courts as the Congress may, from 
time to time, ordain and establish.” The second section of the same 
article enumerates the cases and controversies of which the judicial 
power shall have cognizance, and, among others, it specifies “ contro- 
versies between citizens of different States.” 

* * * * * . J 


Congress may withhold from any court of its creation jurisdiction 
of any of the enumerated controversies. Courts created by statute can 
have no jurisdiction but such as the statute confers. No one of them 
can assert a just claim to jurisdiction exclusively conferred on another 
or withheld from all. 

The Constitution has defined the limits of the 8 power of the 
United States, but has not prescribed how much of it shall be exercised 
by the circuit court; consequently, the statute which does prescribe 

e limits of their jurisdiction can not be in conflict with the Con- 
stitution, unless it confers powers not enumerated therein. 

* . . * * * * 


Such has been the doctrine held by this court since its first estab- 
lishment. To enumerate all the cases in which it has been either 
directly advanced or tacitly assumed would be tedious and unnecessary. 

Now, just one moment more while I am on this point. Let 
me give you the case in 18 Wallace, the case of the Sewing 
Machine Companies: 

Circuit courts do not derive their 
the Constitution, as appears with sufficient explicitness from the Con- 
stitution itself, as the first section of the third article provides that 
“the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one Su- 
8 Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from time 

time ordain and establish.” Consequently the jurisdiction of the 
circuit court in every case must depend upon some act of Congress, as 
it is clear that Congress, inasmuch as it possesses the power to ordain 
and establish all courts inferior to the Supreme Court, may also define 
their jurisdiction. 


Now, there is another case, which makes it really a mere 
waste of time to discuss the proposition. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. NELSON. May I ask the Senator from Maryalnd if 
Congress has not created a perfect—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. NELSON. May I ask the Senator from Maryland if 
the Congress of the United States has not established a circuit 
court of the United States and given them original jurisdiction 
in all suits of a civil nature at common law and in equity con- 
current with the courts of the several States? 

Mr. RAYNER. I will say to the Senator, no. 

Mr. NELSON. Is not that the limitation that applies to you 
and me? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly it does. 

Mr. NELSON. If I have not the right to go into the circuit 
court of the United States, where the amount is $1,999, why 
should the railroads have a different right? 

Mr. RAYNER. Because you can go into State courts and in 
nine-tenths of the cases the railroads can not get into them, or 
the shippers either. Now, let me look at the suspending order. 
Is the Senate in favor of permitting this order to stand in this 
way? 

Such order shall go Into effect thirty days after notice to the carrier 
and shall remain in force and be observed the carrier, unless the 


same shall be suspended or modified or set aside by the Commission or 
be suspended or set aside by a court of competent jurisdiction. 


Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. DANIEL. I merely want to ask the Senator this ques- 
tion: Why can not the carriers go into the State court? 

Mr. RAYNER. What is the question? 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator said that there was a difference 
between railroads and individuals because the carrier could 
not go into the State court. Why can not the carrier go into 
the State court? 

Mr. RAYNER. I know there is some little conflict of opinion 
on the proposition; but does the Senator from Virginia think 
we can get practical relief from a State court for a violation of 
the interstate-commerce act? 

Mr. DANIEL. I only asked for information. 

Mr. RAYNER. Now, let me proceed. The bill provides.that 
this rate is to end at the end of three years. You go into the 
circuit ccurt. The circuit court suspends the order. Then 
wher. you lose in that court you get to the circuit court of ap- 
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peals and there is another order suspended, and you go to the 
Supreme Court and there is another order suspended. Recol- 
lect, during all this time the challenged rate is in existence, 
and when the three years run out the order of the Commission 
expires. I stand upon the proposition as to the word “ suspen- 
sion.” I withdraw, if it creates any difference at all between us, 
the suggestion that any railroad counsel had anything to do 
with it, but whoever had anything to do with it, if you leave in 
that word “suspension” without a qualifying clause, without 
compelling the courts to try cases upon affidavit, where the ship- 
per can be heard, without limiting the time in which the order 
ought to cease to be effective, and leave it just as you have it 
in the Hepburn bill, you do not accomplish anything. You 
never give the shipper one day of the rate the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission fixed. If they reduce the rate from $1 to 75 
cents, the earlier rate can be kept in existence during the whole 
of the three years, and the shipper during the whole of the three 
years never gets the benefit of the 75-cent rate, and at the end 
of three years the original rate goes into existence again, accord- 
ing to my construction. 

Now, what do you think of a law that has a provision of that 
sort, whether intentionally or unintentionally? Mr. President, 
I know the answer. The answer is that it is a constitutional 
incident; that, if you give the carriers the right to go into 
court, they ought to have the right to protect their property. 
That word is a very beautiful word; it is attractive to the 
sight; but in this bill it is deadly and withering to the touch. 
I can not accept it. In my judgment, it blights and blasts the 
whole intendment of the act; and I want to say right here 
that, rather than leaye those words in the bill in the phrase- 
ology in which they are now, I would rather that the bill would 
not pass; I would rather that you would repeal all existing 
legislation; I would rather abolish the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, tear down the whole infirm and feeble structure, 
and let the railroads drive in triumph over its ruins. 

Mr. OVERMAN. May I interrupt the Senator before he 
passes from that point? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Suppose we add, after the word “ suspen- 
sion,” the words “but no interlocutory order shall be issued 
upon any ex-parte affidavit,” or “without due notice, that no 
order shall issue until a full hearing,” thus giving to all parties 
a full opportunity to be heard. Would that be constitutional? 

Mr. RAYNER. Oh, the order of suspension is constitutional. 
I am not denying the constitutionality of the order of suspension ; 
but this suggestion undoubtedly would be a way to a settlement 
of the difficulty. We know that anybody can go into a United 
States court; and, without reflecting upon any court or judge, 
you can go into some United States courts and get an injunc- 
tion without any trouble at all; without any affidavit you can 
get an injunction against anybody. You could get an injunc- 
tion against the Senator from Ohio to keep him from ruuning 
for the Presidency of the United States. [Laughter.] 

Mr. FULTON. I should like to ask the Senator from Mary- 
land a question. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. FULTON. I should like to ask the Senator if the re- 
quest for such an injunction would not have to be brought in a 
court of competent jurisdiction? 

Mr. RAYNER. Undoubtedly. 

We know the orders which have been issued against labor 
organizations. I do not claim that they are right; I do not say 
they are wrong; but they have been issued overnight, and 
while some of the circuits require an affidavit, there are some 
circuits that do not, though I do not know of a single case of 
injunction that has been issued by a Maryland circuit court 
unless if has been upon a hearing and affidavit. 

Mr. President, I want to reach the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Foraker] now. The Senator from Ohio, in my judgment, has 
made one of the greatest speeches—and I mean every word 
that I utter—that I have ever heard in any judicial forum or 
legislative assemblage. Te battled with the cases and swept 
them down like the chaff before the wind. When he found a 
case against him, with dauntless and intrepid step he trampled 
it to the earth, and when he found a whole line of cases against 
him he tore them from the embrace of his rivals and enlisted 
them under the persuasive captivity of his charms. [Laughter.] 


I will admit that if the Senator had made this argument be- 
fore the question had arisen in Gibbons v. Ogden he would 
have carried conviction to the minds of his hearers, and perhaps 
to the minds of the court. 
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I must say I have never known a hopeless cause to be man- 
aged with such consummate and matchless skill. The tide was 
dead against him, and when he encountered a cloudburst of 
decisions from the State and Federal courts, a torrent that 
would overwhelm a man of ordinary capacity, his genius irra- 
diated the storm, and placidly and serenely he rode upon the 
billows. [Laughter.] 

I have read every word of the speech over and over again, 
and I want to try now, within a very brief time if I can, to 
demonstrate that his fabric, beautiful in its architecture and 
symmetrical in its proportions, vanishes like a vision the 
moment you apply the battle-ax of the law to the tottering 
foundation upon which it stands, 

I do not agree with a number of my colleagues upon this side 
of the Chamber that this argument can be passed over, because, 
Mr. President, the argument which the Senator from Ohio made 
will be an argument that will be again made in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. Railroad counsel—and they com- 
prise the most brilliant intellects of the country, because when- 
ever a railroad can procure a man with a great mind it sub- 
sidizes or employs him—railroad counsel in the Supreme Court 
of the United States will argue the proposition that the Sesator 
from Ohio has argued here; and that is, that Congress has no 
right to make rates, and Congress haying no right to make rates, 
it can not invest a commission with power to make rates. Now, 
I will meet that question, and I only want to meet it in one way. 

The Senator from Ohio says that we are to give a common-law 
construction to the right to regulate commerce. If he is right 
about that, he has won his case. If you are to give a common- 
law construction to the right to regulate commerce between the 
States—I call the particular attention of the Senator from Ohio 
to this—if you are to give a common-law construction to the 
right to regulate commerce, I agree with him that Congress has 
no right to make rates, because at common law there was no 
such thing as the making of rates. If we are to construe that 
clause according to the common law, then Congress has no 
right at all to make rates, because, as I say, at common law 
there was no such thing as making rates. The Senator, how- 
ever, is mistaken. That clause does not receive a common-law 
construction. The second section referring to rebates, the third 
section referring to the long and short haul clause, and the 
fourth section referring to discriminations have all been held 
to be constitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and there is not a single one of them that was ever known to 
the common law. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. RAYNER. I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. What I contended for was that the com- 
merce clause of the Constitution was to be construed with ref- 
erence to the common law, and I will say to the Senator that the 
Supreme Court of the United States has held that over and 
over again as often as it has had occasion to address itself to 
the consideration of that question, and it did so only five or six 
weeks ago. 

Mr. RAYNER. I know the case. 

Mr. FORAKER. It is what is known as the “South Caro- 
lina case.” The court said in so many words that the Constitu- 
tion was framed by the authors of it with the common law in 
mind, and that all its terms and provisions should be construed 
with reference to the rule of construction obtaining at common 
law. 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me try to show the Senator—— 

Mr. FORAKER. I have just sent for that decision. 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me try to show the Senator, while he is 
waiting for the decision, that he is wrong, while I make this 
proposition, and I unhesitatingly make it with great deference 
to the experience of others perhaps larger than my own. In 
what is known as the “ Standard Oil case,” the Schofield case, 
the very judge who tried it held that he was not deciding it 
according to the principles of the common law, but he was de- 
eiding according to American decisions. Let me show you that 
at common law there was no such thing as discrimination. Does 
the Senator from Ohio agree with me upon that point? 

Mr. FORAKER. I do not. 

Mr. RAYNER. Then, let me see, while the Senator reads 
the case through, whether I can not satisfy him in five minutes 
that there was no such thing as discrimination known to the 
principles of the common law, and therefore, when the Supreme 
Court of the United States passed upon the constitutionality of 
the discriminatory clauses, it did not construe that act ac- 
cording to the common law, because there was no such thing 
as discrimination at the common law—— 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 


Mr. RAYNER. I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. If the Senator will allow me, in answer to 
his statement I will read what was said by the Supreme Court 
in the case of C. & O. R. Co. v. The People ex rel., ete. (67 
III., 11). The Court says: 

Another perfectly well-settled rule of the common law in regard to 
common carriers is that suey shall not exercise any unjust and injuri- 
ous discrimination between individuals In their rates of toll. 

A hundred cases might just as well be cited as one. 

Mr. RAYNER. The trouble about the Senator from Ohio is 
like that of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dotttver], that he se- 
lects a line here and there from a case and does not read the 
whole case. If he does, he will find that it does not read in that 
way. Let me ask the Senator why not read the whole of the 
case and not merely give an extract from it? 

Mr. FORAKER. Does the Senator question the correctness 
of the citation I made? 

Mr. RAYNER. Nota word of it. Every word of it is there. 
It reads just exactly as you have read it, but you did not read 
quite enough of it. 

Now, let me proceed. I do not think there will be much doubt 
about the proposition. This is an annotation that is consulted 
and followed by almost every lawyer in the land—Thompson’s 
Annotated Cases. Let us see what it says. I will read the 
reference: 

This section changes the common law, which did not forbid dis- 
crimination in rates, 

I will hand that over to the Senator from Ohio, because it 
settles this question. “This section changes the common law, 
which did not forbid discrimination in rates.” 

Mr. FORAKER. I will inquire of the Senator whether he 
has read it all, or just selected one sentence? 

Mr. RAYNER. I have read every word of this quotation. 
If there is any more the Senator would like me to read, I shall 
be very glad to oblige him. 

Mr. FORAKER. Oh, no; what I said was in response to the 
pleasantry—for I assume it was such—when the Senator 
charged me with not having read the entire extract. 

Mr. RAYNER. Entirely so. I only meant to say that if the 
Senator had read the whole of that case, he would find that it 
does not bear out the construction he put upon it. There wa 
no such thing as discrimination at common law. : 

Now, let me give you upon/this question of discrimination an 
extract from the volume of Mr. Walter C. Noyes, on American 
Railroad Rates, so we can see whether the Senator is right or 
I am right. This book was written by Judge Walter C. Noyes, 
the partner of the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BRANDEGEE]. The author is evidently a very able man, and this 
book is upon the side of the Senator from Ohio, and therefore 
I suppose I have the right to quote from it, Let us see what 
he says on this subject, and I will ask the attention of the Sena- 
tor from Ohio to this: 


Under the common law, as stated by the English courts, it was the 
duty of a common carrier to afford equal facilities to all his patrons 
and to exact only a reasonable charge for his services. But he was not 
bound to treat all his customers with absolute equality. Sv lo as 
he transported for every shipper at a reasonable rate it was held that 
no one could complain if he chose to carry for some at a lower rate 
than for others. 

+ * * s * * s 


The injustice of the rule of the common law when applied to rail- 
roads, and the desirability of be ay rates, induced legislation in 
England at an early date having for its object the prevention of all 
forms of discrimination. The fret statute was contained in the“ rail- 
way clauses consolidation act“ of 1845, which prohibited common car- 
riers from charging more to one person than during the same time 
they charged others for the same kind of service. 

What was the necessity of the English act for common enr- 
riers? How will the Senator from Ohio explain the Mnglish 
consolidation act of 1845, and how will he explain the other act 
of equality? The second section of this act is directed against 
discrimination. Judge Noyes was speaking of our act as 
modeled after the section known as the “ equality act” in the 
“ English railway clauses consolidation act,” and the third sec- 
tion is aimed at unjust discrimination, and is modeled on the 
act passed in 1873. 

There was no such thing as discrimination. I care not what 
any judge of a nisi prius court may say, discrimination was 
unknown to the common law. Reasonable rates were known to 
the common law, and therefore the Senator from Ohio is wrong, 
I respectfully submit to him, in his fundamental proposition 
that you are to construe this constitutional clause according to 
the common law. i 

Mr. FORAKER. I never contended—and that is what I am 
trying to get the Senator’s attention to—that the statute should 
be construed according to the rule of the common law. My con- 
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tention was that the Constitution of the United States was to be 
construed according to the rule of the common law. 

Mr. RAYNER. That is what I said. Did I say “statute?” 

Mr. FORAKER. You said “statute.” 

Mr. RAYNER. I said “Constitution.” I meant to assert 
very deferentially the proposition that the power to regulate 
commerce, given in the Constitution is not to be construed by 
the common law, because under that power we have passed a 
statute providing against discriminations; and if it were to be 
construed by the principles of the common law then all the 
sections of that statute that relate to discriminations are uncon- 
stitutional, because there was no such thing as discrimination 
at common law. I plant myself upon that proposition under 
the cases. ~ + 

Now, Mr. President, let us come to the second point. The 
Senator from Ohio makes another proposition. The Senator 
will appreciate what I think about his argument, for I think it 
is an argument that must be answered. His second proposi- 
tion is a formidable one. It is that under the pending bill there 
is a blending of legislative and judicial powers. Now, just for a 
moment on that subject. What is the Interstate Commerce 
Commission? The best definition I have ever known to be 
given of the Interstate Commerce Commission is the definition 
that Judge Jackson gaye in a case in 87 Federal Reporter. He 
said “its functions are partly judicial "—not “ quasi judicial.” 
I do not like that word “ quasi.” I beard a great constitutional 
lawyer in Maryland once ask another lawyer whether he 
thought a statute was constitutional, The reply was that it 
was “quasi constitutional.” I do not like that word “ quasi.” 
Judge Jackson said “its functions are partly judicial, partly 
executive, and partly administrative.” 

You go before the Interstate Commerce Commission. What 
does it do? It sets aside a challenged rate. What is that? It 
is a judicial function; but,.Mr. President, it is not the function 
of a court, because the Interstate Commerce Commission is 
not clothed with the power and the process that are necessary 
to enforce its decrees. After it sets aside the challenged rate, 
what does it do under this bill? It orders a maximum rate. 
What is that? A legislative function? If it is a legislative 
function, then we are gone. After the setting aside judicially 
of a challenged rate, if the fixing of a new rate is a legislative 
function, either in whole or in part, then this legislation is 
absolutely void, because we can not intrust a subordinate tri- 
bunal with the exercise of legislative functions. But it is not 
a legislative function; it is an administrative function. 

The whole trouble that has arisen is from the unfortunate— 
I ought not to say “unfortunate;” “inadvertent,” perhaps 
expression of the court in the Maximum Itate cases, in 167 
United States, where it uses the word “legislative” instead of 
“ administrative.” The moment you admit it is a legislative 
function, the argument of the Senator from Ohio becomes un- 
answerable, because I apprehend no one of us believes that 
we can impart legislative functions to anybody. 

As I understand the philosophy of the law it is this: We 
are performing the legislative function and the Commission, in 
fixing the rate, is performing an administrative function, to 
make the rate conform to the legislative standard that we here 
enact. The Senator from Ohio says the different States have 
setiled the point in their constitutions. He is wrong about that. 
I should like to call the attention of the Senator from Ohio to 
this point: Did Mississippi have a constitution when the Mis- 
sissippi case, in 116 United States, was decided? 

Mr. FORAKER. No; not at that time. But I called atten- 
tion to that fact, and I called attention to the additional fact 
that the statute itself undertook to make the duties of the Com- 
mission administrative; but evidently it was because of the 
apprehensions learned lawyers came to have as to the con- 
stitutionality of that statute that only a very few years—four 
or five at the outside—after that statute was passed they 
amended their constitution so as to, by the constitution, pro- 
vide that there should be a commission that could exercise these 

wers. 

PMs RAYNER. We both agree upon the proposition that when 
this case in 116 United States was decided, Mississippi had no 
constitutional provision in reference to any rate commission. 

Mr. FORAKER. It had none; but the statute, the Senator 
will remember—and I put the upholding of it upon that ground— 
does provide that the duty shall be administrative—that is to 
say, that it undertakes to prescribe standards, not as definitely 
as it should have done—— 

Mr. RAYNER. I understand that. 

Mr. FORAKER. By which the commission could figure out 
mathematically what the rate should be. 

Mr. RAYNER. Before the Senator takes his seat, I will ask 
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was there any constitution when, in 134 United States, this 
direct question in the Minnesota case was decided? 


Mr. FORAKER. There was not. But the statute there ex- 
pressly provided that the commission should do nothing more 
than simply recommend a rate, and if the rate recommended 
be not adopted by the railroads, the commission could do what? 
Go into court and ask the court to enforce it. The commission 
had no power under the statute involved in the Minnesota case 
to make a rate; it had power to recommend a rate. That is 
the exact language employed in the statute. 

Mr. RAYNER. If anyone can read the Minnesota law and 
say it is not a more drastic law than the law we propose to 
enact, I can not understand the English language. 

But passing over that point, let me ask the Senator another 
question. Did the Senator from Ohio—or am I mistaken abort 
this—early in the session offer a bill in which he gave the courts 
a right to fix rates? 

Mr. FORAKER. No; I did not. The Senator from Ohio 
introduced a bill, which he intends to move as a substitute for 
the pending bill after he gets the Senate properly educated 
[laughter], which provides that the court shall have jurisdic- 
tion to enjoin so much of any rate that is challenged as the 
court may find to be excessive. 

Mr. RAYNER. I agree with the Senator upon the proposi- 
tion, as he shall presently see. Then, does the court fix the rate? 

Mr. FORAKER. No; not at all. Mr. President, the statute 
alrendy fixes the rate by saying that the rate shall be just and 
reasonable; but when a shipper challenges that rate on the 
ground that it is higher than is just and reasonable, a question 
is raised which the court will hear and determine; and when 
the court finds from the testimony submitted what is just and 
reasonable and enjoins all in excess of it, it simply gives effect 
to the rate that Congress has already prescribed. The court 
fixes nothing except only it compels an observance of the rate 
declared by the Congress. 

Mr. RAYNER. May I ask the Senator, is that a legislative 
act upon the part of the court? 

Mr. FORAKER. It is not. 

Mr. RAYNER. Well, how is it a legislative act upon the 
part of the Commission to do exactly the same thing? 

Mr. FORAKER. The Commission does not do the same 
thing. 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me read the Senator the language in his 
bill. 

Mr. FORAKER. Let me answer the Sezator’s question. 
The Commission fixes the rate according to the provisions of 
this bill. The court does not fix a rate; the court simply finds 
what is the rate that the Congress fixes, and gives effect to it. 

Mr. RAYNER. The Commission does not fix the rate. The 
Commission fixes the maximum rate. 

Mr. FORAKER. Ah, Mr. President, I referred to that the 
other day as a juggle of words. 

Mr. RAYNER. There is no juggle about it. : 

Mr. FORAKER. It is nothing but a juggle of words, and it 
never was intended to be anything but a juggle of words. Now, 
what the Commission does is te find what is a just and reason- 
able rate. That may be anywhere between 40 and 80, perhaps, 
When it names that rate, then the law says that shall be the 
maximum rate. ; 

Mr. RAYNER. Does the Senator from Ohio think that that 
is a juggle of words in reference to differentials? Does he 
think the word “ maximum” is a juggle of words in reference 
to differentials? Im other words, does the Senator think that 
if they had put in this bill a right to fix rates it would have 
the same effect as just fixing a maximum rate in reference to 
differentials? 

Mr. FORAKER. It does not make a bit of difference; that 
is what I am trying to explain; to say that a just and rea- 
sonable rate which the Commission names shall be the maxi- 
mum rate is not different from the Commission naming a spe- 
cific rate, because in both cases it is the judgment of the 
Commission that becomes the law of the case, in one case just 
as much as in the other. When I say a “juggle of words” I 
do not mean anything offensive to anybody; I simply mean to 
characterize it as I think it should be, because the manifest 
intention of that provision was to avoid just what the Senator 
recognizes must be avoided. Now, I say it does not make a bit 
of difference whether they fix a specific rate or name what 
should be a maximum rate. It is the Commission fixing the 
rate. That is as clear as anything can be. 

Mr. RAYNER. If the Senator is right in that view, it is an 
inevitable conclusion that under this bill they can substantially 
fix differentials. I would not vote for this bill if it gave the 
Commission the right to fix differentials, 
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Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

Mr. RAYNER. I am taking a longer time than I anticipated. 
Will the Senator give me just about a minute or two until I 
make an additional statement? 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator requested me to answer him, 
and that is the only reason I have interrupted him. 

Mr. RAYNER. But you have answered. 

Mr. FORAKER. I want to add an authority. The Senator 
seems to think it is a making of rates for the court to enjoin all 
in excess of what it finds to be just and reasonable. 

Mr. RAYNER. I am with you on that, and if the Senator will 
wait until I finish he will see that I am. I am with you on 
the proposition on review to give the court the right to fix the 
rate. 

x Mr. FORAKER. I do not want to put it that way, Mr. Presi- 
ent. 

Mr. RAYNER. Well, I do. 

Mr. FORAKER. The courts can not fix the rates, but the 
courts can say what is just and reasonable and enjoin the charg- 
ing of anything in excess of it, not on the ground that it is fixing 
a rate, but on the ground that it is fixing what the rate is that 
Congress prescribed. ‘That is not an open question. That iden- 
tical question is absolutely settled on authority in more than 
one case. 

Mr. RAYNER. I know it was settled in the Janvrin case in 
174 Massachusetts. It was settled in the Kingwood Gas and 
Coal and Iron case, in 81 Federal Reporter, and, in my judg- 
ment, it was settled in the Missouri Pacific case. 

Mr. FORAKER. It was settled in the stock-yards case, and 
settled absolutely and explicitly in two other cases in the Fed- 
eral Reporter. 

Mr. RAYNER. But let us get back. 

Mr. FORAKER. I do not want to interrupt the Senator 

Mr. RAYNER. I have no objection to an interruption. The 
trouble with the Senator from Ohio is this, I think. I do not 
detract a moment from the weight of his argument. I have 
never heard any address upon any subject that has given me 
more intense interest and satisfaction. My only objection to it 
is that the Senator is all wrong. [Laughter.] He construes 
the Constitution as it was framed, instead of construing it as 
it has been interpreted. Marshall said, in Gibbons v. Ogden, 
that the Constitution was not an instrument of definitions; it 
was an instrument of enumerations. So far as I am concerned, 
I believe to-day that Alexander Hamilton would never identify 
the Constitution under the glare of the interpreting decisions. 
I believe the prophecy of Patrick Henry, in the Virginia con- 
vention, that if Marshall ever had the power he would make a 
new Constitution for us has been fulfilled. Let me tell the 
Senator from Ohio that constitutions, as a rule, are not made by 
conyentions; that laws are not made by legislatures. They 
simply state propositions which the courts interpret, reject, or 
ratify. 

A tremendous power, a power when placed in a court of 
ultimate resort greater than any power possessed by any sov- 
ereign on this earth. I know that under the Supreme Court 
decisions the Constitution has passed through various vicissi- 
tudes of fortune; and if the Senator from Ohio were to ask 
me the question whether the men who put in the instrument 
the simple clause that Congress shall have power to regulate 
commerce among the States ever contemplated that Congress 
would eventually assume control over all the instrumentalities 
of transportation on this continent, I would say never until 
Gibbons v. Ogden came thundering down the corridors. 

I have been trained in the strictest school of constitutional 
construction, though I am not a partisan and I care very little 
for party organizations when supreme principles are involved. 
I should like to say to the Senator from Ohio that it was impos- 
sible to define what the word “commerce” meant. It would 
lave been ruinous in the convention to have entered into a defi- 
nition of the word “commerce.” The word “commerce” had 
to be bequeathed to future generations without a definition, 
and in looking over that whole instrument there is not a single 
clause {n it greater than this clause which, by its adaptability to 
future conditions, its ubiquity, and its wisdom, satisfies me that 
the Constitution of the United States is the greatest compact 
ever framed by the mind of man and the greatest political char- 
ter ever delivered to the human race, exhibiting, as has been 
well said of the patriot to whom we owe our existence as a 
Republic, “in one glow of associated beauty, the pride of every 
model and the perfection of every master.” 

Mr. President, I have cheerfully and willingly yielded to inter- 
ruptions and have consumed more time than I intended to use. 
I have no objection to them. 

I want to state now what my position is, because after these 
speeches are made people will say, What does the speaker 


= to do on this bill? How does he stand on the bill?” 
I want to tell you how I stand on this bill. I am in favor of 
the Hepburn bill, or the Hepburn-Dolliver bill. I am in favor 
of two amendments to that bill. I want an amendment placed 
in the bill creating a court. If there is any ambiguity about 
the bill, let us settle that ambiguity. It can not hurt to give 
a court to the bill. It can not possibly do any harm. Why take. 
the chances of the unconstitutionality of the measure? I 
want to put in an amendment giving the court the right to try, 
upon the application of the carrier, or the shipper either, the 
question of just compensation. I want the carriers, when the 
Commission has decided against them, to have the right to go 
into court and try the question of unjust compensation, but 
without any suspending order—not a suspending order until 
the case is decided by a court of competent jurisdiction. I 
want the words “unjust compensation” inserted. Why will 
not those words answer? Why go into the word “ confisca- 
tory?” “Confiscatory ” does not mean anything. You can not 
prove, I want to say to the Senator from Iowa, that a single 
rate is confiscatory. Mr. Nimmo, the statistician of the Treas- 
ury Department, says that in the last ten years there have been 
three thousand million freight transactions. You can not 
prove upon a single transaction that a rate is confiscatory. 
Let us take the rate between Washington and Baltimore on 
the Baltimore and Ohio. We will say the rate is $1 per pas- 
senger. Suppose the Interstate Commerce Commission should 
reduce it to 90 cents per passenger; does anybody suppose that 
the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company could proye that 
90 cents was a confiscatory rate? It could not possibly do it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Iowa? t 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then it would seem that the railroads 
ought to obey that order. 

Mr. RAYNER. We passed that branch of the discussion long 
ago. I am in favor of the railroads obeying the order, but I 
want to give the railroads, and you want to give the railroads, 
a court of final review. The only difference between us is this: 
I want the constitutional words “unjust compensation“ put in 
the bill. I do not want the word “confiscatory” inserted. I 
do not want to drive a railroad to the point of making it prove 
that a rate is absolutely confiscatory. I want to use the words 
“unjust compensation; and I will tell the Senator from Iowa 
why I want to do this. Because the Supreme Court has defi- 
nitely passed upon those words, and I am going to take the 
liberty now of reading the decision. It is only a few lines. I 
am willing to incorporate that decision—the Nebraska deci- 
sion—in this proposed law. It is found 169 United States; 
and I am willing to incorporate that decision in this proposed 
law for fear that the Supreme Court might, perhaps, reverse it 
and give not quite the latitude to the Constitution which they. 
did in that case. I want to use the words “unjust compensa- 
tion“ because the fifth amendment says “unjust compensation.” 
Let me read this; and that is about the last case I will read— 
I refer to the Nebraska case—and let us see whether the Sena- 
tor from Iowa does not think that the words “ unjust compen- 
sation ” carry everything with them. ; 

Mr. DOLLIVER rose. 

Mr. RAYNER. Just a moment. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I wish to say to the Senator that so far 
as I am concerned I am entirely familiar with the case. 

Mr. RAYNER. Perhaps we are not all as familiar with it as 
is the Senator from Iowa. Let us look at these words, because 
they are very interesting, not only to a man in the profession, 
but to a layman; and what more do the railroads want than 
this, and they ought not to get less? I want to do what is right. 

We hold, however ‘ 

Said the Supreme Court— 


that the basis of all calculations as to the reasonableness of rates to 
be charged by a corporation maintaining a highway under legislative 
sanction must be the fair value of the property —— used by it for the 
convenience of the public. And in order to ascertain that value the 
original cost of construction— 


That is right 


the amount expended in permanent improvements, the amount and 
market value— 1 


“ Market value — 


of its bonds and stock, the pens as compared with the original cost 
of construction, the probable earning capacity of the property under 
particular rates prescribed by statute, and 


the sum required to meet 
operating expe 


mses, are all matters for consideration, and are to be 
ven such weight as may be just and right in each case. We do not 
say that there may not other matters to be regarded in estimating 
the value of the property. What the company is entitled to ask is a 
fair return upon the value of that which it employs for the ponie con- 
venience. On the other hand, what the public is entitled demand 
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is that no more be exacted from it for the use of a public highway than 
the services rendered by it are reasonably worth. 

That was under an interpretation of the words “unjust com- 
pensation ;” and if I remember aright, the Supreme Court held 
in this case that the road was not given just compensation, and 
therefore it declared the act to be void. 

1 want to establish a court, if it is deemed necessary. If 
Senators, however, think I am wrong, and they are willing to 
let the bill stand as it is, I shall make no point upon it. I am 
perfectly willing to vote for it without any court in it, but when 
you have a serious constitutional question, why not avoid the 
conflict and put in a curt? 

I say those words will do it. And if you put in a court, I 
am willing that the court shall review, not on appeal, because 
you can not appeal. The Supreme Court has said in the case 
in 174 United States, the Dawes Commission case, and also in 
172 United States, that there is no appeal; that you are entitled 
to have a review; what we call in equity an original bill in 
the nature of a bill of review. I am willing to give the court 
the power of review, and I am willing in that case that the 
court shall decide whether the Interstate Commerce Commission 
has given just compensation, not whether it has confiscated the 
property of the road, because I think that is absolutely ridicu- 
lous, as the railroads would never be able to prove it. I insist 
that you put the words “unjust compensation” in the body of 
the bill. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. KNOX. I am very reluctant to interrupt the Senator, as 
he has been very accommodating in that direction; but I under- 
stood him to say a moment ago that even without a provision 
for a court of review he is willing to vote for this bill. I want 
to ask him if, as I understood him to state a few momeuts ago, 
it is his deliberate judgment as a lawyer that this bill would be 
declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, would he yote 
for it and thereby give the people a stone when they have been 
asking for bread? 

Mr. RAYNER. Before the Senator takes his seat, I will ask 
him does he agree with me that this bill is unconstitutional in 
failing to provide for a court? 

Mr. KNOX. Without the slightest doubt. 

Mr. RAYNER. Then I refer him to the Senator from Iowa, 
who disagrees with him. 

Mr. KNOX. Haying answered categorically the Senator's 
question, may I ask an answer to mine? 

Mr. RAYNER. I will not only answer the Senator’s question 
categorically, but in full. 

I have over and Over again in legislative bodies voted for 
bills that I thought perhaps were unconstitutional, without being 
absolutely positive about it, in order to give the courts the right 
to try the question. If I vote against the bill because I think 
it is unconstitutional and the bill does not pass, the courts do not 
have any right to try the question, and my judgment determines 
the matter. On the other hand, if the bill is unconstitutional, 
the courts can decide it to be unconstitutional, and I have done 
my duty in giving the court the right to try the question. On 
an important measure of this sort, with nothing else before us, 
on the passage of the Hepburn bill or nothing at all, I would 
take the Hepburn bill with all its infirmities and weakness. 

Mr. KNOX. But may I not ask the Senator from Maryland 
would he not even be doing a higher duty if he persisted in his 
efforts to make the bill a constitutional one? 

Mr. RAYNER. I will offer an amendment, and I suppose the 
Senator from Pennsylvania will offer one—there will be plenty 
of amendments of that sort offered without my doing so, but I 
will certainly offer it if no one else does—I will offer an 
amendment vesting in a court of competent jurisdiction the 
power to determine the question of unjust compensation and do 
all I can to get the amendment through. 

I do not think there is such a conflict of opinion here in the 
Senate. I do not think this contest is quite as bitter as it seems 
to be upon its surface. I think we are pretty close to a settle- 
ment. I do not think the Senator from Iowa will object, for 
fear that he might be wrong, to a clause inserted in this bill pro- 
viding for a court. - 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I have never objected to an 
affirmative statement in this bill giving the circuit court of the 
United States the jurisdiction which I think it has now. The 
thing I have objected to is to so framing the provision as to en- 
large the jurisdiction of the circuit court and make it prac- 
tically an appellate interstate commerce commission. 

Mr. RAYNER. I agree with you entirely. I would not put 
in the words of the Esch-Townsend bill. I would not use the 


words in the President’s message. I would not use the words 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission bill. I would not use 
the words “the justness or the reasonableness of the order.” 
They mean nothing. I would use the constitutional words “ un- 
just compensation,” because you can always determine the 
question of unjust compensation by a comparison of rates. 
The best way to arrive at whether the compensation is just or 
not, the Supreme Court has said, is by a comparison. I want 
to follow the Constitution. I want to follow the fifth amend- 
ment, that Congress shall pass no law taking away private 
property without due process of law and without just compensa- 
tion. I want to incorporate that in the body of the bill, and then 
I want to give the court the right to try that question, and I 
want to cut down these suspending orders. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Does the Senator from Maryland make a 
dictinction between rates that are just and reasonable and those 
which afford just compensation? 

Mr. RAYNER. I will say to the Senator from Rhode Island 
that that is one of the most difficult questions that could pos- 
sibly be asked, to be properly answered. I make a distinction 
between “ confiscatory ” and “ unjust compensation.” 

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes. 

Mr. RAYNER. I say there is a broad distinction. 

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no question about it. 

Mr. RAYNER. I say a railroad can go into court and prove 
that it is being unjustly compensated without being - able to 
proye that its property has been confiscated. Confiscation 
means forfeiture. As I recollect it comes from the Latin word 
which means treasury. It has the same root as the word 
“fiscal.” It implies a forfeiture. If you ask me whether 
there is any difference between “unjust compensation” and 
“unreasonably low“ I say possibly there may be a margin of 
difference. But it is very narrow and very diflicult to define. 

I think if, under the Nebraska decision, you go into the 
Supreme Court of the United States, the Supreme Court will 
say this: “ People do not build railroads for amusement. They 
are entitled to a profit.” Does anyone suppose men will expend 
millions of dollars in building a railroad simply to get 3 or 4 
per cent on the bonds they own? The Supreme Court has said: 
“You must pay the operating expenses. You have to pay the 
interest on the bonded indebtedness. And then you must 
pay fair dividends on its stock.” I will tell you what question 
they have left open. I have examined these cases very thor- 
oughly. I want to say to the Senate, because I believe I may, 
that before Thompson's annotated edition appeared I anno- 
tated all the State and Federal authorities on this question for 
my own guidance. I came to this conclusion: If you put in 
this bill the definition of “unjust compensation,” under the 
Nebraska case, you get all you want. 

I will tell you what the court left open. 
part of the Nebraska case. Would the Senator like me to read 
it? It is very interesting, and will take but a moment. The 
court did not pass on the question óf allowing interest upon 
overcapitalized roads. You take a trunk line, and it buys a 
branch line for $5,000,000, and then it trebles and quadruples 
the capital to the extent of $20,000,000 or $30,000,000. They 
refer to that case. It is not necessary for me to read it. They 
state that they do not pass on a case of that kind. The diffi- 
culty is where the stock of overcapitalized roads gets into the 
hands of an innocent holder. Why should not the innocent 
holder of the stock of an overcapitalized road be entitled to 
dividends? I believe in haying a court, and then strike out 
the suspending orders. You will not insist on these suspending 
orders. There is not a man on the other side of the House who 
when that question comes to issue will stand up and defend 
the suspending orders. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I agree with what fhe Senator says about 
the difficulty involyed in retaining the equity jurisdiction of the 
circuit court of the United States, and I say that no proyi- 
sion has been attempted to limit or abridge the equity powers 
of the courts solely for the reason that it was the opinion of 
those who were interested in framing the bill that such a pro- 
vision would introduce an uncertain constitutional element into 
the situation. 

I want to add a word, if the honorable Senator from Mary- 
land will permit me. Here is a railroad complaining of a 
wrong done by the Interstate Commerce Commission. It brings 
a petition in equity, stating that the order takes its property 
without due process of law ; that it takes its property for the pub- 
lic use without just compensation; that an irreparable injury 
is about to be done it by the imposition of rates fixed by the 
order of the Commission. I want to ask my honorable friend 
how is it possible for Congress to send that petitioner into a 
court of equity after you have taken away from that court the 
right to preserve the status quo pendente lite. And if you can 


I did not read that 
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take it away altogether, how do you propose, under our form of 
government, to send one litigant into court entirely free to in- 
voke all its equity power while you send others there limited in 
their right, as you have suggested? 

Mr. RAYNER. You are on the other side of the case now. 
You are in favor of keeping in the suspending orders, 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am in favor of so framing the bill that it 
will pass the criticism of the courts of the United States. I 
will say to the Senator from Maryland that he has undertaken 
to muss up the question by his discourse, and I am afraid that, 
on the whole, his discourse has not strengthened the cause of 
the public against the railroads. 

Mr. RAYNER. I am inclined to think, with great deference, 
that it has cleared it up a little more than the present attitude 
of the Senator from Iowa—decidedly more. If the Senator 
from Iowa insists upon leaving in this bill the suspending or- 
ders, we might as well defeat this bill. So think we all of us 
on this side of the Chamber. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will say that I have no objection to put- 
ting in any limitations you please of that character. I spent a 
good many hours and I may say days and nights meditating 
upon that aspect of the question, and if the lawyers and the 
constitutional experts in the Senate think that can be done, I 
have no objection to putting it in and will not vote against it, 
but I should like to have it accompanied, as the honorable Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr. Barry] suggested the other day, with a 
proviso that if the courts find it invalid, it shall not be held to 
invalidate other portions of this act. 

Mr. RAYNER. I will say to the Senator from Iowa, and I 
am not revealing any secret, that I am trying to follow an 
amendment contemplated by the Senator from Texas, and the 
views I express, I am warranted in saying, are perhaps the 
views of the Senator from Texas, after an informal conference 
between us. Therefore, if he will accept those views, we can 
make an agreement here and now. But the trouble is that the 
Senator from Iowa has no authority to speak for his side at all. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have no authority to speak for anyone 
but myself and the constituency I represent here. 

Mr. RAYNER. I think we will be a unit, perhaps. I hope so. 
I can not speak for anyone but myself, but it looks yery much 
as if we will agree upon a proposition. I am not prepared to 
say but that gentlemen may haye some modifications to offer, 

but perhaps we can agree upon an amendment providing against 
the suspending orders, and I do not think the Democratic side 
of this Chamber would permit the bill to pass, if I could help 
it, with a provision putting it within the power of a Federal 
court, without affidavit, without bond, without a single qualifica- 
tion, to grant an order that stays the operation of the rate pre- 
scribed until the very rate expires against which the order is 
passed. 

Mr. President, before I close, while I am on this point, let me 
ask another question. You have your penalties in this bill. 
Does the Senator from Ohio think that the imposition of these 
penalties is constitutional? 

Mr. FORAKER rose. 

Mr. RAYNER. Does the Senator from Ohio think—— 

Mr. TILLMAN. You mean the Senator from Lowa. 

Mr. RAYNER. No. The Senator from lowa is studying the 
subject of creating differences between himself and myself when 
no difference exists. 


Mr. DOLLIVER. I did not know the Senator was alluding to 


me. He has inyariably said “the Senator from Ohio“ when he 
referred to me. I did not undertake to set him right on every- 
thing. 


Mr. RAYNER. The truth is, you and I are together. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. We will get along a little better if you 
would use a little more friendly expressions toward the bill. 
When I find a man denouncing the act of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and of the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce 
as a fraud, I feel like saying we can get along without such help 
and without such defense. 

Mr. RAYNER. Where have I ever said that? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. In the Senate. 

Mr. RAYNER. Denouncing the act of the Senate committee 
as a fraud? Let us get it straight. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I referred to your description—— 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from Iowa had better keep his 
temper. ; 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I intend to do that. 

Mr. RAYNER. I haye not meant to say anything which by 
the remotest insinuation would refiect upon anybody, and if I am 
a little earnest, you must not take that as condemnation. I 
have given the committee credit. I think the committee has 
done its work splendidly. It could not have done the work any 


better than by placing the bill in the hands of a Democratic 
Senator. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. 
sire to call the attention of the Senator to is, in referring to the 
mechanism of this bill, he said that it amounted to a fraud. 
If I am mistaken about that 


I will not dispute that. But what I de- 


Mr. RAYNER. If it will prevent any difficulty, I will with- 
draw that word. Will that do? I withdraw it with the best 
feeling in the world. Personally, there is no one for whom 
I have a higher feeling than for the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I am loath to break up this 
colloquy, but I rejoice to see how near together the advocates of 
this measure are coming. [Laughter.] I think the time for me 
to introduce my substitute is almost here. 

But I did not rise for any other purpose than to keep the 
promise I made to the Senator a while ago, when I told him I 
would send to the clerk’s office of the Supreme Court and get the 
decision recently rendered by the Supreme Court in what is 
known as the “ South Carolina dispensary case,” in which the 
court had announced (and I refer to this only because it is the 
latest utterance on the subject) that the Constitution is to be 
interpreted, as I said in the remarks to which he referred, in the 
light of the common law and with reference to it. The framers 
of the Constitution being common-law lawyers, they made the 
Constitution with the interpretation of that law before them. 
At page 3 of the opinion of the Supreme Court in the case re- 
ferred to occurs the following: 

It must also be remembered that the framers of the Constitution 
were not mere visionaries, toying with | eng eae or theories, but 
precica men, dealing with the facts of political life as they understood 
hem, putting into form the government they were creating, and pre- 
scribing in language clear and intelligible the powers that government 
was to take. Mr. Chief Justice Marshall, in Gibbons v. Ogden (9 
Wheat. 1, 188), well declared: 

“As men whose intentions require no concealment generally employ 
the words which most directly and aptly express the ideas they intend 
to bie the enlightened patriots who framed our Constitution and 
the people who adopted it must be understood to have employed words 
in their natural sense and to have intended what they have said.” 

One other fact must be borne in mind, and that is that in interpret- 
ing the Constitution we must have recourse to the common law. s 
sa by Mr. Justice Matthews, in Smith v. Alabama (124 U, S., 465, 

78): 

* The interpretation of the Constitution of the United States is neces- 
sarily influenced by the fact that its provisiors are framed in the lan- 
guage of the English common law, and are to be read in the light of its 

story." 

5 And by Mr. Justice Gray, in United States v. Wong Kim Ark. (169 


. S., 649, 654) 

“Tn this, as in other respects, it must be interpreted in the light of the 
common law, the Pgh ed ei and history of which were familiarly known 
to the framers of the Constitution.” (Minor v. ag er here 21 Wall. 

4 


162; Ex parte Wilson, 114 U. S., 417, 422; Boyd v. United States, 116 
U. S., 616, 624, 625; Smith v. Alabama, 124 U. S., 465.) The lan- 
guage of the Constitution, as has been well said, could not be under- 
stood without reference to the common law.” (1 Kent Com., 336; Brad- 
ley, J., in Moore v. United States, 91 U. S., 270, 274.) 

Now, Mr. President 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator will bear with me just a mo- 
ment. 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. All I was contending for in the remarks to 
which the Senator addressed himself was not that the statute 
under consideration was to be construed in the light of the 
common law and according to the rules at common law, but 
that the Constitution of the United States, having reference to 
that particular clause, the commerce clause, which I was dis- 
cussing, must be construed in the light of the common law and 
with reference to the common law. That is the only conten- 
tion I made; and I have never before, in the limited experience 
I have had at the bar, heard anyone question the fact that the 
Constitution was framed by its authors in the light of the 
common law and was to be interpreted according to the rules 
of the common law. 

Mr. RAYNER. We can not agree upon that proposition. The 
courts will have to decide it. We have different views upon 
that. It is an academic question largely. I presume the Sena- 
tor from Ohio and I do not agree at all on this bill, I do agree 
with the Senator from Iowa. I am sorry if in anything I 
haye said I haye given offense to the Senator from Iowa, be- 
cause we want to welcome him to the councils of our party. 
We do not want to offend him when he is with us. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me put in a word. 

Mr. FORAKER. I thought the Senator had yielded the floor. 

Mr. RAYNER. I have, except that I should like to read to 


the Senator from Rhode Island a few words, and then I will 
yield to you. 

Mr. FORAKER. Give me a minute on this, 

Mr. RAYNER. Very well. 
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Mr. FORAKER. I intended to quote an authority. 


Mr. RAYNER. I say there is a difference between us. I can 
not agree with you. 

Mr. FORAKER. Iam not asking the Senator—— 

Mr. RAYNER. I may be wrong; you may be wrong. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am not asking the Senator to agree with 
me, but I simply wished to call his attention to the latest utter- 
ance of the Supreme Court, not six weeks old. 

Mr. RAYNER. I would have to put against that the best text 
writers in the United States, that that distinction did not exist 
at common law. 

Mr. FORAKER. When the Senator tells me that he places 
against the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States 
an annotation by a text writer I do not wonder that he is sup- 
porting the bill that is in the hands of the Senator from Iowa 
and the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. RAYNER. Of course the Senator has read all of that 
opinion that it is necessary to read—do not misunderstand me 
about this—but if you were to read the whole case with the 
authorities it does not bear the construction the Senator has 
given to it. 

It would be impossible to construe the Constitution of the 
United States by the common law. Four-fifths of the Consti- 
tution relates to subjects that never existed at common law at 
all. On the very subject we are discussing now—railroads and 
discriminations among railroads—the decision of Marshall in 
Gibbons v. Ogden was that it is not a Constitution of defini- 
tions, it is a Constitution of enumerations. The word “com- 
merce” does not bear the construction now that it did at com- 
mon law. So-you can take clause after clause of the Constitu- 
tion. It is the adaptability of the different provisions of the 
Constitution to future conditions that makes it the instrument 
that it is. 

But, Mr. President, I should like very much to pass from this 
point, because it is an academic point. Therefore I pass to 
another proposition. We are engaged with a practical propo- 
sition. The Senator from Rhode Island has asked me a very 
important question, and I want to answer it by reference to 
this case: 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. RAYNER. With pleasure. 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator has just now made another 
very important statement, important if it be true, that the 
practical effect of the Constitution is constantly changing, and 
commerce does not mean to-day what it meant when the Con- 
stitution was framed. I wish to call his attention to the fact 
that on that subject 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator is going now into a moot dis- 
cussion, Does not the Senator from Ohio think it is rather a 
waste of time to those of us who have read Gibbons v. Ogden? 
If you want to know why I think the Constitution has changed, 
I think that the Supreme Court of the United States has changed 
it; but I want to construe it according to the Supreme Court 
decisions, and not according to the common-law definition. 

Mr. FORAKER. All I want to do is to call the Senator's at- 
tention to the fact that the Supreme Court has spoken on that 
point in that identical case in the following language: 

The Constitution is a written instrument. As such its meaning does 
not alter. That which it meant when adopted it means now. 

I think that is a proposition I do not need to argue, and there- 
fore the argument I made the other day which had reference to 
the meaning of the word “ commerce” and the meaning of the 
words “to regulate” was entirely appropriate, whether it be 
taken with reference to the Constitution at the time it was 
adopted or be taken with reference to the present. 

Mr. RAYNER. I said at the beginning that I have never 
read or heard a greater argument than the Senator made, but I 
take the liberty of believing that the Senator was wrong. I 
think he made a wonderful argument, however. 

Mr. FORAKER. I appreciate the Senator’s compliment, be- 
euuse 

Mr. RAYNER. No one could have spoken of the Senator more 
highly than myself. 

Mr. FORAKER. There is no Senator I think more capable 
of passing a just judgment on a legal argument than the Senator 
from Maryland. [Laughter.] 

Mr. RAYNER. Yes; I do not intend it as any mere compli- 
ment to the Senator from Ohio. I have heard the best argu- 
ments and the best lawyers at the American bar, especially in 
my own State. I came to the bar in the latter days of Reverdy 
Johnson and Steele and Wallis and men who were the greatest 
of their generation, and I say in the presence of the Senate I 
have never heard a greater argument than the Senator from 
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Ohio delivered, and I have said it will not do to pass over that 
argument. I can not agree with him on the proposition that the 
Constitution is to be construed strictly by the principles of the 
common law. I believe you must invoke the common law to 
interpret legal definitions, but when you come to a subject- 
matter like commerce you can not define commerce by any prin- 
ciple of the common law that existed at the time the commerce 
clause was put in the Constitution. 

Mr. FORAKER rose. 

Mr. RAYNER. Now, let me answer this argument and then 
I will submit to any interruption at all. 

If a railroad corporation has bonded it fi t that 
exceeds its fair ey or if its copitalixetion iat largely fictitious, it 
may not impose upon the public the burden of such increased rates as 
may be required for the purpose of realizing profits upon such excessive 
valuation or fictitious capitalization; and the apparent yalue of the 
property and franchises used by the corporation, as represented by its 


stock, bonds, and obligations, is not alone to be considered when deter-- 
mining the rates that may be reasonably charged. 


I want the Senator from Iowa to understand that when I said 
I shall vote for the Hepburn bill I shall ask that we put an 
amendment in the Hepburn bill constituting a court. I shall 
vote for it, notwithstanding the suggestion of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, whether there is a court put in it or not. I shall 
vote for an amendment providing against suspending orders. 
Now, you have my vote on this bill. There are some little changes 
in phraseology I should like to make. I shall vote for the 
Hepburn bill. I shall vote for an amendment constituting a 
court to try the question of unjust compensation. If that 
amendment is lost I shall vote for the bill. Then I shall vote 
for an amendment against the suspending orders; and I be- 
lieve, without having any authority to say so, that you will 
find the Democratic party almost a unit upon those propositions, 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to say just one word on the ques- 
tion of overcapitalization. 

Mr. FORAKER. Before the Senator passes to that 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator asked me a question a few 
minutes ago and the Senator from Iowa responded before I had 
an opportunity to answer the question. I do not know that 
the Senator is particular about haying an answer now. If he 
be, I can give it now or later. The question was whether I 
believed the provision in the bill with respect to penalties is 


constitutional. 

Mr. RAYNER. I beg pardon. I refer now to the Reagan 
case, 154 United States, I wish I had time to read that and the 
stock yard case, 193 United States. The Reagan case is a good 
decision. My position is this: Some of the business associations 
of 3 have asked me to vote against any rate- making 
bil 

Mr. FORAKER. Why does not the Senator do it? 

Mr. RAYNER. Because I follow my own instincts and con- 
scientious convictions, and I do not permit any organization— 
labor organization, business organization, or any other organi- 
zation, however highly I respect them—to direct me when I am 
in the line of public duty. 

Mr. FORAKER. Does the Senator think he is in the line of 
public business to-day when voting for a bill that is unconsti- 
tutional, in his judgment? 

Mr. RAYNER. I vote to give the court the right. As I 
said to the Senator from Pennsylyania, I am not sitting in 
constitutional judgment on this bill. But we have passed that 
point. Let me get now to the penalty. 

Mr. FORAKER. I only want to say to the Senator that I 
discussed that in the remarks I made the other day, and I am 
in full accord with what I understand to be his view with re- 
spect to the penalties provided in the bill. 

Mr. RAYNER. But the Senator is not in accord with what 
I am going to say now, and I beg him not to take his seat. I 
am yery glad he is in accord with me on something. I am glad 
to be able to say that. This is the first proposition we have 
agreed on. The Senator agrees with me that these penalties 
are unconstitutional. Is that correct, may I ask the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. FORAKER. I said that I thought before passing the 
bill with this provision about burdensome penalties in it we 
should add a proviso that in case of litigation they should not 
be allowed to accumulate. I believe, in view of what was said 
in the Cotting case, which I quoted at length, the Supreme 
Court would hold the law to be unconstitutional if we should 
pass it without such a proviso. 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator says if the carrier disobeys the 
order of the Commission he is to pay $5,000 a day. 

Mr. FORAKER. Fiye thousand dollars for every offense. 
It may be a hundred times $5,000 a day. 
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Mr. RAYNER. Just say $5,000 a day. In three years—— 

Mr. FORAKER. That is the mildest possible amount. 

Mr. RAYNER. In three years, by the time it would get to 
the Supreme Court, it would be nearly $5,000,000. In other 
words, it would pay $5,000,000 for the right to try a constitu- 
tional question. Now, Mr. President 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RAYNER. I do. 

Mr. KNOX. May I ask the Senator a question, because I 
am deeply interested in it myself, and I am perfectly certain 
every other Senator is equally so? He has said over and over 
again, and has made his meaning perfectly clear, that he would 
be in favor of striking out the power to suspend the order and 
allow the order to stand until the final decree upon the finding 
of the Commission, Can the Senator refer the Senate to any 
authority where a court of equity has jurisdiction, which, as I 
understand, means the power to hear and decide according to 
equity, which decides that in a particular case it can not do 
equity as equity is understood? 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator and I are closely associated, so 
far as sitting near each other is concerned. 

Mr. KNOX. And I hope otherwise. 

Mr. RAYNER. We haye discussed this question, and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania and myself can not agree upon that 
proposition. It is with the greatest deference that I say my 
views do not agree with his views on that subject, and I will 
give my reasons in answer to the Senator's question. If you 
go into a court of original jurisdiction in the assertion of a 
constitutional right, you can not deprive the suitor of a con- 
stitutional incident. I will admit that proposition. If you go 
into a court of equity having a right to try a constitutional 
question, you can not deprive that court of the right to keep 
the property in statu quo until the question is determined. 
That is not this case. If I go into court and ask the court to 
enjoin a railrond company from tearing my house down before 
it has paid me the condemnation money or before it tendered 
me anything, that is a court of original jurisdiction, and un- 
doubtedly the court will keep the property in statu quo until 
that question is determined. A court will not permit the rail- 
road company to tear my property down, and find, when it 
comes to decide the question, that there is no property there. 
I have the decision in the case that I brought myself of the 
Western Union Telegraph Company in the Maryland circuit, 
which closes that subject. I will give the case. It is very 
interesting. The Pennsylvania Railroad undertook to tear 
down the poles of the Western Union Telegraph Company, 
and while the case was pending we enjoined them in the 
Maryland circuit. The Pennsylvania circuit permitted the Penn- 
slyvania Railroad to tear the poles down and the New Jersey 
circuit was about to do the same thing, when the Supreme 
Court stopped it by an order. I have not time to refer to it. T 
have it among my papers. It is in the eighteenth transcript of 
the unreported cases, page 143. The circuit court of appeals of 
New Jersey, as I recollect, declined to stop them from tearing 
down the property while the case was pending. It came up in 
Chambers, and Mr. Justice Peckham signed the order keeping 
the property in statu quo; and I believe that is the law. 

That is not this case. Here you have a vital distinction. 
Here you have a legal adjudication against the carrier. You 
have a body constituted by law, constitutionally constituted, 
with adequate jurisdiction fixing that rate. The carrier has 
had his trial before that body, and he is not entitled on appeal 
and on successive appeals to keep the property in statu quo until 
the final adjudication. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania asks me to find a case. I 
give him the case in 8 Howard. I give him the case I think 
I gave him yesterday. I will give it to him again—in 14 Wal- 
lace and in 147 United States. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
dees not think those cases reach the point that I am arguing. 

Mr. KNOX. I haye examined those cases with a great deal 
of care, and I do not want the Senator to understand that my 
suggestion was combative at all. 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly not. 

Mr. KNOX. It was merely to elicit information, which, I 
think, we are conscientiously trying to find. I have examined 
those cases, and in my judgment they are not authorities for 
the proposition for which the Senator is contending. Those 
cases are purely cases of jurisdiction, and, in my mind at least, 
the distinction is very clear between giving the court the right 
to speak in a case, the right to decide a case, and saying to the 
court how it shall decide the case. 

Mr. RAYNER. ‘There is no one Senator whose legal opinion T 
respect more than that of the Senator from Pennsylvania. The 
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Senator is one in the foremost rank of the leaders of the Ameri- 
can bar. When the Senator told me he did not think these 
eases carried with them the point fer which I was contending 
I gave them a much closer examination, and I regret to say 
that I can not possibly agree with the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania. I know his views. I know his bill. The Senator has a 
bill that is not perhaps objectionable. The Senator's bill is almost 
the least objectionable that has been presented in this body. 
But the point I make is that the carriers had a trial. The car- 
riers had a trial before the Commission, a legally constituted 
Commission, in the language of Judge Brewer; and the Com- 
mission’s judgment has been against the carrier. Now, where 
is there any law that gives any man the right to the protection 
of his property in a case of appeal or review? I would ask 
the Senator from Pennsylvania to find me cases the other way. 
I obtain a judgment against the defendant. The defendant 
takes an appeal. Where is there any law that tells the court 
you must prevent execution of that judgment until the defend- 
ant is heard on appeal? They make the defendant give a bond, 
and if the defendant can not give a bond his property is exe- 
cuted upon and his property is gone when he ends his case in 
the appellate tribunal. 

The philosophy of the law is that the suitor has had a trial 
in a court of competent jurisdiction. I say the carrier has had 
a trial before the Interstate Commerce Commission, and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has decided the case against 
him. The property has remained intact until that decision. 
Now he comes into court and says to the circuit court, “ You 
must protect my challenged rate while I am in the circuit 
court.” Then he goes to the circuit court of appeals and 
says, “ You must protect my challenged rate while I am in 
the circuit court.” Then he goes, as they did in this case, to 
the Supreme Court of the United States, and says, “ You must 
protect us there;" and then the three years are out and the 
shipper never gets the reduced rate. 

I say there is no ease which says that the court shall have 
the constitutional right to sign interlocutory decrees and sus- 
pending orders upon appeal—* reyiew ” we will call it. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RAYNER. Cheerfully. 

Mr. KNOX. I want to say again, and I am sure the Sen- 
ator does not misunderstand me, I am not arguing or eyen 
suggesting anything along the line of the policy of sus- 
pending or not suspending these orders pending a decision of 
the court. I am trying to get at it just in the same way the 
Senator from Maryland so eloquently described in the opening 
of his discussion here to-day, as a lawyer; and I am asking in 
the most perfect good faith for purposes of my own information 
as well as for others who are seeking information upon this 
line. I want to know if there is any case which decides the 
proposition which I put to the Senator a moment ago? 

Now, I comprehend his answer, but it seems to me that his 
answer is predicated upon the proposition that the proceeding 
begun in the circuit court of the United States is an appeal, and 
the proceeding in the circuit court of the United States is not 
an appeal. It is an original proceeding. If it were not an 
original proceeding, you could not get into the court to get 
redress from the action of the administrative body. 

Mr. RAYNER. I am sorry that I can not accept the view that 
the appeal to the circujt court is an original proceeding. I can 
not possibly accept that view, because while it is not an appeal 
the Supreme Court in the Dawes and Duall Interference cases, 
with both of which cases my friend and myself are conversant, 
having held technically that you could not take an appeal but 
could have a review; but I can never accept the proposition that 
a case once tried by the Interstate Commerce Commission and 
the Interstate Commerce Commission acting on it, a bill in the 
circuit court is not a bill of review. That is what causes me 
trouble. It is not original. 

Mr. KNOX. I want to relieve the Senator from trouble if he 
will allow me just a moment. I will take great pleasure in 
handing him—I can not do it to-night—a reference to the case 
in one of the Howards, where it was specifically decided that 
where the land commission appointed to settle titles in Cali- 
fornia, and suitors were by act of Congress given an appeal to 
the district court in terms. When the ease got into the Supreme 
Court of the United States they discovered the word “appeal,” 
and said: “ We will entertain jurisdiction here, because, in fact, 
this was an original proceeding; otherwise no appeal would lie 
from the decision of the land commission.” I do not know but 
what I have already handed it to the Senator. 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator has given me the case, and I have 
examined it very carefully. They drew a distinction between 
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a review and an appeal, and it was rather a technical distinc- 
tion. I do not think the Senator from Pennsylvania, before he 
examined the decisions, was fully aware of that distinction. T 
never was. It is a very technical distinction that you can ob- 
tain a review from an administrative body, but you can not 
appeal. That was an early case in the court. 

Mr. KNOX. I beg the Senator's pardon, but they did not say 
you could have a review. They said it was in the nature of an 
original proceeding, and it is only a review in a broader sense, 

Mr. RAYNER. And in the subsequent case—the Dawes case 
the case I gave the Senator, in 174 United States, and in the 
Interference cases, in 172 United States, they used the word 
“review,” with no distinction between an original bill and a 
bill of review. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator from Pennsylvania doubtless 
referred to the case of the United States against Ritchie, which 
is 17 Howard. 

Mr. KNOX. That is the case. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Not attempting to elaborate the Senator’s 
presentation of it, I should like to put in the Recorp what the 
court said upon that question. It is only a few lines, and it 
illuminates the question, The court said: 

The transfer, it is true 

That is, from the board of land commissioners to the circuit 
court 
is called an apponi: we must not, however, be misled by a name, but 
look to the substance and intent of the proceeding. The district court 
is not confined to a mere reexamination of the case as heard and de- 
cided by the board of commissioners, but hears the case de novo, upon 
the papers and testimony which had been used before the board, they 
being made evidence in the district court, and also upon such further 
evidence as either party may see fit to produce. 

That case certainly marks the distinction between a review 
of an administrative board by a court and an original proceed- 
ing in the circuit court, because it is held in the case of Keim 
against the United States, in 177 U. S., page 293, that the 
court can not review the proceedings of an administrative board 
of the Government in the nature of an appeal. 

Mr. RAYNER. That is the case that the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania gave me. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator from Maryland permit me 
one short question? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. ALDRICH, I am very glad to find myself in substantial 
accord with the views of the Senator from Maryland, as I un- 
stand them, on the right of review by the courts upon the 
question of just compensation. I should like to ask him 
whether he is willing or expects to vote for a proposition which 
will give the shipper equvalent rights for review of rates that 
may be fixed by the Commission which were extortionate or 
unreasonable? 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I do not think the Senator 
from Rhode Island will agree with me. I wish he would; but 
I do not think he will. I am perfectly willing to put these 
words in the bill: 


That the court shall have jurisdiction in all cases where the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has passed an order that does not allow 
just compensation. 


I want to follow the constitutional words. 
` Mr. ALDRICH. ‘That is for the carriers. Now, if the ship- 


pers—— 

Mr. RAYNER. I am not willing to go one word beyond those 
words. I want it just In those words. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Is the Senator willing to give the shippers 
relief in cases of extortionate rates fixed by the Commission 
itself? 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator means in a case where the Com- 
mission has fixed the rates too high? 

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes. 

Mr. RAYNER. I am 

Mr. ALDRICH. Then I find myself practically in accord 
with the Senator from Maryland, and I feel as to this contention 
there ought to be unanimous consent, as there seems to be no 
difference amongst Senators. 

Mr. RAYNER, Is the Senator from Rhode Island willing 
that the court shall have no jurisdiction beyond the question of 
just compensation, excluding the words “unreasonably or 
unjustly low,“ but that the sole jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts shall be to try the question of just compensation? 

Mr. ALDRICH. I am not now undertaking to say what 
phraseology I would consent to. 

Mr. RAYNER. But I am. 


Mr. ALDRICH. I think not. I think the Senator has not 
his amendment in such form as he would be willing to do that. 

Mr. RAYNER. Yes; I have. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I thought the Senator was laying down cer- 
tain general principles. 

Mr. RAYNER. No. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I can not very well answer the Senator's 
question until I can see the amendment and read it. 

Mr. RAYNER. There will be an amendment saying that the 
court shall have the right to try the question of just compensa- 
tion. I am only speaking for myself. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I am only speaking for myself. 

Mr. RAYNER. I have not the right to bind anyone on this 
side of the Chamber; but I will say that there is an amendment 
being looked into which absolutely does away with this sus- 
pending order. I am quite satisfied that the Senator will not 
agree to that proposition which gives the court the right to try 
the question of unjust compensation without suspending orders, 
The amendment constitutes the circuit court the tribunal that 
is to determine the question of just compensation, and strikes 
down the suspending order. If the Senator can get a unanimous 
vote on that, he can pass the bill this afternoon. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Any provision that gives the shipper and 
carrier the right to go before the court and haye the question as 
to the reasonableness or unreasonableness of rates determined 
by the court meets with my approval, and I believe will receive 
practically the unanimous vote of the Senate. 

As to the question of the suspending order, I do not care to go 
into that at present. 

Mr. RAYNER. That is the vital point, and that will be the 
test vote in this Senate. The question will be between those 
who are in favor of the suspending order and those who are 
against it. I am dead against it, and I do not expect to yote 
for any bill that gives to the court a right unqualifiedly to sus- 
pend these orders. I would not give the court at any step the 
right to do that. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Maryland is assuming a 
great deal, I think, in saying that he thinks that that is the 
point at which the division is going to take place. He cer- 
tainly is assuming that this side or the other side of the Cham- 
ber have opinions which have not yet been expressed. I cer- 
tainly do not want to vote for a proposition that means indefinite 
extension and endless litigation in this matter. I believe that 
all parties ought to have an opportunity to be heard and have 
the case promptly determined. 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me ask the Senator a question, and we 
will settle that whole thing right here, 

Mr. ALDRICH. I thought we had reached an agreement. 

Mr. RAYNER. Will the Senator vote even for an amend- 
ment striking from the bill the words “ suspending order?” 

Mr. ALDRICH. I would want to see in what connection the 
words were which were to be stricken out, and what was to be 
inserted in place of them. 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me give the connection. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I do not think the Senator expects that he 
and I will be able here to agree upon the phraseology. I am 
trying to agree with the Senator, so far as I can, upon the prin- 
ciples which shall govern our action. 
ta RAYNER. I understand that you have engaged to do 

8. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Maryland is engaging in 
an effort apparently to show that I must disagree with him. 

Mr. RAYNER. Not at all. > 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President—— ; 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr, RAYNER. Yes; I yield to the Senator. J 
- Mr. KNOX. I only want to ask if the apparent difference be- 
tween the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH] and the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Rayner] is not premature? You 
are undertaking now to provide that the court shall not suspend 
the order, and you have not agreed with the Senator from lowa 
{Mr. Dotttver} that there is to be a court. 

Mr. RAYNER. That is another matter. The Senator from 
Rhode Island and the Senator from Pennsylvania disagree with 
the Senator from Iowa upon that proposition absolutely. 

Mr, KNOX. I stated that there ought to be a court provided. 
I think that is really the only difference between the Senator 
from Iowa and myself, barring one or two little details, which 
have not been referred to. I think he and I could agree on this 


question of court review. As I understand, the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. Dozen! and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
CLarr] made a similar statement the other day during his speech 
on the floor of the Senate, and Mr. Hersurn made the same 
statement on the floor of the House on the day the bill was 
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passed, which is that they recognize the power of the circuit 
court to entertain suits to set aside the orders of the Commis- 
sion; that they recognize that that power is an unrestricted 
power. Now, I say the only difference between them and my- 
self is—and my views are set out in the fifth section of the bill 
I offered—that I agree that the court has power, but I am in 
favor of restricting that power in the interest of the public by 
requiring either a cash deposit or the deposit of a bond so as to 
prevent frivolous appeals to the court. 

Mr. RAYNER. I do not think that a bond could be made that 
eculd be sued on. I understand the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Spconer] is considering an amendment of that kind to 
this bill for the deposit of money. Let us take the case of a 
bond. Who can sue on that bond? ‘The shipper can not sue on 
it, because he has his freight back from the consignee. The 
consignee can not sue on it, because he has his freight back in 
the price to the consumer. It is what is known in law as an ab- 
solutely nonsueable bond. 

I am rather fortunate here this afternoon. The Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kox] and myself agree upon a good 
many points; the Senator from Iowa [Mr. DOLLIVER] and my- 
self agree entirely; the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Ar- 
pric] and myself seem to agree upon a point, and the only one 
who does not agree with anyone here is the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker]. [Laughter.] 

What I want is this: I will, when the time comes, in a very 
modest way, if some one else does not do it, propose an amend- 
ment, though I should prefer that some one else should do it— 
at any rate it will be done by Senators in charge of this bill, 
for I am not on the committee. I call attention to this provi- 
sion of the bill: 

Such order shall go into effect thirty days after notice to the carrier 


and shall remain in force and be observed by the carrier, unless the 
same shall be suspended or modified or set aside by the Commission— 


I have no objection to that. The bill continues: 
or be suspended or set aside by a court of competent jurisdiction. 

I will offer an amendment against suspending orders. 

If the Senator from Rhode Island, after thinking over the 
matter and upon reflection, will agree to strike out these sus- 
pending orders, prohibiting the courts from passing any inter- 
locutory orders, and then gives us a naked principle, unjust 
compensation within the meaning of the Constitution, I do not 
think there will be much difficulty in passing a bill through, 
whether you put a court in it or not. I had rather have a court 
put in. Of course, I agree with the Senator from Pennsyl- 
yania on that. 

Now, Mr. President, I have stated my position. I shall vote 
for the Hepburn bill if I can not do any better. I have an 
amendment to the Hepburn bill providing that the court shall 
try the question of unjust compensation and nothing else, and 
not try the confiscatory question. I think that is against the 
railroads. I think that is a perfectly unmeaning phrase. Then 
I will vote for an amendment against the suspending order and 
have the courts try the question as to unjust compensation and 
nothing else. Then I will yote for the bill. 

Mr. President, I want to say that the question here before us 
is a grave question. I am inclined to think that there will be 
an insistence—I do not know on the part of whom; I certainly 
do not mean to individualize—but there will be an insistence 
in some direction on keeping in this bill these suspending orders 
in some way or otber—the deposit of money or the giving of a 
bond—to put the suspending order in. There is where the 
conflict is coming; there is where we shall be severed—on the 
suspension of these orders being put into this bill. 

I have come to the conclusion that, if you suspend these 
orders temporarily, you suspend them finally; you suspend them 
during the whole three years, and that the shipper will have to 
make his fight all over again, and then they will be suspended 
for three years more. That is the vital point of the bill which 
has given trouble to those of us who have examined it. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. KNOX. May I say, for the Senator's information, that 
he has overlooked the fact that the language in the bill to which 
he called attention earlier, and has frequently repeated, does 
not mean a delay of three years. In the Fifty-seventh Congress 
a law was passed which, I hope I may say without any vanity, 
I had suggested to Congress, and had also prepared, providing 
that in all cases arising under the antitrust act—and I think 
you, Mr. President [the Vice-President in the chair], presented 
the bill in the Senate—the Attorney-General should certify 
to the circuit judges the importance of the case, whereupon it 
was made the duty of all the circuit judges to at once sit and 


hear that case with the utmost expedition, and from their de- 
cree an appeal lay to the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Under the provisions of the so-called “ Elkins law,” that ex- 
pedition act was extended to all cases arising under the inter- 
state-commerce act. Under the provisions of the bill which we 
are now considering it is made the duty of the Attorney-General 
of the United States to so certify the circuit court in every case 
arising under it, 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, how long does the Senator 
from Pennsylvania think it would take to get a case through, 
starting with the Interstate Commerce Commission, getting it 
through the Interstate Commerce Commission, then through the 
circuit court, then through the circuit court of appeals, and 
finally through the Supreme Court of the United States—how 
long? 

Mr. KNOX. To answer the Serator’s question, I would say 
he must not start when the case gets into the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, but he must siart when it gets out of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. RAYNER. I start when we get it into the Commission. 

Mr. KNOX. That question does not arise here. 

Mr. RAYNER. Well, leave that out, 

Mr. KNOX. I am not here contending that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission mores with remarkable celerity. I do 
not think, however, that that question is involved here. 

Mr. RAYNER. Well, leave that out. 

Mr. KNOX. Your allegation is that if you allow the courts | 
to pass upon these orders you will be three years in court. My 
answer to that proposition is that if the Attorney-General of the 
United States does his duty, as he is required to do by this stat- 
ute if this bill should become a law, he will certify those cases 
to the circuit court under the expedition act, and they ought to 
be disposed of inside of sixty days. 

Mr. RAYNER. Does the Senator from Pennsylyania mean 
to say that he can get a case tried in sixty days in the circuit 
court, in the cireuit court of appeals, and in the Supreme Court 
of the United States? 

Mr. KNOX. There is not any appeal to the circuit court of 
appeals under this proposed act. It is an appeal directly from 
the circuit court to the Supreme Court of the United States, 

Mr. RAYNER. Under this act? 

Mr. KNOX. Under the Hepburn bill, under the expedition 
act, under the interstate-commerce act, and under the antitrust 
act. 

Mr. RAYNER. How long would it take to try a case? The 
carrier, if it desires, can appeal to the circuit court of appeals. 

Mr. KNOX. I tell you it took us about thirty days to get the 
Northern Securities case into the circuit court. 

Mr. RAYNER. I think the Senator from Pennsylvania has 
had much better fortune than I have had if he has been able to 
get a case of that sort finished in sixty days, six months, or a 
year and a half. Even if the circuit court had advanced the 
case the carrier would have the right to issue subpcenas to wit- 
nesses, to take testimony, and the whole case would have to be 
gone over de novo and the witnesses summoned. The Senator 
certainly does not think a case can be rushed through the cir- 
cuit court in sixty days or through the Supreme Court, does he? 

Mr. TILLMAN rose. 

Mr. RAYNER. I will ask the Senator from South Carolina 
if he thinks such a case could be rushed through in that time? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator yield to me a moment? 

Mr. RAYNER. Certainly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I want to ask the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. Knox] if his conception of the facility and expedition 
that will obtain in these suits is true, where would any great 
harm come to the railroads? Suppose an order of the Com- 
mission is erroneous ; suppose it is a robbery of the railroad ; will 
they be very badly hurt in sixty or ninety days? 

Mr. KNOX. I think not. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Therefore, why should we worry so much 
about them and not worry about the people? 

Mr. KNOX. I do not think you ought to worry about them. 
Iam not. I think it minimizes the-danger to the railroads and 
also expedites the relief to the people to have prompt decisions. 

Mr. TILLMAN. As an illustration we have the cases from 
Titusville, Pa., involving lawsuits between the oil producers 
and Pennsylvania railroads—I think the Pennsylvania Railroad 
proper—which have been going on for seventeen years; and the 
litigants—that is, the producers of oil—have been pleading and 
begging and litigating until some of them have died while try- 
ing to get relief. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President, I would like to state for the in- 
formation of the Senator from South Carolina that I received 
word a few days ago from the judge of the United States dis- 
trict court in Pittsburg, where that litigation was pending for so 


3190 ; 


many years. He felt, of course, just a little hurt at the reflec- 
tion that was made here in the Senate upon the slowness of 
the motions of that court. He stated that the complainants in 
that case had failed to make a move in the litigation for pretty 
nearly two years. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I should think they would get tired after 
fifteen years. I should get tired before five years, I should 
think. [Laughter] 

Mr. KNOX. They were in the court, I think, less than five 
years, but they were in the court before the Commission for the 
full length of time the Senator from South Carolina has stated, 
as I understand. 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President 

Mr. FORAKER. Before we—— 

Mr. RAYNER. I should like to conclude now. 

Mr. FORAKER. Before we get away from this point 

Mr. RAYNER. I should like very much to get away from it. 

Mr. TILLMAN (to Mr. Rayner). You are doing too well to 
get away fromit. Let them go on. 

Mr. FORAKER. We are all very much indebted to the Sena- 
tor from Maryland. He has enlightened us and entertained us. 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from Iowa does not think I 
bave enlightened him. 

Mr. FORAKER. We all think the Senator has enlightened 
and entertained us. 

What I desire to call attention to is the fact that we are not 
without illustrations of the relative progress that can be made 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission and in the courts. 
Ou December 20 last I put into the Recorp the decision and the 
record of the case of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
against numerous railways running into Chicago in what is 
known as the “Dressed Meat and Packing-House Products 
case.” It appeared from that record that that case was pend- 
ing almost three years, I believe, before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. After they had decided it and made an order, 
and the railroads refused to comply with the order, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission brought suit in the cireuit court 
of the United States for the northern district of Illinois on the 
17th day of July, 1905. All the testimony that was taken before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission was retaken, a great deal 
of additional testimony was taken, and the final decision and 
decree were entered by the court, Judge Bethea, on the 20th 
day of November, 1905, I belieye—that was only four months— 
and the whole case was gone over thoroughly, completely, and 
satisfactorily. 

In the Chesapeake and Ohio and New Haven Coal case, decided 
only a few days ago by the Supreme Court of the United States, 
we have another illustration of the expedition with which these 
matters can be prosecuted in the courts. There the proceed- 
ing was commenced by filing a complaint before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
referred it to the court under the Elkins law. I call particular 
attention to this because I intend to speak in a few days when 
I ean get an opportunity and insist that if Senators want to find 
a remedy for the evils complained of they will find it by amend- 
ing the Elkins law, and they will find it in no other way. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission referred that case to the 
court, and by amending that law all these cases would be re- 
ferred to the court. That case was heard in the circuit court 
and, a temporary restraining order being granted immediately 
upon the filing of the bill, it continued until the final judgment 
was rendered by the Supreme Court of the United States a few 
weeks ago. So that the complainant had full relief from the 
very moment he commenced his proceeding. That proceeding 
was commenced before the Commission in April, 1903; passed 
through the Commission, they expediting it in the way indi- 
cated, and as I want to require them to expedite all such cases; 
it passed through the circuit court, passed through the circuit 
court of appeals, passed through the Supreme Court, and has 
passed into final judgment, all parties being granted relief not 
only in that case, but a great principle being finally and satis- 
factorily settled by the Supreme Court in that decision, namely, 
that common carriers shall be restricted to the business of 
common carriers, and shall not be allowed to acquire coal lands, 
engage as coal operators, and go into the business of marketing, 
selling, and transporting coal in competition with those who are 
engaged legitimately in the business, 

Mr. President, there are two illustrations of how progress 
can be made in the court far beyond any progress that can be 
made before any commission, and the Senator appreciates why 
that is. Before the Commission, the statute says 

Mr. RAYNER. I yielded to the Senator for a question, and 
I think I have yielded very frequently to-day. I shall be very 
much obliged to the Senator if he will just let me finish what I 
Dave to say. 
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Mr. FORAKER. I beg the Senator's pardon. 

Mr. RAYNER. I should like to finish. 

Mr. FORAKER. I beg pardon; I did not know I was in- 
truding. 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator was not intruding, but I should 
like to complete my remarks. 

Mr. FORAKER. I shall yield at once, with an apology to the 
Senator. 7 

Mr. RAYNER. Not at all. The Senator never says anything 
that does not enlighten and interest me. I am always instructed 
by what the Senator says. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am glad I was able to include the cases 
to which I referred. ; 

Mr. RAYNER. I am on another branch of this discussion 
now. I want to conclude, because there is a limit to all things. 


THE RAILROAD TABLE. 


One of the Interstate Commerce Commissioners, in several 
addresses that he has from time to time delivered at vari- 
ous places, has irreverently spoken of four or five gentle- 
men who can sit around a table in New York and dictate rail- 
road rates throughout the entire country. I do not suppose it is 
revealing any secret to refer to the gentlemen who can thus sit 
around this table and make it respond wtih spiritualistic ac- 
curacy to their suggestions. I will admit, in response to the 
fervent appeals of their counsel—I am talking now about the 
counsel who have appeared before the committee—Mr. Mora- 
wetz, of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe; Mr. Bond, from 
my own State, of the Baltimore and Ohio; Mr. Hines, of the 
Atlantic Coast Line, who I think is a yery brilliant man, who 
has giyen us more information on this subject than perhaps any 
other; Mr. Mather, of the Rock Island; and Mr. Peck, of the 
Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul—I will admit, in response to 
their fervent appeals, that it would be a great pity to destroy 
the equilibrium or the proper balance of Messrs. Vanderbilt, 
Morgan, Gould, and Harriman. 

Things are in such fine shape around this table that it would 
be a shame for any uninvited guest to break into the harmony of 
the scene and turn it into a Belshazzar’s feast. We must not 
suppose that these gentlemen are indulging in any luxuries as 
they are sitting around this table., They are not regaling them- 
selves in midwinter with tropical fruit from Florida groves or 
California vineyards, transported in the Armour Company’s 
refrigerator cars ; on the contrary, their meal is a very frugal one. 
They have been hard-working individuals during all of their 
lives, and now, after years of incessant toil and labor, at the mo- 
ment when they have acquired a bare competency and are 
earning a fair amount of wages to keep themselves and thelr 
dependent families from want and destitution, it is a heartless 
and a cruel deed, I know, to unsettle their equilibrium or to de- 
prive them of their hard-earned savings. It was sad enougi, 
anyway, this whole scene as it presented itself to. the committee. 
Here were the counsel of the railroads, whom I haye named, all 
arrayed in their mourning weeds with their long, funerea! briefs 
exhorting the committee not to take any step that would bring 
havoc and ruin upon their clients who have already made so many 
sacrifices of unselfish devotion to the interests of the public. The 
calamities that are in store for us as portrayed by these eminent 
members of the profession are something too dreadful to con- 
template with composure. Joseph never prophesied the plagues 
of Egypt with the accuracy and precision that this formidable 
body of soothsayers announce the terrible succession of catas- 
trophies that are to overtake us if we should determine upon this 
apparently innocent legislation, and Jeremiah never wept over 
the afflictions of Jerusalem with the passionate and consuming 
emotions that agitated their bosoms as they poured their lamen- 
tations into the ears of the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee, who-tried upon many an occasion to condole with them 
in their misfortunes and assuage them in the exuberant pro- 
fusion of their grief. 

Mr. President, sympathizing with these afflicted millionaires 
in the hour of their bereavement, commending to them the ex- 
ample of that ancestral and distinguished member of their tribe, 
the richest man in all the East, who, when the Chaldeans and 
the Sabeans fell upon his camels and sheep and oxen, pro- 
claimed: “ Naked came I into the world; naked shall I leave it.” 
I can not help feeling, as I look upon the Senators from Ohio 
and Rhode Island and regard their cheerful countenances during 
all this trying ordeal, that they realize, just as I do, we are 
in the same category; that when the agony is over and we have 
promulgated this inhuman ordinance, the Lord will again come 
to the relief of Messrs. Vanderbilt and Morgan and Gould and 
Harriman and double their possessions as He did unto His ser- 
vant Job in the land of Uz. 

I want to read a short extract, only a few lines, from the first 
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and last chapters of the book of Job, which max afford us some 


consolation in this trying hour. [Laughter in the galleries.] 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maryland will 
suspend while the Chair admonishes the galleries that under 
the rules of the Senate they must refrain from any demonstra- 
tion. 

Mr. RAYNER. I read a few lines from the first chapter of 
the Book of Job and from the last chapter (paraphrased), 
which I think meet the situation: 

This man was the richest man in all the East, but the Sabeans fell 
upon his oxen and asses, and the Chaldeans fell upon his camels, and 
the winds from the wilderness smote the four corners of his house. 

This is from the last chapter of the Book of Job (ch. 42): 


And the Lord turned the captivity of Job and his acquaintances ; 
every man of them brought him pieces of money and earrings of gold, 
and the Lord doubled the possessions of Job and gave him fourteen 
thousand sheep, six thousand camels, a thousand yoke of oxen, and a 
thousand she asses, twice as much as he had before. 


DISCRIMINATION IS THE ISSUE, 


I want to be and must be entirely understood upon the matter 
of discrimination that I have talked about. I am not condemn- 
ing these rates from the standpoint of the railroads or contend- 
ing for a moment that the entire system can be or ought to be 
changed. I am looking at the subject strictly from a practical 

* standpoint. Competition by rail and by water will continually 
drive down the rates of freight between terminal points, and a 
strictly distance standard would be absolutely ruinous to the 
railroad interests and to the competitive markets of the coun- 
try. We can all easily understand how a railroad can be com- 
pelled to carry freight for a loss for a long distance where there 
is competition, and then be compelled to keep up its rates to the 
maximum figure where there is no competition. 

When the Supreme Court of the United States in the long and 
short haul cases announced that the existence of bona fide com- 
petition between competing carriers was a factor which rendered 
conditions of shipment substantially dissimilar, it simply stated 
a proposition that was essential for the preservation of railroad 
property in the United States from confiscation. 

When experts and railroad presidents and trafic managers 
tell us that a charge on a low grade to the Gulf ports, with re- 
turning cars loaded with freight, must be more reasonable than 
for distances over the mountains to the Atlantic seaports, we 
all concede that they are stating a proposition that no one would 
contradict unless he was in a benighted state of ignorance as to 
railroad conditions. What we require is a little common sense 
upon this subject. We can not pass a law that will convert the 
towns and hamlets of Iowa immediately into great manufactur- 
ing centers, nor frame a statute for the special benefit of a grain 
shipper in the city of Milwaukee; but what we can do is to 
take a broad yiew of the whole field and ascertain if we can not 
endow a tribunal with adequate power whenever cases occur 
where unnecessary discrimination is practiced to apply a remedy 
without inflicting any injury upon the railroad. Let me give 
you a homely, but at the same time a pointed, illustration from 
Mr. Kernan, the same witness whom I have already referred to, 
upon this branch of the discussion. His testimony is as follows: 

For instance, you take the question of two farmers lying 100 miles 
from Chicago, one on one railroad and one on another. ‘They are both 
competitors for the foreign and domestic markets. They are on difer- 
ent lines and those lines are in different States. Now, the farmer at one 

int is charged for Rag Ag Ag to Chicago 3 cents a bushel. The 
armer on the other road rged 14 cents a bushel. Now, that differ- 
ence of 11 cents a bushel, 1 see, wipes out to a certain extent the 
business of the farmer who to pay 3 cents. You can not deal with 
that situation any way 2 5 through the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, which can pring bo of these rates before it and enter into a 


consideration of these re 
toward each other. 


it will have to stand; but it may that of e rates one is higher 
and the other lower than it 9 to be. Those things have to be met 
by the power of somebody who has power to fix relative rates, and it is 
relative rates in this country that are troublesome. 

This is a concise and forcible statement of the situation, 
although the present bill does not relieve it., It does not follow 
that the rate shall always be established upon an exact degree 
of equality, and it does not follow that where one shipper is 
at a terminal point where competition exists and another ship- 
per is at an inland point where there is no competition that 
the Commission must apply the distance rate and place them 
both upon an equality according to the amount of mileage 
from the original point of shipment. What the Commission 
will do is not to exercise an arbitrary power and establish 
rates regardless of the circumstances that control the situa- 
tion, but they will bring into play the power of comparison 
and adjustment, governed and controlled by all the circum- 
stances that surround it, and especially subject to the rules 
and interpretation that the Supreme Court has given to the 
third and fourth sections of the existing act. 


THE DEFECTS OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM. 

Now, as to the defect of the present system and the leg- 
islation that is necessary to rectify it. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission is the most anomalous body ever created 
by law. It is a body that possesses no power to pass any 
order or decree over the most important subject within its 
jurisdiction. It can declare a rate to be unreasonable, but it 
has no authority to substitute a reasonable rate in its place. 
It has the right to decide that a given rate constitutes an un- 
lawful discrimination, but it is not empowered to establish a 
lawful rate in its stead. If there is a dollar rate, for instance, 
between New York and Chicago, it can decide that the dollar 
rate is unreasonable and enjoin its continuance in court; but 
neither the Commission nor the court can declare any other 
rate to be reasonable and compel its acceptance by the rail- 
road. 

It can suggest that a rate of 80 cents would be a proper 
charge in the premises, and the court can coincide with its 
views; but neither the Commission nor the court can enforce 
the 80-cent rate or command compliance with its decree. If it 
sets aside the dollar rate and comes to the conclusion that the 
80-cent rate is the proper charge, the railroad need not pay the 
slightest attention to its judgment, but can change the rate to 
95 cents and ignore the decision. This is the law, and so in 
the maximum-rate cases the Supreme Court has interpreted it. 
For ten years, from 1887 to 1897, the Commission thought other- 
wise, and when it declared a rate unreasonable proceeded to 
establish another rate in its place; but when the cases came 
to the Supreme Court it held that its functions had ceased as 
soon as it declared a rate unreasonable, and that when it 
proceeded to determine what the rate ought to be it was functus 
officii. In other words, when a shipper makes complaint to the 
Commission and the Commission decides in his favor and the 
court sustains the Commission, the railroad has a right to say. 
whether it will submit to the decision against it or whether it 
will challenge and defy it; and if it does submit it will be by 
its voluntary aequiescence and not by force of any judgment 
that may have been rendered against it. Is there such another 
tribunal upon the face of the civilized earth? Created for a 
certain purpose, but stripped and divested of every function, 
power, and process that are necessary to accomplish the object 
of its creation. Shall we stand still now and prolong its impo- 
tence and sullenly refuse to invest it with the power to put 
its decree into practical execution, or shall we inspire it with 
life and place in its hands the only effective instrument that 
can accomplish the purpose for which it exists? 

That instrument is the rate-making power. We may scheme 
and forge and fashion, but it is not within the realm of human 
ingenuity to formulate any plan except the rate-making power 
that will remedy the defect and supply the omission. Rail- 
road experts, railroad presidents, and counsel and traffic mana- 
gers have all been importuned by the committee to devise 
some other method by which a practical result could be reached, 
but not a single one of them has any invention whatever to meet 
the emergency. The emergency must be met; the issue must 
be faced, and we must inyest either a commission or the courts 
with an effective weapon to maintain their dignity and compel 
obedience to their mandates, or else tear down the whole infirm 
and feeble structure and let the railroads drive in triump over 
its ruins. 

THERS IS NO RIGHT TO INITIATE RATES, 

We now come to some other objections to this legislation. It 
is claimed that under this legislation the Interstate Commerce 
Commission will haye the right to initiate or revise every rail- 
road rate in the United States and establish mere motu a new 
system of rates for the entire country. If I was not somewhat 
familiar with the vein of humor that railroad counsel indulge 
in upon an occasion of this sort, when they hold court with in- 
nocent members of legislative bodies, I might be tempted to 
regard this protest with a serious aspect, because I am quite 
sure that in the seclusion of their own reflections they them- 
selves regard it with ridicule and derision. 

The House enactment provides in explicit terms that no 
step of this sort whatever can be taken by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission except upon complaint. It limits and quali- 
fies the provisions of section 13 of the original act, and places 
an absolute prohibition upon the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission from undertaking this sort of a proceeding upon their 
own volition. Therefore, when eminent counsel state a propo- 
sition of this sort, in view of the unambiguous language of the 
act, they might as well tell me that the courts of every State 
would have the right to take up every contract and every 
transfer of property that is recorded in every registration office 
and every tort that is committed within their knowledge 
against any individual in the land, and of their own volition, 
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without complaint, plea, or prosecution, and adjudicate and 
pronounce judgment upon it. It never was intended to confer 
upon the Interstate Commerce Commission any such power, 
and its limitation was expressly agreed upon in the early 
stages of the discussion.’ Judge Clements, the chairman of the 
committee for railway legislation, at a convention of the Na- 
tional Association of Railway Commissioners held in Novem- 
ber, 1904, then disposed of this fallacy in the following lan- 
guage: 

That there shall be no misconception it should be again stated that 
the present public demand is not that the Federal Commission shall fix 
2 low tariff of rates in the first instance, or at any time, but simply 
that when a rate is complained of by a_ shipper or community and 
shown to be excessive the Commission shall have authority to prescribe 
the reasonable rate indicated by the evidence in the particular case. 

Mr. Bacon, who is claimed to be the apostle of this agitation 
and the commander in chief of the entire crusade—and what- 
ever may be the motives that inspire him he is undoubtedly a 
man of thought and capacity—thus disposes of the contention: 

I should say if they were to undertake to fix all the rates of the 
country as it has been given out by the railway interests that they 
are expected to do that it would be utterly impracticable. It would be 
utterly impossible for a commission sitting In Washington, or sitting 
in any central part of the country, to fix rates for all parts of the 
country. It would be an absurdity, in my opinion, for any body of 
men to attempt it. All that we seek is that when the rates are 
believed by certain individuals interested In them to be wrong these 

articular rates shall be brought to.the attention of this particular 
ody—you may call it a commission or whatever else you please. 


CORRELATED RATES. 


The next objection is that the right to establish one rate 
would carry with it every correlated rate and would eventually 
extend to all the rates on every railroad. The Senator from 
Minnesota [Senator CLAPP] has so fully covered that point that 
I read you an extract from his examination of Mr. Hiland, 
which demonstrates that precisely the same objection that is 
now made against the present proposition applies to the system 
that is now in vogue: 


Senator CLAPP. In other words, the objection to the fixing of rates 
so far as it involves tke adjustment of other rates, and the continu 
fixing rates by the Commission, so far as those two principles are in- 
yolved, apply with equal force to the existing law as to a law which 
went a step further and allowed the Commision in condemning one 
rate to prescribe a rate in lieu thereof. 

Mr. HILAN D. I presume that is so. 


DIFFERENTIALS. 


The next objection to the rate- making power is one that 
applies to the subject of differentials under the constitutional 
provision that no preference shall be given to the ports of one 
State over those of another. 

I desire to make a distinction now which is necessary in order 
to fully understand this objection. The phrases discrimination 
and differentials have been confused, and they have both been 
employed as applicable to the same conditions. Nearly every 
witness has spoken of them indiscriminately as if they conveyed 
the same meaning. I have as eminent an authority as Pro- 
fessor Cooley for the statement that technically speaking dis- 
crimination means an advantage given to certain shippers and 
localities over other shippers and localities upon the same road, 
while the differential is applied not to the difference between 
the several classes of freight upon one road but to the differ- 
ence in rates made by different railroads between points of ship- 
ment and ports of entry upon their respective lines. 

In my professional experience I have never beheld such a dis- 
turbance as has taken place upon the simple proposition that 
is here involved. Counsel proceeded so far that one of the most 
distinguished leaders of the American bar declared to the com- 
mittee that he had no doubt whatever that if the Commission 
were yested with the rate-making power, and attempted to 
preserve existing differentials or to establish new ones, it would 
find itself face to face with the preference clause of the Consti- 
tution; that is to say, if the Commission touches the differentials 
at any point whateyer, or failing to touch them permits them 
to remain as established by the railroads, in either event it 
violates the Constitution of the United States, and this, not- 
withstanding the fact that more than half a century ago, in the 
Wheeling and Bolman Bridge Company case (18 Howard), the 
Supreme Court with unanimity declared that legislation of this 
character did not at all come within the purview of the Con- 
stitution, and that this clause of the Constitution had no pos- 
sible reference to any incidental advantages that might result 
to the ports of one State over those of another from legislation 
of this character. 

The most painful feature about this performance of counsel, 
however, is that this present enactment, entirely ignoring the 
provisions of the Esch- Townsend bill in the last Congress, reject- 
ing the recommendations of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion and disregarding the original recommendations of the Presi- 
dent, absolutely deprives the Commission from fixing or estab- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Marcu 14, 


lishing minimum rates, and, therefore, unless it exercises an 
arbitrary power by lowering a perfectly reasonable rate, it gives 
it no jurisdiction whatever over differentials and no power to 
control the rates to competitive markets. In other words, it con- 
fines its jurisdiction to the rates upon a single railroad and 
gives it control inefficient though it be over discrimination upon 
that road, but does not confer upon it the right to adjust com- 
petitive rates upon competitive roads. The Commission must 
find that the carrier is charging unjust or unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminating or preferential rates, and in such cases of 
discrimination by the carrier it can fix a maximum rate, but 
that is the limit of its jurisdiction. 

I know that it is claimed that this bill confers the right upon 
the Commission to adjust differentials. I say that it gives the 
Commission no such power. Every member of the committee 
in the House of Representatives has emphatically denied that 
there was any intention to incorporate any such grant in the 
bill, and there is nothing whatever in the bill that admits of 
such a construction. It is impossible to fix differentials unless 
the power was given to fix rates. The right to fix maximum 
rates does not carry the power. In order to reach differentials 
it was necessary that the bill should contain a provision that 
minimum rates could be established, or else a provision con- 
ferring upon the Commission the right to adjust relative rates. 
The fixing of a maximum rate does not answer the purpose. 
Let me illustrate this proposition. Suppose a rate upon one 
railroad was a dollar, and the rate upon another railroad was 
75 cents, and the Commission lowered the dollar rate to 75 
cents. The other railroad in such case could immediately lower 
its 75-cent rate to 50 cents, and thus maintain the differential. 
I know that it has been claimed that section 15, when it uses the 
phraseology “of unjustly discriminating or unduly preferential 


rates, or otherwise, in violation of any of the provisions of this | 


act,” and then proceeds to give the Commission the right to 
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order the railroad “to cease and desist from such violation,” | 


that this gives the Commission the power to control the dif- 
ferential. ` | 

I can not coincide with this view, and I deny that upon any 
construction that can be put upon this language there is any | 
power whatever in the Commission to adjust relative rates 
and strike the proper proportions between them. The ports of| 
the United States, therefore, are not within the jurisdiction o 
the Hepburn Act. If there is a differential between different 
ports upon different lines of railroads, there is no provision 
of this measure that invests the Commission with the right to 
change it. It has a perfect right, of course, where discrimina- 
tion exists upon the same line, as if a rate to an inland point 
compared with a rate to a terminal point is unreasonable or 
unjustly discriminatory, to prescribe a maximum rate; but it 
has no right to bring competitive roads struggling for com- 
petitive markets within its jurisdiction, and I deny in its en- 
tirety the proposition that the Commission could by any exercise 
of its power, direct or inferential, take away from any railroad 
its right to charge its own rates, unless the rate is unreasonable 
or unduly preferential or discriminatory upon its own line. 

TUE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION IS NOW PRACTICALLY FIXING 

RATES. 

There is, however, one feature connected with the adminis- 
tration of the Interstate Commerce Commission that is of the 
utmost importance in this discussion, and that is that accord- 
ing to the evidence of its bitterest opponents and according 
to the statement of every witness who is now opposing its 
investiture with the ratemaking power it has, notwithstanding 
the decisions of the Supreme Court, with but very few excep- 
tiens, been practically making rates in every complaint that 
it has considered. Senator Clapp of Minnesota, through cross- 
examination as skillful as any that I have ever known to be 
conducted in any court or forum, has brought out this fact and 
laid it bare before the committee. In cross-examination coun- 
sel often make the effort to confuse truthful witnesses; the 
Senator has no such object in view; his purpose was to extract 
the truth, and by the power that he has exhibited in this line 
he has succeeded in clearing up this subject to such an extent 
that there is no longer any justification for any opposition to 
a measure investing the Commission with a rate-making power. 

Why do I say this? I say it because witness after witness, in 
answer to his pointed questions, has stated that whenever the 
Commision has held a rate to be unreasonable the railroad has 
always adopted the rate that the Commission has suggested. 
In other words, the railroads have accepted the suggestion of the 
Commission as a judgment and have invariably abided by its 
terms. If this is so—and the evidence overwhelmingly demon- 
strates it to be so—why do they object now to conferring upon 
the Commission the power to put into the form of a legal judg- 
ment a result tha! the railroads have always regarded and 
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obeyed as a practical judgment against them? If the inquiry 
before the Commission, for instance, was whether a dollar fate 
was a reasonable rate between two points, and the Commission 
held that it was unreasonable and suggested that a rate of 
eighty cents would be the proper rate, the railroads have imme- 
diately lowered the rate and put the eighty-cent rate into opera- 
tion. Their officers have taken great pride, as shown by the 
evidence, in testifying to the fact that they have uniformly 
followed the suggestions of the Commission. 

Why have they taken this course? There must haye been a 
reason and:a motive for it. I will give it to you; it is because 
the companies knew that if they trifled with the Commission 
and merely lowered the rate to 95 cents, in the instance that I 
have given, they would be brought before the Commission again 
and ultimately, upon continual complaints, would be compelled 
to reduce the rate to 80 cents, 

Now, I ask in all fairness, what is the objection to empower- 
ing the Commission in the first place to declare an 80-cent rate, 
instead of merely suggesting it and driving it to the same point, 
step by step, by successive complaints? There can be no sen- 
sible objection to it, and every evil result that has been pre- 
dicted by all the advocates that have been furnished by the rail- 
road to the committee as likely to follow from the grant of 
such a power, inevitably and practically follows from the method 
of proceeding in the manner in which it is now exercised by 
the Commission. The truth of the matter is, then, that in con- 
ferring the rate- making power upon the Commission we are in 
reality only reposing in it by law a power which in practice it 
is exercising in every case that arises before it. 

THE POWER OF THE COMMISSION AND OF THE COURTS. 

I have no fear or anxiety, not the slightest, that the Com- 
mission will perpetrate any act of injustice under this meas- 
ure, and I believe that the power of the courts under the 
fifth amendment is ample to protect the property of the car- 
riers. If the Senate, however, should take a different view and 
invest the courts with the power to review the proceedings of the 
Commission as to the reasonableness or justness of its orders, 
then I shall in proper time offer an amendment that the courts 
complete the work that is before them and that they do not en- 
gage in the idle process of sending cases back again to the Com- 
mission without any effective order or legal suggestion as to its 
future action. 

If, for instance, the Commission should determine that the 
rate of a dollar is unreasonable and lower the rate to 75 cents, 


and the Senate proposes to give the courts the power upon re- 


view to determine the question whether a rate of 75 cents so 
fixed by the Commission is just and reasonable, then I want the 
courts, if they reverse the action of the Commission, to deter- 
mine in the case before them, with proper parties and evidence 
submitted and issue made up, what the maximum rate ought to 
be and enjoin any charge beyond it. I am not in favor of giv- 
ing the courts any review, as I have already said, and now again 
emphasize, to reopen the proceedings of the Commission beyond 
the fifth amendment, but if the Senate decides that the courts 
shall have the right to reopen them, then I want the court to 
complete its work and make a final adjudication of the matter. 
Can this be done? I am absolutely satisfied, after an exhaustive 
and careful examination of the cases, that it can. No one can 
arrive at an intelligent conclusion upon this delicate branch of 
the subject except by an analytical investigation of the authori- 
ties. I know that it has been frequently said that this is con- 
ferring upon the court a legislative power. 

I do not accept a word of that suggestion. On the contrary, 
I believe this is a power and a jurisdiction that courts of equity 
are constantly exercising, and to deny them this power now, if 
you propose to invest them with the right of review, it seems to 
me is an absolute anomaly and absurdity under the established 
equity practice of the Federal courts. It is the unfortunate use 
of the word legislative, as I have said, in several of the Supreme 
Court decisions that has given rise to all this difficulty. The 
Supreme Court did not mean to give to this word the definition 
that we give to it. What it meant was that courts should not 
be governed by rules of public policy and expediency and enter 
into the province of rate making for the railroads of the coun- 
try. It never meant, and it never could have meant, that when 
a court in a given case sets aside an unreasonable rate, that it 
could not in that case decide what was a reasonable rate. 

There is a whole line of authorities tending to support the 
proposition that I am contending for. Among them I may 
mention the Kingwood Coal Company case (125 Federal Re- 
porter, p. 252), the Missouri Pacific Railroad case (189 U. S.). 
and principally the Ianviere case (174 Mass., 514), the last case 
decided by Justice Holmes, now on the bench of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. I adopt the reasoning of this last 
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authority, and if you will only substitute the words “ railroad 
rates” for “ water rates” you have an enunciation of the prin- 
ciples for which I am contending. If you give the court simply 
the power to review without giving the power to adjudicate 
you are transferring the playground from the commission to 
the courts, and the trifling process that is now in vogue under 
the Commission will then take place under the courts, as the 
courts time and time again will send back to the Conmission 
and the Commission back again to the courts the cases that 
come under them, without ultimate action or final decree upon 
the part of either the courts or the Commission. 

I want to say, Mr. President, the passing of this bill will not 
injure a legitimate investment on this earth in the hand of an 
innocent holder. It might cause a temporary shock to the gen- 
tlemen who have overcapitalized these institutions, but the 
country will give no response of sympathy. 

I believe in the honest acquisition of wealth, but I abhor its 
accumulation at the expense of human suffering and at the sacri- 
fice of human rights. I sometimes shudder as I cross the path 
of havoc and desolation that it has caused, and I shrink in 
horror from eyery spectral monument of earthly splendor fhat 
is built upon ruined homes and broken hearts, upon penury’s 
touching wants and labor’s unrequited toil. 


LET THERE BE A TRUCE BETWEEN THE RAILROADS AND THE PEOPLE, 


Mr. President, this is an issue of grave importance that is be- 
fore us. We are face to face with a gigantic system, a system 
that if it could combine its conflicting interests could, through 
the use of the wealth that it controls, the influence it wields, 
and the patronage that it dispenses, sweep a political party 
from the face of the earth and dominate the affairs of the peo- 
ple in the halls of legislation. As a rule, the men with great 
minds who are at the head of these concerns do not want to 
trample upon public rights and do not desire to arouse popular 
resentment or eyen indignation. They are not violators of the 
law, and are generally ready to adjust their differences with the 
people by the arbitrament of peaceful methods rather than by 
the arbitrament of the public pulse. 

They know that with the populace a railroad is not an idol; 
they know that there is a feeling prevalent with the masses that 
when a railroad wants a right of way over the right of way of 
the people it generally sweeps to its destination like the engine 
on its tracks, with every impediment and obstacle removed from 
its path and sidetracked to facilitate its passage. The great 
financial intellects who control these enterprises, looking toward 
the horizon, may obserye away off in the distance the symp- 
toms of a storm which may perhaps be deflected from its course, 
but whose barely perceptible mutterings still carry a certain 
degree of uneasiness to their repose. They have an intuition 
that perhaps the day might come in this land of republican 
institutions when a party, tearing away from the vassalage of 
precedent, may, without a field marshal to direct it, inaugurate 
a precedent of its own and may announce upon its banners 
that it is the party of the people against all combinations of 
centralized wealth and industrial oppression. 

It will not be the first time in the history of this country that 
parties have been suddenly ushered into existence. The Demo- 
cratic party came into power almest unconsciously to itself; 
the Republican party had a premature birth before the period 
had arrived for the throes and pangs that followed instead of 
preceding its nativity. 

And so it is that at any day, without any concert of action, 
without premeditated purpose, without drilling or discipline, 
the American people may take an erratic notion into their heads 
that a party to succeed must stand for a single idea and that it 
would be a good idea to combine them against the encroach- 
ments of monopoly that dictates its own prices at the home and 
fireside of the American consumer. We do not want any con- 
test of this sort. The people do not require anything unreason- 
able. The intelligent masses of the American people are not 
deluded and misled by agitators and by demagogues, who, if 
they were allowed to administer their own prescriptions, would 
strike a deadly blow at the great monuments of commerce that 
have been reared upon this continent, would drive the lifeblood 
from individual enterprise and activity, and would inevitably 
succeed in bringing about the very disasters and calamities that 
it was their purpose to obviate. 

A man who parades as the enemy of a railroad simply because 
it is a railroad, and, as the foe of corporate enterprise, con- 
stantly opposes every grant or privilege that these systems ask 
in order to efficiently perform the services exacted of them, 
is the curse and the bane of the Republic. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I would like to say right here that whatever interests 
I have are closely allied with the railroads. A single railroad, 
by the turning of a switch, could inflict irreparable injury upon 
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whatever little interests I may have or represent. Not only this, 
but in my profession the holdings of those with whom I come 
into daily contact are largely invested in railroad securities. 

In view of my position I think that I am perhaps in a situa- 
tion to advance a few suggestions to the officers of these roads. 
If I were in their place I would throw no obstacles in the way 
of this legislation. It is the greatest error that they could pos- 
sibly commit to oppose every reformatory measure of this char- 
acter. So far as values are concerned, this legislation will not 
affect them in the slightest degree, and there will be no radical 
disturbance of transportation rates. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission will not dare to take 
any step that will depreciate the property of the people, or 
that will cause any extreme changes in railroad management 
or policy. The business interests of the country would not sub- 
mit to such action, and the courts would not sanction or tolerate 
it. I would therefore advise the railroads, as their friend, to 
withdraw their agents and their counsel and their representa- 
tives from the scene of conflict and let the conflict cease. Let 
a truce go up between the people and the corporate interests 
of the country; let the corporate interests make some conces- 
sions to the rights of the public. You depend upon the people 
for your livelihood and your profits absolutely and entirely. 
Now, take them into your confidence and do not possess your- 
selves of the vain delusion that your railroads exist for the sole 
benefit of your stockholders and officers, and that the people 
have no rights that it is your duty to regard. If you fail to 
take some such advice as this, then I believe you will rue the 
day. I have no fear that the hour will ever come when igno- 
rance and anarchy will prevail in this country; that thought 
does not disturb me. What I fear is an economic uprising of 
the intelligent and substantial property interests of the country 
against monopoly and unlawful combinations of centralized 
wealth. Avoid this strife! Anarchy and socialism can be regu- 
lated by law and put down by force. Intelligence, that is 
spreading upon the wings of lightning, can never be cowered and 
defeated. 

What every one wants to accomplish, every one who has the 
welfare of his country at heart, is to prevent the extreme and 
radical elements of both parties from obtaining control and then 
forming an alliance that may threaten danger to our institu- 
tions. This is the real peril that menaces us and one way to 
avoid it is for corporate interests not to continually throw 
down the gauntlet and challenge public opinion whenever essen- 
tial reforms like this are under discussion in legislative bodies. 
Public opinion in this country is not in favor of parcelling out 
the railroad franchises of the country among a few systems and 
giving them undisputed sway over the territory of the Union. 
Let me tell you, too, that when public opinion is in pursuit of 
an object of this sort it generally reaches its accomplishment. 
I have often watched the struggle. : 

I have seen the gladiators meet, the giant form of monopoly 
enter the arena boasting of its prowess and confident of its 
triumph, and then I have seen it quake and cower; I have 
seen men of sober judgment under the motive power of their con- 
victions whom it was impossible to swerve, pressing on their 
pilgrimage to the shrine of public honor; I have seen the 
boisterous clamor of the mob silenced and suppressed and the 
agitator and the empiric ridiculed to oblivion; I have seen the 
people without leadership beaten at the polls by the disciplined 
forces of party organization; but one thing I have never yet 
observed in the whole history of American politics, and that is 
I have never yet known the people in the pursuit of justice to 
sign a treaty of capitulation, and I have never known a great 
principle to proclaim an ultimate surrender, and I have never 
yet seen the day, though the cause may be retarded and the 
hour may be postponed, when the lines were clearly drawn 
between monopoly and its victims, when the right was on the 
one side and the wrong was on the other, however ominous the 
prospect and however desperate the encounter, that the privi- 
leged clans of fayoritism and oppression did not at the very first 
exposure and attack retreat before the allied forces of the 
people in the halls of legislation. [Manifestation of applause in 
the galleries.] 

Mr. LODGE. I should like to ask the Senator from Maryland 
a question before he takes his seat. I noticed he said just be- 
fore he closed that he would advise the officers of the railroads 
to strike from this bill the suspending orders. I wish to ask 
the Senator just what he meant by that? 

Mr. RAYNER. That question has been put so many times 
that I do not know: 

Mr. LODGE. No; the Senator misunderstands me. 

Mr. RAYNER. The same question has been put at me three 
or four times this morning, as if E meant—— 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator misunderstands me, 


Mr. RAYNER. I beg pardon. 

Mr. LODGE. The question has not been put before. What 
have the railroad officers to do with this bill? 

Mr. RAYNER. That question has been put to me three or 
four times this morning. The railroad officers have nothing to 
do with this bill, and I do not think any railroad officer in the 
country could influence the Senator from Massachusetts, or the 
Senator from Rhode Island, or the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. FORAKER. Then what did the Senator mean a mo- 
ment ago when he referred to the Senator from Ohio and the 
Senator from Rhode Island 

Mr. RAYNER. Let me finish. I do not believe any railroad 
officer could influence any of them to swerve in the slightest 
from the path of public duty. I have not any such idea. I 
believe that the Senator and every Senator upon this floor is 
trying to do his duty. But I believe this: I believe that if the 
railroad officers and the railroad counsel and the railroads and 
the railroad interests were to confer to-night and unanimously 
agree to strike the suspending orders from the bill they would 
be stricken from the bill. 

Mr. LODGE. I should like to ask the Senator if he thinks 
the railroad officers put those words into the bill? 

Mr. RAYNER. I do not. But do you suppose—— 

ee LODGE. It is a bill for which the Senator proposes to 
vote. 

Mr. RAYNER. This is a contest now between the railroads 
and some onè else—call them what you will—either shippers 
or anything else. Does the Senator from Massachusetts sup- 
pose that if the railroad counsel, as representatives of the 
railroads, were to agree and come to me—they need not go to 
you; I would be glad to see them; I have no hesitation in talk- 
ing with railroad counsel—does he suppose that if they were 
to come and say, “ We are authorized to say that we do not want 
these words ‘ suspending orders; we are ready to go into court 
and stand by the order of the Commission — does the Senator 
think there would be much practical trouble in striking them 
out of the bill? Does the Senator think, notwithstanding what 
the railroads were to ask for, that it would still be insisted upon 
that those words be kept in? 

Mr. LODGE. I do not regard this legislation as a question be- 
tween the railroads and anybody else. I think this is a great 
measure of public import, affecting the entire people and all the 
business interests of this country, and I do not think it matters 
what the railroad lawyers wish or what the railroad directors or 
officers wish. It is for us to say here on our responsibility 
whether those words ought to be in the bill or not. I do not 
think anybody has anything to say about this bill in its present 
stage except the Senate, which is called upon to deal with it. 

If I believed that the omission of those words would render 
this bill unconstitutional, I would not vote for the bill. I can 
not understand the position of a Senator who, believing in his 
conscience that a bill is against the Constitution of the United 
States still votes to put it on the statute books. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I rose in order to ask the 
Senator from Maryland why he saw fit to say in the language 
he employed that the Senator from Ohio and the Senator from 
Rhode Island bore evidences of pleasure on their faces on some 
account or other. I can not recall just what the account was. 

Mr. RAYNER. Because 

Mr. FORAKER. I want to know why the Senator would 
make thut kind of a remark. Does the Senator mean to imply 
that the Senator from Ohio has any interest whatever in any 
railroad, or is under any obligation to any railroad, or that he 
represents any special interest, or that he has aught in view 
except only to legislate here according to the responsibility he 
assumed when he took his oath of office? 

Mr. RAYNER. Does the Senator from Ohio think because I 
said he had a cheerful countenance that that is demonstrable 
proof that he is connected with railroads? 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator said it in a connection which 
could not bear any other interpretation. 

Mr. RAYNER. I put myself in the same category. I said 
“you and the Senator from Rhode Island and myself.” I am 
perfectly willing to have it so. I know that you have no con- 
nection with railroads. 

Mr. FORAKER. Then why is that brought in? It is not 
the first time that it has been mentioned, and that is the only 
reason why I rose to answer it. If it had been the first time, 
I might have thought that it had occurred in the heat of argu- 
ment or was a part of the very beautiful peroration with which 
the Senator concluded his speech, and I might have allowed it 
to go by. But I heard another Senator, in concluding an argu- 
ment in this body a few days ago, refer to the adyocacy of 
special interests. I intended to ask him what he meant, but 


we became engaged in a colloquy and it passed out of mind. 
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I want to say once for all, if it is necessary to say anything 
at all—and it is something of a humiliation to me to say it— 
that I do not want any Senator to insinuate again that I have 
any interest in any railroad, or that I am an advocate of any 
special interest, or that I am influenced here in my. conduct 
and in my arguments and in my votes by anything whatever 
except only a sense of duty. That I want distinctly understood. 

I assume that the Senator from Maryland has no interest in 
any railroad. I assume that he is under no obligation to any 
railroad. I assume he is trying to represent the best interests 
of the whole people. I hope he will be willing to accord that 
same high purpose to myself. 

Mr. RAYNER. I have done that so often this morning that it 
has gotten to be tiresome. I am satisfied the Senator from 
Ohio has not the slightest interest, except the interest of the 
people, in this matter. I have said that frequently. If there 
has been a remark in the heat of debate, a word used that the 
Senator seems to be sensitive about, I am not responsible for the 
condition of his mind upon the subject. I say here now that I 
think the Senator from Ohio is standing, as he conceives, for 
the rights of the people. I, think he is contending for constitu- 
tional principles. I think he wants to pass a bill for the best 
interests of the people; but it can not be said, as the Senator 
from Massachusetts has said, that the railroads are not inter- 
ested in this controversy. That is a proposition I never before 
heard asserted. 

Mr. LODGE. 
controversy. 

Mr. RAYNER. You said they were not parties. 

Mr. LODGE. I said it was not a question between the rail- 
roads and somebody else, and one set of Senators here on one 
side—— 

* Mr. RAYNER. I never said that. 

Mr. LODGE. And another on the other side. 

Mr. RAYNER. I never said that. 

Mr. LODGE. They must be if the railroads are on one side. 

Mr. RAYNER. Does the Senator from Massachusetts mean 
to say that the railroads are not parties—not in the legal 
sense—to this controversy ; that they have not a part in it; are 
not interested? 

Mr. LODGE. They are not taking any part in it that I am 
aware of. They are the subject of the controversy. 

Mr. RAYNER. If they are not taking any part in it that the 
Senator is aware of, then the Senator has not read a line of 
the examination, because hundreds of pages have been consumed 
by counsel on behalf of the railroads before the committee ad- 
voeating their principles. If they have not taken any part in 
it, the Senator has not read the examination. 

Mr. LODGE. They were summoned to testify. 

Mr. RAYNER. Summoned? 

Mr. LODGE. Yes. 

Mr. RAYNER. Who summoned them; the railroads? 

Mr. LODGE. No; the committee summoned them. It had 
the right to summon them, and they appeared. But this is not 
a controversy—— 

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILL- 
MAN] tells me they came of their own accord; that they were 
not summoned at all. 

Mr. LODGE. The chairman of the committee summoned 
them, as I have understood. 

Mr. TILLMAN, Mr. President 

Mr. LODGE. One moment. I desire to finish the few words 
I started to say. 

Mr. FORAKER. I do not care how long I wait, but I wish 
to have it understood that I still have the floor. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Ohio has the 
floor. Does he yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. FORAKER. I yield. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I merely wish fo repeat that I 
do not regard this as a controversy between the railroads on 
the one side and the shippers on the other. I regard it as a 
great question, coming up for settlement before the Congress of 
the United States, to be decided according to our best judgment, 
not in the interest of the railroads or in the interest of the 
shippers, or in the interest of anybody else, but for what is 
best for the people of the United States, and that we are here 
in our function as Senators, not representing railroads or ship- 
pers or special interests or anyone else, but to do what we hon- 
estly think is best for the whole country. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lopce] has so completely made the speech I was in- 
tending to make that I will yield the floor with only another 
word. 

It is true that railroad men and men representing railroads 
appeared before the committee. Why should they not appear be- 


I did not say they were not interested in the 


fore it? Are we to legislate about a great interest of this kind 
without permitting men who are interested in such property to 
be heard? Was it not an advantage to us to have men come 
who were familiar with this business to give us the benefit of 
their views? Are the railroad men of this country criminals? 
They are citizens and entitled to all the rights of other citizens. 

Mr. President, I have heard a great many men in the course 
of my experience in public life assume to be the special repre- 
sentatives of the people, but I haye never yet heard one assume 
to be such special representative who was any more the repre- 
sentative of the people than the average man, to say the most 
for him. 

I do not like that assumption on the part of anybody. I have 
no interest, and I do not believe any other Senator here has 
any interest whatever, with respect to this legislation except 
only to make the best bill we can make to remedy the evils 
that are justly complained of. I think I have the best bill that 
has been offered. [Laughter.] I have spoken on it once, and 
I am going to speak on it again. 

While I am going to vote for a court review when that ques- 
tion comes up, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. DoLLIvER] is right 
when he says the result will be to force two hearings where 
there should be only one, and to make nugatory in large degree 
that which it is intended the bill shall accomplish. But I have 
no special responsibility for this bill. I am anxious that it 
shall be made as good as it is possible to make it, and I am go- 
ing to vote for a review, because I think that is necessary to 
the proper protection of these great property interests. But 
no matter how amended, this bill raises all kinds of trouble- 
some questions, and must, I am sure, prove a disappointment. 

Now, I think instead of having that kind of legislation, we 
should have the kind of legislation suggested in the measure I 
have presented, legislation which amounts simply to an amend- 
ing of the Elkins law, in its third section. The Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. Rayner] has pointed out how effective that law 
has proven. It is effective to prevent rebates; it is effective to 
prevent discriminations; and if you will amend it in the way I 
have suggested, it will be equally effective to prevent excessive 
rates; and it will do it in an expeditious way, and it will do it 
in a way that will be of advantage to the shipper, and the ship- 
per will prefer it to the legislation you are proposing to enact. 
That section when so amended will provide that when anybody 
wants to make a complaint of excessive rates, or discriminations, 
or about a rebate, nothing more will be necessary than to call 
the attention of the Interstate Commerce Commission informally 
to it, and the Commission, without any expense to him, shall 
make such preliminary investigation as it may see fit to make to 
enable it to determine whether there be probable cause for the 
complaint, in which event the Commission shall send it to the 
court, where it shall be prosecuted in the name of the United 
States Government, and at the expense of the United States 
Government, and without any expense whatever to the shipper, 
where all rights under the expedition act referred to by the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Knox], as this provision will 
be expeditiously and efficiently determined. 

It seems to me that the great trouble, as I haye said hereto- 
fore in the Senate, speaking on this subject, with the shippers 
heretofore has been that they can not single handed and alone 
cope with railroads in litigation. It is unjust to a shipper. 
He is at too great a disadvantage, there is too much burden of 
expense upon him, when he is required to go out and fight be- 
fore the Commission or fight in the courts a great railroad iù 
this country. We ought to take that burden from him. Then 
no shipper will be afraid to challenge a rate, to challenge a re- 
bate, to institute a proceeding to have relief finally secured in 
the court where there will be no clashing with constitutional 
principles or rules with respect to the rights of property or the 
rights of individuals. 

I have already said, but I want to say it again while I have 
the attention of everybody, that I do not believe this legislation 
which we now have under consideration is worth the paper it 
is written on, if passed in this form. It is unconstitutional, 
Mr. President, not alone on one ground, but on half a dozen 
grounds. I have already pointed out some of these constitu- 
tional defects. I am going to point out other grounds on which 
it is, in my opinion, unconstitutional, but if it were not uncon- 
stitutional, it will prove disappointing in its consequences. I 
mean it will disappoint the people who want this legislation. 

The shippers of this country will not under it get the relief 
they are seeking, 

Now, why encounter all these serious questions? Why run 
the risk of all this disappointment when by sticking to the courts 
of the country, where we always have found relief, we can work 
out efficient remedies against every evil that has been sug- 
gested? I intend to offer, and to speak in a few days when I 
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get the opportunity in support of, an amendment to the third 
section of the Elkins law, either as a substitute for this bill 
or as an additional section to be added to it—an alternative 
section. On account of the lateness of the hour I will not enter 
upon an argument now. I have before me a number of author- 
ities sustaining the competency of Congress to confer on the 
courts the right to enjoin, when a rate is challenged as excessive, 
all the excess of that rate that may be over and above the stat- 
utory standard of what is just and reasonable. The authorities, 
I will content myself with saying, are, to my mind, conclusive, 
and there is no serious legal question if that be so that could 
possibly arise upon that kind of legislation. 

So the question I want to put to every Senator and to have 
every Senator think about is, whether he will vote for a bill 
which the Senator from Maryland says will be clearly uncon- 
stitutional, for the reason he has assigned, and which other 
Senators have said will be clearly unconstitutional, for the 
reasons they have assigned, and which I have undertaken 
to show is unconstitutional on half a dozen different grounds. 
Will we vote for that kind of a measure, and thus, if it perish 
in the courts, disappoint those who seek the passage of the bill, 
or, if it survive, disappoint the people by its remediless result? 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President, during the opening of the 
argument of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Rayner] I asked 
him a question, prompted by the position he took, namely, 
whether or not he thought that if a railroad company’s rates 
were fixed by a commission, and those rates, it was contended, 
were confiscatory, the company would have no remedy in court 
unless a remedy were provided in the bill? I understood the 
Senator to say they would have no remedy unless the amount 
inyolved was $2,000. What I want to say very briefly and say 
in connection with his speech is this: If I believed it was nec- 
essary to the constitutionality of the bill to make some provi- 
sion for a review, I certainly would stand for that proposition. 
Nor do I say that I will not under any circumstances stand 
for a review or support some provision for a proper review. 

I baye heard some suggestions—I do not know anything 
about it—that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Spooner] is 
preparing an amendment along certain lines. If he shall offer 
that amendment, or if some other person shall offer an amend- 
ment embodying what I understand will be the provisions of 
that, I may support it. But I do not believe that the constitu- 
tionality of any measure of this character depends upon a right 
of review being fixed in and incorporated into the law. The 
Senator from Maryland says that unless $2,000 is involved no 
appeal to the courts can be made. I call the Senator’s attention 
to the fact that the provision of the judiciary act which re- 
quires that $2,000 shall be in issue in order to give a circuit 
court jurisdiction has not been construed by the courts to mean 
that actually $2,000 in money must be in controversy, but if 
the controversy involves a question which will reduce the value 
of property, if the party complaining is not protected against 
it, to the amount of $2,000 or more, the courts have jurisdiction. 
Therefore if a small rate were complained of, although it might 
amount to only a few dollars, as a matter of fact, in that par- 
ticular instance, yet if the enforcement of that rate would de- 
crease the value of the property of the corporation $2,000 or 
more, or would amount to a confiscatory rate, there would be 
no doubt at all about the jurisdiction of a court of equity to 
entertain the complaint of the corporation. 

Therefore I say that the contention of the Senator that the 
bill would be unconstitutional because there is no provision for 
a review can not be sustained. It may be that the courts have 
to be given jurisdiction over particular cases before they can 
exercise it, but, Mr. President, if a person’s constitutional rights 
are infringed, if his property is being damaged or injured or de- 
preciated in value, and if the effect in the long run will amount 
to $2,000, the courts have jurisdiction, and he has a right to 
appeal to them. 

Mr. TILLMAN obtained the floor. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from Minnesota has taken his 
seat. I suppose he does not want to go on now. I was go- 
ing to suggest, if the Senator from Minnesota wants to make a 
speech on the subject, that we have had too many hours—lI will 
not say too many hours except in the sense of too many for his 
purpose—we have had a great deal of eloquence and some very 
fine and brilliant oratory and some beautiful passages at arms 
between distinguished lawyers, all of which I have enjoyed, and 
I think everybody else has; but I suggest to the Senator from 
Minnesota that it would be much better for him to take the 
floor as soon as I have said a few words, and go on in the 
morning, I think we have had enough—— 


Mr. NELSON. That is what I was about to state, that I de- 
sire to take the floor now for the purpose of addressing the 
Senate on the bill, and will submit my remarks to-morrow. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I am glad the Senator will do that. Now, I 
wish to say a few words in reference to what has just occurred. 

Mr. President, during my eleyen years’ service here I haye 
listened to many very strong and forceful debates on legal ques- 
tions, and I have always noticed that my friends of the legal 
profession can advance arguments pro and con with equal 
cogency and force on both sides of almost any question. On 
this question, which has been buffeted about to and fro this 
afternoon, I cling to the one general proposition. I will premise 
that by stating for the benefit of the Senator from Ohio that 
it is very queer, if the power which is proposed to be given to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission is unconstitutional, that 
this bill would fail as a fraud and a humbug if we put that in 
without we put a whole lot of other things in. But it is very 
strange that this very same power was exercised for ten years 
by that Commission without any lawyer in the United States 
successfully bringing a suit to declare it was unconstitutional 
or that the Commission did not have that right. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. FORAKER. The Senator certainly is not familiar with 
the decisions concerned. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I am speaking of the effect. So far as the 
legal technicality is concerned, of course the Commission fixed 
the rate and then went to the court to compel obedience. 

Mr. FORAKER. The question of the power of the Commis- 
sion to fix rates was questioned almost from the very beginning. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Nevertheless, it was never overthrown unfil 
it had been exercised for ten years. 

Mr. FORAKER. Not overthrown; but what I was calling 
attention to was the unqualified statement of the Senator from 
South Carolina that for ten years that power was exercised 
without any lawyer in the country raising the question about 
its right to exercise the power. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Possibly I was speaking a little too broadly 
to say that. 

Mr. FORAKER. A good deal too broadly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I intended merely to say that the court sus- 
tained that authority in the Commission and never overthrew it 
until 1897. 

Mr. FORAKER. The court—— 

Mr. TILLMAN. My legal friends and my capitalistic friends 
and my lawyer friends all shake their heads; but nevertheless 
I reiterate the statement that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission heard the people and granted relief by orders which 
were obeyed by the carriers, and when they did not obey them 
went to the courts and got the courts to put in force the ma- 
chinery of the law and compel their obedience. It is very queer 
that all at once we now discover that the people can not get 
this relief without a whole lot of other machinery, as I said, 
being added to it, which will put the thing we do not know 
where. I cling to the horns of the altar which my friend from 
Maryland has erected, as to the suspension of the orders of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission by the court under whatever 
guise it may act, whether chancery or otherwise. However, we 
have no chancery court. 

Mr. SPOONER. Equity. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Equity. It is not the same thing in the 
United States. We in South Carolina used to have chancellors 
in other days, but now we have judges. It is equity. I say 
you want to give the court the right in equity to step forward 
and decree that the order of the Commission shall be sus- 
pended; and I declare if you do that you will rob the people of 
the chance of redress, and you bring about a condition of paraly- 
sis of this effort to relieve the people that will cause immense 
trouble in this country. Now, I make that prediction. The 
people are going to have relief. 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator said the bill would not give it. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Did I not say that you could drive not only 
an automobile through it, but a freight train, too? [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOLLIVER. My honored friend from South Carolina 
on one occasion told me that when he said that he had not read 
the bill at all. 


Mr. TILLMAN. I just went on the general supposition that 


a bill that had had such paternity, coming as I understood, and 
as I said the other day, from the great legal lights who were 
very friendly to the railroads, must have in it some saving 
grace which those corporations wanted, or else they would not 
have brought it here. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I think it is due to myself, as well as to 
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my colleague, to say that the great bulk of the bill came from 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, and that the really great 
lawyer who had to do with it was the Attorney-General of the 
United States. 

Mr. TILLMAN. And the two gentlemen from Iowa—one at 
this end and the other at the other end of the Capitol. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will say to my honored friend that I 
have my first boast to make on this floor of being a great law- 
yer. I have not acquired the art of saying of one that he is the 
greatest lawyer in the world and of another that he is still 
greater, and then advancing my own opinion contradicting both. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I admire the Senator’s modesty much. We 
all know that in the bottom of his soul he thinks he is as great 
a lawyer as either of them. [Laughter.] 

But I do not care to discuss the issue, except to say that I 
cling to the horns of the altar, and I plead with Senators on 
both sides, the lawyers on our side and on the other side, to 
give us this proposition, in whatever shape you choose, so that 
the Supreme Court will sustsin it, and then we will not have 
the orders of the Commission suspended by any judge except by 
a Supreme Court judge, That is the point. 

Now, I just want to say to my friend from Ohio, who made 
some allusion to his bill a moment ago, and, with the pride of 
paternity, he practically said it was the only good bill that had 


been introduced. He forgot that little baby of mine [laughter], - 


and which he, along with my friend from Rhode Island, was so 
much in love with when it was brought modestly into this 
Chamber that they indicated a desire, if I would consent to 
put some little cloak of court review around the little infant, 
that they should adopt it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. TILLMAN. With pleasure. 

Mr. FORAKER. I said in open Senate, and it is in the 
Record, what I thought of the bill introduced by the Senator 
from South Carolina. I said if we were to go into the business 
of government rate making at all I thought his bill was the 
best one proposed to make such a provision. I think so yet. 
It is simple, it is straightforward, just like the Senator—a 
little blunt, a little brusque—but it gets there all the same. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I had equally a high opinion of the bill to 
which the Senator from South Carolina refers and clung to it 
until he deserted it himself and voted to report a bill through 
which he now says he can run a train of cars. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I never deserted my infant. 
That poor little waif is sleeping calmly and peacefully in one 
of the pigeon holes of the desk of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Erxrns] who is the honored chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. I found that there was no 
earthly show for the bantling before that committee, because 
the Senator from Rhode Island insisted that he must put his 
own dress on it, and I was distrustful of his friendly offices in 
that regard. [Laughter.] 

Now, then, to return to the subject-matter in a brief way, my 
bill simply provided that the interstate-commerce law as orig- 
inally framed, and as it was amended later on, should have 
incorporated in it the express power, simply and in the briefest 
possible words, to give the Commission the right to fix a rate, 
no more and no less, because the Supreme Court had declared 
that Congress had not given that right originally. I thought if 
we could amend that law, which had been litigated and illu- 
minated by judicial opinion and decided the Commission did not 
have that power, though it took the court ten years to discover 
it, and if we would put into the law that power, we would at 
least give to the country that measure of substantive relief 
which would enable the Commission to examine into a rate, de- 
clare it was too high, and then give redress by fixing a rate 
which would in its judgment be just and reasonable. That is 
all there was about it. As I said, that bantling is sleeping 
peacefully. 

Somebody, by some hocus pocus—I hardly know how it hap- 
pened—came to us unexpectedly and in a great hurry dumped 
this baby in my arms. [Laughter.] It is supposed to be, or 
said to be, for the purpose of giving the people relief. I am 
suspicious of the paternity of the brat. I am suspicious of the 
bantling itself. But finding that the Interstate Commerce Com- 


mittee would do nothing but talk and talk, that they would not 
take up and consider and undertake to prepare and send to the 
Senate a bill upon which we could agree, probably because we 


could not agree, as there were radical differences of opinion in 
the committee which made it practically impossible that we 
could eyer agree, I thought it was best to bring this contro- 
versy into the Senate and out in the open, so that the people 
of the country might watch the debate, see what is said by each 
and every man here, and then watch how he votes, because if 
we do not get this thing settled in the Senate this year, and if 
we do not get it settled in this Congress before it expires, I do 
not hesitate to predict that the people will send a lower House 
of Congress here that will heed their demands, and in time they 
will send a Senate here who will do it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, the hour is a little late, 
but I want to say just a word or two. 

There seems to be a curious misunderstanding of the frame- 
work of the pending bill. It is a bill to confide to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission legislative discretion as to fixing rail- 
way rates without undertaking to delegate the legislative power 
which the Constitution gives to Congress, It is inconsistent 
with the theory of judicial review, because, as my honored friend 
from Ohio said a moment ago, it certainly is ridiculous to pro- 
vide for fixing these rates, after a full hearing, by the order of 
a great commission of business men and then turn their work 
over to be reviewed and corrected by a circuit judge of the 
United States—clothed with a sort of appellate jurisdiction 
over the orders of the Commission. 

No provision was made in this bill for a judicial review be- 
cause, as the framers of the bill interpreted the law, the Con- 
stitution and the laws of the United States give access to the 
circuit court of the United States for the purpose of testing the 
constitutionality of the orders made by the Commission. Now, 
my honored friend from South Carolina says that this provision 
for the suspension of the orders puts him on his guard and com- 
pels him to look upon the whole matter with suspicion. 

Why was no provision made to abridge the equity powers of 
that court? Let the Senate understand that the litigant goes 
into that court in his own name, in an independent proceeding 
in equity, to defend his right of property under the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. The court of equity being confronted 
by a petitioner claiming that his property is being taken by 
this order, that the order imposes upon him a rate that is 
ruinous to his business, destructive of his property rights under 


the Constitution, taking away from him the very earnings that 


are necessary to carry on his business, how would it be possible 
for Congress to say to the court in such a case, sitting to deter- 
mine these constitutional rights, that it shall not have the 
power 2 preserve the status of the property pending the liti- 
gation 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield 
to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly. 

Mr. CLAY. The pivotal point upon which this question seems 
to me to turn is, first, whether or not you shall have a court of 
review, and, second, whether or not the rate fixed by the Com- 
mission shall stand until set aside. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Les. 

Mr. CLAY. I wish to ask the Senator as to the first propo- 
sition, if we were to pass a law simply requiring the Commis- 
sion to hear complaints and to fix reasonable and just rates, 
stopping there, without saying a single word about courts, is 
it not true that the carrier would have a right to go into the 
court and have determined the question as to whether or not 
the me is a compensatory rate, regardless of any provision for 
a cou 

Again, I ask the Senator if the rate fixed by the Commission 
is to go into effect and to stay in effect until set aside or sus- 
pended by a court, could not the bill be amended in this way: 
That the rate fixed by the Commission shall go into effect and 
stand as a proper rate until notice and a full hearing both to 
the shipper and carrier? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. That may be all right. My own theory 
about it is that you can not abridge the right of a litigant in a 
court of equity to that equitable relief which the law admin- 
isters. 

Mr. CLAY. I agree with the Senator to some extent. We 
could not deprive the carrier of the right to go into a court 
of equity and set forth in a bill that the rate fixed is not a 
compensatory rate. I do not like the word “confiscatory.” I 
mean to say that the carrier is entitled to a rate that is a just 
compensation for the seryices performed, and no other man 
ought to want any other kind of a rate. 

I do not believe that we could deprive the court of the right 
of determining whether or not that is a compensatory rate. But 
can we not say to the carrier, The rate fixed by the Commis- 
sion shall stand as a proper rate until you give notice?” In 
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other words, the presiding judge will simply grant a rule nisi, 
calling for a hearing after due notice, and then determine 
whether or not the rate shall be set aside and enjoined. Can 
we not prevent its being set aside until that is done? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. That may be true; but the greatest lawyer 
I know of on interstate-commerce questions, Mr. Kernan, who 
for a long time was a railroad commissioner in the State of New 
York, and has since that time probably tried more of these in- 
terstate- commerce cases than any other American lawyer, stated 
before the House committee that if you add a special burden to 
a litigant's standing before that court of equity you destroy the 
constitutionality of the act. He was speaking then of what is 
known as the “ Cooper-Quarles bill,” which bill undertook to 
provide that a writ of preliminary injunction might issue when 
it plainly appeared from the record that the rate was unlawful, 
He asked the committee to save the constitutionality of that law 
by striking out the words“ plainly appeared.” His theory was 
that every litigant in equity should stand upon the same basis 
in the court. It certainly is ridiculous to say that a court has 
the constitutional right to vacate one of these orders because it 
is destroying the carrier’s property and at the same time can be 
deprived of the right to suspend it; that is to say, the power to 
preserve the status pending a final hearing. 

I worked a good many days to frame a provision that might 
stand tbe test of the courts and would limit the right of pre- 
liminary injunction, and as a student of the question came at 
last reluctantly to the opinion, first, that we can not abridge 
the .equity powers of that court, and, second, that if we do 
abridge them we must send every litigant into court upon the 
same basis, because it is a part of our institutions that every- 
body shall haye the equal protection of the laws in the United 
States, 

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainiy. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Are not these courts statutory courts created 
by Congress? k 

Mr. DOLLIVER. They are. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Have they any inherent powers—— 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes; they have—— 

Mr. TILLMAN. Other than those given by statute? 

Mr. DOLLIVER, They have the inherent powers given them 
by the Constitution. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I thought the Senator from Maryland read 
two opinions this evening which declared to the contrary, and 
so it appears to me on general principles. Remember, my law is 
cornfield law, and common sense, if I have any. It appears to 
me that if Congress can create these courts, as Congress has 
created them, therefore Congress can destroy them; that the 
creator can limit his creature in any way he sees fit, and if he 
ean not that the creature has outgrown the creator, and we are 
at the end of our rope to give the people relief. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am not going to quarrel with a man be- 
cause his law is cornfield law. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I give my common-sense view now, not a 
technical legal view. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. But a good cornfield lawyer will oc- 
easionally glance at our fundamental charter, and my honorable 
friend does that, and with great effect sometimes. 

It will be observed that while the creation of this court lies 
in Congress the judicial power extends to it by virtue of the 
Constitution. The Constitution provides that— 

The judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one Su- 
preme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from 
time to tin ordain and establish. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Did that judicial power carry with it the 
right of this court to exercise power that Congress did not want 
it to exercise? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I think so, but if it is not so—— 

Mr. TILLMAN. That is against common sense. I will never 
swallow any such doctrine as that. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. If that is not so, what does my friend say 
to the proposition of sending one litigant into the court, to take 
another agricultural figure, with a load of hay on his back, 
while another goes in perfectly free to invoke the equity juris- 
diction? 

Mr. TILLMAN. But these are giants that are going into 
court, and their purpose is to get loose from the gyves of the 
law and trample the people in the mire. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. But, curiously enough, our Supreme Court 
has decided that they are persons, within the meaning of that 
phrase. 

Mr. TILLMAN. The Supreme Court is not infallible and re- 


verses itself sometimes, and it will do it on this case before we 
get through with it, and you will see it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. If my honorable friend succeeds in getting 
that limitation in and gets the court to support it, of course it 
would be very agreeable to me, as I haye already said. 

Mr. TILLMAN. All I contend for is that we shall give the 
5 the benefit of the doubt and leave the courts to pray 
over it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. But I want my honored friend to remember 
that his colleague, the Senator from Texas, is himself in doubt 
about the constitutionality of this business, and proposes to ac- 
company the power of the court with a suggestion to the court 
in the law itself that we put it under grave doubts and beg the 
court not to destroy the whole law on its account. 

Mr. TILLMAN.. I say that my friend from Texas is just like 
all the other railroad lawyers here. He is bound by the prece- 
dents. He can not get away from the technical side of the drill 
through which he has been compelled to go in giving heed to 
decisions of the court on this, that, and the other point. I go 
beyond all that to the foundation principles of the Government, 
and hold that the Constitution did not contemplate the creation 
by Congress of a creature that would get beyond the power of 
Congress to control. 5 

Mr. DOLLIVER. While it is true that the Senator from 
Texas is prone to follow judicial precedents, unfortunately that 
is also the practice of the courts. 

Mr. TILLMAN. But I say the court has reversed itself on 
two or three occasions—on a hundred of them, I reckon. I have 
seen in some little investigations that I have made where they 
would wobble from one side to the other and finally they began 
to turn around and go back. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then my friend has lost confidence in the 
law as an exact science? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Has my friend from Iowa ever found any 
evidence in the law of an exact science? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I baye found comfort in certain first prin- 
ciples, one of which is that you can not open a court of equity, 
to which everybody is to have access in defense of his property, 
and send one litigant into it perfectly free to invoke all its 
powers and limit another, so that the equity power of the court 
is not equally within reach of all, without violating the law of 
that forum which is the essence of our institutions, “ the equal 
protection of the law.” : 

Mr. TILLMAN. Possibly the trouble has been that the court 
has declared that a corporation is a person. It was a very 
handy thing to do, and I suppose it was necessary for it in 
ordinary litigation. But in this case it is the. actual man and 
the artificial man contending for the right to live, and the actual 
man—the farmer, the producer, the laborer—stands here and 
begs Congress to give him relief. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I sympathize with that demand, and also 
with the zeal of my honored friend the Senator from South 
Carolina. I am not going to quarrel with him about his desire 
to limit this power. 

Mr. TILLMAN. 
the doubt. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I regret that in his zeal for the people the 
Senator seems to throw a sort of cloud over the good faith 
and purpose of those who at the expense of a good deal of 
time and labor haye framed these provisions of the proposed 
statute. d 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I disclaim any such purpose 
with regard to the Senator from Iowa or those who are labor- 
ing with him to secure relief. I believe he is just as honest and 
zealous in his efforts to give the country a good law that will 
bring about a better condition in regard to railroads as I am. 
I do not claim any monopoly of patriotism or purity here, and 
if I have said anything to wound his feelings or make him feel 
that I am suspicious of his integrity of purpose—— 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Oh, no. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I here and now disclaim it. But this Hep- 
burn bill, as I have said, is in my charge; I am trying to 
feed the brat the best I can and to take care of it. I do not in- 
tend that all the railroad Jawyers in the United States shall 
kill it if I can prevent it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is a good resolution, but I am bav- 
ing so much trouble defending this bill from its enemies that T 
would be delighted if I could get a little more charitable con- 
sideration of it from its friends. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TILLMAN. Perhaps by the time we get some amend- 


I say let us give the people the benefit of 


ments in the bill which will make the brat less obnoxious to 
some of us and will not make him so obnoxious that his original 
friends will disown him we may be able to get a majority of 
Senators who will amend the bill in several particulars, con- 
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cerning two of which I have already spoken. I will see that 
they are presented to the Senate later on, but I will not state 
them now, as it is growing late. I will say to the Senator that 
I believe he will find at least as much zeal and earnestness of 
purpose among the friends of the bill on this side as on the 
other side. It is not a partisan measure, thank God, and I do 
not want partisanship to enter into it; but I say we will meet 
any and all men on the other side or anywhere else halfway, 
and more than halfway, in an effort to give the people relief, 
instead of, in the words of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Knox], “ offering them a stone in place of bread.” 

Mr. FORAKER. Will not the Senator now, before he takes 
his seat, tell us what those two amendments are? 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have already outlined them, and I will 
speak of them again. I believe there ought to be incorporated 
in this bill a provision that no public carrier shall produce for 
sale and transport, in competition with private parties, coal or 
other necessaries of life. That is one thing that should go in 
the bill. There is another that would give relief to the condi- 
tions in West Virginia by compelling the through carriers or 
interstate roads to give connection, physical and otherwise, to 
grant joint rates, and enable any man who wants to engage in 
interstate commerce to have an outlet to the market. Those 
are two provisions I want incorporated in the bill. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. The first of those provisions, by reason of 
a recent decision of the Supreme Court, is now in the law with- 
out any amendment. Of course I am in favor of that, but if I 
understand the decision of the Supreme Court, that is the law 
now. So far as the other suggestion is concerned, all of those 
things are at present in the bill. 

Mr. TILLMAN. But they are in there in such vague and in- 
definite terms that I am afraid the Supreme Court would say 
they were only there by implication, and that court has ex- 
pressly declared that no power can be given by implication. 
So I want it provided for in direct terms. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President, I think this debate has gone 
far enough, and I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, March 15, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian 


NOMINATIONS. 
Eæecutive nominations received by the Senate March 14, 1906. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 
Lieut. Col. Charles F. Powell, Corps of Engineers, to be briga- 
dier-general, vice Miller, to be retired from active service. 
Col, John W. Bubb, Twelfth Infantry, to be brigadier-general, 
vice Powell, to be retired from active service. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


Lieut. Commander Richard M. Hughes to be a commander in 
the Navy from the 28th day of February, 1906, vice Commander 
John B. Collins, promoted. 

Boatswains Frank Carall and William Johnson to be chief 
boatswains in the Navy from the ist day of March, 1906, upon 
the completion of six years’ service, in accordance with the 
provisions of the act of Congress approved March 3, 1899, as 
amended by the act of April 27, 1904. 

Carpenter William H. Squire to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy from the 9th day of February, 1906, upon the completion 
of six years’ service, in accordance with the provisions of the 
act of Congress approved March 3, 1899, as amended by the act 
of April 27, 1904, 

Carpenters Jacob Jacobson and Lewis S. Warford to be chief 
carpenters in the Navy from the 20th day of February, 1906, 
upon the completion of six years’ service, in accordance with the 
provisions of the act of Congress approved March 3, 1899, as 
amended by the act of April 27, 1904. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 14, 1906. 
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS. 


Nevada N. Stranahan, of New York, to be collector of customs 
for the district of New York, in the State of New York. 


SURVEYOR OF CUSTOMS. 


James S. Clarkson, of New York, to be surveyor of customs in 
the district of New York, in the State of New York. 
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NAVAL OFFICER OF CUSTOMS. 


Frederick J. H. Kracke, of New York, to be naval officer of 
customs in the district of New York, in the State of New York. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 

P. A. Paymaster Edward T. Hoopes to be a paymaster in 
the Navy from the 2d day of February, 1906. 

P. A. Payniaster Walter A. Greer to be a paymaster in the 
Navy from the 10th day of February, 1906. 

P. A. Paymaster Cecil S. Baker to be a paymaster in the Navy 
from the 17th day of February, 1906. 7 
Tos MASTERS. 

ALABAMA, 
Blevins S. Perdue to be postmaster at Greenville, in the county 
of Butler and the State of Alabama. 
CALIFORNIA. 5 
Frank J. Payne to be postmaster at Sutter Creek, in the 
county of Amador and State of California. 
IDAHO, 
W. E. Kittrell to be postmaster at Burke, in the county of 
Shoshone and State of Idaho. 
ILLINOIS. 
Elijah Needham to be postmaster at Virginia, in the county, 
of Cass and State of Illinois. 
Alfred R. Wilcox to be postmaster at Minonk, in the county of 
Woodford and State of Illinois, 
INDIANA. 
George P. Alexander to be postmaster at Kendallville, in the 
county of Noble and State of Indiana. 
John H. Cockley to be postmaster at Albion, in the county of 
Noble and State of Indiana. 
IOWA. ' 
Wallace G. Agnew to be postmaster at Osceola, in the county, 
of Clarke and State of Iowa. 
Daniel E. Pond to be postmaster at Monticello, in the county, 
of Jones and State of Iowa. 
KANSAS. 
Alexander Barron to be postmaster at Kirwin, in the county 
of Phillips and State of Kansas. 
William E. Hogueland to be postmaster at Yates Center, in 
the county of Woodson and State of Kansas. 
Clement O; Smith to be postmaster at Burlington, in the 
county of Coffey and State of Kansas. 
MICHIGAN. 
Aaron W. Cooper to be postmaster at Fowlerville, in the 
county of Livingston and State of Michigan. 
Kimbal R. Smith to be postmaster at Ionia, in the county of 
Ionia and State of Michigan. 
Judson M. Spore to be postmaster at Rockford, in the county 
of Kent and State of Michigan. 
MINNESOTA. 
Harriet E. Morcom to be postmaster at Tower, in the county 
of St. Louis and State of Minnesota. 
Luella T. Robey to be postmaster at Pipestone, in the county 
of Pipestone and State of Minnesota. 
Edgar B. Shanks to be postmaster at Fairmont, in the county 
of Martin and State of Minnesota. : 
MISSOURL 
William H. Garanflo to be postmaster at New Madrid, in the 
county of New Madrid and State of Missouri. 
Alvin Goodson to be postmaster at Carrollton, in the county 
of Carroll and State of Missouri. 
Max Y. Robinson to be postmaster at Fairfax, in the county of 
Atchison and State of Missouri. 
NEW JERSEY. 
Charles E. Gildersleeve to be postmaster at Sayreville, in the 
county of Middlesex and State of New Jersey. 
William N. Nixon to be postmaster at Woodstown, in the 
county of Salem and State of New Jersey. 
NEW YORK. 
Joseph Ogle to be postmaster at Greenport, in the county of 
Suffolk and State of New York. 
NORTH CAROLINA. 
Brownlow Jackson to be postmaster at Hendersonville, In the 
county of Henderson and State of North Carolina. 
TEXAS. 
Robert F. Nelson to be postmaster at Gorman, in the county of 
Eastland and State of Texas. 
WASHINGTON. 
Albert S. Dickinson to be postmaster at Waitsburg, in the 
county of Walla Walla and State of Washington. 


L. M. Hull to be postmaster at Wenatchee, in the county of 
Chelan and State of Washington. 

George N. Lamphere to be postmaster at Palouse, in the 
eounty of Whitman and State of Washington. 


WITHDRAWAL. 
Executive nomination withdrawn March 14, 1906. 


Col. John W. Bubb, Twelfth Infantry, for appointment as 
brigadier-general, United States Army. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Wepnespay, March 14, 1906. 


The House met at 12-0’clock noon, 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. HENRY N. Coupen, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE CASTOR. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of a resolution which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of a resolution 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

ordered That the name of Hon. Grondn A. CASTOR, late a Member of 


the House of Representatives from Pennsylvania, be added to the list of 
memorial services to be held on Sunday, April 15, 1906. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolye 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 16472— 
the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the legislative appropriation bill, with Mr. OLMSTED 
in the chair. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Bascock] such time as he desires. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Georgia rise? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I want to have an understanding with 
my colleague over there [Mr. Lirraver]. Do I understand that 
the gentleman is going forward on that side, or shall we on this 
side use some time now? 

Mr. LITTAUER. There are one or two requests over here, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin in particular. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I want to try to keep the time evenly 
divided, if possible, as we go along. 

Mr. LITTAUER. We, of course, want to do the same. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin, however, is not very well, and de- 
sires an opportunity to be heard at this time, and accordingly 
I have yielded to him. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that no provision 
has been made by the House for the control of the time, and 
thus far no request has been made to the Chair for time by any- 
body, except the gentleman from Georgia, on that side of the 
House. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I believe the understanding was that the 
gentleman from New York would control the time on that side 
and that I should control it on this side. 

Mr. LITTAUER. I shall have no disposition to take more 
than half the time, if gentlemen on that side want to occupy it. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. The question raised by the Chair is that 
no one has been agreed upon to control the time. 

Mr. TAWNEY. There has been no agreement as to the con- 
trol of the time, and in the absence of an agreement the Chair 
always controls the time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will be very glad to alternate 
between gentlemen on either side of the Hall, if they make re- 
quests for time. 


Mr. LITTAUER. I have yielded to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized. 


Mr. BABCOCK. Mr. Chairman, if the statehood bill which 
has recently passed the House should be enacted into law in the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 14, 


form it left the House, it would, in my opinion, be one of the 
greatest legislative outrages ever perpetrated in this country. I 
refer particularly to the proposed merger of Arizona and New 
Mexico into one State, and I believe that future events would 
prove it to be a serious mistake, Fortunately for the country, 
the Senate has amended the bill and stricken out the Territo- 
ries of Arizona and New Mexico, and as it comes back to the 
House amended it provides for the admission of Oklahoma and 
Indian Territories as one State, 

I heartily approve this amendment, and at a Republican con- 
ference, held early in the session, this proposition was unani- 
mously indorsed by that conference, Not an opposing vote was 
cast against the proposition that is now presented to us by the 
Senate. 

In my opinion neither Arizona nor New Mexico is at this time 
ready for statehood. It will be many years before New Mexico 
reaches the worthy stage which will entitle the people of that 
Territory to the rights of statehood and give them two votes in 
the United States Senate, on an equality with Pennsylvania, 
New York, Illinois, or my own State of Wisconsin. It will not 
be so long before Arizona is fitted to come into the Union of 
States, but when she does reach that stage of preparedness 
every consideration of justice and fair play demands that she 
shall take her place in the sisterhood in her own right and un- 
hampered by a union which could almost be called miscegenation, 
with comparatively an alien race. If let alone, Arizona’s fu- 
ture is assured and will be glorious. Resources of mineral 
wealth that hardly have been scratched on the surface; possi- 
bilities of agricultural development almost boundless, promise 
for the Territory growth in the future which will make Arizona 
one of the richest regions of the West. To yoke her with New 
Mexico will inevitably stunt her growth, check her development, 
and make her secondary to a community which does not begin 
to approach her in worth in any material way. 

It is only natural that the people of Arizona should feel them- 
selves entitled to the privileges of statehood and should chafe 
at being held out of the Union. They are ambitious folk, broth- 
ers of yours and mine, coming from all of the States of the East, 
pushing their fortunes in a new country and desirous of ad- 
vancing them. They recall that other Territories far less 
worthy have been admitted, citing Nevada and Utah. They 
point to the fact that the great Territory of Dakota was divided 
into two States. Because political considerations in the past 
may have dictated the admission of other Territories they see 
no reason why other considerations should not now prevail 
to obtain for them a like privilege. 

But is it not significant that with all this eagerness to secure the 
coveted prize of statehood, which would mean so much to their 
material development, nine-tenths of the people of Arizona are 
willing to defer it, and defer it indefinitely, rather than be drawn 
into the Union shackled to New Mexico? There are reasons 
geographical, racial, historical, moral, and I might also say con- 
stitutional why this outrage should not be perpetrated upon 
the people of Arizona, The geographical reason alone should 
be enough to prohibit the joining of the two Territories into 
one State. The combined area of New Mexico and Arizona is 

35,380 square miles. With the exception of Texas, this would 

make the State the largest in the Union. When Texas was 
admitted by treaty it was provided that she should have the 
privilege of dividing herself at any time into five States, The 
two Territories are separated by deserts and mountains to a 
degree which would make physical jointure impossible from a 
practical view point. The dividing ridge comprises one of the 
most difficult mountain regions on this continent. Wagon roads 
and trails, not to speak of railroads, are almost impossible be- 
tween the settled communities on either side of the Divide. 
Intercommunication between Arizona and New Mexico will al- 
ways be difficult. The trade of Arizona goes to Los Angeles 
and the Pacific coast. The well-to-do people spend their vaca- 
tions in California. The citizens of New Mexico trade with Fl 
Paso, Tex., and Denver, Colo. They rarely go across the Divide 
to the coast. Consider for a moment some of the difficulties 
in this country of magnificent distances. 

The shortest distance from Santa Fe, N. Mex., to Yuma, Ariz., 
is 791 miles by rail. From Santa Fe to Phoenix the distance is 
661 miles. There is scarcely a town of any importance in Ari- 
zona that is nearer to Santa Fe than Boston is to Washington. 
The traveler consumes twenty-eight hours’ constant travel in 
a journey from Phoenix to Santa Fe, twenty-four hours from 
Tueson, and thirty-two hours from Yuma. The citizen of Yuma 


who had business in the capital of the proposed new State 
would spend fourteen hours longer in the journey than is re- 
quired to go from New York to Chicago, 
would be $40.25. : 

This is not a small item by any means. The expense upon 


His railroad fare 
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the new State would be very heavy to send members of the 
legislature to Santa Fe and to pay the cost of transacting all 
the business of the government which would arise in this vast 
area. It must not be overlooked that the original reason for the 
separation of Arizona and New Mexico in 1863 was that the 
distances between settled communities were so great that the 
expense of taking part in the government of the Territory was 
almost prohibitive to the people living in the region now com- 
prised by Arizona. 

I desire particularly to call attention to the difference between 
the classes of people who inhabit the two Territories. In my 
opinion this racial difference is exceedingly important. Ex- 
perience has shown that it is not wise to combine two distinct 
races under one government, where each will be striving for con- 
trol of the government. The men who have built up Arizona 
are Americans, natives of the Eastern States. New England 
and New York are well represented. The Middle States have 
their quota in the citizenship, and the States of the Mississippi 
Valley have sent their young men to this rich and growing coun- 
try. The population is representative of sturdy Americanism 
in its best form. The bulk of the population in New Mexico 
is of Spanish origin. Their mode of life, their thought, their 
customs, and even their local Jaws are different from those of 
the residents of Arizona. According to the report of the gov- 
ernor of New Mexico to the Secretary of the Interior for the 
year 1902, there are eight Spanish-Americans to five of all 
other races. Governor Otero once expressed the sentiment of a 
large number of people in New Mexico against joint statehood 
in the following language: 

There is no doubt that the great majority of people of New Mexico 
are opposed to joining New Mexico and Arizona into one commonwealth, 
as proposed by pending: legislation. Even a small percentage who 
would acquiesce in such legislation prefer single and separate state- 
hood for each Territory. his is not due to any innate animosity 
between the two Territories, but to the inherent differences in pop- 
ulation, in legislation, in industries, in contour, in ideals, and from an 
historical and ethnological standpoint, not to mention that the con- 
solidation of two commonwealths like New Mexico and Arizona into 
one is unprecedented in American history. 

The new State would be an unnatural and an unwilling alliance. It 
would be the coercion of two populations which are unlike in character, 
in ambition, and largely in occupation. The union would be abhorrent 


to both. Simply because the two popniatione are in the Southwest the 
country should not suppose that they are alike or sympathetic. 


It passes my comprehension how in face of such solemn warn- 
ing as this the intelligent American Congress can persist in forc- 
ing upon the people of these two Territories an alliance which 
not only is objected to by both of them, but which it is shown 
by irrefutable evidence would be productive of nothing but evil. 
[Applause.] The people of Arizona are more bitterly opposed 
to the union than the citizens of New Mexico. That is due to 
the fact that the New Mexico folk realize that in the forced 
union they would derive some compensation from being in the 
majority, numerically. They would dominate the situation at 

all times. They would outyote the Arizona faction on every 
proposition. It would be as if Connecticut should be joined to 
New Lork— Arizona typified by Connecticut. 

The legislation contemplated in this bill has been pending 
since April 4, 1904, when the Hamilton bill, providing for joint 
statehood between Arizona and New Mexico and Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory, was brought in. The bill was the result of a 
compromise among members of the House Committee on Terri- 
tories, reached without consulting the wishes of the people of 
either Arizona or New Mexico or of their Delegates in Congress. 
The first bill was jammed through the House under whip and 
spur of a rule reported by the Committee on Rules, which lim- 
ited debate, cut off intervening motions, prohibited amendments, 
and fixed an hour for a yote. 

It failed of enactment at that session of Congress. 

As soon as the people of Arizona awoke to realization that 
there was danger of their being consolidated with New Mexico 
they began to express their opposition to the proposed legisla- 
tion. Their disapproval was nearly unanimous. The legisla- 
ture of Arizona adopted a resolution of protest. Commercial 
bodies met and objected vigorously, while local officials and 
private citizens all joined in objection. A delegation from the 
Territorial Bar Association was sent to Washington to labor 
with Congress. On May 27, 1905, a convention was held in 
Phoenix to organize an anti-joint statehood league. Mayors 
of every city in Arizona, the county boards of supervisors, and 
various commercial organizations sent delegates. A bipartisan 
meeting of the campaign committees of the two political parties 
adopted resolutions. The conyention unanimously adopted a 
set of resolutions which, since, have met with universal ap- 
proyal of the people of the Territory, which declared, in part: 


We profoundly believe that the union of the two Territories as one 
State would be inimical to the best and highest interests of both, and 
because of the differences in our 3 laws, customs, and races, and 
because of the geographical division which naturally separate and divide 


us, such union would be particularly harmful to the people of Arizona. 
We belleve that the complications which would inevitably result from 
an attempt to adjust impartially the burden of the debts of the Terri- 
tories and of the various counties and municipalities thereof would result 
in irreconcilable differences, and that the prosperity and welfare of the 
various Territorial institutions would be endangered. 

We believe that it would be impossible to adopt such a code of laws 
as would meet the conditions in each Territory and yet which would be 
just to the whole people of the proposed State. 

The people of Arizona claim that the organic act creating the 
Territory of Arizona, passed by the Congress during Lincoln’s 
Administration, promised them separate statehood. That act 
of date of February 24, 1863, provided: 

That said government shall be maintained and continued until such 
time as the people residing in said Territory shall apply for and obtain 
admission as a State on an equal footing with the original States. 

Former Governor Murphy, of Arizona, an eastern man, once 
analyzed that declaration: 

This is a distinct promise of ultimate statehood for Arizona within 
her boundaries. The time when it shall be admitted is left to the dis- 


cretion of Congress, but the first move must come from the people of 
Arizona. 


It has been argued that this promise on the part of that Congress can 
not be binding on any other Con s. Strictly speaking, from a legal 
standpoint, this is true; but in all fairness and justice we submit that it is 
not morally right for Congress to force us into this union in the face 
of our opposition. A large number of the peo le of Arizona have come 
here from Eastern States, and with infinite Tabor they haye built u 
communities which we believe are a credit to the whole country. We 
have wrested the land from the desert by irrigation; we have sought 
for and found gold, silver, copper, and other minerals valuable to the 
development of the industries of the United States; we have invested 
our capital and our lives in the success of our ventures, 

We are not seeking now for separate statehood, but we believe that 
our autonomy should be preserved and that we should not be deprived 
forever of the hope of entering the Union as a State. Not as a tribe 
of Filipinos in a far distant colony, but as American citizens, we ask 
that Congress shall preserve our right to self-government and the 
privilege of working out our own destiny under our own laws and our 
own institutions, and not place us under the domination of a people 
who greatly outnumber us and who are widely different in language, in 
race, in laws, and in ideals. 

The principal test as to whether Arizona should remain 
separate from New Mexico with the expectation of eventually 
becoming a State, so far as it affects the United States as a 
whole, is whether the resources of the Territory will bring a 
population that will convince the whole country of its fitness to 
take a place among the States of the Union. The citizens of the 
Territory are so confident that this test will decide the question 
in the affirmative that they are willing to wait until the develop- 
ment which they expect warrants admission as a separate State. 
I do not care to go at length into statistics of the resources of 
Arizona, but I would like to recite a few to refute the statements 
which haye been made about the Territory and the misappre- 
hension which seems to exist. 

In 1905 there were more than 11,000,000 acres of land located 
in tracts. There were nearly 14,000,000 acres of grazing lands 
on the public domain. There were 26,000,000 acres in Indian 
and forest reserves. Of the balance of the Territory, consisting 
of 21,000,000 acres, the greater portion can not be reclaimed, but 
is marvelously rich in copper, silver, gold, and other minerals. 
The irrigation projects now in contemplation or under construc- 
tion by the Federal Government will furnish water for many 
thousand acres of land which can be reclaimed by irrigation. 
The pine forests of Arizona cover an area of over 12,000 square 
miles and the value of Government timber is estimated at 
$300,000,000. The total yield of gold, silver, and copper from 
1870 to 1894 was $156,000,000. Within the succeeding ten years 
the gold and silver output amounted to nearly $56,000,000, not- 
withstanding the great depreciation in the price of silver, and 
the production of copper to $120,000,000. The total farm prod- 
ucts in 1899 amounted to $10,000,000 and the live stock was 
valued at $15,000,000. There is not the slightest doubt that 
Arizona, at her present rate of development, within ten years 
will be ready to claim by right membership in the sisterhood of 
States. 

Before I close I would like to refute one charge that has been 
made in the course of this contest against joint statehood. It 
has been alleged as an ulterior motive for opposition that if 
statehood is defeated railroad and mining corporations will be 
permitted to enjoy continued immunity from adequate taxation 
under Territorial law. Only one answer is necessary to that: 
If Arizona remains a Territory the Congress of the United 
States has the power at all times and any time to regulate taxa- 
tion in the Territory, and if the system is wrong Congress can 
change it. [Applause.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Tawney having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that 
the Senate had passed bills and joint resolutions of the follow- 
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ing titles; in which the concurrence of the House of Representa- 
tives was requested: 

S. 4513. An act to authorize the Mobile Railway and Dock 
Company to construct and maintain bridges across Dog River 
and Fowl River in Mobile County, State of Alabama; 

S. R. 1. Joint resolution for the erection of a monument to the 
memory of Dorothea Lynde Dix; 

S. R. 20. Joint resolution directing the selection of a site for 
the erection of a bronze statue in Washington, D. C., in honor 
of the late Henry Wadsworth Longfellow ; 

S. 502. An act for the relief of James A. Russell; 

S. 503. An act to reimburse James M. McGee for expenses in- 
curred in the burial of Mary J. De Lange; 

S. 581. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of War 
to condemn and turn over to the State of Idaho two Krupp field 
guns captured from the enemy by the First Regiment Idaho 
Volunteer Infantry at the battle on Santa Ana, P. I., February 
5, 1899; 

S. 582. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Denver, in the State of 
Colorado ; : 

S. 685. An act for the erection of a monument to the memory 
of John Paul Jones; 

S. 1683. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon in the city of Kearney, 
State of Nebraska; 

S. 1802. An act to regulate the use by the public of reservoir 
sites located upon the public lands of the United States; 

S. 1831. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Eureka, Cal. ; 

S. 2266. An act authorizing the Joint Committee on the Li- 
brary to purchase a bust of President Zachary Taylor; 

S. 2270. An act for the relief of Nicola Masino, of the District 
of Columbia; 

S. 2286. An act to confer jurisdiction upon the circuit court 
of the United States for the ninth circuit to determine in equity 
the rights of American citizens under the award of the Bering 
Sea arbitration of Paris and to render judgment thereon ; 

S. 4168. An act to correct a typographical error in act ap- 
proved July 1, 1898, entitled “An act to yest in the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia control of street parking in 
said District; 

S. 4170. An act to amend an act approved March 3, 1891, en- 
titled “An act making appropriations to supply deficiencies in 
the appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1891, and 
for prior years, and for other purposes; ” 

S. 4190. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend 
section 2455 of the Revised Statutes of the United States,” ap- 
proved February 26, 1895; 

S. 4302. An act to amend the provision in an act approved 
March 8, 1899, imposing a charge for tuition on nonresident 
pupils in the public schools of the District of Columbia ; 

S. 4339. An act to amend section 4502 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, relating to bonds and oaths of shipping 
commissioners; and 

S. 4434. An act ceding a parcel or strip of land to the city of 
Hot Springs, Ark., for use as a public street. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments bills of the following titles; in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

H. R. 6009. An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters; 

H. R. 10129. An act to amend section 5501 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States; and 

H. R. 4. An act to amend section 3646, Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as amended by act of February 16, 1885. 


LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. LITTAUER. I now yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Grosvenor] such time as he desires. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to speak briefly 
upon the topic in the pending bill relating to the administration 
of the civil service of the Government. I am not surprised at 
the condition that we find in the country. I am free to say 
that the condition has come a little more rapidly and is a little 
more serious than I had myself anticipated years ago. I am 
taken by surprise at the magnitude of the evil existing, and 
while I do not care to say in the ordinary language, “I told you 
so,” I want to point out that the difficulty does not lie in the 
conditions sought to be remedied by the provision in this bill. 

The fact exists, and has existed for many years, that the cost 
of the administration of the Government through the instrumen- 
talities controlled by the Civil Service Commission is the cause 
of one of the largest deficits in our public revenue. We are 
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complaining here about expenditures, and we are afraid to ap- 
propriate money for the building of public buildings; we are be- 
coming careful of the appropriations for the naval establish- 
ment, and honest hands are held up in holy horror at the idea 
of passing a ship subsidy bill which will put into the Treasury 
more money than it will take out in two years, and will not take 
out of the Treasury in ten years one-half of the money that is 
wasted on the civil administration of this Government in any 
one year of its existence. That is the sort of administration of 
affairs that has grown up in this country. The distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Committee shows that we pay 
$134,000,000 for clerical work alone, and no one doubts that one- 
fourth of all this can be sayed if we can place our whole ad- 
ministration upon a business basis. 

Not very long ago an Assistant Postmaster-General made the 
statement before one of the committees of the House that he 
could grow rich annually if he could be paid 40 per cent of the 
cost of running that institution in the city of Washington and 
allow him to do the work through his own process and agency. 

Now, for the first time, a great committee of the House of 
Representatives, carefully investigating the whole subject, has 
come here with the most startling proposition, a proposition 
that it may be will be slurred over at this time—it may be there 
will come directly a protest in the form of personal detraction 
against the Members of the House of Representatives because 
of their attitude upon this question—but, in the long run, Mr. 
Chairman, it is absolutely certain that something will haye to 
be done, somebody will have to do it, and the cry of “ spoils- 
man” upon the one hand and the “ merit system ” upon the other 
hand will not very much longer dazzle the eyes of the American 
people upon the one hand and drive them to substantial hysteria 
on the other. 

The effort being made by the Committee on Appropriations is 
an honest effort to meet a terrible condition of affairs and to 
cure it if possible, and my position is that they are upon the 
wrong track, or, in other words, they are on the track that leads 
to the central trouble in the matter, and that this proceeding— 
this proposition *of theirs which will be temporarily of some 
benefit—will never cure the evil that we are laboring under. 
It is like cutting off twigs at the top of a dying tree in order 
to stimulate growth of the bole of the tree in the ground. It 
is going up into the branches when the evil resides down at the 
root of the tree. 

The so-called“ merit system“ was introduced by a Democratic 
Senator in the Senate of the United States in 1883, who boldly 
proclaimed that, he had done it and was doing it in order thut 
he could force some Democrats into the minor offices of the 
Government. During the progress of the debate upon that bill 
Senator Hoar, of Massachusetts, than whom there was probably 
no man in the United States more deyoted to real merit in the 
offices of the Government, said that he would vote for the 
measure, but that he considered it a crude and tentative meas- 
ure. I do not attempt to give his exact words, but that was the 
substance of what he said. He said it would be a starting point 
from which wise legislation doubtless might grow up. That was 
in 1883. From that day to this that crude measure, admitted 
to be so by its friends, has stood upon the statute book of the 
United States. Hundreds of bills have been introduced—the 
outgrowth of wisdom that has come to the American Congress 
as time passed on. Hundreds of bills to repeal the law, to 
amend the law, to get rid of the evils resulting from the law— 
in all directions changes and amendments have been sought for. 

Every one of these bills have been sent to the Committee on 
Reform in the Civil Service. And, strange as it may appear to 
a Congressman, not one of them was ever reported out. You 
talk about “sitting on the lid;” if ever there was a “lid” 
that was fastened down and strangled the intelligence of the 
American Congress on this mighty question, it was the lid that 
has been sat upon by the Committee on Civil Service Reform 
of this House of Representatives since 1883, for not one bill 
was ever brought out. 

Nobody has yet dared—and I use the word without qualifica- 
tion—to trust the American Congress with the right to legislate 
upon this vital question. Sometimes we have expressed the 
opinion of Congress—always the opinion of dissatisfaction—by 
voting temporarily against the appropriation for the pay of the 
Civil Service Commission. Every day the friends of this 
strangulation proceeding have twitted us with the remark that 
we were trying to do an idle and foolish thing, and over and 
over again, for twenty years, we have begged of that committee, 
“ Give us an opportunity and we will show you.” And what has 
been the answer to all that we have said? They said, “ You 
are spoilsmen ; you are in favor of strangling reform; you claim 
that you ought to have the power to corrupt and vitiate the 
public places of the country.” There has been no argument 
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upon our part, no opportunity to express our views, and we 
have been met only with the simple blatant, absurd, ridiculous, 
and brutal cry of “ spoilsmen,” which has come up from certain 
gentlemen of the intense mugwump persuasion. 

There never was a Congressman since I haye been a Member of 
this House who ever sought to restore the system that has been 
called by the opprobrious name of “the spoils system.” Each 
and eyery utterance that has pursued many of us has been the 
utterance of the libeler—the shameless libeler of men who 
have dared in actual debate to express themselves upon this 
question. No Congressman in twenty years, so far as I remem- 
ber, has introduced a bill to return to the “spoils system,” but 
we have sought to have an opportunity to stay this tide that 
to-day has been described by both sides of this House—by the 
chairman of the subcommittee on our side and by the distin- 
guished leader of the minority of the committee on the other 
side. 

What is the underlying, fundamental principle of this sys- 
tem? Life tenure of office, and every trouble that the gentleman 
here before me from New York [Mr. Lirraver] has described, 
and which the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Livincston] has 
repeated, harks back to the irresponsible condition of an ein- 
ployee of the Government holding a life position. Now comes 
the report that there are 585 who are above the age of 70 years 
in the offices of the various Departments here in this city whom 
they can not or will not get rid of. Well, I do not want to get 
rid of them myself, and I certainly shall not vote to strike 
down the man whose only fault is his age. I would place 
myself in a most remarkable position if I should vote that a 
man ought not to earn more than $1,000 or $850 a year simply 
because his offense, and his sole offense, was that he was over 
70 years of age. I am not proud of my consistency, and yet I 
am not so glaringly inconsistent as that. Now, what is the 
real trouble? I have said that it is life tenure. The experi- 
ment has been tried in other countries. What country has a 
civil pension? No Christian country ever upheld life tenure 
without a civil-pension list, and to that crisis we are rapidly 
coming. 

If you keep men in office until they become 70 years of age 
and upward and become worthless, or comparatively so, if there 
is humanity in the Government we must create a vast civil-pen- 
sion list, and that list must go on and grow—grow as this list 
is growing. What will be the effect now of lopping off the 
proportion of these clerks that is proposed by the processes of 
this bill? Why, you would turn back and dissipate the billows 
ami the waves that are crushing out decent reform here for 
a year or two years, but it will keep coming, coming from the 
boundless resources of life tenure of office. This Government 
is founded upon the idea of rotation in office, and, as the gen- 
tleman from Georgia very well said, we have to go before a 
competitive campaign every two years and the President every 
four years and the Senators every six years, and all through 
our whole mighty system of free government the idea of lim- 
ited term of office is the controlling principle, and yet there is 
ejected into this Government a principle that is diametrically 
and wholly and utterly opposed to the principle thus involved. 

Now, I have said, Mr. Chairman, no man on this floor or in 
this House for twenty years has ever attempted, so far as I 
can remember, to go back to what is called the “spoils system.” 
There is only just this much spoils system left in this country, 
and that undoubtedly will be wiped out in due time, and the 
Civil Service Commission, with their bugology and astronomy 
and chemistry, will operate on those lines. Thus far there has 
been left to the intelligence and patriotism and wisdom of the 
American Congressman the primary nomination of cadets at 
West Point and midshipmen at Annapolis, and it must be said 
that out of the product of these Congressmen’s wisdom and pa- 
triotism there has come some pretty good men to the front in 
America. Phil Sheridan was appointed in the district I repre- 
snt—a little Irish boy carrying water to his father’s men work- 
ing on a canal contract—by the recommendation of a Congress- 
man. He could not have passed a ciyil-service examination for 
an elevator in one of these public buildings. Ulysses S. Grant 
was sent from Ohio by old Hamar; and so on all along the line. 
And George Dewey and Schley and Sampson, and coming on 
down, all the way down through the magnificent galaxy of men 
who have distinguished themselyes and not disgraced them- 
selves, this Government has been in its military arm repre- 
sented by the spoils system. It has all gone but that, and that 
is as rapidly going as possible, for Congressmen now will find 
out that there is a very earnest suggestion made every time you 
nominate a cadet or midshipman that you send him before the 
Civil Service Commission. I have said, and I stand by it, that 
the opinion of this House, that has been so often expressed and 
so nearly unanimously expressed, has never been in favor of 


overthrowing all that is valuable in the civil-service system of 
the United States. I would scorn to hold myself up as a man 
who desired to go back to the situation that Congressmen might 
nominate and appoint, as it were, clerks in the Departments 
here in Washington. Nobody has ever thought of it, but it has 
been taken up and falsely and viciously and wickedly and crimi- 
nally and libelously hurled at the men who haye stood here and 
fairly sought an opportunity to present`to the American people 
their views upon the subject. I say no man in the twenty years 
of my service here has ever uttered such a proposition as that, 
and yet constantly and everywhere we haye been traduced in 
this way. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, some years ago, in the Fifty-fifth Con- 
gress, when the troubles that are now so rapidly before us 
were coming in every direction wise men saw that something 
must be done, something ought to be done so this disgraceful 
condition would be arrested, and after a considerable con- 
sultation something over 100 Members of this House on the 
Republican side held conferences one after the other and dis- 
cussed as fully as possible the views of each Member as to what 
ought to be done with the civil service of the Government. I 
have said that these evils had been prophetically declared, and 
in order to present our views, to assure the American people 
that the so-called “spoilsmen” of the House of Representa- 
tives had never dreamed of any proceedings such as were being 
characterized, finally, after full discussion, we prepared a bill 
which was introduted by Mr. Evans, of Kentucky, now judge 
of the United States district court, and in order that I may have 
a starting point, and in order that I may check if possible this 
tidal wave of misrepresentation, I desire to have the bill read 
at the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 5854) to modify an act entitled “An act to regulate and 
Improve the civil service of the United States,“ approved January 16, 
1883, and for other purposes, 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the rules heretofore made and promul 
or which may hereafter be made or promulgated, under the provisions 
of an act entitled “An act to regulate and improve the civil service of 
the United States,” approved Janvary 16, 1883, shall not apply to nor 
regulate examinations for nor the employment or appointment of any 
person to any office or position In the civil service of the United States, 
nor to removals therefrom, except the following, namely: 

First, clerks (which term shall also include copyists, counters. com- 
puters, and draftsmen) who receive salaries of not less than $900 nor 
over $1,800 per annum in the several Departments, institutions, com- 
missions, and bureaus in the city of Washington, D. C., and in the 
various public offices throughout the country in which as many as 
twenty-five persons, exclusive of letter carriers, are employed; second, 
railway mail clerks, and, third, letter carriers in cities where more 
than ten carriers, exclusive of substitutes, are employed: Provided, That 
the provisions of said act approved January 16, 1883, and rules made 
thereunder, shall not in any way apply nor be applied to the appoint- 
ment or 1 of special examiners in the Bureau of Pensions, 
nor to confidential clerks, secretaries, or stenographers of any head of 
any Department, institution, commission, or bureau. nor to those of 
any postmaster, surveyor, or collector of customs, collector of internal 
revenue, pension agent, appraiser of merchandise, the naval officer of 
any port, marshal of any district, or attorney of the United States for 
a * nor to any person employed in the office of the Public 

rinter. 

Sec. 2. That so far as said act can be construed to authorize the 
rescribing of rules for employments or appointments to or removals 
rom any other position in the public service, got as provided in this 

act, the same is hereby repealed, and all rules which have been adopted 
or promulgates inconsistent with this act are hereby annulled and 
rescin Le 

Sec. 3. That the terms of office for all persons to whose appointment 
the rules made or to be made under said act of January 16, 1883, may 
apply shall be five years from the passage of this act, and the terms of 
those hereafter appointed to be five years from the date of their respec- 
tive appointments: Provided, That the provisions of this section of 
this act shall not in any manner abridge or interfere with the power 

of the proper appointing officers to reappoint, remove, transfer, reduce, 
or promote any such appointee, person, be es be or clerk in his dis- 
cretion and as a proper regard for the g of the public service may, 
in his judgment, require: And provided further, That when any such 
clerk, employee, person, or appointee is removed, transferred, or re- 
duced, the officer ordering or oing the same shall state in writing the 
reason and grounds therefor, and shall file such writing as a public 
record in his office: And provided further, That no such removal, re- 
duction, promotion, or transfer shall be made for political or religious 
reasons. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, Mr. Chairman, that was the opin- 
ion, as well as we could agree upon it, of the hundred and odd 
Members of the House of Representatives who prepared that 
bill. They were, some of them, very distinguished Members 
of this House, men of long service and of careful study on this 
vital question. And the object, and the only object, that we 
had was to adopt an amendment to this system, not to destroy 
the merit features of the system, not in any manner to get rid 
of an examination as to fitness, but simply to get rid of 
the curse of the civil administration—life tenure. That is all 
there was of it. The bill was not perfect. It was not under- 
stood to be perfect. But the bill was a suggestion, a guideboard 
and warning that the rocks and sheals and the breakers that 
we are upon now were a short distance in the front. What 
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became of that bill thus brought in here by the united wisdom 
of more than a hundred Members of the House of Representa- 
tives? What do you think became of it? A shout went up from 
one end of the country to the other by the organs of bureaucracy 
that we were trying to go back to the old spoils system, and the 
Committee on Civil Service Reform took that bill, indorsed as 
it was by more than a hundred Members of this House, and, 
if they did not swear to it, they acted upon it, that we should 
never see it again, and we never did. They would not let us 
look at it. They would not bring it into the House, for that or 
some bill of a similar character would have passed in that 
House by an overwhelming majority. 

What is the fundamental idea of that bill? It is to appoint 
the clerks—the minor places, the men who do the actual work 
in the Departments at Washington—for a limited period of time 
upon certain examination that the Department to which he was 
assigned should see fit to make, and then at the end of five 
years the term would expire. It might have been four; it might 
have been six. It was a suggestion of a vital principle, and it 
was a suggestion that would have saved us from the disgrace 
under which we are living to-day. 

The gentleman from Georgia, whose argument yesterday I 
fully appreciated, is a little mistaken in one idea that he has, 
in my judgment. He piaces too high an estimate upon the 
question of experience of the clerk. How long do you think it 
would take a graduate of one of our high schools or a farmer’s 
boy, with a log-schoolhouse education, to learn to be an efficient 
clerk in one of these Departments, in one of the minor places? 
One day would make him efficient. Show him the tools he is 
to use and show him what he has to do; and it is a mistake to 
suppose that an American young man is incompetent without 
long training. That has been one of the faults of this system, 
holding it out here through all these years that there was some- 
thing occult in these Departments, something that required 
some enormous training, some great skill, and all these educa- 
tional developments. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, no greater injury can be done to nine 
out of ten of the young men of this country than to give them a 
place in one of the Governmental Departments and say to him 
“You are appointed for life.” [Applause.] I know something 
about that, and I speak with more than ordinary feeling upon 
that point, and many of you know to what I particularly refer. 
If you will take an American young man with a fair, common- 
school education, and give him a position in the city of Wash- 
ington in one of these Departments for four or five years it 
will benefit him. It will give him an introduction and an in- 
terest in what is going on, give him an opportunity for a 
broader view of the horoscope of American life, and American 
politics, and American Government; but when you put him there 
under a life-time appointment, I tell you nine out of ten—now 
that is a fair estimate—nine out of ten have become automatic 
machines, expecting to live here in the city of Washington all 
their lifetime, and then, having the place be firmly rooted in it, 
his study is to do just as little as possible and live along this, 
his life work. 

Now, you say there is nothing to hinder a young man to go 
out of one of these places after having these opportunities of 
observation of which I have spoken. That is true. How 
many will do it? He has got to go out in two, four, or six 
years, and look about him, and he will say in a few years I 
have got to get out from here, I have got to hunt a place 
somewhere and somehow by which I can grow up into business 
importance. 

So he will stay on, and on, and on. And, Mr. Chairman, if 
there is a more pitiable object on the face of the earth, to me, I 
do not know it, than an old superannuated clerk, with a thread- 
bare suit and straggling gray hair and trembling form who is 
hanging on at his desk because there is no place for him to go. 
And he has become to all intents and purposes a pensioner, inad- 
vertent to himself and inadvertent to the Government, a pen- 
sioner upon the ‘Treasury of the United States. We are asked to 
turn him out. It is not the fault of the clerk who has grown 
old under the inducements that have been held out to him by the 
Government. He has been assured that he is there under a life 
tenure; there under the “merit system.” Some considerable 
number of years ago two young men in the district I represent 
competed for a position. One of them secured the place over 
his competitor by a marking of about one and one-half in a hun- 
dred. The fortunate man is to-day a clerk at about $900 or 
$1,000 a year, with a family, a wife and children, and it is a 
great struggle for him to make a living. The other young fel- 
low, who met me after his rejection, with almost tears in his 
eyes, is to-day an active manager in a wholesale business house 
in the county in which he lives at a salary four times as great 


as the clerk, and with an interest in the business. That is but 
a fair illustration. 

Now, if this young man who was appointed, at the end of four 
or five years, had gone home with the additional learning he had 
got, the additional and wider observation of things he had got, 
then, doubtless, he would have been in a far better position than 
he is to-day. But you say the Government ought to have these 
skilled men. That was the argument of the gentleman from 
Georgia. Examine that bill that the builders refused, that the 
Jewish builders hid in their impenetrable, mysterious place of 
hiding [laughter], and you will find that there is the greatest 
possible privilege to the Government to reappoint. Then it 
becomes a true merit system. Give a young fellow an oppor- 
tunity in four or five years and then say to the Government, 
“Now you can turn this man out without any detriment to his 
standing; let him go home; or, if you see fit, and you find that 
he is worth it, and want him, you can reappoint him at once.” 

There is the merit system; and the examination is not made 
before schoolmasters and scientists, but it is made in the crucial 
test of actual experiment, of labor performed, of work done. in 
the arduous accomplishment of things achieved. That is the 
place where his examination comes from, and then the oppor- 
tunity to promote him, to send him up along the line of promo- 
tion, is right within the power ef the head of the Department 
to which he belongs. This is the true civil service, and it is not 
the cry of the spoilsman. I do not believe that many of the men 
of this country in public life, who feel as I feel about this sub- 
ject, that any two, or five of them at the most, would send the 
country back to the beginning of 1883, and to the place where 
we were before. 4 

So, Mr. Chairman, my argument is not for the repeal of the 
civil-service law. It is not for the abrogation of the principle of 
competitive value in the publie service; but it is a single propo- 
stion. Repeal the idea of life tenure in these offices, and you 
have cured the whole eyil. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is a good deal to ask of a soldier who 
served four years and a half, or nearly so, and who has seen 
around him these comrades of the battlefield from both the 
South and the North in these public places, there by no fault of 
theirs, legislated against. I can not yote for such a proposition 
as that. There is ample opportunity in this bill, I agree, to ex- 
cept from the sweeping purview of the law the men who have 
earned positions by reason of their service in the Army. And 
let us see now what is the record of the country—not alone of the 
Republican party, but of the country—upon this question. And 
I desire to say right here now that upon every one of these ques- 
tions that inyolve favors to the soldiers of the Union Army, the 
gallant men of the South on this floor who served in the war, 
who are getting to be very few here now, have always stood fa- 
vorable to the men who fought on the other side. 

Now, let us see what we did. Away back we placed in the 
statute books the following: 

Sec. 754. Persons honorably discharged from the military or naval 
service by reason of disability ee from wounds or sickness in- 
curred in line of duty shall be preferred for appointments to civil offices, 
provided they are found to possess the business capacity necessary for 
the ge discharge of the duties of such offices. 

Sec. 1755. In grateful recognition of the services, sacrifices, and suf- 
fering of persons honorably discharged from the milita and naval 
service of the country, by reason of wounds, disease, or the expiration 
of terms of enlistment, it is respectfully recommended to nkers, 
merchants, manufacturers; mechanics, farmers, and persons engaged in 
industrial pursuits to give them the preference for appointment to re- 
munerative situations and employment. 

Now, later on we had a bill here, in 1903, seeking further to 
benefit these discharged soldiers, and I read now from a state- 
ment made only yesterday by a distinguished member of the 
Grand Army of the Republic. This bill went to the Committee 
on Civil Service Reform, and by a process little short of what 
is usually known in surgery as “ Cesarean” we dragged it out 
of that committee and brought it into this House and passed it 
by an overwhelming majority. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Right there I want to make an 
inquiry for the purpose of getting some information. I have 
noticed that a number of the States have permitted soldiers to 
be employed under civil-service laws in the State governments. 
Of course, those soldiers get old just as much as those employed 
under the Federal Government. Can the gentleman from Ohio 
inform the committee what the several States, or any of them, 
have done when such soldiers have become so old as to be ab- 
solutely inefficient? Possibly the gentleman can shed some light 
on the subject. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I can only speak for the State in which 
I live. I know nothing about the personnel of the employees 
of States anywhere else. As long as it has been possible to do 


anything for them in the way of holding these positions they 
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have been kept in there, and when they were too old they have 
been sent, if they were indigent, to a State Soldiers’ Home that 
we have. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Have we not Federal Soldiers’ 
Homes? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Plenty of them; but while that is a great 
charity, and one for which I have nothing but tho highest honor 
and respect, I had little rather that my comrade of the northern 
army and my friend of the southern army should live somehow 
at home and outside of a public institution. [Applause.] 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Of course, if he has a home and 
can maintain himself; but suppose he gets so old that it is im- 
possible for him to do the work? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, Mr. Chairman, to proceed, in March, 
1903, there was taken from the House Committee on Reform in 
the Civil Service, against the vigorous protest of the chairman, 
the only measure so honored during the late lamented Speaker 
Henderson's term, the bill to amend section 1754 of the Revised 
Statutes so as to apply the provision to all honorably discharged 
soldiers and sailors, both in matter of appointment and reten- 
tion in the civil service. To show what the feeling of the House 
was, under a suspension of the rules this bill was passed by an 
overwhelming majority. Recollect that this was a bill that 
found its way into the committee I have been talking about and 
was taken by—as my friend from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] would 
say—by the scruff of the neck and dragged out of the committee 
against its protest, a very summary proceeding in the House of 
Representatives. Under a suspension of the rules the bill was 
passed by an overwhelming majority of the House and sent to 
the Senate, where it failed only by reason of the confusion in 
the closing hours of Congress. If we had got it out a little 
earlier, it would have been passed and become a law. 

I will read it. Chapter 287, act approved August 15, 1876 (p. 
120, Sup. Rev. Stat.), reads: 

* „ + Provided, That in making any reduction of force in any of 
the Executive Departments the head of such Department shall retain 

ose persons who may be equally qualified who have been honorably 
discharged from the military or naval service of the United States and 
the widows and orphans of deceased soldiers and sailors. 

With the following order by the President, with which all of 
us are familiar: 

The attention of the Departments is hereby called to the provisions of 
the laws giving preference to veterans in appointment and retention. 

The President desires that whenever the needs of the service will jus- 
5 | it and the laws will permit preference shall be given alike in ap- 
polntment and retention to honorably discharged veterans of the civil 
war who are fit and qualified to perform the duties of the places which 
they seek or are filling. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 

Tun WHITES HOUSE, January E, 1902. 

There speaks the exact sentiment, in my judgment, of the 
American people. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have but a few more 
suggestions to make. What is the attitude of the Committee on 
Appropriations here now on this bill? How do they stand 
now to the House of Representatives in view of their recom- 
mendation? Well, my judgment is, Mr. Chairman, notwith- 
standing all the criticism that is being made, that if they had 
done any less than they have done in this behalf, they would 
have fallen short of the high duty they owe to the country and 
to the House of Representatives that they represent. They 
have come to us with the facts. They have come here with an 
unyarnished history and statement of conditions, and it is left 
to the House of Representatives to make an effort to remedy 
this evil by some process that shall meet with the approval of 
the wisdom of the House of Representatives and trusting to 
the patriotism of the country to approve. 

We can not go on in this way any longer, Mr. Chairman. If 
this House and this party does not take hold of this evil so 
graphically described by this committee, the country will take 
hold of this party and this House. The country will not stand 
any longer for the distribution of this enormous fund in this 
city and throughout the country while the intelligent, the pa- 
triotic members of the committee thus lay before the country 
a situation like this. 

Mr. GRAFF. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Certainly. 

Mr. GRAFF. I wish to say, and I think I can say it for the 
committee of which I am a new member, that they desire to pre- 
sent this evil, of such great importance and of such great pro- 
portions, to the House, and we desire to have the House dis- 
cuss this matter and express its views on the subject. I would 


like to ask the gentleman what he thinks of the suggestion that 
has been made of conferring upon the Civil Service Commission 
the power and duty of passing upon the question of the efficiency 
of each clerk, and recommending the dropping of that clerk 
when facts demonstrate that he has reached a point where he is 
inefficient? 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Oh, Mr. Chairman, there is no occasion for 
anything of that character. I do not want to be placed here 
on record as suggesting or approving of the extension of the 
power of the Civil Service Commission, or of its reduction or 
abolition. This question has got beyond that one. It has got 
into an acute condition—one that demands heroic remedies, 
and they ought to be applied. 

Mr. GRAFF. The trouble seems to be, if the gentleman will 
permit me 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Certainly. 

Mr. GRAFF. To find a branch of the executive government 
which has the nerve to perform its duty in individual cases. 
The ideal remedy would be to drop the clerk when he reached 
the inefficient point. That is the ideal remedy; but where can 
we find a portion of the executive department of the Govern- 
ment which can be safely charged with that duty with the 
assurance that it will be performed? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, I can not speak for the 
executive department of the Government, but it is enough for 
me to say—with all due respect-—-that I asked the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Larraver] if there was no power any- 
where by which this evil might have been gotten rid of step 
by step and he said there was not, and we know there is not. 
What is the use of hunting around to confer some power upon 
somebody else? 

Why confer it upon a board that is built upon the funda- 
mental error of this whole situation? I believe, Mr. Chairman— 
and I say it without any attempt at flattery of anybody—that 
there has been no exigency which has arisen in this country 
since the fatal day of September, 1901, when an evil has been 
brought directly to the knowledge of the President of the 
United States that he has not acted. Sometimes we say he acts 
too quickly and too vigorously. Here is an opportunity for 
him to act, and the American people will say, “ You can not act 
too vigorously nor too quickly.” How can he act? Fortunately 
the civil service does not forbid him from changing his Cabinet 
officers, and he does not have to have a civil-service examiner 
to certify to the Secretary of the Navy or the Secretary of the 
Treasury or to the Attorney-General. There is a little latitude 
yet left to the President of the United States which has not 
been absorbed by this all-absorbing organization, and if Theo- 
dore Roosevelt will say to the heads of those Departments just 
exactly what he has said upon many other occasions, “ This 
is the right thing; you go and do it,” it will be done, and I 
have confidence in him that when the report and the discussion 
which will follow reaches him he will easily adapt himself to 
the emergency. 

So much I have said upon this question. I do not know what 
the proposition of the committee may be. I can not yote for 
the indiscriminate discharge of these old comrades of mine. I 
can not do it without discrediting my own self in my own esti- 
mation, and that is one of the worst things that any man can 
possibly do toward himself; but if some proposition can be sub- 
mitted that will be practical, and that involves as little of cru- 
elty as possible, it is the duty of the American people to rise to 
the occasion and aid the Committee on Appropriations to get rid 
of this great evil. What that may be I do not undertake to 
go into details about; but at last this trouble will be solved and 
it will not be solved by calling names, it will not be solyed by 
Pharisees, it will not be solyed by the men who cast obloquy 
upon those who differ with them. It will not do to trust the 
men who believe that they are better than anybody else. Those 
are the worst men in the world. It will not do to trust the 
men who impugn every other man’s motiyes. Let us have the 
application of practical business affairs in the affairs of our 
Government and save it from the condition that we are now in. 
[Prolonged applause.] s 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has recognized the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GarrETT], but understands that the gentle- 
man from Tennessee has yielded to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. GILLETT]. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Tennessee, 

Mr. Chairman, I was busy in the subcommittee of Appropria- 
tions when I was told that it might be the last opportunity for 
me to hear my distinguished friend from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] 
pay his annual compliments to the committee of which I am the 
chairman, the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service. I 
wish to say for myself that nobody will regret more than I the 
fact that the gentleman can not annually still entertain, if not 
enlighten, us upon this as well as other subjects. I did not hear 
him begin, but when I came in he was charging the committee 
of which I am the chairman with making as their only defense 
against his charge a denunciation of him as a “ spoilsman.” 
Now, since I have been chairman of that committee, and it is 
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certainly half a dozen years, I am sure the gentleman will admit 
that I have never made that charge against him or those who 
sympathize with him. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, in the hurry of debate 1 
may not have differentiated the gentleman, who bas always ful- 
filled his office with gentleness, from some of the others who 
have poured out their vituperation upon the Members of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I was going 
to say that I do not remember any other Members of the House 
who have used that style of language. The gentleman spoke of 
the “ organs ” of the Civil Service Commission. Why, Mr. Chair- 
man, if there is one Executive Department of this Government 
that has not any friends or patronage or organ it certainly is 
the Civil Service Commission; and when the gentleman says 
that we do not debate the subject he must certainly haye for- 
gotten a few years ago, when this House gave up one solid week 
to debate—debate as without any purpose or hope of legisla- 
tion—but merely that we might all express our views. And I 
am always ready to debate and discuss the question. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. When we discussed that—as you 
say, so long—did we have the data before the House that the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney] has brought before it, 
touching upon the incapacity of a great number of employees to 
perform their duty? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts, Of course, we did not have 
that data. That was several years ago, and a good deal of that 
data was not in existence then. 

Mr. GAINES of 'Tennessee. If the gentleman will indulge me, 
it seems that your committee has had a bill before it touching 
upon this very evil. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, what was the judgment of 
your committee; and if you did not come to any judgment, what 
was your judgment then, and what is it now? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. That committee reported a 
bill last session upon this subject, which provided that clerks 
should retire at 70 years of age. It was on the Calendar of the 
last Congress, but was not privileged, and was never reached. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not going into a general discussion 
of this subject or occupy the time of this House in defending 
the general principle of our civil service. The gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor], I am happy to say, agrees that that gen- 
eral principle ought to be maintained. For myself, in main- 
taining that general principle, I do not now and I never have 
contended it produced perfect results; but my claim is that as 
an alternative it is so much better than the old patronage sys- 
tem that no man—and 1 am glad to see the gentleman from 
Ohio admits it—would like to go back to the old; and there- 
fore the one question directly before the House now, or be- 
fore the country, is, How shall we improve the present sys- 
tem? As far as I know, the one charge against it to-day 
is not that it is not infinitely better than the old system or 
any other system that has been suggested, but that it leads 
to the retention of old men in office, and the amendment my 
friend from New York has brought in in this appropriation 
bill is to remedy that. As I stated, the Committee on Re- 
form in the Civil Service last Congress brought in a similar 
bill, but of course it was not privileged and not acted upon. 
I wish to say for myself I do not think this is at all the ideal 


method of meeting this subject. I do not believe to say every 


man shall go out at a certain age is the best method; but 
here again the question before the House is, What is the prac- 
tical method of treating the obvious abuses? Is it possible to 
have any other? Is there some better method? The fault cer- 
tainly is not with the law, because the law to-day allows any 
executive officer at any time to dispense with the services of 
any clerk, and if the executive officers to-day would do their 
duty when a clerk was inefficient they would and ought to dis- 
place him, regardless of his age, so the execution of the law 
would be perfect, and everyone would admit that the law 
effected just what was wanted; but the trouble is, officers who 
are heads of Executive Departments are human; they are not 
perfect, and they do not execute the law. A few years ago 
this House of Representatives recognized the danger, and, find- 
ing that some Departments were indirectly pensioning old men, 
we put on an appropriation bill a provision commanding every 
head of an Executive Department to discharge clerks who had 
become incompetent; yet the heads of the Departments have 
come before the House committees and boldly said they would 
not execute that law, and Members of this House have fre- 
quently justified them in that position. Why, I remember one 
of the heads of the Departments telling me that he was will- 
ing and expected to execute the law, but that one of the. promi- 
nent Members of the House who had favored the new provision 


came up to him and said: “There is one man on your list who 
must not go out.” 

Now, this head of the Department said the very man who 
ought to go out before all others, the man who headed his list 
of incompetents, was this very man whom the Member of Con- 
gress said he must not discharge, and he said, “ If this Member, 
who professes himself in favor of this very provision, comes 
and insists that this one chief incompetent should not be dis- 
charged, it is impossible for me to carry out that provision of 
the law.” I suppose that is the trouble with all the heads of 
the Departments. I suppose if we were heads of Departments 
we would find that same trouble, because, as one of the chiefs 
of bureaus has recently said, the more incompetent a man is 
the more influence he is apt to have behind him. 

And the most incompetent men are the men who can bring 
most influential pressure to bear on the heads of Departments 
to retain them. Consequently the heads of Departments will 
not live up to their duty, and therefore it is that Congress 
must act. As I said, I do not think that is the best way to 
act. I was in favor last year, in my committee, of a simple 
provision, that every Department of the Government shall every 
year discharge a certain percentage of its force. It might be 
a very small percentage—say 1 per cent. If we would provide 
that every Department of the Government should every year 
discharge a small percentage of its force, and discharge the 
men who by the efficiency record stood the lowest, I think that 
would remove this abuse. That would make every year a cer- 
tain exodus from the Departments. It would cause every clerk 
to have some stimulus to do well and not to stand at the bot- 
tom. It would improve the whole Department, and it would 
remedy this abuse. 

There are one or two so-called pension schemes which I 
believe in and which I prefer tv this crude and harsh provision, 
but the rest of my committee did not agree with me, and, 
therefore, it seems to me there is nothing feasible before us to 
remedy the abuse except to accept this one proposition that is 
before the House, and when a person attains a certain age, to 
drop him. 

Now, that, of course, is not scientific; that leads to injustice 
and hardship. There will be, of course, men of the specified 
age who are competent and ought to stay, but all legislation of 
this kind must deal with averages; it must deal with general 
classes and not with individuals, and, therefore, although it 
will work hardships, it certainly will effect the end which we 
are aiming at. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor] said that this 
superannuation was a great abuse and if we did not do some- 
thing both the country and party would suffer for it. Well, if 
it is a great abuse, it is worth while remedying, even at the 
expense of some individual suffering. We may sympathize with 
them, but it seems to me the end to be accomplished is far 
greater than the misfortune or unfairness which will accom- 
pany it. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. GILLETT] yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ADAMS]? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I would like to ask the gentle- 
man if he thinks it is exactly a square deal to examine people 
for their fitness when they enter under civil service and then 
to drop them at 70 years of age, irrespective of any examina- 
tion or any fitness they may still have which would entitle them 
to remain in the service? Is that exactly a fair deal? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I think it is perfectly fair 
to say to every man when he goes into the service, that when 
he gets to 70 years of age he will have to get out of it. I think 
that is fair. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. The service is founded on 
competency, and they are examined to prove that they are com- 
petent when they enter, and why should they not be retained 
as long as they are competent? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Theoretically, as I already 
said, they should be retained. It is the ideal system. That is 
the law to-day. To-day the law is that just as soon as they 
are incompetent they shall be dropped, but the Jaw is not en- 
forced. If the gentleman can suggest any way by which that 
law will be enforced, I will agree with him that it is the best 
plan. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. You should have an examina- 
tion to turn them out the same as you have to take them in. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. We have got a better plan 
than such an examination now. The law is that the head of 
the Department, who knows of their incompetency, shall turn 
them out to-day, but he does not do it. That is better than an 
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examination, because he has had the experience of watching 
them for years in his Department, and he knows better than any 
examination will tell whether they are competent, The gentle- 
man's theory is quite right, of course. 


Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. The gentleman says that it is 
entirely different from the Army and Navy, because when a 
man is retired there on age he is retired with a pension of two- 
thirds pay. Here you get the best out of a man all his years, 
and then you drop him out without any compensation and throw 
him on the charity of the world. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I will agree 
that theoretically that is right. But let me say further that 
this appeal does not weigh very strongly with me—namely, that 
you are throwing a man out on the world when he is 70 years of 
age, after he has worked for the Government all his years, 
because all of these Department clerks are paid 50 per cent 
more than they could have gotten anywhere else. They have 
been treated with indulgence, and it seems to me it is fair to say 
to them when they get to the age of 70 they must understand 
that that ends their departmental life. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does not the gentleman think that perhaps 
the actual cure of all this trouble will be a fixed tenure of 
office—a long one, perhaps—and a provision in the law that 
at the expiration of that fixed time a man should go out unless 
reappointed, and that he would not be reappointed except for 
some excellence in the service? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I have con- 
sidered that problem. It has certainly much of argument in its 
favor, but I have coneluded that it is not the best way. We 
can see how easy it would be for reappointments to be made, 
and it would become a mere perfunctory reappointment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. You might prevent that by adding to a 
fixed term reexamination at the end of the period by this non- 
partisan body that has about it nothing of the favoritism which 
of course is exercised by executive officers at the request of Sena- 
tors and Representatives. The incumbent thus would not be 


eligible for reappointment unless he showed a certain degree of | 


excellence, a superior degree of excellence to that which he had 
on entering the service. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. That does not seem to me 
the best remedy, because there would be a great probability of 
favoritism in the appointment, or else they would beeome 
merely perfunctory reappointments, and the whole law would 
amount to nothing at all. The only criticism made to-day is 
that the clerks become incompetent because of age. If it is a 
fair criticism, I do not see why this proposition does not 
remedy it, and whereas there will be cases of individual hard- 
ship at first I do not feel that on the whole it is unfair to 
clerks, who have come here and been paid much more than 
they would be paid in other similar branches of civil life, that 
when they get to the age of 65 they shall have their salaries 
reduced and at 70 years shall leave the service. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask 
the gentleman a question. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I am trying to find out what is 
the condition in the several States in this kind of a case. I 
will ask, in your State of Massachusetts, whether a soldier who 
has been working for the State government under the civil- 
service law, who has reached the age of 70 and should become 
wholly inefficient because of age, is he discharged, and if he is 
discharged what becomes of him? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts, I do not know. I do not 
think we have any regulation as to discharge on account of age. 

Mr. GAINES of ‘Tennessee. Is he discharged when he gets 
to be 70 years of age? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. We have no age limit of 
discharge. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. What do you do with an em- 
ployee in the civil service in your State when he becomes 
physically unable to attend to the affairs of his office? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I assume that he is dis- 
charged when he can not perform his duties. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I asked the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Grosvenor], and he informed me that they had Soldiers’ 
Homes where they could go and live. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Of course we have soldiers’ 
aid all over our State, but it is only a small proportion of these 
who were soldiers, 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. But because he was a soldier he 
is given preference, and we want to take care of him because 
he was a soldier, against a man who has not been a soldier. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I would like to ask the gen- 


tleman if the civil service has not been extended away beyond 
what the original law contemplated? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. That has been freely dis- 
cussed. I do not know whether it has or not. I suspect some 
people contemplated it and a great many did not. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman’s opinion as to this particular matter of reform in the 
service, as to whether it should have regard to the heads of 
subdivisions in the classified service, and especially the subject 
of limitation without regard to length of service or merit either? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I have always been one 
that differed with a great many others on that. I believe these 
higher branches ought not to be put in the civil service and 
ought not to stand on the same footing as the lower branches. 
When you know that the executive capacity is the most impor- 
tant of the characteristics of a man’s service, that class ought 
to be left out of competitive appointment. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Is it the opinion of the gen- 
tleman that this law is never enforced by reason of the chiefs 
of divisions not doing their duty as they should do it? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I think it is not the chiefs 
of divisions, it is the heads of the Departments who do not do 
their duty. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I think it was stated here 
yesterday, or I understood it was, that it was the heads of the 
divisions—perhaps it was stated the heads of the Departments 
and I did not catch it accurately. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I will have to differ with 
the gentleman. I do not think the head of the division has 
the power or has charge of the responsibility of discharging 
the inefficient man. It is upon the head of the Department, and 
it is the duty of the head of the Department to find out the 
men who are incompetent to discharge their respective duties. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. But under the system the 
chiefs of the divisions of the Departments haye much to do with 
it, und they have to inform the heads of the Departments with 
regard to the several clerks in their particular divisions as to 
their efficiency, and so forth, 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Unquestionably. At the 
same time it seems to me that under the law of Congress it is 
the duty of the heads of Departments to find out, as they easily 
could from the heads of divisions, the incompetent men and to 
obey the law and discharge them. They do not do it, and I 
should put the responsibility on the heads of Departments. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Do I understand that under 
the law at present a man may be discharged for inefficiency 
without charges being preferred against him? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly. That rule, you 
know, about a hearing and trial was dispensed with or changed 
by President Roosevelt. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Just recently? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. By President Roosevelt 
some time ago. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Within the last year? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I think so; yes. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Will the gentleman per- 
mit? I understand, of course, that under the law and perhaps 
under the rulings of the Executive a clerk may be discharged 
without any cause being shown; but, as a matter of fact, do 
they not require, except where some emergency necessitates 
such discharge, that cause be shown? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Does not who require it? 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Does not the executive de- 
partment—does not the President require it? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. No; the President certainly 
does not. Very likely the head of a Department would require 
his head of a division to give him a reason before he would dis- 
charge a clerk. I should hope he would. It seems to me that 
is reasonable; but all the head of a Department has to do is 
to say that a man is incompetent. He can instantly be dis- 
charged, and he need not even say that. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. May I ask the gentleman 
another question? The gentleman being an advocate of the 
present civil-service law, what objection does he see to making 
the modification suggested by the gentleman from Ohio—that 
is to say, a tenure of office so far as clerks in the Government 
service are concerned? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I, personally, think the 
present system is much better than that, because, it seems to 
me, there would always be danger of the reappointment being 
made through favoritism—that political feeling would come 
in—and that is what I think ought not to be allowed. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. But if it required another 
examination and a competitive one for reappointment—— 
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Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. That would do away with 
that objection; but I do not see any advantage in the suggestion. 
I do not think the argument made by the gentleman from 
Ohio, for instance, that it is a good thing fora young man to conie 
in and go into a Department for four or five or six years, is a good 
argument. I should think it was a bad thing for an ambitious 
young man to do that. It gets him in the habit of short hours, 
an indolent life, and as far as that goes it rather tends to kill 
his ambition and to unfit him for success in other branches of 
life, it seems to me. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. The gentleman certainly 
will admit that the present system has gotten us into a de- 
plorable condition. Even if he believes, as I know he does, 
in the competitive examination system for appointment, the life 
tenure incident of the present civil service has got us into a de- 
plorable state of affairs. What remedy do the particular pro- 
ponents and friends of this system have to offer for this condi- 
tion? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Why, does not the sugges- 
tion of the chairman of the subcommittee [Mr. Lirraver] offer 
a complete remedy? Of course the difficulty now is not with 
the law, but with the execution of the law. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. I do not believe myself that 
a man is always incompetent at that age. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. No, he is not; but is there 
any unfairness in that proposition? 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. And it may be suggested 
that there are a great many incompetents who are under that 
age under the present system. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes; and under any system 
there will be a great many incompetents, unquestionably. But 
the gentleman must remember that every one of these incom- 
petents can be remoyed if the man over him wants to remove 
him, and that is what you can not have in every kind of service. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. I will not interrupt the gen- 
tleman again, but that reply seems to me to indicate the almost 
fatal attitude of mind of those who are particularly friendly to 
this sort of law, that it could be ideally enforced, but as a mat- 
ter of fact it does not work. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. No 
therefore this proposition is brought in. 

Mr. BRICK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man a question, $ 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. BRICK. I understand the gentleman has given a great 
deal of attention to this bill and to the difficulty that attaches 
to employees under the civil service, and of removing them for 
incompetency. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. We had hearings at the 
last Congress on that subject. 

Mr. BRICK. And the gentleman has considered many plans 
for its remedy? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. BRICK. And there have been a great number of plans 
and remedies presented to cure that evil? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. BRICK. One of them, as I understood the gentleman in 
his speech a while ago, was that if we would drop from each 
Department 1 per cent, or a certain per cent, each year, that 
would in a way tend to remoye the eyil; but I would like to 
ask the gentleman if that would not be attended by hardships 
here and there? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. It would. 

Mr. BRICK. Because a Department might have all good men, 
and some geod men would haye to be the lowest. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. That is true. 

Mr. BRICK. Has the gentleman ever discovered a scheme 
that was not attended with some hardship to the individual? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. No; as I said a few min- 
utes ago, if seems to me that individual hardships haye got to 
give way for the public good. 

Mr. BRICK. That is true everywhere, and true in the laws 
of nature. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. BRICK. I take it, then, that we will have to do the 
best we can to approximate a system of elimination? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. It seems to me that is cer- 
tainly what we have got to do. 

Mr. BRICK. Now, I would like to ask the gentleman if, 
under the circumstances and all of the investigations the gen- 
tleman has made, there is any more practical solution of the 
difficulty ikan the one now presented in this bill before the com- 
mittee? 
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Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. It seems to me that this is 
a very practical remedy for it, and absolutely cures the evil. 

Mr. BRICK. And every young man who goes into the service, 
when he is examined, knows that in twenty-five or thirty years 
he has got to go out, and that he must prepare himself to go out, 
and save money and get in a prepared condition to step out? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes; and we give them a 
much larger compensation than is paid outside, and he has an 
opportunity to prepare for that. 

Mr. BRICK. It has been stated here that expenses in Wash- 
ington are greater than they are outside. Is that necessarily 
true? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. It does not seem to me that 
it is, although I am not a very good judge of that, perhaps. 

Mr. BRICK. The gentleman does not take it, then, that with 
all the notice of a lifetime to everybody entering the civil serv- 
ice that when he reaches the age of TO, or sooner if he becomes 
inefficient, he shall retire—that there is any qualification of 
unfairness about it? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. It does not seem to me so, 
except, perhaps, in some individual cases there might be an 
injustice. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have taken more time than I intended 
to from the gentleman from Tennessee. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is recognized in his own 
right. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I will. 

Mr. PRINCE. I would like to ask the gentleman this ques- 
tion: Do the clerks who work outside of the Departments here 
in the District of Columbia receive for like services as much 
pay as the clerks in the Departments receive for like services? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I do not think they do. 

Mr. PRINCE. Does it cost the clerks outside of the Depart- 
ments any less to live in the District of Columbia than it does 
the clerks in the Departments? 


Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I can not conceive how it 
should. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 


will permit me 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We might as well be perfectly fair 
about this business. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I hope to be. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I know the gentleman wants to be; 
it is a question of information on certain subjects and no one of 
us has it all. I am in favor of some remedy for this eyil, as 
everybody knows, but as a matter of fact it does cost more to live 
in Washington than it does in other cities. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. The gentleman did not un- 
derstand the question of the gentleman from Illinois. He asked 
if it cost any more for a clerk in the Department to live here 
than for a clerk outside the Department. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course if two men liye in the 
same style in Washington it makes no sort of difference whether 
one is in the Department and one out. But the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Brick] asked the gentleman from Massachusetts 
a question and the gentleman said he didn’t know about it; that 
was whether it cost any more to live in Washington than it cost 
somewhere else. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. My experience is—and I take it 
mine is about the same as anybody else’s—that it costs more to 
live in the city of Washington than any other place I was ever 
in in my life. [Laughter.] That is, to live in the same style 
of living. I have lived in Cincinnati, in Jefferson City, a little 
while in St. Louis, but generally in country places. 

Taking into consideration the cost of living in the city of 
Washington and the cost of living in a country place, I think 
all will admit that the cost of living in Washington is at least 
double that which it will cost in a country place. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Certainly it will be in any 
big city. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that it costs more in New 
York City to live than it does in the city of Washington. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is perhaps true. I would 
guess that it costs more to live in New York than it does to live 
here. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I suppose the size of the 
city always adds to the expense. 

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I suppose so. An unusually large 
number of people board here. 
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Mr. BRICK. Mr. Chairman, the idea I had in the question 
I asked had behind it this, that I suppose that a man can live 
in Washington if he desires to, who is a clerk of a Department, 
as cheaply as he can in Chicago or Pittsburg or New York or 
any other large city. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. 
be any very material difference. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I doubt very much as to whether 
that is true. This town runs largely on the half-year plan, and 
every other capital runs on the same principle. You undertake 
to rent a house here and you have to do one of two things about 
it. You have to rent it by the year—and you do not need it 
by the year—and pay a fair rental for it, or if you simply rent 
it for the session you pay twice as much rent as you ought to 
pay. Now, I believe that rents are higher here in proportion to 
the size of the town than they are in any other place in the 
United States, unless it be at Harrisburg or some other place 
that is a State capital, and the whole thing is run on the same 
half-year plan as it is here. While I am at it I desire to ask 
the gentleman from Massachusetts a question about the matter. 
I ask this strictly for information. What is the reason that 
these heads of Departments can not be induced or compelled by 
some kind of process to discharge their duties in this matter? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I think you must ask them 
for that information. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. But the gentleman has been inves- 
tigating this matter for a good long time in his committee. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. But that does not bring 
me into confidential relation with the heads of Departments. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. They are simply trying to shift 
the doing of an unpleasant act—and that is exactly what it is— 
from their own shoulders to our shoulders. I am willing to 
assume my part of the white man’s burden, but I am not willing 
to take up any other person’s part of it. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I suppose the difference 
between our duty and theirs is that we have done the general 
duty, and we have placed upon their shoulders the work of per- 
forming the specific, personal duty. It is a good deal harder 
to do that latter; to go to a man and say individually, “ You 
must get out,” than it is for us to pass a general order and say, 
“You must put them all out.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, in further answer to the 
question of the gentleman from Missouri I would suggest that 
the reason why these people say they can not do their duty is 
because we in the Senate and in the House will not let them; 
that we pile down upon them, and I have always been of the 
opinion that was once expressed by the Senator from Texas, 
Mr. Barney, that it would be a good idea to punish any Repre- 
sentative who went to an executive oflicer except when he was 
there at request in writing and unless he also replied in writing. 

Mr. BRICK. Mr, Chairman, if the gentleman will permit me, 
T think I can answer as to what some of the chiefs have said 
whose earnest desire is for the efficiency of the service, and that 
something may be done. In the first place they made the state- 
ment that a man’s efficiency in the Department is in the inverse 
ratio of his Congressional influence. In the second place, they 
say that while there is a general rule where they may dis- 
charge for incompetency and where they attempt to enforce it, 
yet the Congressmen come to them and earnestly request that 
these clerks be retained, and they say as a matter of fact and 
practically that there is only one way in the world to regulate 
this matter, and that is to put the chiefs of the Departments in 
the position that when a Congressman or Senator comes to them 
with pressure they will be able to say, “ This is the law and we 
ean not do anything else.” 

Mr. MAHON. It is the law now. 

Mr. BRICK. Yes; it is the law with a loophole. The law 
now is that any person permanently disabled or incompetent, 
not temporarily sick, shall be discharged, and with the loop- 
hole “ temporarily incompetent” we succumb to the pressure, and 
a person is reported temporarily incompetent or only partially 
incompetent. It comes under the word “ temporarily,” and, as a 
matter of human nature, of kindness, and weakness, they are 
allowed to stay, and there is no other way of remedying the evil 
than to make a hard and fast rule by some plan or scheme, some- 
thing like the one under discussion in this appropriation bill. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman indulge me 
to read a most remarkable historical statement, and, because it 
is remarkable, I beg the indulgence of the committee and of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts to allow me to read it. On 
page 3813 the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Livinesron] used 
this language yesterday: 


Mr. Tawney. There are men in the service drawing 
85 years of age, who have been furloughed and have no 
ef work for several years. 


I do not suppose there can 


1,600 who are 
done a stroke 
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. There are men, Mr. Chairman—and we might as 
well finish the sentence—who are lifted in their cbair fo thelr desk, 
when they go at all. Let me say to you 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Lifted in their chairs? 

Book Tawney. And hauled to the Department day after day in car- 
riages. 

Mr. Livineston. Mr. Chairman, two years ago, I think It was, your 
subcommittee on this bill had the Commissioner of Pensions before us— 
not the present Commissioner, but the preceding one— 


I believe the preceding Commissioner was Mr. Ware, of Kan- 
sas— 


and we began to catechise him. He said very candidly, “I have a 
hundred people I do not need.“ Well,” we d, “as Representatives 
of the Government we can not, my dear man, ap ropriate money for 
those peoe when you do not need them.” He said, Cut them out.” 
We asked him in what class they were, and he went ee and picked 
out the classes and cut out a hundred clerks. We came back the next 
winter and found we had to appropriate for every single one of them; 
that not one of them had been cut out. Now, can you think it strange 
that your Committee on 3 after trying these different 
lans all these years, would come up here with an arbitrary rule? 
Why, we asked him the question, “ Why did you not do it?“ He said 
there were two causes—one was humanity and the other was pressure. 
You put this in here now, strike out that clause from the bill, er tee 
no substitute or amendment, and go away from here, and we will have 
to appropriate in a deficiency act next fall for a lot of clerks that we 
have not appropriated for—three or four or five hundred thousand 
soars which we will have to come back here next winter and take 
care of. 


Now, that is what the gentleman from Georgia said yester- 
day, that after they had picked out clerks and had cut them 
out of the law, the Commissioner did not discharge them for 
two reasons, “ humanity and pressure,” he says. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. What point does the gentleman from 
Tennessee make in regard to that? 

I am much obliged to the 


Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. 
gentleman from Tennessee for giving way to me. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I will tell the gentleman. 
simply reading it as a remarkable historical statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the Chair understand the gentleman 
from Massachusetts to yield? 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I just came in and I did not know what 
use the gentleman was making of that statement. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I read it because, as I said, it 
was a most remarkable statement of history—a fact that as 
strong a man as Mr. Ware, Pension Commissioner, could not 
obey the law because of humanity and because of outside 
pressure. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIIIIAus! had 
just alluded to the question of “ pressure.” 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. BURKE of Pennsyl- 
vania having taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message 
in writing from the President of the United States was com- 
municated to the House of Representatives by Mr. BARNES, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the House of Representa- 
tives that the President had approved and signed bills of the 
following titles: 

On March 12: 

H. R. 648. An act granting a pension to Charles Falbisaner ; 
An act granting a pension to Mattie Settlemire ; 


I was 


H. R. 3250. An act granting a pension to Harrison White; 
H 3502. An act granting a pension to Morris Osborn ; 


. An act granting a pension to Blanche Douglass; 

. An act granting a pension to Leola V. Franks; 
An act granting a pension to Richard H. Kelly; 
An act granting a pension to Anna M. Case; 

. An act granting a pension to Harry W. Omo; 

. An act granting a pension to Mary E. Scott; 
An act granting a pension to Thomas J. Stevens, 


— 
ff EE 


6859. An act granting a pension to Eva B. Koch; 
II. 7240. An act granting a pension to Glawvina A. Pinnell; 
H. 7636. An act granting a pension to John J. Meeler ; 
II. 9253. An act granting a pension to Vollie A. McMillen ; 
II. 9530. An act granting a pension to Catherine B. Casey; 
II. 10457. An act granting a pension to Lizzie Bremmer ; 


H. R. 10459. An act granting a pension to Alta M. Westen- 


R. 10476. An act granting a pension to Charles T. Hesler; 
R. 10483. An act granting a pension to James Gallt; 

R. 10611. An act granting a pension to John J. Brewer; 

R. 10967. An act granting a pension to George Larson; 

R. 11051. An act granting a pension to Henry T. McDowell; 
R. 11630. An act granting a pension to Harriet E. St. John; 
R. 11846. An act granting a pension to Clara M. Thompson; 
R. 12285. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Kirkland; 
R. 12297. An act granting a pension to Estelle Kuhn; 7 
R. 524. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylyenus 


ay; 
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75 R. 650. An act granting an increase of pension to Felix G. 
ger; 
mi R. 1032. An act granting an increase of pension to Seth 
lips ; 

H. R. 1043. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
Hounsom; 
5 5 R. 1200. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 

arker ; 
Raa R. 1287. An act granting an increase of pension to John D. 

oore; 

H. R. 1359. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
M. Robinson ; 

H. R. 1483. An act granting an increase of pension to Jose- 
phine B. Quentin; 

H. R. 1484. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Lovell; 

H. R. 1485. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan J. 
Williams; 

II. R. 1585. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
N. Dutcher; 

II. R. 1658. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
M. Drake; - 

H. R. 1859. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
T. B. Carr; 

II. R. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Shultz; 3 

H. R. 1902. An act granting an increase of pension to Gilbert 
Ford; $ 

H. R. 1909. An act granting an increase of pension to Alex- 
ander Miller; 

H. R. 1975. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
House; 

II. R. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Harry C. 
Thorne; 

II. R. 1979. An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
L. Hill; 

H. R. 2048. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph J. 
Cooper ; 

H. R. 2054. An act granting an increase of pension to Ralph A. 
Adams; 

H. R. 2059. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Washburn; 

H. R. 2114. An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min F. Bibb; 

H. R. 2116. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Hays; 

H. R. 2156. An act granting an increase of pension to Rachel 
E. Ware; 

H. R. 2174. An act granting an increase of pension to Na- 
thaniel Buchanan ; 

H. R. 2204. An act granting an increase of pension to Dexter 
E. W. Stone; 

H. R. 2306. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Stell; 

H. R. 2307. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Jones Martin; 

H. R. 2478. An act granting an increase of pension to Asa M. 
Foote; 

H. R. 2595. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter D. 
Sutton; 

H. R. 2703. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Weeks; 

H. R. 2709. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius D. 
Rodgers; 

H. R. 2762. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Chandler; 

II. R. 2823. An act granting an increase of pension to Orton D. 
Ford; 

H. R. 2849. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Harrison ; 

H. R. 2949. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Adamson ; 

H. R. 2954. An act granting an increase of pension to Chaun- 
cey P. Dean; 

H. R. 3193. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
R. Todd; 

H. R. 8220. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
Johnson ; 

H. R. 3230, An act granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Buelen ; 

H. R. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
L. Daugherty; 

I. R. 3342. An act granting an increase of pension to Albin L. 
Ingram; 


ERS 3403. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
er; 
3 boo 3425. An act granting an increase of pension to Warren 
e; 

H. R. 3483. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
P. Williams; 

H. R. 3500. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
M. Martin; 

H. R. 3544. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
M. Grier; 

H. R. 3552. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
F. McDonald; 

H. R. 3570. An act granting an increase of pension to Susam 
Whorton ; 

H. R. 3571. An act granting an increase of pension to Eben 
Watson ; 

H. R. 3679. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
M. Hunter; 
3 H. R. 3966. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

ester ; 
Phas 5 3973. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac P. 

night; 

H. R. 4179. An act granting an increase of pension to Owen 
Donohoe ; 

H. R. 4192. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
C. Cayanaugh, alias John Carpenter; 

H. R. 4202. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Umstead ; 

H. R. 4206. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Henry Ober; 
= H. R. 4221. An act granting an increase of pension to William 

‘oat; 

H. R. 4246, An act granting an increase of pension to George 
D. Street; 
nae R. 4685. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 

ch; 

H. R. 4741. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
Dickerson ; 

H. R. 4751. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
J. Sparling; 
es H. R. 4764. An act granting an increase of pension to Ahijah 

rown ; 

H. R. 4878. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
H. Witherwax; 

H. R. 4886. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
De Lafayette Burket ; 

H. R. 4957. An act granting an increase of pension to Elijah 


J. Snodgrass ; 

H. R. 4962. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Sturgis; 
2 H ee An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

. Carll; 

H. R. 5163. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
U. Mallorie; 

H. R. 5186. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Fulton; 

H. R. 5212. An act granting an increase of pension to Giles 
Q. Slocum ; 
a 55 = 5605. An act granting an increase of pension to James 

elley ; 

H. R. 5640. An act granting an increase of pension to Abraham 
Mathews; 

H. R. 5647. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Wetterich: 

II. R. 5656. An act granting an increase of pension to Darius 
H. Randall: 
ice r 5658. An act granting an increase of pension to Josepli 

Nichols ; 

H. R. 5692. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry, 
G. Gardner; 

H. R. 5708. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
T. Fallon ; F 

H. R. 5753. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
H. Murphy ; 

H. R. 5830. An act granting an increase of pension to Sylvenus 
Hardy ; 

H. R. 5855. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
L. Brown; 

H. R. 5909. An act granting an increase of pension to Williant 
H. Bynon; 


H. R. 5938. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
J. McClaskey ; 

H. R. 5957. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry, 
J. Steck ; 
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5 R. 6063. An act granting an increase of pension to Maria 
yer; 

H. R. 6065. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Crowe; 

H. R. 6085. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
C. Rardin; 

H. R. 6098. An act granting an increase of pension to Sadie 
A. Walker; 

H. R. 6109. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Ackert; 

H. R. 6115. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Sarlls; 

II. R. 6117. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Dill; 

H. R. 6133. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Bagley; 

H. R.6137. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
S. Stowell ; 

H. R. 6178. An act granting an increase of pension to Carl W. 
Block ; 

H. R. 6226. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Bruner ; 

H. R. 6340. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
D. Hatch; 

H. R. 6398. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Henry ; 

H: R. 6399. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Hanna; 

H. R. 6408. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Queman ; 

H. R. 6494. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Hughes; 

H. R. 6516. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Bailey; 

H. R. 6538. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
H. Rice; 

H. R. 6565. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Hatter; 

H. R. 6813. An act granting an increase of pension to Emsley 
Kinsauls ; 

H. R. 6873. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Phillips; 

H. R. 6913. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Gibbons; 

H. R. 6941. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice 
Gearkee ; 

H. R. 6947. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Washburn ; — 

H. R. 6962. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
Phillips, jr.; 

H. R. 6977. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred S. 
Isaacs; 

H. R. 6992. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Duffy ; 

H. R. 6993. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
Sarvis; 

H. R. 7001. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
M. Dunham; 

II. R. 7213. An act granting an increase of pension to Loucette 
E. Glavis; 

H. R. 7222. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi J. 
Walton; 

H. R. 7224. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
R. Ellis; 

H. R. 7231. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
O’Tool ; 

H. R. 7238. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Campbell ; 

H. R. 7241. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Allhands ; 


H. R. 7525. 
K. Spencer ; 


An act granting an increase of pension to William 
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5 È N. 7665. An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley 
. Banks; i 

H. R. 7680. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Shannon ; 

H. R. 7711. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Dunnan; 

H. R. 7721. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
V. Lowary ; 

II. R. 7750. An act granting an increase of pension to Anton 
Riedmuller ; 

II. R. 7838. An act granting an increase of pension to S. Har- 
riet Morris; 

II. R. 7941. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlon 
B. Osborn ; 

H. R. 7955. An act granting an increase of pension to Newton 
E. Terrill; 

II. R. 7948. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Reynolds, alias William Reynolds; 

H. R. 7982. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
M. Kellogg; 


H. R. 8043. An act granting an increase of pension to Lafay- 
ette Dodds; 

II. R. 8044. An act granting an increase of pension to Angel 
Hausker; 

II. R. 8061. An act granting an increase of pension to Heart 
Echard ; 

H. R. 8156. An act granting an increase of pension to Loren 
H. Howard; 

H. R. 8109. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
C. Jones; 

II. R. 8187. An act granting an increase of pension to Silas 
G. Elliott; 

II. R. 8213. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Monteith ; 


H. R. 8216. An act granting an increase of pension to Philipp 
Cline, alias Francis Klein; 

II. R. 8233. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
A. Power; 

H. R. 8242. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Alves; 

H. R. 8251. An act granting an increase of pension to Abel 
S. Thompson ; 

H. R. $253. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Dolan ; 

H. R. 8288. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Carr; 
z H. R. 8302. An act granting an increase of pension to Maurice 

ayes; 

H. R. 8317. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
Thompson ; 

H. R. 8406. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan 
W. Selfridge; 

H. R. 8493. An act granting an increase of pension to Sallie 
F. Sheffield ; 

H. R. 8520. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred 
F. White; 

H. R. 8541. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
H. Pinney; í 

H. R. 8556. An act granting an increase of pension to Ethan 
Blodgett ; 

H. R. 8562. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Ostermann ; 

-H. R. 8596. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
C. Messerschmidt ; 

H. R. 8649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Bode; 

H. R. 8663. 
A. Amende; 

H. R. 8664. 
Wascher ; 

H. R. 8714. 
Gibson ; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 


An act granting an increase of pension to George 


II. R. 7576. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Brummett; 

H. R. 7599. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Holland ; 

H. R. 7600. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Welch; 

II. R. 7607. An act granting an increase of pension to Annie 
M. Smith; À 

II. R. 7628. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorenzo 
D. Stoker ; 

H. R. 7649. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Leipnitz* p 


II. R. 8794. 
Shearer; 

II. R. 8846. 
Todd ; 

H. R, 8847. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Stout 
An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 


An act granting an increase of pension to Philip 


D. Thompson ; 

H. R. 8918. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Hull, alias Spencer J. Hull; 

H. R. 8926. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Keller ; 

H. R. 8939. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
A. Chauncey ; 
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0 8944. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Lorance; 

II. R. 8949. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Richard Clark; 

II. R. 9051. An act granting an increase of pension to Asher 
S. Bouden; 
* 85 9052. An act granting an increase of pension to Jonathan 

ood; 

H. R. 9059. An act granting an increase of pension to Ebenezer 
S. Edgerton; 
a 5 5 An act granting an increase of pension to George 

. Brail; 
nee R. 9077. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 

gle; 
1 II. R. 9104. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 

rown; 

H. R. 9122. An act granting an increase of pension to Philander 
Bennett; 

H. R. 9142. An act granting an increase of pension to Herman 
A. Kimball; 

H. R. 9146. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis 
A. Jones; 

H. R. 9209. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
D. Cohen; 

H. R. 9234. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. McDonald; 

H. R. 9237. An aet granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Dachrodt ; 

H. R. 9279. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Curley ; 
83 R. 9351. An act granting am increase of poston te Marie G. 

nham ; 

H. R. 9405. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Burns; 

H. R. 9416. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob M. 
Longsworth ; 

H. R. 9567. An act granting an increase of pension to Hender- 
son Rose; 

H. R. 9579. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Harris; 

H. R. 9651. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
S. Word; 

H. R. 9789. An act granting an increase of pension to Josiah 
Nicholson ; 

H. R. 9795. An act granting an increase of pension to Emory 
Edward Patch; 

H. R.9851. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
G. Richardson ; 
noe An act granting an increase of pension to Hinman 

hodes; 

H. R. 9929, An act granting an increase of pension to Orlean 
De Witt: 

H. R. 10007. An act granting an increase of pension to Apple- 
ton Gibson; 

H. R. 10175. An act granting an increase of pension to Mat- 
thew A. Knight; 

H. R. 10216. An act granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
Longstaff ; 

H. R. 10256. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
D. Diehl; 

H. R. 10258. An act granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Smith ; 

H. R. 10266. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Morris; 

H. R. 10269. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Ricketts ; 

H. R. 10297. An act granting an increase of pension to Nicho- 
las Hercherberger ; 

II. R. 10307. An act granting an increase of pension to Milton 
A. Saeger; 

H. R. 10308. An act granting an increase of pension to Dillon 
F. Acker; 

H. R. 10323. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
J. Donohue ; 

H. R. 10302. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Chenoweth; 

H. R. 10437. An act granting an increase of pension to Casper 


Yost; 

H. R. 10439. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
‘Ann Gaunt; 

H. R. 10477. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Babcock ; 

H. R. 10521. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
F. Cluley ; 


E R. 10522. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
. Everitt; 
= 5 R. 10551. An act granting an increase of pension to Ezekial 
oik; 
H. R. 10552. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Wilkinson ; 
8 z R. 10564. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi N. 
odley ; 
H. R. 10582. An act granting an increase of pension to Oscar 
B. Caswell ; 
H. R. 10623. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
L. Bostwick ; 
H. R. 10687. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi I. 
Shipman ; 
H. R. 10720. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
F. Caldwell; 
H. R. 10722. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Flint; 
H. R. 10741. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Clark ; 
H. R. 10807. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
J. Long 
= i 10872 An act granting an increase of pension to Abram 
J. Hill; 
H. R. 10883. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Lee; 
H. R. 10918. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
W. Josselyn ; 
Seo eras An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Dennis; 
H. R. 10954. An act granting an increase of pension to Letitia 
D. Watkins; 
H. R. 10969. An act granting an increase of pension to Cala- 
way G. Tucker; 
H. R. 11061. An act granting an increase of pension to Reanna 
Pile; 
8 II. R. 11096. An act granting an increase of pension to Sion B. 
lazner ; 
H. R. 11101. An act granting an increase of pension | to An- 
drew J. Baker; 
Gan R. 11105. An act granting an increase of pension to Michael 
mer; 
z H; B: 11152, An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
. Lydy; 
P Ss R. 11144. An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
ratt; 
5 oe R. 11145. An act granting an increase of pension to Melvin 
pi R 11160. An act granting an increase of pension to Lemuel 
erber 
H. R. 11205. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Spice; 
H. R. 11302. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Cotton; 
8 = R. 11320. An act granting an increase of pension to Adam 
‘00 
$ 55 R. 11343. An act granting an increase of pension to Enoch 
Olen; 
5 1 a It. 11561. An act granting an increase of pension to Egbert 
etter; 
8 a R. 11620. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
uimby : 
2 3 An act granting an increase of pension to James 
„Jordan: 
a 87 R. 11658. An act granting an increase of pension to Gould 
D. Utter: 
H. R. 11672. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank- 
lin J. Fellows; 
H. R. 11724. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
A. Conley ; 
H. R. 11777. An act granting an increase of pension to Manson 
B. Scott: 
H. R. 11808. An act granting an increase of pension to Web- 
ster Thomas; 
H. R. 11842, An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Noble; 
H. R. 11908. An act granting an increase of pension to Ste- 
phen V. Sturtevant; 
H. R. 11916. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward 
L. Kimball; 
H. R. 12008, An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Blanding; 
H. R. 12016, An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cassady ; 
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II. R. 12027. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathan 
C. Bradley; 

H. R. 12038. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Burleigh; 

H. R. 12054. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Hallowell; 

H. R. 12156. An act granting an increase of pension to Edwin 
Billing; 

H. R. 12102. An act granting an increase of pension to Wilhel- 
mina Healey ; 

H. R. 12290. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
L. Kretsinger ; 

II. R. 12384. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
Dunning; a 

H. R. 12388. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
T. Dunn; 

H. R. 12506. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
Howell; 

H. R. 12507. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Collier; 

H. R. 12510. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McWhorter; 

H. R. 12583. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth L. H. Labatt; 

H. R. 12640, An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus Walker; 

H. R. 12713. An act granting an increase of pension to Augus- 
tus F. Bradbury ; 

H. R. 12754. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam B. Eversole; 

H. R. 12837. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
Miller ; 

H. R. 12839. An act granting an increase of pension to Kath- 
ryn G. Hayt; 

H. R. 12937. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hoover; 

H. R. 13037. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
Peth Jane Kearney ; 

H. R. 13050. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam G. Crockett; 

II. R. 13078. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth F. Partin; 

H. R. 13084. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Dixon; 

H. R. 13129. An act granting an increase of pension to Pinkney 
W. H. Lee; 

H. R. 13141. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Southworth; 

H. R. 13457. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
McCay; 

H. R. 13536. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Cline; 

H. R. 13579. An act granting an increase of pension to Amon 
Miller ; 

H. R. 13582. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Sutherland; 

H. R. 6385. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Hastings; and 

H. R. 9944. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
J. Martin. 


LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 
The committee resumed its session. 


Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I desire to briefly call atten- 
tion to a subject which is connected, though somewhat remotely 
perhaps, with the particular appropriation bill which is now 
under consideration. It is connected with it in that if the legis- 
lation involved in the bills to which attention will be called 
should be enacted, it would result in the curtailment of appro- 
priations by future Congresses in the amounts which will other- 
wise be necessary for the judiciary branch of the Government, 
but this is not its most important phase. 

On the 26th of last month I introduced two bills, being H. R. 
15720 and H. R. 15721, respectively. These bills are as follows: 
A bill (H. R. 15720) to limit the jurisdiction of district and circuit 

courts of the United States. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the district and circuit courts of the United 
States shall not take original cognizance of any suit of a civil nature, 
either at common law or in equity, between a corporation created or 
organized by or under the laws of any State in which such corpora- 
tions at the time the cause of action accrued may have been carrying 
on any business authorized by the law creating it, except the court 
having jurisdiction of the domicile of the corporation, except in cases 
arising under the patent or copyright laws, and in like cases in which 

| said courts are authorized to take original cognizance of sults between 
citizens of the same State; nor shall any such suit between such a cor- 
282 and a citizen or citizens of a State in which it may be doing 


usiness be removed to any circuit court of the United States except 


in like cases in which such removal is authorized by the existing law 
in suits between citizens of the same State: Provitled, That nothing in 
this act shall be so construed as to affect suits pending in the courts 
of the United States at the time this act shall take efect, 


A bill (H. R. 15721) to amend the jurisdiction act of 1887 so as to 
abrogate Federal jurisdiction over State corporations when the juris- 
diction is founded only on the fact that the action or suit brought is 
between citizens of diferent States. 

Be it enacted, ete., That the first section of an act entitled “An act 
to amend the act of Congress approved March 3, 1875, entitled ‘An act 
to determine the jurisdiction of circuit courts of the United States, and 
to regulate the removal of causes from the State courts, and for other 
1 and to further regulate the jurisdiction of circuit courts of 

he United States, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1887 
which act was corrected by an act approved August 13, 1888, entitled 

“An act to correct the enrollment of an act approved March 3, 1887,” 

be, and the same hereby is, amended by striking out the words “if such 

instrument be — 5 to bearer and be not made by any corporation“ in 
said section; and that said section be, and hereby is, further amended 

w Senan) at the end of said section the following words: “And when 

the jurisdiction is founded only on the fact that the action or suit is 

between citizens of different States, corporations shall not be deemed 
citizens of the State which creates them, nor be treated as such for the 
purposes of jurisdiction; but all corporations chartered under the laws 
of any State are, for the purposes ‘of jurisdiction in the courts of the 

United States, declared to citizens, residents, and inhabitants in each 

and every State where they have an office or an agent, or in which 

they carry on and conduct any part of their corporate business." 

Suc. 2. That the second section of said act be, and the same is hereby, 
amended by striking out the period at the end of the second paragrap 
of said section and inserting a semicolon in place thereof and aiding 
then the following words: “ but no corporation having an agent or an 
office or carrying on any part of its corporate business in any State 
wherein suits by or against it, in the corporate name, are now din; 
or may hereafter be brought, shall be deemed to be a nonresident o 
such State so as to permit a removal of such suit or action to the cir- 
cuit court of the United States solely upon the ground of its nonresi- 
dence or noncitizenship, but such corporations, for the purpose of juris- 
diction in the courts of the United States and in the courts of the 
States, are declared to be, and shall be deemed and construed by the 
the courts to be, citizens, inhabitants, and residents in each State 
wherein they have or may, at the time of the accrual of the cause of 
action, have an office or agent or be engaged in carrying on any part 
of their corporate business or exercising any of their corporate fran- 
chises: Provided, however, That nothing in this act shall be so con- 
strued as to prevent corporations from removing suits or actions 
against them in the corporate name to the proper courts of the United 
States for any reason or upon any ground now fixed by law for such 
removal save only when the sole ground is that such corporation is a 
nonresident of the State where sued, or is a citizen of some State other 
than where sued.” 


These bills were, of course, referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary and are now pending before that committee. The 
object of both bills is precisely the same, which is to abrogate 
the jurisdiction of United States district and circuit courts over 
State corporations where the sole ground of such jurisdiction is 
the diversity of citizenship of the parties to the litigation. 
There are, it is believed, two distinct lines of legislaton by 
which Congress can bring about this abrogation, and both of these 
lines are presented in these bills, the first bill being a direct and 
original enactment and the second bill being an amendment 
to an existing statute in which the jurisdictional status of cor- 
porations relative to the courts of the United States, or, to be 
exact, circuit and district United States courts, is declared. 

I trust it may be clearly understood in the very beginning 
just what is the scope of the proposed legislation. It affects ex- 
isting law only in so far as the question of jurisdiction depends 
upon the character or citizenship of the parties litigating, and 
affects only corporations in this regard. All other grounds of 
jurisdiction are left untouched. 


HISTORY OF LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL ACTION. 


The third article of the Constitution of the United States is 
devoted to the judiciary. The second section of that article pro- 
vides that the judicial power of the United States shall extend 
to nine classes of cases which are there specifically enumerated. 
The sixth class, that of cases between a State and citizens of 
another State, was eliminated or abrogated by the eleventh 
amendment to the Constitution, so that now there are eight classes 
of actions, together with such others as may arise under the 
fifth and fourteenth amendments, to which the judicial power of 
the United States extends. Omitting all except that class di- 
rectly involved in the proposed bills I am discussing, and for 
clearness quoting the exact language of the organic law, we 
have this: 

The judicial power shall extend to all cases between citizens of 
different States. 

The first serious business which engaged the attention of the 
first Senate of the United States was the judiciary act, estab- 
lishing the various courts and making provision for their juris- 
diction. This act, after extensive and learned debate in the 
Senate and the House, was passed by both bodies, signed by the 
President, and became the law on September 24, 1789. It is 
usually referred to as the judiciary act of 1789. The eleventh 
section of that act provided as follows: 


The circuit courts shall have original cognizance, concurrent with 
the courts of the several States, of all suits of a civil nature at com- 
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mon law or in equity, where the matter in dispute exceeds, exclusive 
of costs, the sum or value of five hundred dollars, when the suit is 
between a citizen of the State where the suit is brought and a citizen 
of another State. 


Section 12 of that act provided that the defendant in any case 
concerning which jurisdiction was given by section 11 to the 
cireuit courts of the United States might remove the cause from 
any State court in which he was sued to the Federal circuit 
court by the filing of petition alleging or setting forth the diver- 
sity of citizenship, ete. 

The provisions of sections 11 and 12 of the original judiciary 
act, in so far as they related to jurisdiction based on diversity 
in citizenship, remained unchanged until the act of July 27, 

1806. (Chap. 288, vol. 14, p. 306. U. S. Statutes at Large.) By 

this act the removal phase of the law was amended so as to pro- 
vide in substance that suits, where the matter in dispute ex- 
ceeds $500, brought in State courts against aliens, or by citizens 
of the State where brought against any citizen of said State 
and a citizen of another State, if the suit, in so far as it relates 
to the alien or nonresident defendant, is or has been instituted 
for the purpose of restraining er enjoining him, or if the suit 
is one in which there can be a final determination of the con- 
troversy, so far as it concerns him, without the presence of the 
other defendants as parties in the cause, then such alien de- 
fendant may remove the cause to the circuit court of the dis- 
trict where the suit is pending. 

In 1867 the act of March 2 amended the removal law so as to 
provide that either defendant or plaintiff in a cause might, 
when the amount involved was more than $500, remove the 
same to the Federal court by making affidavit that on account 
of prejudice or local influence he had reason to believe and did 
believe he could not obtain justice in the State court. This act, 
which was thought to be made necessary by conditions growing 
out of the war of secession, did not, however, affect the removal 
where the sole ground was that of diverse citizenship; but in 
1875 the act of March 3 (chap. 137, vol. 14, p. 470) further 
amended the removal act so that either party to the suit, where 
the controversy was between citizens of different States, as well 
as in other causes, might remove the action to the Federal 
court, thus putting the plaintiff on the same ground precisely 
as the defendant had been all along. The effect of this act 
was, of course, to give the plaintiff two elections. He could 
first sue in the State court, and if he saw that he was likely 
to lose there could at any time remove the action to the Federal 
court. 

This act made some changes in the language of the statutes, 
but none in the meaning of the law. 

The act of March 3, 1887, was amendatory of the act of 1875. 
This act of March 3, 1887, however, contained about twenty errors 
in spelling and punctuation in its enrollment, and accordingly 
this enrollment was corrected by the act of August 13, 1888 
(being chap. 866, p. 483 of vol. 25). By the amendment con- 
tained in this act as so corrected the amount required to be 
involved in order for the Federal courts to have jurisdiction on 
grounds of diverse citizenship, as well as certain other cases, 
was changed from $500 to $2,000. 

There was also the following change in the law: The act of 
1875 provided that no circuit or district court should have cog- 
nizunce of any suit founded on contract in favor of an assignee, 
if no assignment had been made, except in cases of promissory 
notes negotiable by the law merchant and bills of exchange. 

The act of 1887, as corrected by the act of 1888, provides on 
this point as follows: 

Nor shall any circuit or district court have cognizance of any suit, 
except upon foreign bills of exchange, to recover the contents of any 
promissory note or other chose in action in favor of any assignee or of 
any su uent holder if such instrument be payable to bearer and be 
not made by any corporation, unless such suit might have been prose- 


cuted in such court to recover the contents if no assignment or transfer 
had been made. 


This act of 1887 also repealed the provision of the act of March 
3, 1875, which permitted the plaintiff to remove a suit on the 
grounds of diverse citizenship, the reason for the repeal being 
that haying once elected his tribunal he should be bound by his 
election. 

The act of 1887 also made a change in the language which 
was by many considered as quite significant at the time. The 
second section of the act of 1875 had provided as follows: 


That any, suit of a civil nature at law or in equity, now pending or 
hereafter brought in any State court where the matter in dispute 
exceeds, exclusive of costs, the sum or value of $500, and arising under 
the Constitution or laws of the United States, or treaties made or 
which shall be made under their authority, or in which the United 
States shall be plaintiff or petitioner, or in which there shalt be a 
controversy between citizens of different States, or a controversy be- 
tween citizens of the same State claiming land under grants of differ- 
ent States, or controversies between citizens of a State and foreign 
States, citizens, or subjects, either party may remove said suit into the 
cireult court of the United States. 


The act of 1887, as corrected by the act of 1888, provides that 
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the second section of the act of 1875, which has just been quoted, 
be amended so as to read as follows: 


That any suit of a clyil nature at law or in equity arising under the 
Constitution or laws of the United States, or treaties made or which 
shall be made under their general authority, of which the cirenit courts 
are given original jurisdiction by the preceding section, which may 
now be pending, or which may be hereafter brought, in any State 
court may be remoyed by the defendant or defendants therein to the 
circuit court of the United States for the proper district. 

Any other suit of a civil nature at law or in equity of which the cir- 
cuit courts are given jurisdiction by the preceding section— 

And this phrase “any other suit” includes those where the 
ground of jurisdiction is solely diversity of citizenship, since 
that class is not included in the first paragraph where the classes 
are expressly set forth— 
and which are now pending or which may hereafter be brought in any 
State court at be femoved into the cireuit court of the United States 
for the proper district by the defendant or defendants therein being non- 
residents of that State. 

There being a well-understood distinction in law as well as 
in fact between residence and citizenship, it was believed by 
many of the legal profession at the time, as will appear from 
reading articles in the law magazines contemporary with that 
act, that the intention of Congress was to restrict the right of 
removal to nonresidents of a State wherein they were sued, and, 
arguing that a corporation having an office, an agent, and 
carrying on all or a portion of its corporate business in a State 
was, in the commonly accepted meaning of the term, a resident 
of such State, it was insisted that the act of 1887 would abrogate 
Federal jurisdiction over State corporations where the sole 
ground of such jurisdiction was technical diversity of citizen- 
ship. This view was not, however, taken by the Federal courts. 
Residence was construed to be the same thing, in the sense of 
that jurisdiction act, as citizenship. 

This is all the legislation respecting the matter sought to be 
affected by the proposed bills. 

Turning now to the judicial branch of the Government and 
looking to the action of the courts upon the subject, we find that 
in 1809, while Marshall was Chief Justice, the three cases of 
Hope Insurance Company, of Providence, v. Boardman et al.; 
Bank of the United States v. Deveaux et al., and the Maryland 
Insurance Company v. Wood, came before the court, all at the 
same term, and were all heard together. The controlling issue 
or leading question in each case was whether a corporation 
aggregate was a citizen in the sense of the legislation as based 
upon or carrying out the constitutional provisions as to juris- 
diction where the controversy or suit “is between a citizen of 
the State where the suit is brought and a citizen of another 
State.” 

It was held by the Chief Justice and the court, in an unani- 
mous opinion delivered by Marshall himself, that such was not 
the status of a corporation. The main opinion was delivered in 
the Deveaux case, and it was in that opinion that Marshall used 
the oft-quoted language: 

That inyisible, intangible, and artificial being, that mere legal entity, 
a corporation aggregate, is certainly not a citizen, and consequently 
can not sue or be sued in the courts of the United States unless the 
rights of the members in this respect can be exercised in their corpo- 
rate name. If the corporation be considered as a mere faculty, and not 
as a company of individuals, who, in transacting their joint concerns, 
5 a legal name, they must be excluded from the courts of the 

Following this general statement there is a minute examina- 
tion into the nature and character of a corporation, and the con- 
clusion is reached that a corporation, as such, chartered by a 
State, is not, for jurisdictional purposes, a citizen of that State 
or a noncitizen of another State, and may not in the corporate 
name sue a citizen of another State in the courts of the United 
States; but if it was made to appear as a fact that the citizens 
owning the stock of or composing the corporation aggregate 
were citizens of another State from that of the party sued, then 
the United States courts would have jurisdiction. In other 
words, the doctrine as there laid down is that where the mem- 
bers of a corporation are aliens or citizens of a different State 
from the opposite party and this fact was made to appear (pre- 
sumably in the pleadings) the judiciary act of 1789 confers 
jurisdiction of suits to which they are parties, acting for their 
corporation, upon the circuit courts of the United States; but 
so long as the suit is in the corporate name, treating the cor- 
poration as an entity, under the opinion of Marshall, adhered to 
so long as he was on the bench and repeated in frequent deci- 
sions, a corporation aggregate was not a citizen in the juris- 
dictional sense. 

This remained the law until 1844. In that year the celebrated 
ease of the Louisville, Cincinnati and Charleston Railroad Com- 
pany v. Letson came before the court, of which Taney was then 
Chief Justice. In that case the doctrine as laid down by Mar- 
shall was, to use the language of the reporter, reviewed and 
controlled.“ Those words mean there, as of course, that the 


1905. 
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doctrine was squarely overruled and a directly opposite con- 
struction given of the statute, which had not been changed in 
any respect bearing upon this question, and the doctrine since 
adhered to was laid down that— 


A corporation created by and ee business In a State is to be 
deemed an inhabitant of that State, capable of being treated as a citi- 
zen for all purposes of suing and being sued, and an averment of the 
fact of its creation and the place of transacting business is sufficient 
to give the circuit courts jurisdiction. 


This dectrine was rapidly carried to its logical end wherein 
it was held that a corporation was conclusively presumed for 
jurisdictional purposes to be a citizen of the State in which it 
was incorporated, and the declaration was made (Kans. Pac. 
R. R. Co. v. Atchison, etc, R. R. Co., 112 U. S.), that in all 
cases where a Federal court can take jurisdiction of contro- 
versies between citizens, it will take jurisdiction of like con- 
troversies between corporations, or between a corporation and 
a citizen, and treat the corporations as citizens of the States 
under whose laws they were created and continue to exist. 

The doctrine has been pressed still further, and the rule has 
been established by the Supreme Court (Nashua, etc., R. R. Co. 
v. Boston, etc., R. R. Co., 136 U. S.), though by a bare majority 
of that body, that where a corporation is created by the concur- 
rent acts of two States it is foreign to both in a jurisdictional 
sense. This was a case where a corporation was created by 
concurrent acts of Massachusetts and New Hampshire. Under 
that decision, if that corporation be sued in a State court of 
New Hampshire it can remove the case to the Federal court— 
the amount involved being sufficient—on the ground that it is a 
citizen of the State of Massachusetts. If sued in Massachu- 
setts it straightway moves the case to the Federal court, be- 
cause, forsooth, it is a citizen of New Hampshire. 

For something like fifty years, then, it was the uniform hold- 
ing of the Supreme Court that a corporation was not a citizen 
in the jurisdictional sense, and for something like sixty-five 
years it has been held that it was such a citizen. 

In endeavoring to present argument in behalf of the enact- 
ment of the legislation proposed in the bills I am discussing, it 
is not deemed necessary to go into the legal rightfulness or 
wrongfulness of the opinions of the courts. That is a mere 
academic question. The later opinion has been greatly criticised 
by the profession and was not unanimously acquiesced in by the 
judges in the earlier years of its promulgation, but it is not at 
all probable that it will ever be overturned by the court itself. 
The doctrine of stare decisis will be applied. It is a great pity 
that Justice Taney did not apply that in the Letson case in 1844. 

CONGRESS ALONE CAN ACCOMPLISH THE RESULT. 

It is only through Congressional action that this abrogation 
may be brought about. Under the now well-settled decisions 
of the Supreme Court the respective States can not accomplish 
the result. 

Some years ago the State of Iowa, through its legislature, 
enacted that corporations desiring to do business in that State 
should file copies of their charters and secure a license from 
the State authority. I can not remember the precise details of 
the statute, but in a general way can state that under that 
Iowa statute it was made a condition precedent to the issuance 
of such license that the corporation should file an agreement that 
when sued in the courts of that State it would not remove such 
suit to the Federal courts. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And Kentucky also passed such a law. 

Mr.GARRETT. And Kentucky also passed such a law, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi suggests. I do not remember the Ken- 
tucky statute, though I am sure the gentleman from Mississippi 
is correct. If I mistake not, a very large number of States have 
passed such acts. I remember the Iowa case distinctly, however, 
because I saw it just a few days ago in my investigation of this 
question. I am sure I am not mistaken as to the State. A rail- 
road company, I think it was, complied with the Iowa require- 
ments and operated in that State. It was sued in the State court 
and immediately filed a petition for the removal of the contro- 
versy to the Federal court. The cause came before the Supreme 
court of the United States, and it was held that the State could 
not impose such a conditions under the facts of that case. I do not 
think this decision goes further than to hold that a State may 
not prevent the removal of a cause to the Federal court. The 
question of whether the State could enforce a forfeiture of the 
right to do business in its limits under such conditions has proba- 
bly not been decided squarely as yet. 

It being beyond the reach of State legislation, and there being 
no probability of the courts reversing the decisions so long ac- 
ee in, I repeat, Congressional action alone can give the 

e CONGRESS HAS THE POWER, 

Now, it is not supposed that there can be any serious question 

that Congress has the power to đefine the jurisdictional status 


of State corporations relative to the district and circuit courts. 
The courts have certainly never held as a constitutional propo- 
sition that corporations were, for jurisdictional purposes, the 
same as natural persons. Their holdings haye always been in 
construing the statutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Will it interrupt the gentleman if I make 
a suggestion? 

Mr. GARRETT. Certainly not; I shall appreciate any sug- 
gestion the gentleman will be kind enough to offer. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Is it not true that all Federal courts, except 
the Supreme Court of the United States, have only such powers 
as Congress sees fit to delegate to them? 

Mr. GARRETT. That is correct. I thank the gentleman’ 
from South Carolina [Mr. Jounson] for calling my attention to 
that at this point. 

The question, if there can be a question, is simply this: Is a 
corporation a citizen in the constitutional sense so as to place its 
status as regards court jurisdiction beyond the reach of legisla- 
tive definition or declaration? The legislation proposed in my 
bills does not, of course, affect jurisdiction where it is a con- 
troversy between natural persons. The provision of the Consti- 
tution is that the judicial power shall extend, etc. It does not 
provide that such jurisdiction shall be exclusive, but leaves to 
the Congress the regulation of jurisdiction in all cases whatso- 
ever except those affecting ambassadors and other public minis- 
ters and consuls and cases to which a State is a party. The 
exercise of the power is wholly dependent upon legislative action. 
The doctrine laid down in Gaines v. Fuentes (92 U. S., p. 10), 
is conclusive of that proposition. 

As an instance of this, Congress made a limitation of amount 
involved, requiring in the first judiciary act that before there 
should be an application of the Federal judicial power the amount 
involved must be more than $500, and later provided that it must 
be more than $2,000. No question has ever been made, so far 
as I can ascertain, of the constitutional power to make this lim- 
itation. Again, in the matter of removal the Congress has lim- 
ited the right of removal to one party to the suit—the defendant. 
It has been conclusively settled that this might be constitution- 
ally done. By a parity of reasoning it would seem to be un- 
questionable that the Congress can declare the status of a 
corporation—an artificial entity, itself the offspring of law— 
relative to the courts. In construing the Constitution we must 
in all instances view its provisions and terms according as they 
were understood at the time of its adoption. Certainly corpora- 
tions aggregate were not included in the term “he” when the 
Constitution was adopted. 


REASONS FOR THE LEGISLATION, 


If the power exists, then it becomes wholly a matter of 
social and civic expediency. At present the situation is most 
anomalous. The effect of the present law is to encourage in- 
corporation of institutions in States other than that in which 
it is intended to carry on the corporate business. There are 
thousands and thousands of corporations that never perform 
a single corporate act in the State by which they are char- 
tered, except, perhaps, to pay the secretary of state the fees 
for a certified copy of the charter. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will per- 
mit the interruption—— 

Mr. GARRETT. Certainly; with pleasure. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I desire to suggest—and I don’t know 
whether it is a fact or not—that it has been popularly reported 
that the State of New Jersey has several times granted powers 
to a corporation with the provision that that corporation should 
not exercise those powers in the State of New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT. I have understood that to be a fact, but 
am not able to assert it positively. It is certain that the law 
now existing—for court construction, judicial legislation, is as 
effective as legislation by Congress—encourages a State to 
recklessness in granting charters where it is known by the 
— agents that the incorporation is not to operate in that 

ate. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
permit a suggestion? 

Mr. GARRETT. I shall be glad to have it. 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. I think it is a fact that the South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Company is chartered under the laws of 
the State of Kentucky 

Mr. GARRETT. That is a fact, as I understand it 

Mr. BEALL of Texas. And that under its charter it would 
not be permitted to build a single mile of road in Kentucky. 

Mr. GARRETT. I do not know, I will say to my friend 
from Texas [Mr. BEALL], about the specific provision that that 
company should not do business in Kentucky, but I do know 
that it was incorporated there and that it never had an inch 
of line in the State and never intended to have any there, but 
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was chartered after the doctrine in ihe case of Railroad Com- 
pany v. Letson was promulgated for the sole purpose of taking 
advantage of its technical citizenship under that doctrine in 
order to avoid jurisdiction in the courts of any State where it 
did intend to do business. That is a historic fact. 

This law is directly responsible for the so-called “tramp 
corporations” that obtain charters from some State with no 
intention of doing business there, with not a single person in 
that State owning a share in the corporation. There is an 
intimation in the earlier cases that the fact that generally 
citizens of the State were the incorporators of institutions 
chartered by that State had some influence in fixing the doc- 
trine of the citizenship of the corporation itself in that State. 
This view was certainly not very farsighted or accurate in fact. 

First, then, we may say that protection from the reckless 
granting of corporate charters demands this legisiation. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, this legislation is demanded because 
under the existing laws foreign corporations enjoy privileges not 
enjoyed by domestic institutions. I happen to hold life in- 
surance policies in two New York companies. Those policies 
were written at my home by a neighbor who was an agent— 
and corporations, it must never be forgotten, can act only 
through agents—and the first premiums were paid to him. All 
subsequent premiums have been remitted not té New York, but 
to Memphis, Tenn., to a branch office of these companies. The 
whole original transaction, except perhaps the examination of 
the physician’s notes respecting my physical condition—and he, 
by the way, is a home physician—and the possible signing of 
some officer’s name to the policy, and all subsequent acts in 
regard to the transaction have been wholly carried out in Ten- 
- hessee. Those companies enjoy the same rights of activity 
there that Tennessee companies haye. Yet if the amount of my 
policies was a little larger, and at my death a lawsuit should 
become necessary to collect them, my widow or representatives 
would have to go 100 or more miles, if the company should so 
choose, to find a tribunal in which to enforce the contract. A 
Tennessee company, no matter what the amount, would have to 
answer within a few hundred yards, or, at most, within a few 
miles of my home. 

One other illustration: Through my home town there runs a 
line of railway which belongs to a corporation chartered by the 
State of Tennessee, and which is therefore a citizen of that 
State. Just a few miles away another line, which belongs to a 
Kentucky corporation, crosses this Tennessee citizen’s property. 
The Kentucky corporation probably has twice as many miles of 
road in Tennessee as has the Tennessee company. It has con- 
demned, under the right of eminent domain granted by our 
State, twice as much land as has the Tennessee citizen. It 
employs two or three times as many persons of Tennessee to 
carry on its corporate business. It has the same protection 
from our peace officers, the same rights, immunities, and privi- 
leges under our laws. Yet if a cause of action growing out of 
contract or tort arise against the larger Kentucky company, the 
individual having such right must, if the amount be more than 
$2,000, pursue his remedy in an entirely different tribunal from 
that in which he would pursue a remedy for a like condition 
against the domestic company. 

While studying this matter I haye endeavored to secure a 
statement of the number of corporations that carried on their 
corporate business wholly or partly beyond the limits of the 
State which chartered them, but have been unable to get it. 
I venture the assertion, however, from such information as I 
have been able to obtain, that of all the business carried on by 
private corporations in the several States one-half of it is done 
by nonresident corporations. Half the mining business in the 
various States is done by corporations chartered in States other 
than those in which they operate, and so of electric-lighting | 
plants and railways, gas companies, waterworks establishments, 
and various semipublic works. 

Again, sir, the convenience of the citizenry demands this legis- 
lation. Corporations are increasing with astonishing rapidity. 
Every business known to men is being carried on by corpora- 
tions—corporations that reach out beyond the States that char- 
ter them into other States. Our whole business, social, and 
educational life is being honeycombed with them. I am not 
complaining about that. There is no sense in fighting corpora- 
tions just because they are corporations. They play an impor- 
tant part in the development of the country. They are neces- 
sary. But at the same time the matter of enforcing rights 
against them in the courts with speed and convenience must be 
preserved to the citizens. I was much struck with a remark 
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] the other day, 
when, in discussing another bill before the House, he said: 


I would have the courts go to the people, not force the people to go 
far to the courts. 
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It is the boast of our race that courts of justice are always 
open to the citizen. It will become an idle boast—a foolish, 
deceiving boast—if those courfs are so far removed from him, 
or are so congested with business as that he may not have a 
convenient and speedy determination of his complaints. At 
present, sir, it is a matter of most frequent occurrence that a 
part of a citizen's rights are surrendered, he prefering to give 
up a part rather than go from 50 to 200 and 300 miles to obtain 
a tribunal to try them. Then, too, litigation is very much more 
costly in the Federal than in the State courts. I do not know 
how it is in all the States, but I am sure that in my own Com- 
monwealth the fees in her courts are from one-third to one-half 
less than are the fees charged—court fees, I mean—in Federal 
courts. Lawyers’ fees, too, are higher, as a rule, in the Federal 
tribunals. 

But the advocates of the policy proposed in these bills are 
sometimes met with the suggestion that if this be adopted, non- 
resident corporations will suffer in the State courts from preju- 
dice and local influence. The best answer to this is that it is not 
true. That a certain prejudice exists against corporations, vary- 
ing in intensity in different sections of the country, is not to be 
denied, but it as strong against domestic as against foreign 
institutions. The average juror never thinks whether the cor- 
poration whose rights he is trying is a domestic or a foreign es- 
tablishment. If you leave the jury box and go to the courts, I 
protest that there is nothing in the history of the courts of the 
several States which justifies any suggestion that they are 
inferior to the Federal tribunals, either in intelligence, integ- 
rity, or impartiality. 

It is true, of course, that they are elected by the people for a 
stated term and must be reelected to continue long in power. 
But when have the interests of citizens been hurt by this neces- 
sity for State judges to return at stated periods to the people 
for a new lease of power? For every case which can be pointed 
out where harm has come I believe I could point to an equally 
large number where harm has come because of the life tenure 
i Federal judges. But comparisons of wrongdoings are need- 
ess. 

I am not criticizing the Federal judiciary. I am resting this 
case upon plain business principles—conyenience to the citizens, 
fairness to all corporations, protection from reckless granting 
of charters, economy to the individual. It might also be added 
that it will be economy to the Government. I dare say a third, 
certainly a fourth, of the business now in Federal courts would 
not be there if this legislation should be enacted. If it be not 
enacted, the number of Federal judges and districts must con- 
tinue to increase. The Judiciary Committee at every session is 
called upon to establish new districts and judgeships. Then 
come the calls upon the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. Had this law been passed shortly after the decision 
of the Letson case, in 1844, it is not probable that we should 
have needed the United States circuit court of appeals. 

There is one other reason, Mr. Chairman, and it really com- 
prehends all those I have endeavored to give. That is, the pas- 
sage of this legislation would be a restoration to the several 
States of governmental functions which really ought to be 
exercised by those States. I do not think we have to get on 
“ strict-construction” ground to favor it. Marshall certainly 
was not a strict constructionist. If I remember correctly, he 
denied being either a strict constructionist or a liberal construc- 
tionist, but desired to be known as a natural constructionist. 

To one who studies the matter in the light of the political 
history of the country it may seem somewhat strange that 
Marshall, who had broadest ideas of the nationality of the 
United States, gave the decision which denied to corporations 
the quality of jurisdictional citizenship, while Taney, who was 
supposed to hold more sacred the rights of the States, rendered 
the decision which has served to deprive one department 
of the State government of large quantities of business which, 
in strict right, it does seem ought to belong to it. 

It would seem, Mr. Chairman, that there is one fundamental 
principle of government—fundamental in such a government 
as ours, composed of at least three and sometimes five systems— 
upon which we might all, ought all, agree. Certainly it would 
be a safe and sound policy if we would so administer and exer- 
cise our several governmental forces as that the power of 
United States Government should begin only where the power of 
the State government must end, letting every governmental 
function which can be better or as well exercised by the 
States remain with the States and devoting the powers and 
forces of the General Government to only those questions and 
issues which lie beyond the scope or reach of State authority. 
I would go a step further. I would say that wherever the 
line of demarcation between State and Federal authority is 
shadowy and indistinct the genius of our Constitution requires 
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that the doubt should be resolved in favor of the State and 
„against the Union. There, I know, is the parting of the ways 
with many, for the man who believes in the strongly centralized 
Federal Government would resolve the doubt in favor of it 
and against the State. But without stopping to quarrel over 
that matter now, these bills propose legislation that, tested by 
the general rule concerning which there can be no reasonable 
dispute, ought to pass. 

Certainly the courts of the States can administer justice as well 
where foreign corporations are involved as they can where 
domestic institutions are concerned. Certainly they can deter- 
mine rights with as much justice as can the Federal courts 
and can determine them more cheaply, more conveniently, and 
more quickly. 

Sir, are there any of us so dull as not to realize the presence 
among the masses of a subtle spirit of unrest and dissatisfac- 
tion? It may be vague; we may not be able to define it or 
to trace it to its causes, but we must know that it exists; and 
it is leading us—whither? We do not know. We can not tell. 
As we can not always trace it to its causes, so, sir, we can not 
trace it to its results. We ought to know, however, that it is 
not to be idly passed by and scoffed at. Is it not the sound, 
sensible, governmental thing to do to return speedily with all 
the functions of goyernment—legislative, executive, judicial—as 
close to the people to whom they belong as we may? 

There is not, sir, a single argument to be adyanced which 
can be fortified by sound reasoning, based either on theories of 
government or facts of American experience, why corporations 
permitted by the courtesy and comity of a State to enter its 
limits from another State in which they were chartered and 
have all the immunities and the privileges allowed domestic 
institutions, have, in proper cases, the sovereign right of con- 
demning private property for their use, haye the protection of 
the laws and the peace officers for their properties, and their 
agents in all respects the same as a local establishment—not 
one reason, Mr. Chairman, why such corporations should not, 
without reference to the amount involved, answer in the courts 
of that State on their contracts and for their torts. [Loud ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I called the atten- 
tion of the chairman of the subcommittee who has this bill in 
charge to the fact that at the proper time I would offer an 
amendment to the bill on page 163, in line 18. The amendment 
that I shall offer will be as follows: 


Provided, however, That nothing herein contained shall apply to a 
person who served in the Army or Navy in the civil war and was hon- 
orably discharged, or his widow. 


I want this provision to apply only to those who served in 
the Army or the Navy during the time of the civil war who 
have in their possession un honorable discharge for that very 
meritorious service. 

I give notice that at the proper time I shall offer this amend- 
ment as read, and shall ask for its adoption. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
continue the discussion of immigration which I began in this 


House three of four days ago, with the understanding that any į 


amount of interruption of a fair kind is welcome. 

The other day I pointed out certain things which, for the 
sake of lucidity, I am going to recapitulate for'a few minutes. 
I pointed out to this House the necessity for keeping fairly in 
our minds the difference between the selection of immigration 
and the restriction of immigration. There are two schools of 
thought; one school believes in selective measures and the other 
believes in restrictive measures. The ideas of the selective 
school, for instance, are expressed by the bill of Senator Du- 
LINGHAM, which provides for the exclusion of aliens of poor 
physique or weak-minded, and of minors whose parents remain 
in their country of origin. 

The bill for a head tax is a restrictive bill, introduced for 
the purpose of cutting immigration down in numbers, abso- 
lutely irrespective of the quality of the immigrant himself. 

Now, 1 also want to recapitulate what I said about the impor- 
tation of contract labor. I made the statement that, in my opin- 
ion, not much less than two-thirds of our adult male immigra- 
tion comes here under a contract expressed or implied. In 
support of my contention I published in the Recorp a statement 
made by Commissioner-General Sargent; by Mr. Campbell, of 
the Immigration Bureau; by Commissioner Williams, of New 
York, and by Inspector Mareus Braun. 

I want to explain more fully to this House why it is impos- 

. sible to enforce our law against the admission of contract labor: 
Every vessel when it comes over here has on its manifest the 
name of each passenger. Against the name appears the answer 
to a series of questions as to his destination, as to the amount 
of money he has in his possession, as to his occupation, and as 
to whether or not he has paid his own expenses in coming here. 
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I have often examined these manifests, and I assure you, 
Mr. Chairman, that in the majority of cases the answers might 
as well be printed on the manifest as written. After an immi- 
grant arriving in this country has passed the medical examin- 
ers he goes before an immigration inspector. The immigration 
inspector stands at a table with a long line of immigrants com- 
ing up to him. Next the inspector stands a clerk with the ship's 
manifest, and near by an interpreter. The alien is asked the va- 
rious prescribed question, his answers being compared with the 
manifest. Almost invariably the answers correspond precisely 
with that document, because at the port of embarkation or 


.elsewhere these immigrants are schooled to give such answers 


as will insure their admission into the United States. I have 
been told by a gentleman residing in Italy, who professes, at 
all events, to know about the immigration question, that in the 
city of Genoa alone three schools exist for the instruction of 
immigrants whose destination is the United States. The inter- 
preter asks the immigrant such questions as appear to him ap- 
propriate. The inspector suggests more questions. They cross- 
examine him in every possible way, but, if he is properly 
schooled, the fact that he is coming in under a contract, ex- 
pressed or implied, can not be proved. As a matter of fact, 
last year in only about 1,000 cases was the probability of the 
existence of a contract fairly proved. 

Mr. McNARY rose. 
The CHAIRMAN. 
yield to his colleague? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. With pleasure. 

Mr. McNARY. I should like to ask the gentleman from 
Massachusetts how the imposition of a head tax will remedy 
that evil? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I am not 
committed to a head tax as the only remedy. Let me answer this 
question by first explaining how these contracts are made, after 
expressing an opinion that the imposition of a head tax would 
take the profit out of the importation of contract labor. 

For example, suppose i am a Syrian conducting a Syrian 
boarding house in the city of Lowell. Perhaps some mill sends 
down to me for hands. I furnish them at a somewhat lower 
rate of wages than is expected by ordinary citizen help. I find 
recurrent opportunities to supply the cotton mills with Syrians. 

Soon I hear that another mill is about to make an extension, 
so I say to myself “ Back there in Syria is quite a profitable 
mine for me.” Perhaps I go to the mill treasurer and get an 
advance of money. Perhaps I have the money myself. I re- 
turn to Syria or I send some trusted agent, very likely a Syrian 
resident in the United States. One or the other of us goes back 
to Syria and there gathers together a number of emigrants, 
who come out here and, either by direct route or indirect route, 
finally arrive at my boarding house in the city of Lowell. 
Now, I can hold those people in my grip for a certain time, but 
only for a certain time. I tell them that if they do not pay 
me back the money adyanced I will have them arrested, that 
they must hand over the full wages that they get in the mill on 
penalty of imprisonment. In fact, I avail myself of all means 
that are at my command to impose on them. Everyone knows 
how easy it is for a stranger to break the laws or the ordi- 
nances in a land where he does not understand the language, 
and they are held in mortal terror of the police. So by hook 
or by crook I manage to keep hold of those immigrants for some 
little time, at all events until they join a church or are in- 
formed as to their rights, oy until some rival boarding-house 
keeper gets them away from me. 

Meanwhile I take all their wages, while I feed them and keep 
them alive just as I would feed and keep a horse alive that I 
had imported for use in a livery stable. At the end of a certain 
time I lose control of them, but meanwhile I have worked out 
all the money that I gave them for passage, all they have cost 
me and some more, too. Now, in answer to the question of my 
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. McNary] I contend that if 
I, the boarding-house keeper, am compelled to pay the United 
States Government $40 or some other large amount per head 
on each one of these laborers that I bring in, I shall have to 
keep them six weeks longer to work out the extra money. This, 
however, can not be done, as the boarding-house business is too 
strongly competitive. The immigrants learn their rights alto- 
gether too quickly, and the boarding-house keeper will not take 
the risk of the attempt to keep them for a long time. In fact, 
I haye heard it said that there is not as much profit nowadays 
in importing foreigners as there used to be some years ago. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Does the gentleman mean to say 
that there are boarding houses anywhere in the United States 
that carry on that kind of business? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I do, indeed, say so. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Where? 


Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
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Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Unfortunately, in the dis- 
trict I represent, as well as elsewhere. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I very much regret to hear that 
that occurs anywhere. But now another question: Are not the 
steamship companies to blame for bringing over these people, very 
largely? Do they not disobey the law and haul those people 
over just like a lot of cattle? I have heard that substantially 
stated, and I should like to haye my friend, who is so well in- 
formed on the shipping business, and almost everything else, I 
may say, tell me whether that is or is not true. In other words, 
I am informed that this is the fact: Ship companies have agents 
in foreign countries that go through there with a fine-tooth 
comb, and out of the mud and filth and every place catch these 
people up like a lot of hungry animals and drive them on ship- 
board, and having entered into some sort of a contract with 
them by which they pay them a little something to bring them 
over here like so much freight or ballast, and then turn them 
loose, and we make citizens of them in a few weeks. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. It is unquestionably true, 
Mr. Chairman, that steamship companies have a good deal to 
do with the difficulty. The statement of the gentleman from 
Tennessee is accurate except in so much as he says that they 
use a fine-tooth comb. The comb need not be too fine toothed. 
‘There is such a tremendous field for emigration that a fairly 
broad-tooth comb will fill the vessels. As to conditions on 
board immigrant ships, I do not know that they are so bad as 
the gentleman thinks. Our navigation laws require 120 cubic 
feet for each passenger on such vessels, not taking into account 
the space taken by cargo, machinery, ete. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Do not the companies practically 
recklessly disregard the idea of bringing good citizens here, and 
will they not take anybody, even if he is only an animal in 
human shape? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I think the only thing 
which induces a steamship company to select a desirable immi- 
grant in place of an undesirable one is the danger that the 
steamship company will have to take the undesirable one back 
at its own expense if he is rejected by our inspectors. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Is that law rigidly enforced? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I think it is enforced as 
well as it can be, but I think its wording could be improved. 

Mr. MONARY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman allow me a 
question? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. McNARY. If I understood the answer of my colleague 
aright to my question as to how a head tax would prevent im- 
portation of contract laborers, he practically admitted that it 
was not under contract labor at all; that it was not the manu- 
facturer or employer of labor, but that it was the boarding- 
house keeper who brought him here in order to make a few dol- 
lars out of him. I can not see, Mr, Chairman, that there is any 
contract labor in that at all. If I understood him aright, it is 
not the employer, not the manufacturer, not the man who is in 
business, but a speculating boarding-house keeper. Does the 
gentleman regard that as being contract labor? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. A contract expressed or 
implied is the reading of the law. 

Mr. McNARY. Does the gentleman say that he regards the 
speculation of a boarding-house keeper, if such exists, as con- 
tract employment of labor, bringing him from a foreign country 
and making a contract or agreement to put him to work in this 
country from the manufacturer and employer? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Now, the gentleman and 
I are both Yankees, so I am going to answer his question by 
asking him another. [Laughter.] Suppose the gentleman 
kept a livery stable and I was a contractor. I might go to him 
and say, Mr. McNary, here is an advance of so much money. 
I shall require during the next summer at least sixty horses per 
diem for my contract business.” Suppose that with the ad- 
vance I directly or indirectly made, or even if I made no ad- 
vance, he should import the sixty horses from Canada. Suppose, 
moreover, that on their arrival he should hire them out to me, 
would he consider that those horses were imported under a 
contract expressed or implied? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Chairman, I will answer that by saying 
to my colleague that his very question destroys the assumption 
that he previously made. He stated, if I understood him cor- 
rectly, that the boarding-house keeper had to keep the men in 
order to get his money back. His question implies that the 
boarding-house keeper has previously got the money from the 
manufacturer or employer. Which way does the gentleman 
want to put it? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Either way. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MoNARY. Then I may say that evidently the gentleman 
. 


will adopt any argument to suit his purpose. I do not know 
that either is correct. I would like to have him produce some 
evidence that the boarding-house keepers import the men or that 
the manufacturer pays the boarding-house keeper. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. If I could present the 
evidence, I could put them into court. But to go on, Mr. Chair- 
man, I think the discussion has elicited the fact that we all 
believe that these assisted immigrants come in and that it is 
very hard to tell just how the trick is done. I think it is un- 
questionable—if the gentleman doubts it I will give him the 
evidence—that the best opinion of those who know about such 
matters is that not much less than two-thirds of the adult males 
that come in here are contract laborers. 

Mr. McNARY. I would like to have that evidence. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. You will find it in Mon- 
day’s Recorp, included in my address on this subject delivered 
last Wednesday. 

Mr. McNARY. I shall do myself the honor to read the ad- 
dress a little later. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Just a moment, Mr. Chairman. I 
desire to make this observation with all kindness, that we ob- 
serye for the first time that when Yankee meets Yankee there is 
no Waterloo for either. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts.. The gentleman from 
E [Mr. McNary] and myself make our acknowledg- 
men 

We haye heard a great deal of criticism as to the medical ex- 
amination of immigrants coming into this country. We have 
heard it said that in better medical examination lies the true 
remedy, but that the present system is too hasty. Now, I de- 
sire to explain to this House just how this examination is made. 
I confess that I, too, thought it too hasty until I had carefully 
gone into the question. Each immigrant passes by two doctors. 
The first one merely lifts the hat, rubs his hand over the head of 
the immigrant, looks him over, and passes him by. The second 
doctor only examines the eyes for trachoma. 

Most people think that is a hasty examination. Let us see 
what else happens. Every man who goes by either of those 
surgeons who appears too stout, or too old, or has a little erup- 
tion of some kind, or has anything else not quite normal, is 
chaiked on his coat. When he passes the second doctor that 
man does not go to the inspector of immigration, but he goes 
around into the waiting room and there is subjected to a thor- 
ough physical examination. So far as my observation is con- 
cerned, about 30 per cent of the immigrants who go through 
the lines are chalked for a more complete examination. When 
the time comes for their second physical examination all the 
immigrants of whom there is the slightest suspicion are then 
undressed to such an extent as may be necessary, doctors are 
called in consultation, and a thorough diagnosis is made. 

Ex-Commissioner Williams two or three years ago was in- 
formed that men afflicted with certain diseases readily con- 
cealed by clothing were passing unnoticed through Ellis Island. 
Accordingly he gave instructions that unmarried adult males to 
a large number—I have heard it stated as high as 10,000—should 
be examined entirely nude. This was done and the results 
tabulated. I am informed that the complaints and disabilities 
so detected in te 10,000 examined nude, on being compared with 
the average results obtained in each 10,000 examined with their 
clothes on, were found practically to correspond. This, to my 
mind, proves that our medical examination is sufficient for all 
practical purposes. 

Where we fall down is on our inability to detect whether a 
man is coming in under contract or whether a man is likely to 
become a public charge. We all know that aliens likely to be- 
come paupers are admitted every day; but how is an inspector 
to determine with any degree of certainty whether a well- 
schooled immigrant with $50 in his pocket is likely to become a 
public charge or not? Like as not he is a rascal in the old 
country to whom $50 riddance money and a ticket has been given. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentleman 
how he would propose to remedy that? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no remedy except by the imposition of a head tax sufficiently 
large. I think that would decrease their numbers very se- 
riously. 

Mr. GOULDEN. But if the rascal comes over with money in 
his pocket he would likely have a sufficient amount of money to 
pay any head tax that we might impose upon him. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. That is perfectly true, if 
he had enough. The more you charge him the less likely he is 
to come. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, as I understood 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] he said a 
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few moments ago that the representatives of these boarding- 
house keepers went to Europe and entered into a contract with 
these immigrants. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Not a contract in words. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Some sort of an arrangement. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. They say, We will give 
you a job.” 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Clearly Congress can control 
contracts made between people of the several States and foreign 
countries. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Of course there is no ques- 
tion about that if the contract can be proved. The trouble is 
that you can not prove it. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. But we may make a law so 
severe that they will not make those contracts. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I have forgotten what the 
penalty is, but it is pretty big already. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Then the law is not executed. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I am going 
to discuss, first, the restrictive remedies offered, not merely 
measures for the improvement in the quality of our immigration, 
but measures calculated to restrict the numbers coming in, 
whether they are good, bad, or indifferent. 

First, there is a proposition before our committee introduced 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Apams]. It pro- 
vides that only a certain number shall come in from any one 
country of origin in any one year. His present Dill provides 
that no more than 80,000 annually shall come from any country. 
That, of course, would include Italy, and so if it had been in 
force last year we should have had only 80,000 immigrants from 
that nation instead of 220,000. 

My criticism—I do not say objection, because I do not want 
to pass final judgment upon anything until my committee has 
found what it is going to report—of the Adams bill would be 
this: The reports of our inspectors abroad show that certain 
foreign governments are directly involved in sending over these 
immigrants. 

If we restrict the annual arrivals from Italy to 80,000, the 
chances are, if the Italian Government takes a hand in the 
matter, which it would, that we should get 80,000 of the worst 
instead of 80,000 of the best. That seems to be the main criti- 
cism on Mr. Apams’s bill. Otherwise, I like it very much for 
the reason that irrespective of race or country, if it had been 
the law last year, it would have cut down our immigration by 
about 500,000. That, I believe, would have been a very great 
benefit to this country at some time in the near future. 

Another suggestion of value is contained in the bill intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Hopkins]. It has 
also been made by other people, and has a great deal of merit. 
The Hopkins bill provides that every man who goes through the 
Immigration Bureau at Ellis Island shall show to the inspector 
a certain amount of money, $50 perhaps. That requirement, Mr. 
Ilorkixs claims, will cut down the number of arrivals, and, 
moreover, will enable the newcomer to wait a little while and 
take advantage of such opportunities as may arise instead of 
going to work at the first job offered for very low wages. There 
is merit in that suggestion. 

Comparatively few of our immigrants last year had more 
than $50 in their pockets; yet, of course, the law might be 
constantly evaded if boarding-house keepers and importers of 
contract labor should lend an alien a sum of money sufficient to 
pass the inspector. It is true that they might not lend it. 
They might think it was too great a risk to take, especially if 
we impose a severe penalty for such an evasion. The immi- 
grant might refuse to give up the money if some one on board 
the ship informed him that the padrone would not dare exact it. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Does not the gentleman from Massachusetts 
think that the friends of these immigrants would manage to 
get that $50 across the water, with the easy means of trans- 
mitting money now, so that they would come in with the $50 
every time. That is my experience in connection with other 

matters. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I dare say that might be 
the result in the case of that class of immigrants to whom I sus- 
pect that the gentleman alludes. I suppose he refers to the 
recent arrivals driven out of Russia. Still, there is a very 
great Immigration coming into this country that does not come 
in through assistance rendered by friends or relatives, but 
through the assistance rendered directly or indirectly by would- 
be employers. In regard to the immigration to which I sup- 
pose the gentleman refers I think he is correct. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Would the gentleman from Massachusetts 
kindly give some evidence on that point? My experience cover- 
ing a number of years in watching Ellis Island closely has not 
been in keeping or in accord with the statement of the gentleman. 


Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, if it were 
not for the fact that there are official reporters of this debate I 
could give the gentleman names in my own State. 

Mr. GARRETT. Would it be at all practicable to have pre- 
liminary examination at the American consulates abroad? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. That question of inspec- 
tion abroad is one on which the Committee on Immigration has 
expended a great deal of time. Personally, I am not convinced 
of its utility, but I think the majority of the Immigration Com- 
mittee disagrees with me on that point. 

The next remedy to be considered is the educational test. 
Two hundred and thirty-nine thousand people over 14 years of 
age, who could not read and write, came into this country last 
year. That is to say, 239,000 people, according to their own 
statements. If they had been subjected to any test I have no 
doubt that the number of illiterates would have appeared far 
greater. If their statements could be verified, I should not be 
at all surprised to find that three hundred and fifty or four 
hundred thousand illiterate persons over 14 years of age were 
adinitted last year. 8 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. How soon does such a class of 
people as that—I mean the immigrants such as you describe 
become voters in your State? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I think five years. The 
gentleman should understand, however, that unless a man can 
read and write he can not register as a yoter in my State. Even 
if an illiterate could register he could not master our kind of 
Australian ballot. All other privileges of citizenship an illit- 
erate can obtain in Massachusetts. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. They have to read and write, 
both, in your State, and they can not yote unless they can do 
that, although they have registered? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Without wishing to di- 
gress too much from the topic in hand, I might say that in our 
State we require a voter to register. He must be able to read 
and write in order to do so. Even if a man without those 
qualifications were permitted to register, our form of ballot 
would automatically prevent him from casting his vote. How- 
ever, I do not desire to get into a discussion of election laws. 

To go on with the question of an educational test, I am not 
prepared to say that a man, because he can not read and write, 
is a poor citizen. I do hold, however, if there is anything in 
the theory that a man is a better citizen if he can read and 
write, that a group of 400,000 men who are not illiterate will 
prove better citizens than a group of the same number who 
are absolutely uneducated. Of course, there are plenty of in- 
dividual’ cases to the contrary which gentlemen can cite, but 
when we speak of large bodies of men it stands to reason that 
that body, every one of whom can read or write, is a better 
body than the one containing a large percentage of illiterates. 

Mr. McNARY rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Garpner] yield to his colleague [Mr. McNary]? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. McNARY. On this particular point, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to ask my colleague from Massachusetts if he has 
clearly in mind the figures of the percentage of illiteracy among 
immigrants during the last few years, when the immigration has 
been very heavy, and the percentage of illiterate among native 
population of this country, both black and white; and if so, how 
do they compare? 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I do not know. I do not 
think it is material to my argument. I simply say that we 
Americans, I believe correctly, think it is a good thing for a 
man to know how to read and write, and we believe he makes 
a better citizen for that reason. 

I certainly believe that 400,000 men who can read and write 
constitute a better body of citizens than another group of 
400,000 men, a large number of whom are absolutely uneducated. 
We are not discussing the exclusion of illiterate people already 
here. I do not assert that if we had had the educational test 
last year we should have cut down our immigration 400,000. 
We should not have done so. As an illustration, return to my 
boarding-house keeper. When he went over to Syria to secure 
twenty men, he would have secured persons who could read 
instead of securing men at random. It would have been more 
difficult, perhaps, but it could have been done. i 

Certainly we might not have obtained the full benefit of the 
eđucational test in regard to numbers, but, at all events, we 
should have obtained a better class of immigrants. 

To my mind the most effective restrictive measure is a head 
tax. I believe we should impose a large head tax—say, $40. I 
shall not quarrel over the exact amount. I am simply arguing 
for real restriction of immigration, and I am willing to yield 
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my judgment to that of other gentlemen if thereby a substantial 
and drastic bill can be secured. 
If we impose a head tax of $40, we take the profit out of the 


padrone’s importation. That sum would be nearly a prohibitive 
tariff on the article which he imports. If by any chance con- 
tract labor should get in after paying that $40 head tax, at all 
events it must be uncommonly good labor. Even if the law is 
broken it would necessarily be a good deal better contract labor 
than we are getting in now. 

This large head tax must not apply to women. I should apply 
it only to adult males. I believe it to be a serious moral men- 
ace to this country that under present conditions two men are 
coming here for every woman. A man is not a celibate by 
nature. If he is obliged to choose between celibacy and license 
he will choose the latter. 

There should be an equalization of the respective numbers of 
the two sexes coming into this country. I totally disagree with 
the view of those persons who say, “ Why, the less women im- 
migrants the better, for the less they breed.” If we are going 
to admit aliens at all, and if we believe that any immigration is 
proper and advantageous, for Heaven's sake let them breed in a 
legitimate, monogamous manner instead of at random. 

Mr. SOUTHARD. Is it not a fact that in your State and in 
many other States tbe number of women greatly exceeds the 
men 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Very slightly in percent- 
age as compared to our whole population. Possibly by 75,000 
out of a population of about 3,000,000. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. About 70,000, according to the last 
census. 

Mr. McNARY. About 70,000. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. To turn to the question of 
selection, I believe that all these selective bills—and we have 
any number of them which say that a man shall be excluded 
because he has poor physique, or because he is imbecile, or 
because he is not accompanied by his parents and is less than 17 
years old—are all very well in their way. The testimony of the 
immigration officials, and a rough calculation which anyone 
might make, shows that only a few thousand would be affected 
by the passage of the Dillingham bill. 

New selective measures are well enough, but our immigra- 
tion laws to-day are pretty good so far as they concern the ex- 
clusion of aliens proved to be mentally or morally unfit. Last 
year 820,000 aliens came into the port of New York. Every one 
was examined pbysically, yet out of that 820,000 chly 39,000 
had anything the matter with them. Of that 39,000 only 12,000 
had anything serious the matter with them. The others were 
certified for minor disabilities, from the loss of one finger up- 
ward. Over 780,000 people physically perfect came into the 
port of New York last year, and yet gentlemen speak of raising 
the physical standard as a practical measure for cutting down 
the number of our immigrants. 

Why, if the law last year had excluded every imperfect man 
you would only have cut 39,000 out of 820,000 that passed 
through Ellis Island. 

There has been a plethora of talk about the distribution of 
immigration. The other afternoon I tried to point out to this 
House that the only way to distribute immigration was in re- 
sponse to the laws of supply and demand. It is no use for gen- 
tlemen to say, “The people down my way want labor, but it 
won't come there.” We should like to have the Swedes,” they 
say, but the Swedes do not come.” Why not dump them 
there; would they not stay?” Let me tell you that if you were 
to dump an American in that locality and he could get better 
wages elsewhere he would not stay, but would take the next 
train away. So it would be with the immigrant. 

Population in the United States has always distributed Itself, 
and will continue to do so, wherever it is best paid and where- 
ever employment is steadiest. Gentlemen need feel no alarm 
as to the scarcity of labor in the industries of their States if 
they will offer wages which will yield steadily as good a stand- 
ard of living as the wages offered elsewhere. It does not mat- 
ter whether immigration is large or small, just as sure as the 
sun rises and sets it will stay in the States of New York and 
Pennsylvania just as long as the best jobs are to be found there. 

A gentleman speaking from the floor the other day suggested 
a plan by which the Secretary of Commerce and Labor should 
be authorized to forbid immigrants settling in any city or town 
where 30 per cent of the population is foreign born. I doubt 
whether that would remedy the situation; but as the gentleman 
is not present I shall not discuss it further. Only one other 
suggestion for distribution has been received, actually only 
one—and, mind you, every report of the Commissioner-General 
of Immigration for years has talked “ distribution, distribution, 
distribution.”, 


Until this year, so far as I know, we have never had a dis- 
tributive bill before our committee. Not one practical measure, 
good, bad, or indifferent, because people when they come to fig- 
ure distribution out find that it is governed by natural laws. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania offered his 30 per cent set- 
tlement bill, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Hayes] 
and I, and possibly some other gentlemen as well, have offered 
distributive bills. What do you think my bill and that of Mr. 
Hayes amounts to? Nothing more than the establishment of 
intelligence offices at immigrant stations. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I want to yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Witt1ams] such time as 
he desires, to have something read. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I want to read in the time 
of the gentleman from Tennessee a petition to the Congress of 
the United States. It is: 


A petition from the manufacturers of candles, wax lights, lamps, chan- 
eliers, reflectors, snuffers, extinguishers; and from the producers of 
tallow, oil, rosin, alcohol, and generally of everything used for lights. 


To the honorable the Members of the Congress of the United States. 


GENTLEMEN: You are in the right way; you reject abstract theories ; 
abundance, cheapness, and all that sort of thing concern you very 
little. You are entirely occupied with the interest of the producer, 
whom you are anxious to free from foreign competition. In a word, 
you wish to secure the national market to national labor. 

We come now to offer you an admirable opportunity for the applica- 
tion of your—what shall we say? Your theory? No; nothing is more 
deceiving than theory. Your doctrine? Your system? Your principle? 
But you do not like doctrines; you hold systems in horror; and as for 
gee you declare there are no such things in political economy. 
We will say, then, your practice; your prac without theory and 
without principle. 

We are subjected, gentlemen of the House of Representatives, to the 
intolerable competition of a forei rival who enjoys, it would seem, 
such superior facilities for the production of light that he is enabled to 
inundate our national market at so exceedingly reduced a price that 
the moment he makes his appearance he draws off all custom from us; 
and thus an important branch of American industry, with all its in- 
numerable ramifications, is suddenly reduced to a state of complete 
stagnation. This rival, who is no other than the sun, carries on so 
bitter a war against us that we have every reason to believe that he 
has been excited to this course by our perfidious neighbor, England. 
In this belief we are confirmed the fact that in all his transactions 
with this proud island of he is much more moderate and care- 
ful than he is with us. 

Our petition is that it would please your honorable body to pass a 
law whereby shall be directed the shutting of all windows, dormers 
skylights, shutters, curtains, vasistas, œil-de-bæufs; in a word, i 
openings, holes, chinks, and fissures through which the light of the 
sun is used to peers into our dwellings, to the prejudice of the 
profitable manufactures which we flatter ourselyes we have been en- 
abled to bestow upon the country; which country can not, therefore, 
without ingratitude, leave us now to struggle unprotected through so 
paapa a contest. 

e pray your honorable body not to mistake our petition for a 
satire, nor to repulse us without at least hearing the reasons which we 
have to advance in its favor. 

And first, if by shutting out as much as possible all access to natural 
light you thus create the necessity for artificial light is there in Amer- 
ica an industrial pursuit which will not, through some connection with 
this important object, be benefited by it? If more tallow be consumed, 
there will arise a necessity for an increase of cattle and sheep. Thus 
artificial meadows must be in greater demand; and meat, wool, leather, 
and, above all, manure—this basis of all agricultural riches—must be- 
come more abundant. 

If more oll be consumed, it will cause an increase in the cultivation 
of the olive tree. This plant, luxuriant and exhausting to the soil, will 
come in good time to profit by the increased fertility which the raising 
of cattle will have communicated to our fields. 

Our heaths will become covered with resinous trees. Numerous 
swarms of bees will gather upon our mountains the poset treasures, 
which are now cast upon the winds, useless as the blossoms from which 
they emanate. There is, in short, no branch of agriculture which 
would not be greatly developed by the granting of our petition. “ 

Navigation woul Uy profit. Thousands of vessels would soon 
be employed in the whale fisheries, and thence would arise a Na 
capable of sustaining the honor of the United States and of respond- 
ing to the patriotic sentiments of the undersigned petitioners, candle 
merchants, etc. 

But what words can express the magnificence which Washington and 
New York will then exhibit? Cast an eye upon the future and behold 
the gildings, the bronzes, the magnificent crystal chandeliers, lamps, 
reflectors, and candelabra, which will glitter in the spacious stores, 
compared with which the splendor of the present day will appear 
trifling and insignificant. 

There is none, not even the poor manufacturer of resin in the midst of 
his pine forests, nor the miserable miner in his dark dwelling, but who 
would enjoy an increase of salary and of comforts. a 

Gentlemen, if you will be pleased to reflect, you can not fail to be 
convinced that there is rhaps not one American, from the opulent 
stockholder of New York down to the poorest vender of matches, who is 
not interested in the success of our petition. 

We foresee your objections, gentlemen, but there is not one that you 
can oppose to us which you will not be obliged to gather from the works 
of the partisans of “ free trade.” We dare challenge you to pronounce 
one word against our petition which is not equally opp to your 
own practice and the principle which ides your policy. 

Do you tell us that if we gain by this protection America will not 
gain, because the consumer must pay the price of it? 

We answer you: You have no longer any right to cite the interest 
of the consumer. For whenever this has been found to compete with 
that of the producer you have invariably sacrificed the first. ou have 
done this “to encourage labor,” to increase the demand for labor. The 
same reason should now induce you to act in the same manner. 

You have yourselves already answered the objection. When you were 
told the consumer is interested in the cheap introduction of iron, coal, 
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corn, wheat, cloths, etc., your answer was: “Yes; but the producer 

is interested in their exclusion.” Thus, also, if the consumer is inter- 

sees in the admission of light, we, the producers, pray for its inter- 
ction. 


‘oods. 
fi ht during the day, will as a first consequence buy 
of tallow, coals, oll, resin, wax, 
the supply of our business, and 
having become rich our consumption will be great and will become a 
means of contributing to the comfort and competency of the workers 
in every branch of national labor. 

Will gee say the light of the sun is a gratuitous gift, and that 
to repulse gratuitous tee: is to repulse riches under pretense of en- 
couraging the means of obtaining them? 

Take care, you carry the deathblow to your own policy. Remember 
that hitherto you have always repulsed foreign produce because It was 
an approach to a gratuitous gift and the more in proportion as this 
approach was more close. You have, in obeying the wishes of other 
monopolists, acted only from a half motive; to grant our petition there 
is a much fuller inducement. To repulse us, procie for the reason 
that our case is a more complete one than any which have preceded it, 
would be to lay down the following equation: + X + = — ; in other 
words, it would be multiplying absurdity by absurdity and getting 
worse. 

Labor and nature concur in different roportions: according to coun- 
try and climate, in every article of production. The portion of nature 
is ere gratuitous; that of labor alone regulates the price. 

If a Lisbon orange can be sold at half the price of a New Jersey one, 
it is because a natural and gratuitous heat does for the one what the 
other only obtains from an artificial, and consequently expensive one. 

When, therefore, we pocnaa a gra teers orange we may say that 
we obtain it half gratuitously and half by the right of labor—in other 
words, at half price compa to those of New Jersey. 

Now, it is precisely on account of this demigratuity (excuse the 
word) that you argue in favor of exclusion. How, you say, cou 
national labor sust the competition of foreign labor when the first 
to do and the last is rid of half the trouble—the sun 


er upon us the 3 of W 
arge quantities 


entire gratuity 
logicians if, refusin 
do not a fortiori an 


Choose, but consistent. nd does it not argue the greatest incon- 
sistency to check, as you do, the importation of coal, fron, cheese, and 
goods of foreign manufacture merely because and even in proportion 
as their price approaches zero, while at the same time you freely admit, 
and without limitation, the light of the sun, whose price is during the 
whole day at zero? 

Mr. Chairman, last night, in reading an old book which was 
first published at Paris in 1846, I came across this petition to 
the Congress of the United States. It is true that it was not 
addressed in the title as a petition to the Congress of the United 
States, but was addressed to the legislative assembly of the 
Republic of France, but it struck me that it was curious that 
eyen that far back the sponsors of protection were talking just 
exactly as they are to-day, and it struck me that also then, per- 
haps as now, the easiest way to get rid of the arguments made 
by them was by the gentle and good-humored art of ridicule. 
Let us call the petition which I have read “The petition of 
Bastiab Americanized.” I have taken the liberty, in reading, to 
change France to America, Paris to Washington, and New York 
and its neighborhood to New Jersey. There is not in any of 
this petition for the exclusion of the competition of the pauper 
heat and pauper light of the sun one single, solitary argument 
that I have not had in my time hurled at me from the other 
side of the Chamber, as a refutation of “ Democratic free 
trade arguments ”—that horrible thing; and as the writer of 
this petition says, why should a man who puts a prohibitive 
tariff upon oranges because God furnishes more heat somewhere 
else, so as to require less labor and therefore to grow oranges 
cheaper and more abundantly, not put a prohibitive tariff upon 
the heat itself? 

My friends, I have heard but one new thing lately, and that 
comes, strangely enough, from a Republican, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER], who just now proposes to put a 
tariff upon pauper labor itself. How late are you awakening 
to the idea that if it be right or necessary to exclude by tax- 
ation the products of what you call pauper labor in order that 
by making the products more scarce the price might rise, and 
that by reason of the price rising greater profits might be made 
for our manufacturers to share, if he will, with his labor? llow 
long, I have frequently wondered, was it going to be until you 
had reached the idea of excluding labor, which is the source of 
wealth itself, because abundance of good and useful things is 
wealth, not their price nor their geography af production. It is 


the number of bushels of wheat, the number of pounds of cotton, 
and the number of yards of cloth, and the number of pounds 
of beef and pork that make people rich or poor, not the relative 
price of one with regard to the other. I wondered in my mind 
how long it was going to be before this Republican party, whose 
philosophy is that scarcity is wealth and that abundance is 
poverity, would finally come logically to the conclusion that if 
they were going to tax out of competition with the products of 
American labor the products of some other labor we ought also 
w a out of competition with American labor foreign labor 
elf. 

The only trouble, my friends, is that it is a world supply laid 
over as against a world demand for the labor of men that makes 
a world price, and that labor gets its wage just like anything else 
by setting off the demand for laborers against the supply of labor. 
That is no more illogical than the balance of your argument, 
and this petition is not less logical than all the other things 
you have been saying. I beg of you, in the words of the peti- 
tioners—these distinguished gentlemen engaged in French indus- 
tries at that time, but in American industries now—not to regard 
their petition as satire, but as a grave and serious and logical 
following up of Republican practices, whereby we are taught 
that restriction makes riches and that abundance makes poy- 
erty; that the more things which you need you can keep 
away from you, or the higher you can make them sell, the better 
off you are. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, how much time 
have I remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee has forty- 
one minutes remaining. å 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, recurring to the 
bill that is now before the committee, I feel that it is not only 
my duty as a citizen, but my duty as a Member of Congress 
under oath to try at least to walk up to the mark and do my 
full duty under oath as near as I can, and try and remedy the 
evil that we have been conjuring here with for several Con- 
gresses, and which has been so aggressively grasped and treated 
by the recommendations which we have before us in this bill. 
I have not been able to read the bill in detail, to get exactly at 
its words, but the debate of yesterday shows we are confronted 
with a very distressing condition, with an actually terrible con- 
dition, one that is shocking to every Member of this House, that 
is distressing to each and all of us. Men on the street stop 
and talk to you about it, as they did to me this morning. Go 
into the Departments, as I did to-day—some of the leading De- 
partments—and they will tell you that they have employees 
that are wholly unfit to attend to the duties that they formerly 
attended to. I am very much surprised to find that in the De- 
partment of Commerce and Labor, which we just created a few 
days ago, a majority, I think—and if I am incorrect in this, I 
desire that somebody will correct me—certainly a great number 
of the clerks are over 65 years of age. 

There are a number of columns of the names of these em- 
ployees, as printed in the hearings which I have before me, 
but I shall not take up the time of the committee nor space in 
the Recorp to read to this House, but in that young Depart- 
ment, the most youthful of all our Departments, there are very 
few—I will say half a page—of the employees who have served 
from one to three years, and that in the next half of that page 
and on the other pages the employees are shown to have been 
in the service of the Government from twenty-five to thirty 
years, and they are at least 65 years years of age and over. 
How these aged employees were employed in such a youthful 
Department—and I am not criticising the Department now; I 
guess it obeyed the law—but how so many aged men got into 
that Department I am at a loss to know. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman allow me to make a 
suggestion? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Yes; I am trying to get all 
the light I can, and I am happy to get it from any source. 

Mr. JOHNSON. It is because various bureaus and depart- 
ments of the Government already in existence and under the 
operation of some other heads were transferred to the Bureau 
of Commerce and Labor with the aged employees. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Well, now, that is one explana- 
tion, and a good one—that they tcok the old employees out of. 
some other bureau or, rather, shifted some other department into 
this with this result in part; but I notice that in the Department 
of Manufactures, if I remember correctly, there are very few 
who had been in the service but a very few years who are very 
old. 

Gentlemen, here is an actual condition. I want to say in 
passing it would be well for all of you Members to read over the 
hearings on this point. I have not time to ge further into 


them, but I am giving you some of the rough outlines so we can 
all, intelligently, I hope, and patriotically, and justly to the Gov- 
ernment first, attempt to solve this matter if we can. 

Let us take an assumed case. Here, say, is an old soldier— 
and I want to say I have just as much respect for an old soldier 
as any of you, and I guess I have as many kin people, and have 
had them ever since the day of the Revolution down to this 
time, as any of you, who have been old soldiers, and young ones 
too, all the way from 13 to 65, who have strapped on the 
buckle and carried their swords into the battles of this country. 
Now, here is an old soldier, we will say, for example, in a De- 
partment who is wholly inefficient from old age, and yet he 
draws his salary and sits there, of course, ready to do his duty, 
but wholly unable to do it. Now, as a result of that, either his 
work is not done—which we know is not the case, for of all 
governments that have ever existed in the world I think our 
departmental government, so far as rapidity and correctness of 
service is concerned, excels any in the world—you have to em- 
ploy another clerk to sit by the side of that old man to do his 
work. Now, that is the very natural result. 

Mr. KEIFER. I would like to inquire of the gentleman 
whether the gentleman suggests simply some possible case or 
has the gentleman in mind any case of the kind which the gen- 
tleman assumes? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I stated to the committee I as- 
sumed a case. 

Mr. KEIFER. You assumed a case? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I assumed a case. 

Mr. KEIFER. I only wanted to have it well understood that 
there are no such cases; that it would be impossible, and if it 
should be it could be easily corrected. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, is that in the report? I 
say, with all due respect to the gentleman’s word and intelli- 
gence, I do not find any such information in the record that 
there are no such cases. On the contrary, I will say to the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio that the presumption is 
that my assumed statement is presumptively more correct than 
incorrect, because here is this investigation made by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropriations [Mr. TAwNey], and, I 
want to say, a faithful, intelligent, able, and courageous chair- 
man he is, and I congratulate this House on having such a man 
as the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney] as chairman 
of that committee. 

Mr. KEIFER. All that may be true, but there is no reason, 
unless it is in the record, for your assumed existence of any such 
case; on the contrary, I am perfectly well advised of more than 
a dozen cases where the most competent men in the War De- 
partment and in the Pension Department are old soldiers, 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, Mr. Chairman, I shall as- 
sume that the gentleman from Ohio has been into all the De- 
partments and inquired into this specific question before I shall 
be governed by what the gentleman so flatly states as a fact. I 
will state, Mr. Chairman, I have not been in the Departments, 
and I will state furthermore that I am not going into the De- 
partments—unless required by law—and embarrass these 
dear old men by asking them how old they are and whether they 
attend to their duties or not. I will not do that. But I again 
state—I know of no case—but assumed a case, a possible case— 
and preceeded to show the results following in an actual case, if 


v. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I will say that over two years, or about 
two years ago, when the question of pensioning these old 
people—men and women—was up before the House, I was 
approached by one of the leading Members of this House, well 
known to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ketrrer], and he asked 
if I would support the measure. I said no, that it would be ab- 
solutely an endless pension system if we did, and gaye him my 
other reasons. The military pension is supposed to end some 
time. The Mexican pensions are ending very rapidly and the 
Revolutionary pensions are practically ended, because all of 
the soldiers are dead. But a civil pension would continue ‘as 
long as we continue as a Government, because people are con- 
stantly employed in the Departments and would constantly 
reach the age where they were totally inefficient and have the 
right to draw their pension, and then resign and draw that pen- 
sion. So it would continue ad infinitum, like a great Niagara 
rushing throngh the Treasury Department at all times. But 
that gentleman said to me, “Mr. Garnes, I am reliably in- 
formed that there are 1,765 employees in the Departments 
here at Washington that are wholly unable to do their work, 
and we have got to do something.” Now, that is what he said 
to me. He had investigated the matter. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR] well said to-day we are 


confronted with a condition that we must meet. We haye ay 
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pension law—or rule, rather—Mr. Chairman, that says when 
Soldiers“ reach a certain age—I believe it is 62, or it may be 
70—1 will ask the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ke1rer]—— 

Mr. KEIFER. Sixty-two, 65, 68, and 70. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, Mr, Chairman, when a sol- 
dier reaches the age of 70 the effect of that order is to say: 
“You are entitled to a pension.” Why? “You are unable to 
work, worn-out.” That man, Mr. Chairman, is the old hero. 
That is the man who was once the splendid specimen of phys- 
ical and mental and military manhood—such a magnificent man- 
hood, I may say, as the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kerrer] is the 
embodiment of to-day. But is not the gentleman an unusual 
exception to the rule physically and mentally, I may say? But 
the soldier, Mr. Chairman, is selected to be a soldier because of 
his splendid physique, because of his muscle and his health and 
his vigor and his splendid heredity. Why? Because he must 
suffer all the privations and take all the punishments of bad 
weather and half rations, possibly, and of storm and hot sun, 
and of the struggles of bloody fighting. But how about the 
great body of the people that are left behind because unable to 
qualify to be a soldier? From this class many Department 
eae are selected, already weak in strength and poor in 

ealth. 

The soldier element in the Departments, I am told, is a very 
small element. It is bound to be very small. How about those 
that have not the splendid physique of the soldier to start 
with when he reaches the age of 70 or reaches the age of 65? 
Does he hold up like the soldier? I should say, naturally, no. 

There are exceptions, it is true—there are exceptions to all 
1 there might be some limitation to dismissing anyone 
at 70. 

There might be some provision put into the law by which a 
man when he reaches 70, if he is capable and vigorous and able 
to attend to his duties, might be reexamined or might be con- 
tinued; but, Mr. Chairman, I contend, and I am practically 
safe in saying, that where these people are unable to attend to 
their business an assistant secretary or special clerk is put by 
their side to attend to the business of the clerk who from age or 
W can not do it. Common sense would argue this is 
rue. 

Now, let us see. Here is a case right in the Recorp of yester- 
day. I will read from page 3813, as follows: 

Mr. Tawney. There are men in the service drawing $1,600 who are 
85 years of age, who have been furloughed and have not done a stroke 
of work for several years. 

“Several years”—a general term. The actual facts might 
show he has been furloughed for ten years. There are“ men“ 
not one man, but“ men ”—furloughed and can not work. Now, 
this came out in a colloquial debate yesterday. So there is not 
one case, but cases, a “circumstance,” at least, a good lawyer 
would say—and, as I know, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Kirn] is such—which tends to show that there are other 
cases, which fact or facts would cause us to apprehend that 
when these people reach the age of 70 years they are not able 
to master these great columns of figures and do the mental 
work that ought to be done. The gentleman's statement clearly 
shows we should reform our laws and execute them, 

The Government pays these “men” thus furloughed their 
regular salaries. The Government must also pay for a regular 
clerk to do the work that these poor old “men” are unable to 
do. This salary to these “men” is a pension in effect—a civil 
pension. 

Now, let us go a step further. I have been trying since yes- 
terday to work out some means by which we can relieve the 
situation, but I haye not had the time to do so. My heart is 
appealed to just as much as that of any other man. I feel very 
keenly the situation, but we brought it upon ourselves by per- 
mitting this civil-service life tenure. These employees came 
here voluntarily. They took the civil-seryice examinations vol- 
untarily ; they remain in this office voluntarily; they know each 
month, for life, they get so much salary, as the law stands; 
hence they spend all their salaries yoluntarily, regardless of 
“rainy days,” and when age comes on and they have nothing 
in the world to show for it, they expect the Government not 
simply to pension them and retire them. That is not the propo- 
sition. We hear that proposition made, but, gentlemen, what 
are you doing? You are continuing in the Departments people 
who are unable, presumptively, to do their work, and when they 
reach 70 years you say they must be turned out, and in the 
meantime extra help is employed to do their work. Here is a 


great book of names in the Department showing the immense 
number of people to-day who are 65 years and upward. Are 
they unable to work? Who says they are? No one, so far. 

I will read from page 31 of the hearings of the committee. 
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Employees in Washington who have reached the age of 65 years and over. 


Department of Justice. 16 | $26,460.00 
State Department N 10 10, 980.00 
Department of Agriculture 125 132, 652. 00 
Navy Department 26 25,310.00 
Smithsonian Institution 8 9, 449. 50 
Civil ice Commission 1 1, 600,00 
Interstate Commerce Commissi 5 5, 240.00 
Department of Commerce and Labor. 61 73,310.00 
Department 410 525, 425.00 

War Department 199 248, 148. 00 
ce tment 75 100, 040. 00 
Interior Department 431 575, 210.00 
Government Printing Office 231 206,512. 56 
brary of Congress 9 15, 140.00 
DOC ean A a E E sans 1,607 1, 986, 177. 08 


This, again, gentlemen, is some evidence going to show the 
truth of the statement that was made to me two years ago that 
there were 1,765 employees in the Departments who were unable 
to do their work. That is “some evidence,” if the statement 
made to me was true, and shows we must reform our Depart- 
ments or more “furloughs” must be given from day to day, 
year to year. 

Now, then, let us take the case of the soldier. If found in- 
capable of carrying on his work we pay his salary right along, 
and put a clerk to do the work that he ought to do and can 
not do; and then what else? We are running, at a heavy ex- 
pense, magnificent Soldiers’ Homes all over this ccantry, similar, 
I dare say, to that run as a State institution in the State of 
Ohio, that has always had her great soldiers and properly takes 
care of them when they are unable to work in private or public 
business. So there are three expenses—at least two—with the 
soldier directly—the payment of his salary, the payment of the 
clerk’s salary, and this Home, which he can enter when he de- 
sires. He may have no home of his own. We haye built and 
run one for him that has been builded by the hand of affection 
and with hearts of gratitude—a monument to soldier and nation 
alike. But how about the broken-down employee who has no 
private home? There is no home for the plain citizen employee 
that must at 70 leave the Department, none built in Tennessee 
or any State, and none built in the District of Columbia, cared 
for by the Federal Government, for the benefit of the citizen 
after he retires from the Department. 

But there is one for the soldier. He is cared for by a gen- 
erous and grateful public, and to be an inmate of the Soldier's 
Home is no disgrace, but an honor. 

Now, you see, gentlemen, if he can not do his work, and he 
can not do it, what it will cost this Government. The Gov- 
ernment was not made to give a man a living. It used to be 
the law that men held office without salary; they were com- 
pelled, as good citizens, to take charge of the office and run it 
pro bono publico. 

Holding office vests no man with a“ property“ in the office. 
The office is created for the benefit of the people and not the 
officeholder. 

The committee has brought in a bill that proposes to retire 
all employees at the age of 70. Let us go a step further. They 
found the disease. They found there are 1,025 employees in 
the Departments who if not now will soon be in such a con- 
dition that they can not carry on the business of the Govern- 
ment. But, gentlemen, the committee falls short of going far 
enough up or down to locate the cause of or seat of the dis- 
ease. There is nothing better settled in medicine than if you 
“remove the cause of the disease you cure the disease.” That 
is one of the axioms in medicine. 

What has brought about this condition? It is by giving, under 
the civil-service law, life tenure, a policy that was utterly 
condemned and repudiated by our forefathers when they built 
the Constitution in 1787. Why, Mr. Hamilton wanted a king 
for this country, to hold office during life, and he came very 
near getting some such law as that embodied in the Constitu- 
tion. And he wanted one House of Congress for life. Finally, 
after they had time and again decided the President should have 
one term of six or seven years and be reeligible why they com- 
promised, to get rid of the reeligibility proposition, by agree- 
ing to the four-year proposition, instead of six or seven, I for- 
get which, and “silence” in the report as to the right of re- 
eligibility, thus allowing the right of reelection every four 

ears. Thus giving Mr. Hamilton some success in perpetuat- 
ine the President but as long as the American people would re- 
elect him, a 

Instead of electing him for life, as Hamilton’s idea was, 


the law was fixed so the people could elect him every four 
years, or as long as the American people desired. And, Mr. 
Chairman, Washington himself prepared to decline a second 
term, and only because of peculiar exigencies of threatening 
foreign complications he finally yielded at the persuasion of 
Jefferson and Madison and others who were opposed to the 
plan and policy of reelecting the President; but their reason 
was that Washington was the impersonation practically of all 
that was great in this country and had more influence abroad 
than anybody. They said: “ You are the man to settle our for- 
eign complications; you must remain President.” 

He did so, but he wisely declined a third term. He served 
eight years and was elected—not appointed, but here are men 
in the Departments who have been perpetuated in our Depart- 
ments for thirty-odd years, and have drawn their salaries all 
that time, and there is no effective way to get them out. You 
say they have done good work. I say yes, and got good sala- 
ries ; faithful, good work, yes, but the Government was not made 
to give any man an office or keep him in it to make a living. It 
was not made for any man to make a living out of it. I do not 
know anybody who is making one out of it. 

So, gentlemen, the committee rather suggests a cure for the 
immediate conditions, in 1913. Suppose we make that the law. 
The committee fails to suggest an ounce of prevention. It sug- 
gests no remedy for a recurrence of the “present” status; 
nothing to prevent its continuation. 

The committee does not say that the employees hereafter shall 
serve six years and then retire, or ten years and then retire. 
There is not one suggestion, as I understand this bill, faithfully, 
gone over and intelligently constructed as it is, there is not a 
scintilla of prevention of a continuation of the very trouble that 
is now before our door, and with which we are grappling and 
which appeals to our hearts and heads with such force. 

If in the beginning, when we had passed our ciyil-service 
law, we had said that no man should serve in a Department 
longer than six years, or a givin length of time, every man, 
woman, and child who had come into the Departments then 
would haye known, “ Well, my head goes off at the end of six 
years; I will take care of my salary; I will equip myself with 
an education in telegraphy or stenography or typewritiug, or in 
bookkeeping, and at the end of six years I will have a little 
salary saved up, or if not I then can go back to the farm or go 
to the manufacturing establishments. I will be a professional 
stenographer and typewriter; I will be a professional book- 
keeper; I will be a clerk ;” or, as I haye known in a number of 
eases right in the city of Washington, young boys have come 
here and gone into the Departments and worked during the day, 
and gone to school at night, and stayed here five or six years, 
until they were educated and have graduated in law or in some- 
thing else, and then have quit Washington and gone back home, 
and to-day they are leading citizens, leading lawyers or business 
men of the State of Tennessee. 

It was unfortunate, I say, gentlemen, that some such whole- 
some limitation was not put upon that law. Why, only a few 
days ago a clerk who has been here about six months said to 
me: Mr. GAINES, I am going back home. This is no place for 
me; there is not enough latitude and longitude for me here; 
my actions are restrained too much; I am a mere clerk and will 
so remain; I want to go back to the mountains, to the blue- 
grass region, to the silver springs of Tennessee, where I will 
have all the rights and latitude and longitude that any Amer- 
ican citizen can have. I won’t throw away my life in this 
work.” 

Mr. WACHTER. Will not the gentleman admit that a good 
employee is more valuable at the end of six years than he is 
at the end of six months? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Yes; and I will admit that 
somebody just as competent as you are or as I am can come 
to Congress from our country, and we are not here for life, and 
I am glad we are not. We are elected every two years. The 
people have a chance to weigh us—turn us out or not. Not so 
under civil service—once in, always in, until death overtakes 
them. There is a great difference in the elective and life ap- 
pointees. 

And I wish, Mr. Chairman, that it was so that we could turn 
out some of our other officials a little oftener than we are 
allowed to turn them out. It is a great weakness, I believe, in 
our Federal judiciary that we did not adopt the wholesome 
English system of appointing a judge, say, for ten years, with 
the legal right to be again appointed, but again confirmed by, 
the confirmatory power. Jefferson often cited this omission 
and condemned it. 

Mr. Chairman, time and again, cut of my kindness of heart, 
I hope, and out of the wisdom of my head, I trust, I have ad- 
vised young men to stay back in Tennessee. To cast their for- 


3824 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 14, 


tunes there. Come up from her rich soil under her sunshine 
amidst her good citizenship. Make of themselves there lawyers, 
doctors, preachers, farmers, school-teachers, rather than come 
here to draw the pittance of a little salary and fritter it away 
at theaters, as thousands of the people of the city of Washing- 
ton do who are not able to make buckle and tongue meet. 
{Applause.] I know exactly what I am talking about. I have 
seen all this. It is a very unfortunate social condition. This is 
the most spendthrift city in the United States. Whether a man 
is rich or poor he is obliged to go to the theater regularly. He 
is obliged to do this because he sees the millionaires doing it. 
He is obliged to do that, he is obliged to do this, that, and the 
other, or he is not “in society.” Now, Mr. Chairman, I am 
talking facts. I am under oath; I have a solemn responsibility 
before me. My duty is first to my country, the Constitution, 
and the flag. I challenge any man to show where in my career 
in Congress I have turned a deaf ear to real charity when I 
had a nickel to give. I challenge any man to point to a man, 
woman, or child, black or white, to whom I have turned an 
unwiling hand when I could turn it at all within the law's 
limit. 

In this matter we should not turn our hearts into a lot of 
mush and let sentiment run away with us and go along here 
and permit a confessed disease to run its course ad infinitum, 
to go on forever. I say we should stop it; that we should put 
some limitation upon this business of holding office continu- 
ally in the Departments at Washington. 

Why, you will see splendid young men from all over the coun- 
try come here and stay a short while; their skins get to be as 
fair as our sweet girls, their hands as soft as the down on the 
wings of night, but they soon get into fixed expensive habits. 
They spend all they make. They have the legal right to do it, 
but when old age comes they are going to be pinched, as all of 
us will be if we stay in Congress. Poverty will get all of us. 
What a sad life it is when you look back at the final days of 
many illustrious men who have spoken here in this Hall, long 
since dead and buried, lying in graves we hardly know where, 
buried by their friends, with nothing but a shingle to mark the 
spot, and that rotting down, perhaps. 

We have had Cabinet officers afterwards filling little third 
or fourth class post-offices to keep them out of the poorhouse. 
I have one distinguished Democrat in mind just now—a south- 
ern man. 

Gentlemen, I insist—and I say it in all kindness and candor, 
without the intention to be harsh or hard or to hurt anybody’s 
feelings, without intending to be unkind to a single employee— 
I say this life in Washington is a life that only a rich man can 
pursue as it is pursued by many of these employees. It is not 
the life for a Department clerk. And I may say that it is not 
the life that the average Member of Congress should follow 
long, unless he expects to do otherwise than walk home or ride 
on a pass—and I hope to God they will stop the latter before 
we get away from here. [Laughter.] 

So, gentlemen, we are called on now to yote for a bill that 
continues the cause of this condition; that continues the condi- 
tion that makes the trouble; continues alive, as it were, the 
germ that is causing the disease which the legislative doctors 
are here treating without putting one ounce of extermination 
into the bill. The reason why they do not put some limitation 
into the bill—the reason why they haven't done it heretofore—is 
because, they say, “ we can not pass it.” In other words, we 
can not pass a law to prevent a man from holding office in a 
Department as long as he lives or until he gets to be 70 years 
of age and is unable to run the office. 

What is the matter? Pressure?“ Are we afraid? Gen- 
tlemen, I have never seen the day yet. When the time comes 
that I shall act the moral coward toward the great people I 
have the honor to represent in a humble way, before I shall 
shirk from responsibility for fear of adverse “pressure” at 
the ballot box, whether that responsibility is to turn a poor 
man out of the Department because he can not do his duty, or 
deny the best friend on earth the favor that he asks for the 
same reason, I will take my hat and go back and surrender my 
credentials without stain or taint, to the great people who sent 
me here. [Applause.] 

Go to either of the Departments and you will find men who 
will talk to you in whispers and say that “something ought to 
be done” in this matter. To-day it was whispered in my ears 


by one of the leaders of the Departments of this Government 
“that the evil must be remedied ;” and yet we sit here and do 
nothing but turn these people out into the shock field at the age 
of 70, practically knowing God Almighty will take them out of 
the Department before then, and hence we say 1913! 

in this bill, if you 


If you don’t put an ounce of prevention 


don’t put something into the statute to prevent the condition 
coming along again, of course it will continue; like Banqao's 
ghost, it will not down, because you don’t remove the cause. 

Why, look at it! Look at what the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Livrnasron] said yesterday. Nobody disputes it. He 
says that Mr. Ware, the Commissioner of Pensions from Kan- 
sas, a gentleman and an old soldier himself, said that he could 
not turn out these people because of “ humanity and pressure.” 
Who is pressing? I am going to ask my friend from New York 
(Mr. Lirraver}, who with such punctiliousness and ability ex- 
plained the bill reported to this House, what he meant by 
“ pressure? ” 

Mr. LITTAUER. I mean simply the pressure which is 
brought to bear upon him by Members of this House and of 
another that the gentleman knows of. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Cértainly. So, gentlemen, we 
are ourselyes accused, rightfully or wrongfully, by this Com- 
missioner with passing a law and then going around behind the 
house and preventing him from executing it. I have no doubt 
but that “ pressure” was brought to bear on the Members and 
then the Members pressed Mr. Ware; but, gentlemen, I do say 
that the exigency is upon us, and when the American people 
reads in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp and the public prints the 
statement that comes from the lips of Mr. Ware and the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], they will rightfully ask us 
why we allowed this to occur and why we allow it to continue, 

Mr. Chairman, I have seen some of these employees come up 
in their wagonettes to these Departments, and thus sit, if I mis- 
take not, at their desks all day long, poor victims of disease. 
I have seen some lifted in and out of their wagons. I have seen 
them come up in carriages, because they are wholly unable to 
walk. In almost every case I believe it was an extremely old 
person. You let this thing go on and have it go out to the 
country, as it ought to go; that a few old or young men are 
drawing from $1,600 to $2,000 a year and are upon “ furlough” 
at home doing nothing, and what do you think the-country will 
think? What would the people have the right to think? 

Gentlemen, I am willing to do my part in trying to relieve 
the situation. I confess I do not know exactly the details of 
the needed reform. I did not know conditions were as bad 
as shown. I am glad that the distinguished gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Tawney], the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Lirraver], and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LIVINGSTON] 
have had the courage and the industry to bring this matter to 
light. I suggest that there should be some limitation placed 
in the law to prevent this condition from continuing, because, 
like the course of a mighty river, it will continue as long as a 
life tenure continues under civil service. The gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Livingston] suggested a proposition to appoint 
a civil service commission, or something was said about a civil 
service commission by one of the speakers yesterday, to pass 
upon and execute this law. Why, gentlemen, would a commis- 
sion have any more courage and hardihood than we? Instead 
of a civil service commission it would be a civil “ bird“ commis- 
sion, because the members of that so-called commission would 
have hearts like we have, hearts that can be and that were made 
to be reached by a crying woman and a hungry man, and hence 
our oaths to keep and force us to do our duty in an hour of 
such and all trials as lawmakers. 

I do not take much to that Civil Service Commission to exe- 
cute this law, or to any other board. We simply have got to 
put a limit on the matter and let the law execute itself. When 
we do that then we will have the law self-executory, and these 
people will be told that they are ineligible when they come 
within its limitations, and it will enforce itself. We have 
hearts ourselves, and have been guilty, it is said, of bending the 
timbers of the law. It seems to me that we ought to have the 
courage to put a law there that will not be bent or that will not 
be left to the discretion of any man. There are prohibitions in 
the Constitution against the Federal Government, against the 
States, and against the people. Certainly we can put a prohibi- 
tion in the statute that will at least prevent Members from 
bending the timbers of the law and visiting this condition of 
things upon the American people and the American Treasury. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. LITTAUER. 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 16472— 
the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill—éad 
had come to no resolution thereon. 


Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
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DIVULGING OF OFFICIAL INFORMATION, 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 10129) 
to amend section 5501 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States, with Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House disa- 
gree to the amendments of the Senate and ask for a conference. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER announced the following conferees on the part 
of the House: Mr. JENKINS, Mr. LITTLEFIELD, and Mr. CLAYTON, 

ISSUANCE OF DUPLICATE CHECES AND WARRANTS. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 4) to 
amend section 3646, Revised Statutes of the United States, as 
amended by act of February 16, 1885, with a Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment was read. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on. Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 11783. An act for the establishment of town sites and 
for the sale of lots within the common lands of the Kiowa, Co- 
manche, and Apache Indians in Oklahoma ; 

H. R. 15085. An act to set apart certain lands in the State of 
South Dakota to be known as the “ Battle Mountain Sanitarium 
Reserve ;” 

H. R. 13548. An act to authorize the commissioners’ court of 
Baldwin County, Ala., to construct a bridge across Perdido 
River at Waters Ferry ; 

H. R. 431. An act to open for settlement 505,000 acres of land 
in the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian reservations, in 
Oklahoma Territory ; 

H. R. 4459. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the rights and 
privileges of the fish wharf; 

H. R. 4469. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the public hay 
scales; and 

H. R. 10101. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell and convey to the State of Minnesota a cer- 
tain tract of land situated in the county of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of 
the following titles: 

S. 700. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Benkler ; 

S. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Gunnerus 
Ingebretson ; 

S. 1905. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Tibbits; 

S. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Thompson ; ° 


S. 1666. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Beard ; . 

S. 1645. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob G. 
Orth; 

S. 1634. An act granting an increase of pension to Solomon R. 
Ruch; 

S. 1555. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Bishop; A 

S. 1418. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi E. 
Cross; 


S. 1399. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Jordan; 

S. 1273. An act granting an increase of pension to Eleanora A. 
Keeler ; 

S. 1357. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlando C. 
Pinkham ; 

S. 4006, An act granting an increase of pension to Charles S. 
Parrish; 
S. 1251. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Burns; 

S. 1246. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 
Wilson; 

S. 4000. An act granting an increase of pension to Crosby Pyle 
Woodward ; 

S. 3036. An act granting an increase of pension to John O. 
Thorn ; 

S. 3031. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Westervelt; 

S. 3721. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Morgan; 
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S. 3751. 
Nash: 

S. 3029. 
Hooker; 

S. 2968. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel D. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Delia A. 


An act granting a pension to George W. Hale; 


z 3 An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney R. 
mith; 
S. 3932. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Rankin; 
8 8. io An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
arritt; 
5 3903. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Joy > 
; S. 3 An act granting an increase of pension to Susan E. 
srael; 
S. 2866. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel J. 
Burlock ; 


8. 3626. 


An act granting a pension to Catharine Coyle; 


S. 2800. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert D. 
Cordner ; 
wee An act granting an increase of pension to James 
uth; 
ee 3588. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
50 
S. 3640. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
Brenton ; 
S. 3575. An act granting an increase of pension to Sargent R. 
Emerson ; 
S. 3547. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
M. Davis; 
5 ee Son An act granting an increase of pension to Catharine 
echtol ; 
S. 3539. An act granting an increase of pension to Dominick 
Cavanaugh ; 
8 Seite An act granting an increase of pension to Everett 
Fitch; 
S. 3474. An act granting an increase of pension to James B. 
Kellogg: 


S. 3473. An act granting an increase of pension to La Forrest 
C. Darling; 
1 An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 

. Ogie; 

S. 3472. An act granting an increase of pension to Lena Sher- 
man; 

S. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B. 
Hamenstaedt; 

S. 3312. An act granting a pension to Oscar F. Renick; 

S. 3242. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Wooley ; 

S. 3224. An act granting a pension to Nancy A. Teeters; 

S. 3199. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. 
Coulton, alias Samuel Myers; 

S. 3189. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
Rutherford ; 

S. 3187. An act granting a pension to John Harper; 

S. 3132. An act granting an increase of pension to Georgia D. 
Brown; 

S. 3125. An act granting a pension to Parthenia W. Baker; 

S. 3121. An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 
Blessing; 

S. 3043. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry D. 
Hall; 

S. 861. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
O'Connor; 

S. 1130. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Mitchell; 

S. 969. An act granting an increase of pension to Howard 
Ellis; 

S. 859. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard T. 
Fried: 

S. 842. An act granting an increase of pension to William A. 
Eggleston ; 

S. 836. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles A. 
Fay; 

S. 721. An act granting an increase of pension to Orange S. 
Mason; s 

S. 4362. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Fluegel ; 

S. 4337. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
McGirl; 

S. 4226. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cain; 

S. 4223. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Peirce; 


S. 4188. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank D. 
Smith; 

S. 2840. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Jaquith; 

S. 2346. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Reed; 

S. 2868. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Flick; 

S. 2863. An act granting an increase of pension to Garrett 
Rourke ; 

S. 2785. An act granting a pension to Marceline S. Groff; 


S. 2548. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse M. 
Furman; 

S. 2473. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles L. 
Noggle: 

S. 2406. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Milliman; 

S. 2303. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Clark ; 

S. 2332. An act granting an increase of pension to Ashley A. 
Youmans; 

S. 4181. An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Hallett; 

S. 4159. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary P. 
Johannes ; } 

S. 4131. An act granting an increase of pension to John Con- 
nor; 

S. 4100. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlton A. 
Wheeler ; 

S. 1908. An act granting an increase of pension to Francesco 
Del Gindice; 

S. 1023. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Shipman ; 

S. 784. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Cooley; 

S. 772. An act granting a pension to Jerusha Hayward 
Brown; 

8. 725. An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 
Smith; 

S. 716. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore H. 
Hanson; 


S. 4381. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
MeGarraugh ; 

S. 4319. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
C. Sturm; 

S. 4280. An act granting a pension to Aurelia Cotten; 

S. 4286. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Davies; 

S. 4227. An act granting a pension to John H. McKenzie; 

S. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert C. 
Andrews ; 5 

S. 2216. An act granting an increase of pension to David W. 
Magee; 

S. 2250. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Rauch ; 

S. 2182. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Buffington ; 

S. 2168. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 
Hewett; 

S. 2142. An act granting an increase of pension to Adelle D. 
Irwin; 

S. 2153. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen B. 
Read; 

S. 2103. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorin R. 
Bingham; 

S. 2096. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
R. Kent; 

S. 2080. An act granting a pension to Ruth F. Bennett; 

S. 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams; 

S. 2091. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Bambush ; 

S. 1527. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Odenheimer ; 

S. 1437. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 


. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 


2 An act granting an increase of pension to Julia L. 
Plimpton; 

S. 1227. 
Patterson ; 


An act granting an increase of pension to Henry J. 
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S. 4187. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
E. Skelton; i 

S. 1173. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Fernald; 

S. 1834. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
W. Partridge; 
BE 1624. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 

etz; 

S. 1011. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Woodsum ; . 
1 a 1665. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 

Stes 5 

S. 4229. An act to authorize the sale and disposition of sur- 
plus or unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Res- 
eryation, in the State of Washington, and for other purposes; 
ace 2950. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 

nes; 

S. 2882. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel E. 
Johnson; 

S. 4097. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius J. 
Williamson ; f 

S. 4096. An act granting an increase of pension to Norman W. 
Lombard; 

S. 4020. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry C. 
Johnson; 
TA 1138. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert S. 

ake; 

S. 4637. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Zimmerman ; 
5 S. 4636. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry R. 

ease; 
15 4595. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos Me- 

anus; 

S. 4507. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Chandler, jr. ; 

S. 4496. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
Brooks ; 
oe 4422. An act granting an increase of pension to Lindsay 

roy ; 

S. 1978. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Edsall; and 

S. 2044. An act granting a pension to Solomon F. Wehr. 


SENATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS REFERRED, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills and joint resolu- 
tions of the following titles were taken from the Speaker's 
os and referred to their appropriate committees as indicated 

ow: 

S. 4513. An act to authorize the Mobile Railway and Dock 
Company to construct and maintain bridges across Dog River 
and Fowl River in Mobile County, State of Alabama—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. R. 1. Joint resolution for the erection of a monument to the 
memory of Dorothea Lynde Dix—to the Committee on the 
Library: 

S. R. 20. Joint resolution directing the selection of a site 
for the erection of a bronze statue in Washington, D. C., in 
honor of the late Henry Wadsworth Longfellow—to the Com- 
mittee on the Library. 

S. 503. An act to reimburse James M. McGee for expenses in- 
curred in the burial of Mary J. De Lange—to the Committee 
on Claims. 

S. 581. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
War to condemn and turn over to the State of Idaho two 
Krupp field guns captured from the enemy by the First Regi- 
ment Idaho Volunteer Infantry at the battle of Santa Ana, 
Philippine Islands, February 5, 1899—to the Committee on MH- 
tary Affairs. 

S. 582. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon at Denver, in the State of 
Colorado—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 685. An act for the erection of a monument to the memory 
of John Paul Jones—to the Committee on the Library. 

S. 1683. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building thereon in the city of Kearney, 
State of Nebraska—to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

S. 1802, An act to regulate the use by the public of reser- 
voir sites located upon the public lands of the United States—to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 

S. 1831. An act to provide for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Eureka, Cal.—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 2266. An act authorizing the Joint Committee on the Li- 
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brary to purchase a bust of President Zachary Taylor—to the 
Committee on the Library. 

S. 2270. An act for the relief of Nicola Masino, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

S. 2286. An act to confer jurisdiction upon the circuit court 
of the United States for the ninth circuit to determine in equity 
the rights of American citizens under the award of the Bering 
Sea arbitration of Paris and to render judgment thereon—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

$. 4170. An act to amend an act approved March 3, 1891, en- 
titled “An act making appropriations to supply deficiencies in 
the appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1891, and 
for prior years, and for other purposes to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

S. 4190. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend sec- 
tion 2455 of the Revised Statutes of the United States,” ap- 
proved February 26, 1895—to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. $ 

S. 4302. An act to amend the provision in an act approved 
March 3, 1899, imposing a charge for tuition on nonresident 
pupils in the public schools of the District of Columbla—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. - 

S. 4434. An act ceding a parcel or strip of land to the city of 
Hot Springs, Ark., for use as a public street—to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. . 

S. 4975. An act giving the consent of Congress to an agree- 
ment or compact entered into between the State of New Jersey 
and the State of Delaware respecting the territorial limits and 
jurisdiction of said States—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 535. An act to amend and reenact section 1 of chapter 77 
of volume 27 of the United States Statutes at Large, being “An 
act to provide for a term of the United States circuit and dis- 
trict court at Evanston, Wyo.,” approved May 23, 1892—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Senate concurrent resolution No. 17: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed 4,750 copies of the “ Report on the Japanese naval 
medical and sanitary features of the Russo-Japanese war to the Sur- 
geon-General, United States Navy, by Surg. William C. Bratsted, United 
States Navy,” the same to include the illustrations, of which 1,250 
copies shall be for the use of the Senate, 2.500 copies shall be for the 
use of the House of Representatives, and 1.000 copies for the use of 
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery of the Navy Department— 


To the Committee on Printing. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President: 

To the House of Representatives: 

In compliance with the resolution of the House of Representatives of 
the 12th instant (the Senate concurring), I return herewith House bill 
No. 8494, “An act granting an increase of pension to David A. Jones.” 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 

Tun WHITE HOUSE, Maroh 14, 1906. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the mes- 
sage be referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey moves that 
the message be referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

The question was taken, and the motion was adopted. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following mes- 
sage from the President, which was read, ordered to be printed, 
and referred to the Committee on Claims: 

The Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith for the consideration of Congress a report by 
the Secretary of State, resubmitting a claim of the owners of the Brit- 


ish steamship Lindisfarne, mounting to $158.11, for demurrage to that. 


vessel while undergoing repairs necessitated by a collision with the 
Y. S. Army transport Crook in New York Harbor on May 31, 1900. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
Tue Wuitr House, March II, 1906. 
R. IL. VASQUEZ, 


Mr. CASSEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following report by 
resolution from the Committee on Accounts, and move that it be 
adopted. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House resolution No. 351. 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the House is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to pay, out of the contingent fund of the House, to R. L. Vasquez 
the sum of $67.83, being the amount of clerk-hire allowance due the 
late Representative George A. Castor from February 1 to the date of 
his-death, February 19, 1906. 

The qnestion was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
56 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned to meet to-morrow, at 12 
o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
is follows: 

A letter from the Secretary cë the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for a relief lighit-vessel for 
the exclusive use of the twelfth light-house district—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to be 
printed. : 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a copy 
of a letter from the Chief of Ordnance, a report of tests of iron 
and steel and other materials for industrial purposes at Water- 
town Arsenal—to the Committee on Manufactures, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, deliv- 
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. FLETCHER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15485) to 
empower the Secretary of War to conyey to the city of Min- 
neapolis certain lands in exchange for other lands to be used 
for flowage purposes, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2280); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. ADAMS, of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1345) 
to provide for the reorganization of the consular service of the 
United States, reported the same with amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 2281); which said bill and report were re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 
2801) to withhold from sale a portion of Fort Brady Military 
Reservation, at Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2282) ; which said 
bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LACEY, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15513) to de- 
clare and enforce the forfeiture provided by section 4 of the act 
of Congress approved March 3, 1875, entitled “An act granting 
to railroads the right of way through the public lands of the 
United States,” reported the same without amendment, accom- 


| panied by a report (No. 2283) ; which said bill and report were 


referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. PRINCE, from the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8124) to 
amend section 5136 of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
permitting national banking associations to make loans on 
veal estate as security, and limiting the amount of such loans, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2284); which said bill and report were referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. TYNDALL, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2292) for the re- 
lief of certain entrymen and settlers within the limits of the 
Northern Pacific Railway land grant, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2285); which said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. LACEY, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the House joint resolution (H. J. Res. 117) 
extending the time for opening to public entry the unallotted 
iands on the ceded portion of the Shoshone or Wind Indian 
Reservation, in Wyoming, reported the same without amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2286) ; which joint resolu- 
tion and report were referred to the House Calendar. y 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introđuced and severally referred, as 
follows: 

By Mr. DEEMER: A bill (H. R. 16726) providing for the 
erection of a public building at Lock Haven, Clinton County, 
Pa.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 


3828 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 14, 


By Mr. McoGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 16727) to appropriate the 
sum of $250,000 to erect a public building at Shawnee, Okla.— 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 16728) setting aside and ap- 
propriating certain lands to the Territory of Oklahoma to be 
used for a site for a reform school for said Territory—to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. TOWNE: A bill (H. R. 16729) to regulate the appoint- 
ment, number, rank, and pay of chaplains in the Navy—to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. KLINE: A bill (H. R. 16730) to prevent the unau- 
thorized wearing or use of badges, name, title of officers, insig- 
nia, ritual, or ceremonies of the Beneyolent and Protective Or- 
der of Elks of the United States of America—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FLOOD: A bill (H. R. 16731) to provide that there 
shall be six deliveries of mail a week on all rural free-delivery 
routes established before April 1, 1906, and not discontinued by 
the Postmaster-General—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16732) to prescribe the eligibility of rural 
free-delivery mail carriers—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BURTON of eDlaware: A bill (H. R. 16733) grant- 
ing pensions to officers of long, faithful, and meritorious services 
in the civil war from 1861 to 1865 who have been awarded 
medals of honor for gallant and meritorious conduct in action 
under act of Congress approyed December 21, 1861, July 12 and 
16, 1862, and March 3, 1863, and any other act or acts amend- 
atory thereof or supplemental thereto, and who have been other- 
wise commended for gallant conduct in action, and for other 
purposes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10734) to provide for 
the burial of deceased retired soldiers of the United States 
Army—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HEARST: A bill (H. R. 16735) to further regulate 
commerce with foreign nations and among the States—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORE: A bill (H. R. 16736) to extend the privileges 
of the seventh section of the act approved June 10, 1880, to the 
port of Houston, Tex.—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16737) to adjust the 
salaries of postmasters—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. KINKAID: A bill (H. R. 16738) for the resurvey of 
certain townships in the State of Nebraska—to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. NORRIS: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 120) pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States 
providing for the election and term of office of Members of 
Congress—to the Committee on Election of President, Vice- 
President, and Representatives in Congress. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: A resolution (H. Res. 365) referring to 
the Court of Claims the bill H. R. 9894—to the Committee on 
Claims. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ALLEN of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 16739) giving 
access to files, documents, and reports in the several Depart- 
ments of the Government for preparation of an encyclopedia of 
American industries—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 16740) to place John 
Crowley on the retired list of the United States Navy—to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: A bill (H. R. 16741) granting 
an increase of pension to William J. Girvan—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: A bill (H. R. 16742) for the relief of 
William Fletcher—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 16743) granting a pen- 
sion to certain East Tennesseans engaged in the secret service 
of the United States during the war of the rebellion—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: A bill (H. R. 16744) for the relief of 
Albert H. Rose—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16745) granting an increase of pension 
to Judson W. Currier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 16746) granting an increase 
of pension to M. S. Berson—to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 


By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 16747) granting a pen- 
sion to Sherman Jacobs—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16748) granting an increase of pension to 
Lucius C. Fletcher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16749) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry A. Jones—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16750) granting an increase of pension to 
Caroline Corn—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 16751) granting an increase 
of pension to Samuel Hough—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. i 

By Mr. HALE: A bill (H. R. 16752) granting a pension to 
Martha Talley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16753) granting an increase of pension to 
William Mooney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 16754) granting an in 
crease of pension to William H. Brown—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOLLIDAY: A bill (H. R. 16755) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Logan Mize—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R, 16756) granting an increase of pension to 
James Bell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 16757) for the relief of 
Jordan H. Moore—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LLOYD: A bill (H. R. 16758) granting an increase 
of pension to Robert E. Griffith—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16759) to correct the military record of 
John T. McKee, of Kahoka, Mo.—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, = 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16760) to correct the military record of 
John T. McKee—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 16761) for the relief of Henry 
Schindehetee—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16762) for the relief of Rear-Admiral 
Benjamin Peffer Lamberton, United States Navy, retired—to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16763) waiving the age limit for admission 
to the Pay Corps of the United States Navy in the case of 
Frank Holway Atkinson—to the Committee on Nayal Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16764) for the relief of Charles L. Jenney— 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McCLEARY of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 16765) 
granting an increase of pension to Angus Campbell—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 16766) for the relief of the 
North American Transportation and Trading Company—to the 
Committee on Claims. n 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16767) for the relief of the North Ameri- 
can Transportation and Trading Company—to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 16768) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary E. Canaan—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 16769) for the relief of 
Charles R. Van Houten—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RHODES: A bill (H. R. 16770) for the relief of 
Margaret E. Towl—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16771) granting a pension to Richard 
Snyder—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16772) granting a pension to Paul Richt— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16773) granting a pension to James W. 
Eaker—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 16774) granting an increase of pension to 
George Luttrell—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16775) granting an increase of pension to 
Lindsey Wilkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16776) granting an increase of pension to 
Ira B. Timmons—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16777) granting an increase of pension ta 
Hiram White—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16778) granting an increase of pension to 
Patrick Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16779) granting an increase of pension ta 
Ephriam Barks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16780) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Hiram Williams—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16781) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Joseph M. Gower—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. ` 
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By Mr. RODENBERG: A bill (H. R. 16782) for the relief of 
John B. Reid—to the Committee on War Claims, 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 16783) granting an increase 
of pension to David Kirkpatrick—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16784) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Stewart—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 16785) giving 
preference right to actual settlers on pasture reserve No. 3 to 
purchase land leased to them for agricultural purposes in 
Comanche County, Okla.—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of New York: A bill (H. R. 16786) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Denis O'Sullivan—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16787) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Catharine Dooley—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions, 

By Mr. VREELAND: A bill (H. R. 16788) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George H. Coburn—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: A bill (H. R. 16789) to amend the 
military record of Robert J. Wallace—to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 16790) granting an increase of 
pension to David C. Lamb—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R. 16791) granting an increase 
of pension to Eliza J. Bigelow—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 16792) to place C. W. 
Geddes upon retired list of the Navy with rank of first assistant 
engineer—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: A bill (H. R. 16793) for the relief of 
‘A. Boschke, civil engineer—to the Committee on War Claims. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 2935) for the relief of William A. Clark—Com- 
mittee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

A bill (H. R. 12012) for the relief of Charles L. Jenney— 
Committee on Clhims discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on War Claims. . 

A bill (H. R. 15533) granting a pension to Julian F. Toney— 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 15010) granting a pension to Hansford G. Gil- 
keson—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 12991) granting a pension to Christopher Buck- 
hanan—Committee on Inyalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 16542) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
J. Kent—Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Springfield (Mass.) Board 
of Trade, for increased clerical service in the Post-Office De- 
partment—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Union No. 269, United Brotherhood of Car- 
penters and Joiners, for retention of the Chinese-exclusion law 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Paul Wright et al., of New Orleans, for a 
uniform quarantine system for the Gulf ports—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


Also, memorials of corporations, organizations, and individ- | 
uals, on admission of Territories—to the Committee on the Ter- | 


ritories. 


Also, petition of organizations of railway employees, for the | 


Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of Spring Garden 


Council, Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring re- 


striction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Colonel Fred Taylor Council, No. 762, and 
Washington Council, No. 1, Junior Order United American Me- 
chanies, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Wo- 
men, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Lydia Darrah Council, No. 110, Daughters of 
Liberty, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Wisconsin: Petitions of citizens of Madi- 
son, Aurora, Warren, and Berlin, Wis., against religious legisla- 
tion in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: Petition of citizens of Grant County, 
Wis., for an amendment of the interstate-commerce law to pre- 
vent sending cigarettes and cigarette paper into Wisconsin— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Colorado: Petition of C. A. Parker et al., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of H. S. Hergold, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: Petition of citizens of Bristol, Tenn., 
against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
George F. Bachelder—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Herbert M. Black- 
well—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: Petition of Trump Bros. Ma- 
chine Company, against the anti-injunction bill—to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of John Wainright, relative to pensions for 
officers of long and faithful service in the civil war—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Joseph Bancroft & Son, against the Little 
anti-injunction bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Southern Branch National Home of Disabled 
Volunteer Soldiers, of Virginia, relative to pay of inmates on 
furlough—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Resolution of the Union- 
town Merchants’ Association, favoring the Heyburn pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. COCKS: Petition of St. Paul's Methodist Episcopal 
Church, of Northport, N. Y., for the McCumber-Sperry biil—to 
the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of the Council Bluffs Commercial 
Club, for Government lands for grazing purposes—to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands. 

Also, petition of the Davenport Academy of Science, for bill 
H. R. 59988—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. DEEMER: Petition of Fishing Creek Grange, for re- 
tention of the present law of 10 cents per pound tax on imita- 
tion butter—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Fishing Creek Grange, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Fishing Creek Grange, for the Hepburn rate 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Fishing Creek Grange, for a parcels-post 
law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Fishing Creek Grange, for the Grange good- 
roads bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DIXON of Montana: Petition of Local Union No. 351, 
Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers, of Livingston, Mont., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of the Editorial Agsociation, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the drainage conference at Grand Forks, N. 
Dak., relative to drainage of land in Red River Valley—to the 
Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petition of citizens of Vermont, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Gassetts Grange, No. 327, for repeal of rev- 
enue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of J. B. Mead Camp, Sons of Veterans, against 
bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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Also, petition of citizens of Vermont, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District ef Columbia. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Lake Seamen’s Union, for 
“legislation as to life-saving precautions on vessels carrying pas- 
sengers—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of W. G. Hatch, of Rockford, Ill., for the pure- 
food law—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HALE: Petition of Kings Mountain Council, Order 
United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Knoxville, Tenn., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee ou 
the District of Columbia. 

Also, petitions of Eureka Council, No. 3, and Poplar Creek 
Council, No. 15, Order United American Mechanics; New 
River, Clinch, Powel and Clinch River, Big Spring, Cave Creek, 
Morning Star, Oneida, Fork Creek, Columbia, Major, Chilhowee, 
Greenville, Harrison, Ivory Circle, Holston, and Wellsville 
Councils, Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring 
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of the Jacksboro Council, No. 5, Order United 
American Mechanics, fayoring restriction of immigration—to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of citizens of Van Buren 
County, Mich., against religious legislation in the District of 
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Green Mountain Grange, 
of St. Johnsbury, Vt., and West Randolph Grange, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohos—to the Committee on 
‘Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of the Twentieth 
Century Club and other organizations, relative to child labor 
in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Petition of citizens of Nebraska, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of the State 
board of agriculture, for an appropriation to exterminate the 
brown-tail moth—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the New Jersey State Federation of Women, 
in favor of pure food—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. HULL: Petition of General William F. Barry Garri- 
son, No. 30, protesting against change of name of the Regular 
Army Union—to the Committee en Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LAFEAN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
George M. Ailes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: Petition of Southwick Grange, for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of heir of 
David Floyd—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LLOYD: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Robert 
E. Griffith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of P. D. McGregor, for the state- 
hood bill as passed by the Senate—to the Committee on the 
Territories. 

Also, petition of Hibbard, Spenser, Bartlett & Co., for the 
statehood bill as passed by the Senate—to the Committee on the 
Territories. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: Petition of citizens of Hartington, 
Nebr., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, 1 of the Dodge County Medical Society, for the 
pure-food law—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. McGAVIN: Petition of the Chicago Federation of 


Labor, for improved service on vessels bearing passengers—to | 


the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: Petition of the Commercial, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Woman's Club of Windsor, III., for an 
appropriation for an inquiry as to the industrial condition of 
women in the United States—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. MANN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary 
E. Canaan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of S. W. Tanner—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of citizens of Ohio, against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of the United States Supply Com- 
pany, of Omaha, against the Gilbert bill—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of M. E. Smith & Co., against the Gilbert bill— 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of Indianapolis manufac- 
turers, against bill H. R. 9328—to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. PADGETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
a of Pinckney M. Wright—to the Committee on War 

‘aims. 

By Mr. RUCKER: Petitions of C. P. Vandiver and the Charton 
Courier, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: Petition of Robrsburg (Pa.) Grange, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SIMS: Petition of citizens of Tennessee, against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: Petition of Methodist Protes- 
tant Christian Endeavor Society of Salisbury, Md., against sale 
of liquor in Government buildings—to the Committee on Alco- 
holic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of Maryland Lodge, No. 453, Brotherhood of 
Railway Trainmen, and Delmar Division, No. 445, Brotherhood of 
Railway Conductors, for bills H. R. 239 and 9328—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, paper to accompany bill regulating retirement of certain 
veterans of the civil war—to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

Also, petition of the Christian Endeayor Society of Burrs- 
ville, Md., against nullification of State liquor laws—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petitions of the Howard Avenue Methodist 
Church, St. Andrew’s Methodist Episcopal Church, the Olivet 
Baptist Church, and the South Park Methodist Episcopal Church. 
of New Haven, Conn., for the Hepburn-Dolliver bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Methodist Ministers’ Association of New 
Haven, Conn., for the Hepburn-Dolliyer bill—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for a harbor of refuge at Point Judith—to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Club of Hartford, Conn., rela- 
tive to child labor in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Naugatuck Valley Grange, for repeal of rev- 
enue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: Petitions of the Times and the Fel- 
ton Tribune, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of John M. Gudranger, Erie Engberg, Louis 
Hansen, and citizens of Minnesota, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alecohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Minnesota Editorial Association, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of B. K. Edwards, 
of St. Paul, Minn., favoring restriction of immigration—to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Red River Valley, for Federal 
drainage—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TAYLOR: Petition of retired soldiers of the United 
States Army, relative to proper burial of deceased of the re- 
tired list—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Resolution of the Drainage League of 
North Dakota, relative to drainage of land in Red River Val- 
ley—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands, 

By Mr. WEBB: Petition of citizens of Catawba County, N. C., 
against religious legislation—to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James A. Sams— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WEEMS: Papers to accompany-bill (H. R. 15248) 
for te relief of George E. O’Neel—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 
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Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap- 
proved. 

CHIPPEWA INDIAN RESERVATION. é 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interlor submitting an estimate of 
appropriaion for inclusion in the Indian appropriation bill for 
the fiscal year 1907, for completing the necessary surveys within 
the Chippewa Indian Reseryation in Minnesota, including ex- 
penses of examining and appraising pine lands under the pro- 
visions of the act of April 14, 1889, etc., $10,000; which, with the 
accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4) to amend 
section 3646, Revised Statutes of the United States, as amended 
by act of February 16, 1885. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10129) to 
amend section 5501 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, 
asks a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
LITTLEFIELD, and Mr. Crayron managers at the conference on 
the part of the House. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

The message further announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon 
signed by the Vice-President: 

S. 716. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore H. 
Hanson; 
ae 721. An act granting an increase of pension to Orange S. 

ason; 

8 SA 575 An act granting an increase of pension to William M. 
mith; 

3 S. 772. An act granting a pension to Jerusha Hayward 

Brown; 

S. 784. An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 
Cooley; 

S. 790. 
Benkler; 
= S. 836. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles A. 
bay; 

S. 842. An act granting an increase of pension to William A. 
Eggleston ; 

a f An act granting an increase of pension to Richard T. 
er 7 

S. 861. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
O'Connor; 
eae 969, An act granting an increase of pension to Howard 

lis; 

S. 1011. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Woodsum ; 

S. 1023. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Shipman; 

8. 1130. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Mitchell ; 

5 S. 1138. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert S. 
Blake; 

S. 1173. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Fernald; 

S. 1227. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry J. 
Patterson ; 

S. 1228. An act granting an increase of pension to Julia L. 
Plimpton ; 

8 S. 1230. An act granting an increase of pension to Eugene 
skill; 

ti 1246. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 

Wilson; 

sta 1251. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
urns ; 

~ potel: An act granting an increase of pension to Eleanora A. 

Keeler ; 

S. 1357. An act granting an increase of pension to Orlando C. 
Pinkham ; 

S. 1399. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Jordan ; 

S. 1418. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi E. 
Cross ; - 


An act granting an increase of pension to William 


S. 1420. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah A. 
Tyler; 
S. 1421. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey C. 
Brown; . 
S. 1437. An act granting an increase of pension to William F. 
Davis; 

S. 1527. An act granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Odenheimer; 

S. 1555. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Bishop; 

S. 1624. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter Betz; 

S. 1634. An act granting an increase of pension to Solomon R. 
Ruch; 

S. 1645. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob G. 
Orth; 
. S. 1005. An act granting an increase of pension to John O. 

stes; 
a 1666. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 

ard ; 

S. 1834. An act granting an increase of peNsion to Frederick 
W. Partridge; 

S. 1889. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Thompson ; 

S. 1905. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Tibbits ; 

S. 1908. An 
Del Gindice; 

S. 1911. An 
Ingebretson; 

S. 1978. An 
Edsall; 

S. 2044. An act granting a pension to Solomon F. Wehr; 

S. 2080. An act granting a pension to Ruth F. Bennett; 


act granting an increase of pension to Francesco 
act granting an increase of pension to Gunnerus 
act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 


B 2090. An act granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Adams ; 

S. 2091. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Bambush ; 

S. 2096. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
R. Kent; 

S. 2103. An act granting an increase of pension to Lorin R. 
Bingham ; 

S. 2142. An act granting an increase of pension to Adelle D. 
Irwin; 

S. 2153. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen B. 
Read; 

S. 2168. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac B. 
Hewett; 

S. 2182. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Buffington ; 


1 2216. An act granting an increase of pension to David W. 
agee ; 

S. 2250. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Rauch; i 

S. 2332. An act granting an increase of pension to Ashley A. 
Youmans ; 

S. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert C. 
Andrews ; 

S. 2346. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Reed ; 

S. 2393. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Clark ; i 

S. 2406. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Milliman; 

S. 2473. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles L, 
Noggle; 

S. 2548. 
Furman; 

S. 2735. 

F. 2840. 
Jaquith; 

S. 2863. 
Rourke; 

S. 2868. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse M. 


An act granting a pension to Marceline S. Groff; 
An act granting an increase of pension to George L. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Garrett 
An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel E. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 


S. 2968. An act granting a pension to George W. Hale; 

S. 3029. An act granting an increase of pension to Delia A. 
Hooker; 

S. 3031. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Westervelt; 

S. 3036. An act granting an increase of peusion to John O. 
Thorn; 
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8 R 8043. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry D. 
all; 

S. 3121. 
Blessing ; 

S. 3125. 

S. 3132. 
Brown; 

S. 3187. An act granting a pension to John Harper; 

S. 3189. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
Rutherford ; 

S. 3199. An act granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. 
Coulton, alias Samuel Myers; 

S. 8224. An act granting a pension to Nancy A. Teeters ; 

S. 3242. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Wooley ; 
6 a 8310. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard M. 

sie; 

S. 3312. An act granting a pension to Oscar F. Renick ; 

S. 3315. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry B. 
Hamenstaedt ; 

S. 3472. An act granting an increase of pension to Lena Sher- 
man; 

S. 3473. An act granting an increase of pension to La Forrest 
C. Darling; 

S. 3474. An act granting an increase of pension to James B. 
Kellogg ; 

S. 3475. 
Fitch ; 

S. 3492. An act granting an increase of pension to Catharine 
Bechtol ; 

S. 3539. An act granting an increase of pension to Dominick 
Cavanaugh ; 

S. 3547. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen M. 
Davis; 

S. 3575. 
Emerson; 


An act granting an increase of pension to John G. 


An act granting a pension to Parthenia W. Baker; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Georgia D. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Everett S. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Sargent R. 


S. 3588. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Lebo; y 

S. 3626. An act granting a pension to Catharine Coyle; 

S. 3640. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
Brenton ; 

S. 3714. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Ruth; 
S. 3721. An act granting a pension to Mary C. Morgan; 

S. 3751. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel D. 
Nash; 

S. 3800. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert D. 
Cordner ; 

S. 3866. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel J. 
Burlock ; 

8. 3888. An act granting an increase of pension to Susan E. 
Israel; 

S. 3903. An act granting an increase of pension to John McCoy ; 

S. 3905. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
Garritt; 

S. 3932. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Rankin; 
S8. 3933. An act granting an increase of pension to Sidney R. 
Smith; 

S. 4000. An act granting an increase of pension to Crosby Pyle 
Woodward ; 


S. 4006. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles S. 
Parrish; 

S. 4020, An act granting an increase of pension to Henry C. 
Johnson ; 

S. 4096. An act granting an increase of pension to Norman W. 
Lombard ; 

S. 4097. An act granting an increase of pension to Julius T. 
Williamson ; 8 

S. 4100. An act granting an increase of pension to Carlton A. 
Wheeler ; 

8. 4131. An act granting an increase of pension to John Con- 
nor; 

S. 4159. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary P. 
Johannes ; 

S. 4181. An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Hallett; f 

S. 4187. An act granting an increase of pension to Nathaniel 
E. Skelton; 

S. 4188. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank D. 
Smith; 

S. 4223. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
F. Peirce; 

S. 4226. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Cain; 


S. 4227. An act granting a pension to John H. McKenzie; 

S. 4229. An act to authorize the sale and disposition of sur- 
plus or unallotted lands of the diminished Colville Indian Reser- 
vation, in the State of Washington, and for other purposes; 


S. 4280. An act granting a pension to Aurelia Cotten; 

S. 4286. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas J. 
Davies; 

S. 4319. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
C. Sturm ; 

S. 4357. An act granting an increase of pension to Barney 
MeGirl ; 

S. 4362. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Fluegel ; 

S. 4381. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
MeGarraugh; 


5 4422. An act granting an increase of pension to Lindsay 
rby ; 

S. 4496. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
Brooks; 

S. 4507. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Chandler, jr. ; 

S. 4595. An act granting an increase of pension to Amos Mc- 
Manus; 

5 S. 4636. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry R. 
ease ; 

S. 4637. An act granting an increase of pension to Frederick 
Zimmerman ; 

H. R. 431. An act to open for settlement 505,000 acres of land 
in the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian reseryations, in 
Oklahoma Territory ; 

H. R. 4459, An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the rights and 
privileges of the fish wharf; 

H. R. 4469. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
miet of Columbia to make regulations respecting the public hay 
scales ; 

H. R. 10101. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell and convey to the State of Minnesota a cer- 
tain tract of land situated in the county of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota ; 

II. R. 11783. An act for the establishment of town sites and 
for the sale of lots within the common lands of the Kiowa, Co- 
manche, and Apache Indians in Oklahoma ; 

H. R. 13548. An act to authorize the commissioners’ court of 
Baldwin County, Ala., to construct a bridge across Perdido 
River at Waters Ferry; and 

H. R. 15085. An act to set apart certain lands in the State of 
South Dakota to be known as the “ Battle Mountain Sanitarium 
Reserve.” 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT presented resolutions adopted by the 
legislature of Massachusetts, favoring the consolidation of the 
present third and fourth class rates of postage; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Young Men’s 
Christian Association of Keene, N. H., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the East Washington Heights 
Citizens’ Association, of Washington, D. C., praying for the 
enactment of legislation providing for the extension into the 
District of Columbia of the Washington and Marlboro Electric 
Railway Company's line to connect with the East Washington 
Heights Traction Railway Company’s line; which was referred 
fo the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. LODGE presented resolutions of the legislature of Massa- 
chusetts, requesting Congress to consolidate the present third 
and fourth class rates of postage; which were referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads, and ordered to be 
printed in the Record as follows: 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
In the year one thousand nine hundred and sia. 
Resolutions requesting Congress to consolidate the present third and 
ourth class rates of postage. 


Resolved, That the general court of Massachusetts favors an amend- 
ment to the rules and regulations of the Vost-Office Department of the 
United States Government to the effect that what is now known as third 
and fourth class matter be consolidated at the postage rate of 1 cent 
for each 2 ounces or fraction thereof, 

Resolved, That one of these resolutions be sent by the secretary 
of the Commonwealth to the presiding officers of both branches of Con- 
gress, and also to the Senators and Representatives in Congress from 
this Commonwealth. 

In senate. Adopted March 2, 1906. 

In house of representatives. Adopted in concurrence March 7, 1906, 
* A true copy. Attest: 

Wu. M. OLIN, 


Secretary of the Commonicealth. 
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Mr. McCREARY presented a petition of the Ancient Order of 
Hibernians of Paris, Ky., praying that an appropriation be 
made for the erection of a monument to the memory of the late 
Commodore Barry; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. SCOTT presented a petition of the Federation of Women's 
Clubs of West Virginia, and a petition of the Woman's Civie 
Club of Wheeling, W. Va., praying that an appropriation be 
made for a scientific investigation into the industrial conditions 
of women in the United States; which were referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. BRANDEGED presented a petition of the Westside Work- 
ingmen's Club, of the Twentieth Century Club, of the Hartford 
Social Club, of the Educational Club, of the Civic Club, of the 
College Club, of the Motherhood Club, of the Good Will Club, 
and of the Union for Home Work Club, all of Hartford, in the 
State of Connecticut, praying for the enactment of legislation 
to regulate child labor in the District of Columbia; which was 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
New Haven, Conn., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
reorganize the consular service; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
New Harven, Conn., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
establish forest reserves in the Southern Appalachian Mountains 
and in the White Mountains of New Hampshire; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
New Haven, Conn., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
create a staff of commercial attachés to be connected with Amer- 
ican consulates; which was referred to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented a memorial of sundry citizens 
of Watertown, Wis., remonstrating against the passage of the 
so-called “ parcels-post bill;” which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Reedsburg, 
Wis., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to con- 
solidate third and fourth class mail matter at the rate of 8 
cents per pound ; which was referred to the Committee on Post- 
Offices on Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Milton, 
Wis., and a petition of stndry citizens of Janesville and Beloit, 
Wis., praying for the adoption of a certain amendment to the 
interstate-commerce law relative to the interstate transportation 
of cigarettes and cigarette papers; which were referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Seldiers 
Grove, Blooming Grove, Rock County, Vernon County, Juneau 
County, Orfordville, Sauk County, Lodi, Dane County, Deerfield, 
Cottage Groye, Sun Prairie, and Stoughton, all in the State of 
Wisconsin, remonstrating against the adoption of the proposed 
tobacco schedule in the Philippine tariff bill; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Philippines. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. LODGE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4109) to increase the efficiency of the 
Bureau of Insular Affairs of the War Department, reported it 
without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. PENROSE, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom 
was referred the bill (H. R. 14808) authorizing the Choctaw- 
hatchee Power Company to grect a dam in Dale County, Ala., 
reported it without amendment. 

Mr. WARREN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4957) to correct the military 
record of Alexander J, MacDonald, reported it with amend- 
ments, and submitted a report therecn. 

Mr. ELKINS, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 4825) to provide for the construction of 
a bridge across Rainy River, in the State of Minnesota, reported 
it with améndments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. By direction of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 14467) for 
the relief of Capt. George E. Pickett, paymaster, United States 
Army, I report it with an amendment correcting simply the 
title of the officer's name, changing it from “captain” to 
major.“ 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The report will be placed on the 
Calendar. 

Mr. BLACKBURN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to whom was referred the bill (S. 4431) for the relief of 
Maj. George E. Pickett, paymaster, United States Army, re- 
ported adversely thereon, and the bill was postponed indefi- 
nitely. z 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 


bill (S. 4451) for the relief of Maj. George E. Pickett, pay- 
master, United States Army, reported adversely thereon, and 
the bill was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4467) removing the charge of 
desertion from the military record of James B. Boyd, reported 
it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. BULKELEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. T94) to remove the charge of 
desertion against Robert Burnet, submitted an adverse report 
thereon; which was agreed to, and the bill was postponed in- 
definitely. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 4947) for the relief of Franklin L. Van Auken, submit- 
ted an adverse report thereon; which was agreed to, and the bill 
was postponed indefinitely. 

Mr. WARNER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 3638) providing for the retire- 
ment of noncommissioned officers, petty officers, and enlisted 
men of the Army, Nayy, and Marine Corps of the United States, 
reported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4423) providing for the donation of 
condemned cannon to the University of Idaho, reported it with 
amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 334) to correct the military record of Joseph A. 
Blanchard, reported it without amendment. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 2058) to correct the military record of Stephen W. 
Coakley, reported adversely thereon, and the bill was post- 
poned indefinitely. 

Mr. LODGE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 1697) confirming to certain 
claimants thereto portions of lands known as “Fort Clinch 
Reservation,” in the State of Florida, reported it with an 
amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. FULTON, from the Committee on Claims, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4850) for the relief of Arthur A. Underwood; and 

A bill (H. R. 10584) for the relief of F. H. Driscoll. 


ASSISTANT CLERK TO COMMITTEE ON COAST DEFENSES. 


Mr. KEAN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, reported the following 
resolution; which was considered by utnimous consent, and 
agreed to: 


Resolved, That the position of messenger to the Committee on Coast 
Defenses, provided for by resolution of January 28, 1902, be, and here- 
by is, made assistant clerk at the same compensation as that re- 
ceived by the messenger. This change to take effect March 16, 1906. 


HEARING BEFORE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS, 


Mr. KEAN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to whom was referred the 
resolution submitted yesterday by Mr. CLARK of Wyoming for 
Mr. Crtarr, reported it without amendment, and it was con- 
sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the stenographer re to report the hearing be- 
fore the Committee on Indian Affairs of the Senate, February 13, 1906, 
on the bill (H. R. 5975) to prove for the final disposition of the af- 
fairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territery, and for other 
purposes, be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate. 


TON NAGE-TAX EXEMPTIONS. 


Mr. FRYE. I report back from the Committee on Commerce 
favorably, without amendment, the bill (S. 4885) relating to 
tonnage-tax exemptions, and I submit a report thereon, I 
should like very much to have the bill considered now. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That so much of section 14 of the act approved 
June 26, 1884, entitled “An act to remove certain burdens from the 
American merchant marine and to encourage the American foreign 
trade, and for other purposes,” as provides “Provided, That the Presi- 
dent of the United States shall suspend the collection of so much of 
the duty herein imposed on vessels entered from any port in the Domin- 
ion of Canada, Newfoundland, the Bahama Islands, the Bermuda Is 
lands, the West India Islands, Mexico, and Central America down to 
and including Aspinwall and Panama, as may be in excess of the ton- 
nage and light-house dues, or other equivalent tax or taxes, imposed om 
American vessels by the government of the foreign country in which 
such port is situated, and shall, upon the passage of this act, and from 
time to time thereafter as often as it may become necessary by reason 
of the changes in the laws of the foreign countries above mentioned, 
indicate by proclamation the ports to which such suspension shall appl 
nod the rate or rates of tonnage duty, if any, to be collected under wack 
suspension,” and section 12 and so much of section 11 of the act of 
June 19, 1886, entitled “An act to abolish certain fees for official serv- 
ices to American vessels, and to amend the laws relating to shipping 
commissioners, seamen, and owners of vessels, and for other purposes, 
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as provides, “Provided, That the President of the United States shall 


ed on vessels 
e tonna 


suspend the collection of so much of the duty herein im — 
in said port 
Bich 


entered from any foreign port as may be in excess of 
light-house dues, or other equivalent tax or taxes, im 
on American vessels by the government of the fore country in w 
such pot is situated, and shall, upon the passage of this act, and from 
time to time thereafter as often as it may become nec by reason 
of ch: in the laws of the foreign countries above mentioned, indl- 
cate by proclamation the ports to which such suspension shall appl 
and the rate or rates of tonnage duty, if any, to be collected under suc 
suspension: Provided further, That such proclamation shall exclude 
from the benefits of the suspension herein authorized the v Is of 
any foreign country in whose ports the fees or dues of any kind or 
nature imposed on vessels of the United States, or the import or ex- 
pory duties on their cargoes, are in excess of the fees, dues, or duties 
mposed on the vessels of the country in which such port is situated, 
or on the cargoes of such vessels; and sections 4223 and 4224, and so 
much of section 4219 of the Revised Statutes as conflicts with this sec- 
tion, are hereby repealed,” and section 1 of the act approved April 4, 
1888, entitled “An act to amend the laws relating to navigation, and for 
other purposes,” and section 4232 are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 2. That this act shall take effect on and after July 1, 1906. 


The VICH-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. FRYE. I ask that the letter of the Secretary of Com- 
merce and Labor accompanying the report on this bill may be 
printed in the Recorp, It explains the necessity of the bill. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 13, 1906. 


Hon. WILLIAM P. Frrn, 
Chairman Committee on Commerce, United States Senate. 

Sm: The Department has received your letter of the Tth instant, 
inclosing S. 4885, a bill relating to tonnage-tax exemptions. Comply- 
ing with your request to furnish the committee with such suggestions 
as I may deem 8 touching the merits of the bill and the propriety 
of its passage, I have to state: 

The several acts proposed to be repealed provide in brief that the 
United States will exempt from tonnage dues vessels coming from any 
foreign country or place in which American vessels are exempt from 
tonnage dues or equivalent char In fact, during the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1903, in ports of the United States American vessels 

id $79,578.54 in tonnage dues, while foreign vessels paid $779,958.05. 
ir the principle of reciprocal tonnage-tax exemption were generally 
applied American vessels would save about one dollar in tonnage taxes 
— home for each $10 saved to foreign vessels. In foreign ports the 
relative saving would be about the same, though the total amounts 
saved to shipping abroad would be somewhat greater, as foretgn tonnage 
charges are, as a rule, heavier than American charges. Accordingly, 
ibe laws proposed to be repealed by the bill are a plain misapplication 
of the theory of reciprocity 

The countries wi which, under proclamations by the President, 
Pr aren exemptions from tonnage dues have been established since 

are: 


1. Kingdom of the e e ah aa a vessels aggregating T78,- 
628 net tons entered the United States m ports in that Kingdom 
during the fiscal year ended June 80, 1904 (latest figures available). 
No American vessels entered from or cleared for such ports during that 
year. The exemption, accordingly, was worth upward of $40,000 
to foreign vessels (rate 6 cents per ton) and not a dollar to American 


vessels. 
2. Ports in the Dutch East Indies.—Yoreign entries, 89,580 net tons: 
g to foreign shipping (6 


American entries and clearances, none; sa 
cents per ton), about $5,400. 

3. Copenhagen.-—Foreign entries from Denmark, 91,275 net tons; 
no American entries or clearances; saving to foreign shipping (6 
cents per ton), about $5,400. 

4, Greytown, Nicaragua; islands of Montserrat and Guadeloupe, 
West Indies. — Entries inconsiderable and not separately stated, but 
mostly foreign. 

5. Prociees of Ontario.—Entries not separately stated. Total ton- 
nage entries for Quebec (taxable), Ontario 8 and Manitoba 
(taxable), foreign, 3,002,266; American, 2,590,604 (rate, 3 cents for 
five entries a year). Value of exemption’ can not be stated. The actual 
tonnage taxes collected at lake ports on vessels from the Province of 
Quebec during the fiscal year 1 was $8,829.36. The exemption of 
vessels from Ontario, accordingly, did not much, if any, exceed $24,000, 
divided about equally between American and fo’ vessels. 

6. Republic of Panama.—Vessels from the City of Panama bound to 
American ports on the Pacific practically without exemption stop at 
intermediate Central American or Mexican ports, and thus become sub- 
ject to the tax at present. On the Atlantic side trade is conducted 
chiefly by our new Government merchant fleet of steamers. ama, 
however, so far as this bill is concerned, is not of immediate conse- 
qnence, as under the treaty Sie ‘awry will doubtless define precisely the 
status of the Canal Zone as nonforeign, if not fully American. 

The present importance of the bill rests on the possibility of British 
action. In order to obtain the reciprocal privilege a bill to abolish 
British light dues failed in 1903 by the close vote of 103 to 114. A 
similar bill on January 14, 1904, passed the House of Commons by a 
vote of 66 to 62, but the Government prevented its passage by the 
House of Lords. It is reasonably probable that in a short time British 
light dues will be re for the benefit of British shipping both at 
home and in the United States through exemptions from tonnage dues 
due to the acts to be repealed. 

The bill also repeals section 4232 of the Revised Statutes, reading: 

“The mail steamships nee in the mail service between the 
United States and Brazil shall exempt from all port charges and 
custom-house dues at the port of departure and arrival in the United 


States if, and so long as, a similar immunity from port charges and 
custom-house dues is granted by the Government of Brazil.” 

As there have been no American mail steamers In trade with Brazil 
for some years, the law has long been a dead letter. Should it be re- 
vived by the establishment of an American mail line under the most 
favored nation clause other nations, under like conditions, might claim 
the right to the exemption proposed to be repealed, 

The passage of the bill has m recommended in reports of the Com- 
missioner of Navigation for some years past, and the Department con- 


curs in the recommendation, 
V. H. METCALF, Secretary. 


Respectfully, 
CAPT. EJNAR MIKKELSEN. 


Mr. GALLINGER. From the Committee on Commerce I re- 
port back favorably without amendment the bill (S. 4954) 
authorizing Capt. Ejnar Mikkelsen to act as master of an 
American vessel, and I submit a report thereon. 

Mr. FRYE. The bill is only about five lines long, and there 
ean not possibly be any objection to it. The Geographical So- 
ciety proposes to make investigations in the Antarctic Sea, and 
they want this captain, who has filed his intention to become 
an American citizen, but can not complete his citizenship be- 
fore the ship will be obliged to sail. They desire to have this 
man sail on a particular ship, and that ship alone, to the 
Antarctic Sea. . 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The bill will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. It authorizes Capt. Ejnar Mikkelsen to act as 
master of any vessel of the United States purchased by him 
while on an expedition in her to the Beaufort Sea, any act of 
Congress to the contrary notwithstanding. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER DAM. 


Mr. NELSON. I am directed by the Committee on Com- 
merce, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 15649) extending 
the time for the construction of the dam across the Missis- 
sippi River authorized by the act of Congress approved March 
12, 1904, to report it favorably without amendment, and I ask 
for its present consideration. It is a very short bill. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, 
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. It provides that subject to all the other provisions 
contained in the act of Congress entitled “An act permitting 
the building of a dam across the Mississippi River between 
the counties of Wright and Sherburne, in the State of Minne- 
sota,” approved March 12, 1904, the time limitation for the con- 
structfon and completion of the dam authorized by the act 
shall be extended until December 31, 1908. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


4 “i TILLMAN. What is the order of business, Mr. Presi- 
ent 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Reports of standing or select com- 
mittees. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I can not present it as the report of a com- 
mittee because it is not a regulation matter. I wish to submit 
a report which embodies my own opinions on the rate-regulating 
bill and also in connection therewith the views of the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. NEWTAN DSJ. I present it and ask that it 
may be printed. . 

Mr. ALDRICH. Are the Senator’s own views very long? 

Mr. TILLMAN. No, sir; not very long. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest that they might be read. 

Mr. TILLMAN. While I feel complimented that the Senator 
from Rhode Island should wish to hear my views, I think it 
probably would be better to have them printed, and then if 
Senators wish to take any interest in the matter they could fol- 
low it by having printed copies. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I have naturally had, as a member of the 
committee, a great deal of curiosity about the Senator’s per- 
sonal views on the bill. I am very much interested in his pres- 
ent attitude with reference to the measure. Therefore I thought 
perhaps the Senate might desire to hear the paper read. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I am perfectly willing to have it read. 

Mr. ALDRICH. But if the Senator prefers to have it printed, 
I withdraw my suggestion. 

Mr. TELLER. Let us have it read. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Let it be read. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Senators seem to wish to hear it. 
objection to have it read and go into the RECORD. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the views 
submitted by the Senator from South Carolina. 


I have no 
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The Secretary read as follows: 


Mr. TILLMAN, having reported from the Committee on Interstate Com- 
pae House bill 12987 without amendment, submits his views thereon 
as follows: 

The peculiar circumstances under which this bill was reported to the 
Senate from the Committee on Interstate Commerce make it a difficult 
and somewhat embarrassing task to write a report upon it. 

Instead of being amended in committee, as is usual, so as to command 
the indorsement and support of a 8 of its members, the bill was 
brought into the Senate in a form not entirely satisfactory to more than 
two members. Party lines in the committee were broken down and the 
bill is in the Senate by reason of the union of five members of the mi- 
nority party and three members of the majority party in Congress who 
concurred in reporting it favorably ; and while these eight Senators are 
agreed as to the general purpose and scope of the bill, there are radical 
differences among them as to the amendments that ought to be Incor- 

orated in it to make it fully adequate to meet the demands of the 
usiness interests of the country at this time. 

This lack of harmony among the supporters of the bill—it would be 
speaking with more accuracy to say the supporters of the policy in- 
volved the bill—brings about the anomalous situation in which a 
member of the minority party in Congress is put in 1 5 in the Sen- 
ate of proposed legislation which is generally regarded throughout the 
country as the cherished scheme of the President, with whose general 
policy and principles that member is not in accord. At the same time 
the bill is designed to carry into effect his own long-cherished convic- 
tions and the thrice-reiterated demands of the party to which he be- 


ongs, 

This condition is without precedent in our legislative history, and 
brings into prominence the fact that the proposed legislation non- 
partien. and this is emphasized by the further fact that this specific 

ill received the unanimous support of the minority party, and only 
lacked seven votes of a unanimous indorsement of both parties at the 
other end of the Capitol. It therefore follows, if events shall prove 
that this measure has broken down party lines in both branches of Con- 
ge , that the conclusion will be almost inevitable that it will be 
ramed so as to accomplish the results intended or claimed to be in- 
tended by both parties, and to this end Democrats and Republicans alike 
should bend all their energies and lend all that is best in them to per- 
fecting and passing so important a piecegof legislation. 

There is undoubtedly a widespread demand for immediate action by 
Congress along this line, and the clamor for action which has been 
gathering force for several years is now such as to threaten a very 
cyclone of passionate resentment should the representatives of the peo- 
ple in the House and of the States in the Senate fail in any essential 
particular to give that relief to the country which is so earnestly de- 
manded. Woe be unto that member of the Senate or of the House whose 
work in formulating this legislation shall be that of a timeserving 
politician without earnestness or Ponang of purpose and who shall 
seek to belittle the question or kill the bill by subterfuge and decep- 
tion. The people want the railroads regulated. The Constitution gives 
the power to regulate the railroads to Con s. There are many 
wrongs to right, many grievances to redress, and a great opportunity for 
beneficent legislation. 

The bill as it comes to us from the House is loosely worded and 
capable of different interpretations, as shown by the debate already had 
upon it. The subject is complex and deals with one of the most, indeed 
the most, important matter that affects the industrial development and 

rogress of the nation. The House has sent us a bill which many 

enators believe is inadequate. It is the duty of the Senate to take It 
in hand and make such amendments to it as shall produce the best pos- 
sible law and relieve the distress and wrong the existence of which no 
one will deny. In what has already been said and what shall follow 
the Senator in charge of the bill can claim to give expression to no 
opinion except his own. 


THE PRESIDENT’S ATTITUDE. 


The object sought to be obtained 2 5 this proposed legislation can be 
best outlined in the language of the President in his last annual mes- 
sage to Congress: 

“The immediate and most pressing need, so far as legislation is con- 
cerned, is the enactment into law of some scheme to secure to the 
agents of the Government such supervision and regulation of the rates 
cha by the railroads of the country engaged in interstate traffic 
as shall summarily and 1 prevent the imposition of unjust 
or unreasonable rates. It must include putting a complete stop to 
rebates in every shape and form. 

“The first consideration to be kept in mind is that the 
be affirmative and should be given to some administrative 
by the Congress. 

“In my 3 the most important provision which such law 
should contain is that conferring upon some competent administrative 
bear the power to decide, upon the case being brought before it, whether 
a given rate prescribed by a railroad is reasonable and just, and if it is 


wer should 
y created 


found to be unreasonable and beg tek then, after full investigation of 


the complaint, to prescribe the limit of rate beyond which it shall 
not be lawful to go—the maximum reasonable rate, as it is commonly 
called—this decision to go into effect within a reasonable time and to 
obtain from thence onward, subject to review by the courts. * * =» 

“A heavy penalty should be exacted from any corporation which falls 
to respect an order of the Commission. I regard this power to estab- 
lish a maximum rate as peng essential to any scheme of real reform 
in the matter of railway regulation. ‘The first necessity is to secure it, 
ranted to the Commission there is little use in touching 
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and unless it is 
the subject at all. 
The bill as it is presented to the Senate is the bill that was reported 
to the House by its Committee on Interstate Commerce and passed by 
that body without amendment, and it is generally supposed to embody 
the welkdigested views of the Executive and those leaders of his party 
whose advice he consents to take. There are in it some essential 
changes of the original interstate- commerce law—the act of 1887. 
These are designed to place under the jurisdiction of the Commission 
- all switches, terminal facilities, private car lines, elevators, and any 
and all other facilities for transportation or shipment or storing mer- 
chandise, in order to prevent the public carriers from utilizing such 
instrumentalities for purposes of discrimination or extortion. These 
amendments to the old law by those who have examined the question 
closely have been thought necessary to secure the best possible regula- 
on: nd interstate commerce In a manner to prevent injustice and wrong 
to shippers. 
Another important amendment is the extension of the time required 
for a change in rates from ten to thirty days’ public notice, the require- 
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menr to be subject to modification by the Commission for good cause 
shown. 

For information as to the parliamentary history of the bill in the 
House of Representatives and generaly concerning the subject discussed 
reference is made to the House report made by Mr. HEPBURN, from the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce (Report No. 591, Fifty- 
ninth Congress, Ist session). 

THE VITAL QUESTION. 


The most radical change proposed in the new legislation is to be 
found in section 15, in which power is sought to be vested In the Com- 
mission “after full hearing upon a complaint made to determine and 

rescribe what will in its judgment be the just and reasonable and 
airly remunerative rate“ “to be thereafter observed in such case as 
the maximum to be charged,” and to make an order that the same 
shall go into effect and remain in force for three years, which order 
shall“ go into effect thirty days after notice to the carrier and shall 
remain in force and be observed by the carrier, unless the same shall 
be suspended or modified or set aside by the Commission, or be sus- 
pended or set aside by a court of competent jurisdiction,” 

Around the first provision the most earnest and exciting contention 
has arisen and there is great difference of opinion as to the scope of 
this clause and the executive powers of the Commission under it. On 
the one hand, it is claimed most positively that Congress can not dele- 
gate its powers to the Commission and thus authorize it to fix a rate, 
while on the other hand it is asserted with equal earnestness and force 
that this power is indisputable. Whatever may be the results of this 
discussion in the Senate if the bill becomes a law the final determina- 
tion of the question at issue must be made by the Supreme Court. 
The friends of the proposed legislation feel no uneasiness on this point, 
but in addition there remains the equally great difference of opinion 
and even greater solicitude upon the question of judicial review. 

For the porponos of this report the two contending Ideas may be 
briefly considered. The friends of the pro legislation are amaliy 
earnest with its opponenti in desiring to throw every protection aroun 
the billions of capital invested in railways of the United States. There 
is no purpose or desire anywhere to deprive them of the fullest pro- 
tection of the law or to oppress them in any way. At the same time 
the cries of the people are most emphatic in demanding relief for pro- 
ducers and shippers against injustice and wrong through oppressive 
rates and discrimination. It is the duty of Congress to hold an even 
balance between these conflicting and contending interests. 

The friends of the railroads demand the suspension of the remedial 
order of the Commission pending judicial investigation, while the 
friends of the producers and shippers strenuously object to such a sus- 
pension. It is contended by the former that Congress can not limit 
the jurisdiction of the circuit courts, and that the right to issue an 
injunction suspending the rate fixed by the Commission is inherent in 
those tribunals. On the other hand, it is asserted with equal empha- 
sis that the power to create all courts, other than the Supreme Court, 
rests alone in Congress, and that such courts being statutory are 
necessarily limited in their scope and power by the authority which 
creates them. 

I myself incline most confidently to this latter view and have not the 
slightest doubt that it is possible to properly amend this bill so as to 

rohibit the circuit courts from interfering with the orders of the 

nterstate Commerce Commission by any interlocutory order. As 
has already been observed in connection with the power to fix rate: 
this question also must be determined by the Supreme Court shoul 
the proposed law be enacted. Amendments may be pro to more 
clearly define the method of making any court review, which amend- 
ments will serve the purpose of haying the order of the Commission 
stand pending litigation. 

The Senate must determine by its vote what shall be its attitude upon 
the questions of court review and interlocutory suspensions. Phe 
whole question at Issue as to giving relief to the producing interests 
of the country revolves around this feature of the bill. If any decision 
of the Supreme Court shall declare that Congress is powerless to grant 
speedy relief through a commission, it needs no prophet to tell that 
an outburst of surprise and indignation will bec over the country. 

Perhaps the most notable feature of the pending controversy is the 
fact that for ten years the Interstate Commerce Commission exercised 
the very power which is sought to be restored to it, and it did this 
without anyone presuming to deny the authority of Congress in grant- 
ing the power or to impugn the justice or wisdom of its exercise by 
the Commission. The act creating the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion went into effect in 1887, and it was not until 1897 that the Su- 
prome Court, in the case of the Interstate Commerce Commission v. 
‘incinnati, New Orleans and Texas Pacific Railway Company (167 
I. S., 479), decided that Congress had not granted to the Comsalasions 
the power to fix remedial rates. 

The original act was the result of long-continued contention on the 
part of the shippers and producers that they were being op by 
the railroads, and the demand for relief culminated in such 105 lation, 
It is nine years since the decision of the Supreme Court practically 
repealed the law by so emasculating it that it has since been of little or 
no use to the people. If it was necessary in 1887, how much more 
necessary is it now. Let a brief comparison of conditions then and 
now illustrate: 

NECESSITY FOR LEGISLATION, 


In 1890 the railroads of the country had as follows: 
Mileage 
Capitalization — 
Gross annual earning„%„7b 

In 1904 they had the following: 

Mileage 

Capitalization 

Gross ‘Annual earnings:< =. onc s a ð x —L—U—n 
Or, in round numbers: 


163, 597 
$8, 984, 234, 616 
$1, 000, 000, 000 


212, 243 
$13, 213, 124, 679 
$1, 975, 174, 091 


Capitaliza- Gross annual 
tion. earnings. 


, 000, 000,000 | $1, 000, 000, 000 
4,000, 000,000 | “2,000,000, 000 


$80, 000, 000 
$222, 000, 000 
6 
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COMMUNITY OF INTEREST. 


Table showing “ communities of interest,’ or steam-railroad groups of 
nanciers controlling nearly 95 cent of the vital steam-railroa 
ines and partial control of remainder. 


Designation. tion. 
Vanderbilt system sceeenee , 169, 198, 132 
al ea Rest Le eee 1, 822, 402, 235, 
QUIET RY SRAM. ick d exude os idan Uwerss noeunee 2,265, 116, 350. 
Gould-Rockefeller system 1, 368, 877,540 
Harriman-Kuhn-Loeb system 4 1, 321, 243, 711 
Moore, or Rock Island system 1, 070, 250, 939 
Now England ayet 9,017,016, 907 
ew England system 
Nominally independent and smaller systems. }2, 992,983,003 
Total in 1902 12,000, 000, 000 
Total in 1000 14; 000, 000; 000 


These figures are taken from a book about trusts, written by Mr. 


John Moody in 1904. The following additional extracts are taken there- 
from (pp. 441-442): 

“ We see therefore that the total vital railway mileage of this count 
amounts to about 177,721 miles. Of this, the six groups or * communi- 
ties of interest,’ control directly 164,556 miles. ‘They dominate and pe 
tially control the balance of 13,165 miles, and it is pemo only a 
gosos of two or three years when they will absorb most of the latter. 

he statement, therefore, that the ‘communities of interest’ dominate 
by direct control nearly 95 per cent of the vital railway mileage of the 
country is shown to be literally true. Furthermore they Indirectly 
dominate and bid fair shortly to wear | dominate the remaining 5 or 6 
per cent of vital mileage, and they will also ultimately absorb or wipe 
out most of the 25,779 miles of small ed or more or less un- 
profitable lines. 

“But there is a further fact to be noted. Not only is this enormous 
88 of railway property dominated by these six groupe, but these 
groups themselyes are in many important ways linked one to the other, 
and the various interests which control them overlap, as it were, into 
each other's group or circle. In fact, the six groups, with the inde- 
pendent’ allied lines, are really banded together by the closest of com- 
mercial and industrial ties. There are elements in every group which 
are also parts of other grou Thus the dominating men in the Morgan 
group are also important factors in the Gould, Pennsylvania, and the 

oore groups, and the Rockefeller-Gould interests are represented to 4 
greater or less degree In every group and also in most of the ‘ inde- 
pendent’ allied lines. 

“The whole aggregation thus makes up a gigantic ‘community of 
interest’ or railroad trust, —— allied together by most remarkable 
and intricate ties of interdependence and mutual advantage. While 
nominally controlled and operated by nearly 2,000 corporations, the 
steam railroads of the country 5 make up a mammoth transporta- 
tion Ae which is dominated by a handful of far-seeing and masterful 

anciers. 

“The financiers who are at the head of and entirely dominate this 
railroad trust are J. Pierpont Morgan, John D. and William Rockefeller, 
W. K. and F. W. Vanderbilt, George J. Gould, A. J. Cassatt, James J. 
Hill, Edwin Hawley, H. H. Rogers, August Belmont, Thomas F. Ryan, 
and W. H. and J. H. Moore. 

“Not only do these financlers dominate their respective groups, but, 
as stated above, the most a “pee at of them, such as Rockefeller, Mor- 

n, Harriman, Gould, and Vanderbilt, are interested in and more or 
ess dominate all the groups, and in this way knit together the entire 
railroad system of the country Into this ater * community’ or * trust.’ 
The 1 agtta dominating influence of „ Rockefeller and Mr. Morgan 
is felt in greater or less degree in all of the groups.” 

Following up ever so briefly the line of thought W by this 
narrative the following impressive fact is presented for serious con- 
sideration: The gross earnings of the railroads are, in round numbers, 
$2,000,000,000. Their net earnings are $700,000,000, 

It will thus be seen that once a year every dollar in circulation in 
the United States passes through the hands of the railroads, while once 
in three years every dollar in the United States becomes a part of their 
net earnings, and these net earnings equal in amount annually the 
entire expenditures of the United States Government. It is small 
wonder that, with such 8 revenu the most brilllant legal 
minds of the country are at thelr command to conduct legislation, to 
frame laws to secure their passage through legislatures and Con- 
gress, and to exercise such an overmastering influence over the judi- 
ciary and executive de ents, both of the States and nation, that 
the average citizen is almost driven to believe that the fight is hopeless 
and that the Government, instead of controlling the railroads, is con- 
trolled by them, and that the liberties of the people, to say nothing of 
their rights are in jeopardy. 

It is a struggle between the actual man and the artificial man repre- 
sented In the corporation; it is a struggle between man and money; it 
is a struggle between citizenship and capital. The final outcome will 
determine whether or not the people are really capable of self-govern- 
ment and can maintain and transmit to their posterity the priceless 
heritage that we have had handed down to us by our ancestors. For 


long years the people haye waged an unequal contest, and for the most 
par ey have been indifferent to the vital natures of the issues in- 
volved. 


Many of the Pe newspapers of the country are owned outright by 
the captains of industry, who, through the manipulations of these 
great properties, the issue of watered stock not representing any real 
or honest investment, and the enjoyment of monopolies that have grown 
up under the fostering care of Congress, have accumulated such vast 
fortunes that the muitimillionaires, in a few instances, are grown 
almost to billionaires. It is impossible to deny that this great accu- 
mulation ‘of wealth in the hands of the few is such a menace to liberty 
that the honest patriot stands appalled by the outlook. 

With the control of the press In many cases that great instrumental- 
ity is used to befog the issue, to decelye and mislead the people, and to 
create confusion in the minds of the laboring masses. Once let the 
people understand and know what is being done and how it is being 


done, a remedy will be sure and swift, and the wrongdoer will be pun- 
d, however many millions he may have stolen. 


OVERCAPITALIZATION. 


Equally impressive will be an examination, however brief, of the 
capitalization Ai mile of the railroads in 1886 and the capitalization 
in 1906. Startling facts call for explanation If it can be had. Making 
all due allowances for the natural increase in value of terminals lo- 
cated in large cities, permanent improvements in which the earnings of 
the roads have been invested, and every other reasonable increase in 
value of these great properties during twenty years, it is impossible not 
to reach the conclusion that there has been an immense amount of over- 
capitalization deliberately planned and carried out for a specific pur- 
pose; and that purpose can be no other than the . on the poopie 
of railroad securities which have no actual value and the only motive 
for whose creation and sale was to add to the gains of a coterie of 
multimillionaires, whose energies are now directed toward compelling 
the business interests of the country to “make good” — 2 increasing 
the earnings of the roads with a view to paying dividends upon this 
fictitious valuation of the properties. 

The process is well understood. The controlling element represented 
in the board of directors of a given railroad property meets and deter- 
mines to issue more stock or more bonds, the pretense being that it is 
for the purpose of betterments. These are sold to the investing public 
at the highest price they will bring, and a large 
ceeds are quietly pocketed by the inner circle of the managers, while 
the railroad is lucky if one-half is spent for the purpose for which 
they were said to be issued, The market is manipulated up or down 
to suit the purposes of these managers and the confiding people who 
have bought them as Investments are in the end induced to sell their 
holdings at a much lower price than they paid, so that there is every 
8 under the loose legislation on this subject, or the entire 
lack of it in most instances, for the robbery of the masses. 

This system of juggling with railroad properties has been going on 
for years, and all the while the real ownership and control of the 
transportation interests of the count have been getting into the 
hands of an eyver-lessening number of rich men, men so rich that they 
do not know within a score of millions how much they own or, more 
8 speaking, how much they have selzed from the poopie: 

here is one question which this phase of the subject brings Into 
great prominence and importance, and that is the relation to Congress 
of the increase in capitalization ; whether it is the pu of Congress 
to compel the business industries, for whose benefit the railroads were 
primarily built, to pay not dividends upon the real value of these prop- 
erties, but on the fictitious value which has been sought to be placed 
upon them by the increased capitalization. 


FAIRLY REMUNERATIVE RATE, 


There is a dangerous provision in this bill which, in my 
ought to be stricken er and that is in section 15, where the 
Commerce Commission is 


reentage of the pro- 


judgment, 
nterstate 
told “to determine and prescribe what will, 
in its judgment, be the just and reasonable and fairly remunerative 
rate,” ete. The last wo are too elastic and ambiguous and can be 
construed to mean too much that it would be harmful and dangerous 
for Ma Seer to enact into a law. “Fairly remunerative rate" on 
what; the actual value or the fictitious value of the properties? Are 
railroads which now pay no dividends because of the immense amounts 
of watered stock to be allowed to compel the producers who use their 
lines to pay a dividend on the excessive capitalization? Is Congress 
willing to lend itself to the schemes of the railroad magnates who have 
brought about thls condition wherein they levy. tribute on the business 
industries of the country and compel the payment of the pound of flesh? 

Every honest man is willing to treat the railroads justly and fairly, 
but are not the people entitled to be treated justly and fairly, too? 
Are we to be driven in the end to government ownership of these great 
highways of commerce in order to relieve the people from an intolerable 
condition? It is urged by some that it Is too late to save the country 
from the consequences of this policy of spoliation; that thousands of 
millions of dollars of railroad securities and bonds are in the hands of 
innocent purchasers, and that it would be unjust to these purchasers to 
haye their property, destroyed or its value greatly reduced legislation 
along this line; but it seems to me that this plea is untenable. 

There can be no justice in compelling the people as a whole to pay 
dividends on watered stock primarily for the purpose of Increasing the 
fortunes of men already too rich. he poor dupes who have been led 
to invest their savings in such stocks can better afford to lose them 
than to have the labor of the country saddled with the burden of paying 
perpetual tribute in the shape of dividends on dishonest valuations, 


VIEWS OF AN ENGLISH ARISTOCRAT, 


In this connection it is well to quote the opinion of a distinguished 
English publicist and capitalist, the late Duke of Marlborough, in an 
article in the Fortnightly Review of April, 1891: 

“There is nothing to control the N of share capital a group 
of promoters may print. They print what they pioase, and they issue 
it as the public will buy it in the market on the speculation that it 
is going to receive a dividend, or that the voting value of the stock 
is worth so much for the purpose of obtaining a control of the system. 

“There is, in fact, no limit to the power of a small ring in the 
United States who have succeeded in obtaining a control of one of 
the big through systems of communication; and the control once ob- 
tained, it is a simple question of time when they will be able to swal- 
low up everything within their reach. 

“The pee who are really to be wondered at, however, are the 
citizens of the United States, who continue to permit such a gigantic 
ger abuse as this ‘American railway monopoly to grow up as it 

doing in the hands of a group of gigantice capitalists in New York 
and other great towns of America; * * that the American pub- 
lie, which prides itself on its democratic institutions, should have al- 
lowed this aristocracy to grow up in its midst, which is daily becom- 
ing infinitely more powerful and ge mice | more dangerous than all the 
feudal sristocracies of Europe put together. It was easy to get rid 
of the European sag lines Arehn the guillotine, as the French did, with- 
out tearing up the foundations of all social life in the conny itself. 
In America this financial and railway aristocracy is slowly building 
itself into the very bone and sinew of the people, and it will be a very 
dificult twentieth-century problem to know how Congress is goling to 
deal with the matter. 

“No one who has been to America can fail to be struck with the 
vastness of the railway interest of that country. It represents the 


very life and lungs of trade, and at the same time is the predominant 
factor in preserving litical unity of Interests between States sepa- 
rated by thousands of miles of intervening plains, rivers, and moun- 
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tains. The management as well as the boner greta? etal of these vast 
systems is one of the maryels of that great continent. 

“These systems must continue to grow to meet the wants of in- 
creasing population and the large centers of permanent industry and 
manufacture that exist everywhere. It must noted, however, that 
the great main arteries of these systems are now permanently marked 
out. It will be practically impossible to make new main routes, except 
at fabulous cost, with approaches to the coast. The strategical post- 
tions are seized and cccupied, and whoever can possess himself to-day 
of a controlling interest in a main through route and allied feeders 
across the great central basin of the Northern States can not be de 
prived of a gigantic monopoly in the present and in the future.” 

The farseeing vision of this English aristocrat has drawn us a pie- 
ture of present conditions that is startling and almost appalling. ‘The 
problem has ripened mych faster than even he considered it possible, 
and we of this Congress are brought face to face with the settlement 
of the question. It may not be possible at once to give the full meas- 
ure of relief and to apply the remedy which is so urgently demanded, 
but we can take two long steps forward if we shall incorporate pro- 
visions in some legislation for compelling the fullest possible publicity 
in connection with all railroad expenditures and making it impossible 
for the conspirators, who are plotting to enslaye the people, to issue 
stocks and bonds without value received. We must stop the printing 
presses from issuing fictitious shares. 

All issues of railroad securities in the future on interstate-commerce 
railroads should be under the control of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission and there should be a speedy readjustment of capitalized valnes 
of these great arteries of commerce while protecting, as far as possible, 
the innocent holders of watered stock. It may be that these can not be 
protected under the law and that the holders of first-mortgage bonds and 
of preferred stock, who will be found in the end to be the multimil- 
lionaires who have perpetrated the scheme of injustice, will retain their 
advantage, while the poor dupes who have been led to buy the products 
of railway printing presses will lose what they have invested. What- 
ever else Congress does or fails to do, the producers of the country 
should be relieved from such danger of being ae ne to make good 
the values of overcapitalized railroads as lurks in this innocent looking 
and plausible provision about “fairly remunerative rates.” 


THE WEST VIRGINIA SITUATION, 


The necessity for granting, at some time, relief to producers and 
shippers in several important particulars not provided for in this bill 
may be wisely considered in connection with the pending discussion. 
There is no provision, except a most vague and indefinite one, for the 
anomalous and outrageous condition of affairs disclosed as existing in 
West Virginia. ‘The letter of Governor Dawson of that State published 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of February 8 and the memorial of the 
Red Rock Fuel Company published in the Recorp of January 29, taken 
together, disclose a situation that is almost beyond belief. The rail- 
roads have seized on the vast mineral wealth of the State in its exten- 
1358 5 fields and bave created a monopoly in that prime necessity of 

'e, fuel. 

Landowners who wish to mine and ship their coal are denied access 
to market, while the roads themselves are engaged extensively in min- 
ing and shipping coal; and when private individuals or companies seek 
to develop their coal lands and send their product to market the rail- 
roads deny or refuse to grant them the privilege of engaging in inter- 
state commerce. In the case of the Red Kock Fuel Company physical 
connection was refused. They would not permit this coa -mining com- 

any to i its track with a switch to the track of the Baltimore and 
Bis Railroad and thus obtain an outlet. In other cases mines have 
had to shut down because of the denial of cars by the railroads. The 
coal output, in effect, is controlled absolutely by the railroads in their 
own interest, and in the case of this particular State the Infamy of the 
situation is aggravated by the fact, which is practically proven, that 
the three railroad systems entering West Virginia are controlled by an 
outside road, the Pennsylvania. 

There are many other instances in which the poor has been fur- 
nished of even more outrageous abuse of power than in the instance 
cited of the Red Rock Fuel Company case. Where connections between 
the mines of private companies were already in existence under arrange- 
ments made some years ago, the tracks have been torn up. and virtual 
confiscation of the property is threatened. Vested with the rights of 
eminent domain to construct their lines and granted liberal franchises 
and charters, the railroads, designed to be public carriers for the ben- 
efit of the whole people, in the last few years have become rapidly 


transformed into the veriest band of robbers—highwaymen who do- 


not thrust their pistols in the faces of their victims and demand money 
or their lives, but who levy tribute in freight rates which are as high 
as the traffic will bear, deny access to market, monopolize with brazen 
effrontery one of the prime necessaries of life—coal—and in every way 
show their absolute contempt for the ple and the people's rights. 

The condition of affairs In West Virginia is even worse in Penn- 
Sylvania, and from every rt of the country come reports that the 
railroads have practically already obtained control of almost all the coal 
lands, and where they have not bought the land itself they have 
obtained mineral leases and are rapidly carrying out the scheme of 
monopolizing the fuel supply of 85,000,000 people. In Pennsylvania 
it is charged that they have for years controlled absolutely the State 
government, and they snap their fingers in 8 at any and every 
effort to enforce the law and the constitution which prohibits the own- 
ership of coal mines by public carriers. It will be a task of immense 
9 to undo the incalculable mischief and wrong that has already 
been done. 

The ps of vested rights and the complications from the secret trans- 
fers, the purchase by holding companies and trust companies, the 
ramifications of el nies and of trusteeships, and of other subtle 
agencies contrived by hundreds of the best legal minds in the country. 
whose services nre at the command of these gigantic corporations, will 
require firmness, perseverance, and patience by Congress to grant 
relief from existing conditions and safeguard the public interests in 
the future. It is our bounden duty to amend this bill so as to compe! 
every public carrier to give the freest possible access to market to 
every producer who wishes to engage in interstate commerce. 

We should incorporate an amendment in the bill which will compel 
all railroads to make connections with any and every other railroad, 
public or private, and grant just and fair traffic arrangements, so as 
to put every producer upon an equal footing with every other pro- 
ducer. There should also be a provision incorporated in this bill to 
divorce absolutely the business of 5 freight as a public 
carrier and the business of producing freight to be transported. The 
temptation to discriminate against competitors on the part of a public 
carrier is too great, it stands to reason that a producer who con- 


trols the means of transportation to market at the same time will dis- 
criminate against and will in the end destroy every competitor who 
is in the same business with him. 


DIVORCE PRODUCTION AND TRANSPORTATION. 


Inasmuch as the railroads are creatures of the State, brought into 
bone for a specific purpose, the publice welfare demands tbat they 
shall be compelled to confine their operations and content themselves 
with pursuing the legitimate business for which they were created and 
not monopolize and destroy the interests which they were made to 
serve. It therefore appears to me as a matter of transcendent impor- 
tance and necessity that no public carrier engaged in interstate com- 
merce shall be allowed to 1 7 and transport any article for sale. 
Where a railroad owns coal lands it may and should. be permitted to 
mine the coal which it itself consumes, but that is as far as it should 
be allowed to go. 

In concluding this imperfect presentation of my views on this all- 
important subject I wish to speak a word of caution to the friends of 
the proposed legislation. Our full expectations may not be realized 
at the present session of Congress. ‘The opponents of effective legis- 
men ae alert, have had large experience, and are thoroughly or- 
ganized. 

The demand of the people for relief from the oppressions and 
wrongs mey now endure may be thwarted by the great influence of 
the railroad corporations. This influence has hitherto been paramount, ` 
and its representatives in the two Houses may-feel that it is safe to 
refuse to redress the grievances and to continue the policy of nonin- 
terference. They may ignore popular clamor and either pass no bill 
at all or enact one that will prove wholly inadequate. They may pal- 
ter with us in a double sense; 


Keep the word of promise to our ear 
And break it to our hope.” 


Such action on their part will, in my judgment, be very unwise, and 
will only dam up the water. The issue will be made the paramount 
one in the next election, and those who are responsible for delay or 
inadequate legislation will find that when at last the flood gates of 
popwar wrath and indignation are hoisted there will be some fine 
grinding done. If those most interested in these great properties will 
not consent to wise legislation to relieve the distress of the people there 
is danger of more radical policies and leaders coming to the front, with 
the result that legismtion far more drastic and dangerous than anythin 

proposed in this bill and the amendments to be offered will be naded. 


Mr. LODGE. May I ask the Senator from South Carolina 
how many members of the Committee on Interstate Commerce 
have united in the report which has just been read? 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have not asked any of them to unite in it, 
and have stated in the report that it is my own individual re- 
port. 

Mr. LODGE. I was not sure that I understood it. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have no right to report for the committee, 
because of the peculiar conditions which are explained in the 
report itself. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The views of the Senator from 
South Carolina will be printed among the reports, and numbered. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the unfinished busi- 
ness, being the bill in relation to the regulation of railroad rates. 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON] is waiting to pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator will allow us to conclude 
the morning business? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Certainly; of course. I will withhold the 
request for the present. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The introduction of bills and joint 
resolutions is in order. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr MORGAN introduced a bill (S. 5115) for the relief of 
John Thomas Wightman; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Claims, 

Mr. WARREN introduced a bill (S. 5116) granting a pension 
to Georgie K. Schofield; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. McCREARY introduced a bill (S. 5117) granting an in- 
crease of pension to James T. Goode; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 5118) for the pre- 
vention of scarlet fever, diphtheria, measles, whooping cough, 
chicken pox, epidemic cerebro-spinal meningitis, and typhoid 
fever in the District of Columbia; which was read twice by its 
title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5119) authorizing the extension 
of W and Adams streets NW.; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM introduced a bill (S. 5120) to give the Court 
of Claims jurisdiction to hear and determine claims for the pay- 
ment of medical expenses of sick officers and enlisted men of the 
Army while absent from duty with leave or on furlough; which 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. DRYDEN introduced a bill (S. 5121) granting an in- 
crease of pension to James H. Haman; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (S. 5122) authorizing a sur- 
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vey of the Ohio River at Cincinnati, Ohio, for the purpose of 
establishing an ice harbor; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5123) granting an increase of pension to Lucretia 
L. Flick (with accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 5124) granting a pension to Jacob Plybon; and 

A bill (S. 5125) granting an increase of pension to Nancy A. 
E. Hoffman. 

Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (S. 5126) for the relief of 
Abrahan Currance; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5127) for the relief of Parker 
Burnham; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. SIMMONS introduced a bill (S. 5128) granting a pension 
to Levi Buckner; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. KNOX introduced a bill (S. 5129) to remove the charge 
of desertion from the military record of Alexander Todd, and 
grant him an honorable discharge; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 5130) for the relief of 
George W. Ratcliff; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Mr. LODGE introduced a bill (S. 5131) incorporating the 
Archeological Institute of America; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE introduced a bill (S. 5132) providing an 
appropriation for enlarging the Government building at She- 
boygan, Wis.; which was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5133) to promote the safety 
of employees and travelers upon railroads by limiting the hours 
of service of employees thereon; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. CARTER introduced a bill (S. 5184) to change the name 
of Sixteenth street NW., in the city of Washington, D. C., to 
Executive avenue; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 

Mr. ANKENY submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $1,500,000 to carry into effect the agreement of May 9, 
1892, between Indians residing on the Colville Indian Reserva- 
tion and the commissioners appointed by the President of the 
United States, relative to the cession of that portion of the 
Colville Reseryation as the Indians might be willing to dispose 
of, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Indian appro- 
priation bill; which was referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. FORAKER submitted four amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 
1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission; which were or- 
dered to lie on the table, and be printed. 

Mr. CARTER submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $360 to reimburse Claude Hough for services performed 
and expenses incurred as stenographer and clerk for the Louisi- 
ana Purchase Exposition Commission, intended to be proposed 
by him to the legislative, etc., appropriation bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$30,000 for the purchase of heifers and bulls for the Indians on 
the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation, Tongue River 
Agency, Mont., etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Indian 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. A 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$11,000 for the erection of a guardhouse at Fort Keough, Mont., 
and also $110,000 for the erection of two double barracks at 
Fort Keough, Mont., intended to be proposed by him to the 
Army appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

REPORT OF VENEZUELAN-FRENCH ARBITRATION. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM submitted the following concurrent resolu- 
tion; which was ordered to be printed, and, with the accompany- 
ing paper, referred to the Committee on Printing: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That there be printed and bound 1,100 copies of the report of the recent 


Venezuelan-French arbitration, Hon. Frank Plumley, of Vermont, um- 
pire, prepared by Jackson H. Ralston; 200 copies of which shall be for 
the use of the Senate, 400 for the use of the House of Representatives, 
and 500 for the use of the Department of State. 


ENGAGEMENT AT MOUNT DAJO, ISLAND OF JOLO. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I have received the following letter from the Secretary of War, re- 
specting the recent attack by troops of the United States on Mount 


Dajo: 
Wan DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, March 13, 1906. 

My DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: The account of the engagement on Mount 
Dajo, on the island of Jolo, between our forces and a large band of 
Moro robbers, in which the fighting lasted for three or four days, 
showed such a large loss among the Moros as to give rise in a part of 
the public press to the criticism that there had been a wanton destruc- 
tion by our troops of Moro lives, including those of women and children. 
Inquiries were made of me by members of the Senate and House of 
Representatives in respect to the matter. Accordingly I yesterday 
directed that the following telegram be sent to General Wood: 

“Tt is charged that there was a wanton slaughter of Moros—men, 
women, and children—in the fight in Jolo at Mount Dajo. I wish you 
would send me at once all the particulars in respect to this matter, 
stating exact facts.” 

General Wood’s answer came to-day. It seems to me to show most 
clearly that the unfortunate loss of life of the men, women, and chil- 
dren among the Moros was wholly unavoidable, in view of their deliber- 
ate use of their women and children in actual battle and their fanatical 
and savage desire that their women and children should rish with 
them if defeat were to come. They seem to have exhibited in this fight 
the well-known treachery of the uncivilized Mohammedan when 
wounded of attempting to kill those approaching for the purpose of 
giving aid and relief. General Wood's dispatch is as follows: 


Tun MILITARY SECRETARY, Washington: 


In answer to Secretary of War's request for information March 12 
I was present throughout practically entire action and inspected top of 
crater after action was finished. Am convinced no man, woman, or 
child was wantonly killed. A considerable number of women and 
children were killed in the fight—number unknown, for the reason that 
they were actually in the works when assaulted, and were unavoid- 
ably killed in the fierce hand to hand fighting which took place in the 
narrow inclosed spaces. Moro women wore trousers and were dressed, 
armed much like the men, and charged with them. ‘The children were 
in many cases used by the men as shields while charging troops. 
These incidents are much to be regretted, but it must be understood that 
the Moros, one and all, were fighting not only as enemies but religious 
fanatics, believing Paradise to be their immediate reward if killed 
in action with Christians. They apparently desired that none be saved. 
Some of our men, one a hospital steward, were cut up while piving 
assistance to wounded Moros by the wounded, and by those felgning 
death for the purpose of getting this vengeance. I personally order 

every assistance aren wounded Moros and that food and water should 
be sent them and medical attendance. In addition friendly Moros were 
at once directed to to mountain for this purpose. I do not 
believe that in this or in any other fight any American soldier 88 
killed a Moro woman or child, or that he ever did it except unavoid- 
ably in close action. Action was most desperate, and was impossible 
for men fighting 8 for their lives in close quarters to distinguish 
who would be injured by fire. In all actions against Moros we bave 
begged Moros again and again to fight as men and keep women and 
children out of it. I assume entire 5 for action of the 
troops in every 3 and if any evidence develops in any way 
bearing out the charges will act at once. hve y 

00D. 


Very sincerely, yours, 
WX. H. TAFT. 


The PRESIDENT. 


I have made reply as follows: 
“THe Wurrn HOUSE, 
“ Washington, March 1}, 1906. 


“My DEAR Mr. SECRETARY : I have received your letter of March 13. 
with accompanying cable of General Wood answering your inquiry as 
to the alleged wanton slaughter of Moros. This answer is, of course, 
entirely satisfactory. The officers and enlisted men under General 
Wood's command . a most gallant and soldierly feat in a 
way that confers added credit on the American Army. They are enti- 
tiled to the heartiest admiration and praise of all those of their fellow- 
citizens who are glad to see the honor of the fiag upheld by the courage 
of the men wearing the American uniform. 

“ Sincerely, yours, 


Hon. WM. H. Tart, 
“ Secretary of War.” 


Tun WHITE HOUSE, March 15, 1906. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The message will be printed and 
referred to the Committee on the Military Affairs. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, the message relates to the 
general subject of the resolution adopted by the Senate yester- 
day. I desire to ask if there has been any response to that reso- 
lution? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The only messages received have 
been laid before the Senate. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The resolution is directed to the Secre- 
tary of War and not to the President. There may have been an 
answer from the Secretary of War. At least, I desire to ask if 
there has been any? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. No answer has been received. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, referring to the inquiry made by 
the Senator from Texas as to the paper read from the desk, 


“ THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT, 


1906. 
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which the Chair correctly states to be a message from the Presi- 
dent, it occurs to me that that could not be intended as a reply 
to the direction which was made to the Secretary of War, for 
the reason that if such were the case there would be a very 
grave omission in the information sought to be obtained. As 
I understand the resolution which was adopted by the Senate, 
introduced by the Senator from Texas, it related to all the cir- 
cumstances which attended this occurrence, which can not be 
characterized otherwise, in the mildest language, than as most 
unfortunate and most regrettable; and the particular thing 
which it seems to me the Senate would desire to know would be 
what was the occasion for this unfortunate massacre of men, 
women, and children. 

So far as concerns any information conveyed to us through 
the press, there has been nothing tending to show what was the 
provocation on the part of these people which led to this whole- 
sale slaughter—and I use this language, Mr. President, which 
wider other circumstances might be considered extreme, be- 
cuuse we are told in the press that none escaped, and when none 
escaped, regardless of age, sex, or participation, it can not be 
correctly designated, whether justifiable or not, by any other 
language, certainly none less comprehensive, than the word 
“slaughter.” 

I think we are entitled to know whether it be true that there 
was provocation on the part of these people which justified this 
assault on the part of the American commander with his troops 
and this killing. If there was provocation for it, it is certainly 
proper that we should know it. Speaking for myself, in all 
candor and sincerity, I hope that the facts when known will 
show that there was proyocation, and great provocation, which 
led to such extreme action on the part of the American com- 
mander. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, nothing has come from the 
scene of that action except the cables. The news that has ap- 
peared in the newspapers has been without exception from 
Manila, which is four or five hundred miles away. ‘The only 
direct news has been conveyed in the cables which have been 
furnished by the War Department. The Secretary of War 
is absent in New York at this moment, I believe. I do not sup- 
pose there is any information that he could possibly give the 
Senate until enough time has elapsed to bring reports from 
the islands here. This long dispatch which has been read at 
the desk was a cable from General Wood, and I think it is the 
breed t official account that has been received from the islands 
at a 

I have not the slightest question that as soon as the Secre- 
tary can have time to secure the information he will send it in 
as a matter of course, but until—— 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. I wish to call the attention of the Senator 
to the fact that the resolution was introduced only yesterday. 

Mr. LODGE. I know it was introduced only yesterday. 

Mr. WARREN. And the Secretary of War was then absent, 

Mr. LODGE. And the Secretary of War was then absent. 
and he is still absent. 

Mr. CULLOM. The message does not make any pretense of 
being an answer to the resolution. 
> Mr. LODGE. It makes no pretense of being in answer to 
the resolution, and no answer can be made to the resolution 
until there is time to get the information from the islands. 
All we know about those islands in the past is that there have 
been bands of outlaws there and bandits who have devastated 
the islands in the time of the Spaniards and in our own 
time 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. LODGE. I should like to finish my sentence. 

And until we know the facts it seems to me it is just as weli 
not to enter into a condemnation of the American soldiers and 
the American officers who haye been charged with it. We know 
nothing direct, as a matter of fact, except the dispatch from 
General Wood, and when we do know the facts then it will be 
time enough to talk about massacres, if the facts justify it, 
which I do not believe for one moment they will. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. LODGE. I am through. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I simply desire to say, in 
answer to the suggestion of the Senator from Massachusetts, 
that that is exactly the purpose, and was the purpose, of the 


resolution—for the Senate to have the official correspondence, 
and have it before it when it undertook to consider the question 
presented. As a consequence, the resolution calls for copies of 
all official communications which have passed between the War 
Department and any officials of the United States in the Philip- 
pine Islands with reference to this subject. 1 do not assume 
even that all we see in the papers on the subject is correct, but 
the Senate is entitled to the official correspondence, and that is 
all the resolution seeks. 

Mr. LODGE. No correspondence could have passed. There 
has not been time to get anything from the Philippines, except 
these cable dispatches. 

Mr. CULBERSON. There haye been official reports by cable 
of General Wood, commanding in the Philippine Islands, and 
there have been responses to those communications by the War 
Department, and copies of those are what we insist upon haying 
under the resolution. 

Mr. LODGE. Those have been printed, as I understand. 

Mr. CULBERSON. That is all we desire. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator from Texas allow me to 
ask him a question? s 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Is there anything before the Senate which 
indicates the slightest indisposition on the part of the Secretary 
of War to comply fully with the Senate resolution which was 
passed yesterday upon this subject? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly not, Mr. President, and I ob- 
serve from the question of the Senator that he, and I assume 
also that the Senator from Massachusetts, are laboring under a 
misapprehension as to my purpose, at least. I simply rose and 
stated that the message of the President referred to the same 
general subject covered by the resolution, and then I inquired 
if the Secretary of War had answered the resolution, and sat 
down. That is all I desired to know. 

Mr. LODGE. In what I said, if the Senator will allow me, 
I was not replying to the Senator from Texas, whose inquiry 
was a perfectly proper one, and which inquiry I have no doubt 
will be answered the moment the Secretary of War returns 
from New York to the Department. He has not yet personally 
received it. My remarks were addressed 

Mr. CULBERSON. Very well, 

Mr. LODGE. My remarks were addressed to the Senator 
from Georgia, who got up and began to talk about massacres 
and slaughters before he knew anything official whatever. 

Mr. CULBERSON. That is all I have to say, Mr. President. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, the remarks of the Senator 
from Massachusetts seem to be predicated upon a misapprehen- 
sion of what I premised to what I said. I do not know whether 
or not the Senator from Massachusetts had his attention di- 
rectly called to what I said in the beginning. There was a mes- 
sage read from the President of the United States upon this 
subject. 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; I heard it. 

Mr. BACON. The Senator from Texas then inquired whether 
or not it was a reply to the resolution which had been intro- 
duced by him. 

Mr. LODGE. That I also heard. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 
yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. BACON. With pleasure. 

Mr. CULBERSON. It is not very material, but the Senator 
from Georgia misapprehended my inquiry. I did not assume 
that the message was an answer to the resolution, but I stated 
that, as the message referred to the same subject covered by 
the resolution, I desired to know whether the resolution itself 
had been answered by the Secretary of War; that is all. 

Mr. BACON. The Senator is doubtless correct. I was not, 
it appears, correctly quoting him. 

I simply said that it was evident that it was not intended by 
the President to be such answer, for the reason that it failed to 
coyer the ground which the resolution itself contemplated; and 
I then went on to say that we did not simply desire to know the 
facts of this unfortunate occurrence, but the important thing for 
us to know was what led to this unfortunate and regrettable 
occurrence; and I went on further to say that I should myself 
be extremely gratified if when we got the entire facts it should 
be shown that there was such provocation on the part of these 
people as justified this wholesale killing. 

Mr. President, I do not presume to pass upon the correctness 
of the action on the part of the commanding officer. I need not 
say, as reference has been made to the Secretary of War, that 
nobody fer a moment attaches to him any responsibility for this 
occurrence, from the fact that we know from his own statement 
as published in the newspapers that he was ignorant of what 
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had preceded it, further than that he did have knowledge of 
the fact that General Wood had cabled him a few days previ- 
ously that he was going to this place, where this most deplora- 
ble action occurred, and that was all the information he had 
of anything which preceded this unfortunate affair. 

Mr. President, that it is a regrettable affair I suppose the 
Senator from Massachusetts will very cordially agree with me. 

Mr. LODGE. I do, entirely. 

Mr. BACON. That it is important that, if a matter so 
much to be regretted did occur, we should know why it oc- 
curred, and that we should be extremely solicitous, if there be 
justification for it, that we should know the fact, I presume the 
Senator agrees with me also. Those, with one other, are the 
only propositions I have suggested. First, that it is an ex- 
tremely regrettable affair. Second, that it is important that we 
should know what was the provocation for it; and third, that 
it is very greatly to be hoped that when all the facts are dis- 
closed it will be shown that there was ample justification for it. 

If the Senator from Massachusetts disagrees with me on 
either of those three propositions, then, of course, we are at 
issue. If he agrees with those three propositions, we are as one. 

Mr. LODGE. I agree with the Senator from Georgia in 
regretting that there should be any necessity for any fighting 
of that sort, but I am not yet prepared to condemn the Ameri- 
can officers and Army. 

Mr. BACON. Neither have I condemned them. 

Mr. LODGE. I do not want to do as the Senator seems in- 
clined to do—on taking up a new subject, take my first step by 
making up my mind. I want to hear the facts before I make 
up my mind. 

DEPARTMENTAL INFORMATION AFFECTING MARKETS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of 
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10129) to amend section 5501 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States, and requesting a con- 
ference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments and agree to the conference asked for. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent, the Vice-President was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, and Mr. CLARK 
of Wyoming, Mr. Netson, and Mr. CuLBerson were appointed. 

POSTAGE ON CERTAIN PERIODICAL PUBLICATIONS. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I gave notice several days ago 
that after the routine morning business to-day I would call up 
Senate resolution No. 82, instructing the Committee on Post- 
Offices and Post-Roads to ascertain and determine if the con- 
struction of the Post-Office Department of the law as to postage 
on certain publications of alumni of colleges as second-class 
matter, etc., is correct, ete. But after some consultation with 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN], and in view 
of the fact that the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON] is 
entitled to the floor and desires to proceed in the discussion of 
the rate bill, I wish to say that when the Senator shall have 
completed his remarks I will ask unanimous consent of the 
Senate to call up the resolution and have it disposed of. 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES, 

Mr. TILLMAN. I move that the Senate resume the con- 
sideration of the unfinished business, being the rate bill. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
12987) to amend an act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” 
approved February 4, 1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, 
and to enlarge the powers of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, like the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Loner] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Foraker] 
my speech will be a manuscript speech, and for that reason I 
ask that the same courtesy be accorded to me that was accorded 
to those Senators when they spoke—that is, that I may not be 
interrupted until the close of my speech. At the close of it I 
shall be glad to answer any question that may be put to me so 
far as I may be able to answer it. 

I desire further to say that in the remarks I am about to 
make my first purpose is to call attehtion to what has been 
accomplished in the various States of the Union in the way of 
securing railway-rate legislation as to local traflic. I propose 
to give a brief genesis of that and in connection with it the 
decisions of our Supreme Court and to show the judicial revo- 
lution that has taken place in that court. 

> ON RAILWAY RATE LEGISLATION, 

The man whose chief acquaintance with the problem of rail- 

way rate legislation is derived from riding in a Pullman car, 


drawing dividends on railway stock, and clipping coupons 
from railway bonds looks at the problem in an entirely different 
light from the farmer, the merchant, and the shipper at a 
noncompetitive point who is subject to high rates and unjust 
discriminations. To the latter it is a continuing, ever present, 
and most vital issue, continually pressed home on him in his 
daily avocation and daily experience from which there is no 
retreat. 

Had there never been any undue exactions or unjust discrim- 
inations, there would, in all probability, have been a secant de- 
mand for rate regulation. It is because the railways of the 
country, to a greater or less degree, in spite of remedial legis- 
lation, have persisted, and still persist, in their exactions and 
discrimination that the public come to Congress to seek protec- 
tion and relief. 

Why have the railways persisted and why do they still per- 
sist in evading the laws and in evading the just rights of the 
public? I should like to have those who are hostile to railway 
rate legislation explain and account for such conduct. Did the 
railways never offend they might justly complain of the public 
demand, but as long as they persist in offending they can not 
complain because the public seeks relief. To stigmatize those 
who, under such circumstances, come to Congress for relief as 
using “a knock-down-and-drag-out argument” is unworthy of 
the subject and is belittling a just cause. Even those who 
thus taunt the public admit that there are some evils and some 
wrongs to redress, 

In their infancy and at the outset, when the railways first 
sought to secure right of way through the power of eminent 
domain and their right was disputed, they put their claim on 
the ground that it was a public enterprise and for a public use, 
and the courts accorded them the right on these grounds. The 
following early cases furnish illustrations of this: Beekman v. 
Saratoga, etc., Railway Company (N. X., 1831; 3 Paige, ch. 
45-75), in which the opinion was given by Chancellor Wall- 
worth, and Louisville, etc., Railway Company v. Chappell (S. 
C., 1838; 1 Rice (S. C.), 883). These early cases laid down the 
doctrine that the railways were entitled to secure right of way 
through the power of eminent domain, because they were 
quasi public corporations and were deyoted to a public service 
and a public use; that they were obliged to serve the public, and 
that they were subject, in consequence, to public control. 

Chancellor Walworth, in Beekman v. Saratoga and Schenec- 
tady Railroad Company, says—and I may state that this Is a 
case where resistance was made to the securing of the right of 
way for the company: 

The objection that the corporation is under no legal obligation to 
transport produce or passengers upon this road, and at a reasonable 
expense, is unfounded in fact. The privilege of making a road and 
taking tolls thereon is a franchise as much as the establishment of a 
ferry or a public wharf and taking tolls for the use of the same. The 
posae have an interest in the use of the railroad, and the owners may 

prosecuted for the damage sustained, if they should refuse to trans- 
pr an individual, or his property, without any reasonable excuse, upon 
eing paid the usual rate of fare. ‘The legislature may also from time 
to time regulate the use of the franchise and limit the amount of toll 
which it shall be lawful to take, in the same manner as they may regu- 
late the amount of tolls to be taken at a ory or for grinding at a 
mill, unless they have deprived themselves of that power by a legisla- 
tive contract with the owners of the road. 

The Munn case and the so-called“ Granger cases” of 1876 
(94 U. S.) only amplified and reiterated this doctrine and policy 
laid down by the early cases in New York and South Carolina 
in 1831 and in 1838. 

As railway expansion extended from the seaboard to the Mis- 
sissippi Valley at rapid pace, the public soon found that, though 
they were anxious to secure railroad facilities and appreciated 
the advantages thereof, and were willing to bear the ordinary 
burdens incident thereto, the exactions and discriminations, 
both as‘to persons and places, of the railways ran riot and soon 
became intolerable. And this resulted in the early seventies in 
a great uprising among the people of the upper Mississippi Val- 
ley in an effort to secure legislative relief. The people first 
turned for relief to their State legislature, and these responded 
by enacting rate laws, some operating directly upon the rail- 
ways, but in most instances, after laying down general rules, 
through railway rate- making commissions. This was notably 
so in the States of Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota, and Illinois. 
The railways first resisted the enactment of these laws and then 
they resisted, through all legal resources, their enforcement on 
the ground that they were invalid and unconstitutional. 

In 1831 to 1838 the railways insisted upon the right of exer- 
cising the power of eminent domain for securing right of way 
upon the ground that they were quasi public corporations that 
were rendering a public service and exercising a public duty on 
behalf of the state. In the seventies they insisted that they 
were nothing but private moneyed corporations and as such im- 
mune from public control. These railways are the private 
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Property of our stockholders; what business has the legislature 
to say how we shall perform the service and what rate we shall 
charge? It is utterly preposterous. The public is utterly un- 
fit to judge of these things. Our own judgment and our own 
policy are all-sufficient. What business has the legislature to 
meddle anyway?” This was the railway slogan in those days. 

From this issue cases soon came into the courts, first in the 
State courts, and in due course, but slowly and tardily, into the 
Supreme Court of the United States. That court arose to the 
great occasion as never before or since in all its history. In 
the Munn case and in the Granger railway cases of 1876 (94 
U. S.) that court pronounced -those grand and magnificent 
opinions, famous in the annals of the court. The right of 
public control was vindicated and placed on the broad founda- 
tions of the common law, and as to local traffic, the power was 
held to be plenary and final with the State legislature, and the 
commission by it created. This was held to be due process of 
law; for due process of law is not, under all circumstances nor 
in all cases, necessarily to be had and obtained in a court of 
law. 

Mr. President, it is refreshing even now to quote from those 
grand opinions that read like gospel from the mount. And so 
I crave the indulgence of the Senate in order that Senators 
may see the common-law. doctrine laid down by the Supreme 
Court of the United States, which from that day to this has 
never been overturned by the court except as to the point that 
the rate fixed by the legislature or the Commission was final and 
conclusive. 

In Munn v. Illinois (94 U. S., 113) Chief Justice Waite says: 


It is claimed that such a law is repugnant— 
* * * * = * * 

3. To that part of amendment 14 which ordains that no State shall 
“deprive any person of life, 3 or property. without due process 
of law, nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal pro- 
tection of the laws.” 

- We will consider the last of these objections first. 

Every statute is presumed to be constitutional. The court ought 
not to declare one to be unconstitutional unless it is clearly so. If 
there is doubt the express will of the legislature should be sustained. 

The Constitution contains no definition of the word “deprive” as 
used in the fourteenth amendment. To determine its signification, 
therefore, it is necessary to ascertain the effect which usage has given 
it when employed in the same or a like connection. 

While this provision of the amendment is new in the Constitution of 
the United States, as a limitation upon the powers of the States, it is 
old as a principie of civilized government. It is found in Magna 
Charta, and, in substance if not in form, in nearly or in quite all the 
constitutions that have been from time to time adopted by the several 
States of the Union. By the fifth amendment it was introduced into 
the Constitution of the United States as a limitation upon the powers 
of the National Government, and the fourteenth amendment as a guar- 
anty against any encroachment upon an acknowledged right of citizen- 
ship by the legislatures of the States. * * * 

‘ When one becomes a member of society, he necessarily parts with 
some rights or privileges which, as an individual not affected by his 
relations to others, he might retain. “A y politic,” as aptly defined 
in the preamble of the constitution of Massachusetts, “is a social com- 
pact by which the whole people covenants with each citizen, and each 
citizen with the whole 8 that all shall be governed by certain laws 
for the common good. his does not confer power upon the whole 
people to control rights which are purely and exclusiyely private 
(Thorpe v. R. & B. Railroad Co., 27 V. T., 143), but it does author- 
ize the establishment of laws requiring each citizen to so conduct him- 
self and so use his own property as not unnecessarily to injure another. 
This is the very essence of government, and has found expression in 
the maxim sic utere tuo ut alienum non ledas. From this source 
comes the police powers which, as was said by Mr. Chief Justice Taney 
in the License cases (5 How., 583) “are nothing more or less than the 
ade big of government inherent in every sovereignty, * * that 
gto say; * * * the power to govern men and things.” Under 
these powers the Government regulates the conduct of its citizens one 
toward another, and the manner in which each shall use his own 
roperty, when such regulation becomes necessary for the public good. 
n their exercise it has been customary in England from time imme 
morial, and in this country from its first colonization, to regulate fer- 
ries, common carriers, hackmen, bakers, millers, wharfingers, innkeepers, 
etc., and in so doing to fix a maximum of charge to be made for services 
rendered, accommodations furnished, and articles sold. To this day 
statutes are to be found in many of the States upon some or all these 
subjects; and we think it has never yet been successfully contended that 
such legislation came within any of the constitutional prohibitions 
against interference with gores property. With the fifth amendment 
in force, Congress, in 1820, conferred power upon the saa of Washing- 
v 


ton “to re te * + œ the rates of wharfage at private wharves, 
* e sweeping of chimneys, and to fix the rates of fees there- 
for, * * * and the weight and quality of bread” (3 Stat., 587, 


sec. 7), and, in 1848, “to make all necessary regulation respecting 
hackney carriages and the rates of fare of the same, and the rates of 
hauling by cartmen and wagoners, carmen and draymen, and the rates 
of commission of auctioneers’ (9 id., 224, sec. 2). 

From this it is apparent that down to the time of the adoption of the 
fourteenth amendment it was not supposed that statutes regulating the 
use, or even the price of the use, of private property necessarily de- 
prived an owner of his property without due process of law. Under 
some circumstances they may, but not under all. The amendment does 
not change the law in this particular; it 2 prevents the States 
from doing that which will operate as such a deprivation. 

This brings us to inquire as to the principles upon which this power 
of regulation rests, in order that we may determine what is within and 
what without its operative effect. Looking, then, to the common law. 
from whence came the right which the Constitution protects, we find 
that when private property is “affected with a public interest, it 
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ceases to be juris privati only.” This was said by Lord Chief Justice 
Hale more than two hundred years ago, in his treatise De Portibus 
Maris (1 Harg. Law Tracts, 78), and has been accepted without ob- 
jection as an essential element in the law of property ever since. Prop- 
erty does become clothed with a public interest when used in a manner 
to make it of public consequence and affect the community at large. 
When, therefore, one devotes his property to a use in which the public 
has an interest, he, in effect, grants to the public an interest in that 
use, and must submit to be controlled by the public for the common 
ood, to the extent of the interest he has thus created. He may with- 
dray his grant by discontinuing the use; but, so long as he maintains 
the use, he must submit to the control. 

From the same source comes the power to regulate the charges of 
common carriers, which was done in England as long ago as the third 
year of the reign of William and Mary, and continued until within 
a comparatively recent period. And in the first statute we find the fol- 
lowing suggestive preamble, to wit: 

“And whereas divers wagoners and other carriers, by combination 
amongst themselves, have raised the prices of carriage of goods in many 
pare to excessive rates, to the great injury of the trade: Be it, there- 
225 enacted,” etc. (3 W. & M., c. 12, p. 24; 3 Stat. L. (Great Britain), 

Common carriers exercise a sort of publie office, and have duties to 
perform in which the seg is interested. (New Jersey Navigation 
Company v. Merchants Bank, 6 How., 382.) There business is, there- 
fore, “ affected with a panite interest,” within the meaning of the doc- 
trine which Lord Hale has so forcibly stated. 

But we need not go further. Enough has already been said to show 
that when private property is devoted to a public use it is subject to 
panie regulation.. It remains only to ascertain whether the ware- 

ouses of these plaintiffs in error, and the business which is carried 
on there, come within the operation of this principle. * * + 

It is insisted, however, that the owner of property is entitled to a 
reasonable compensation for its use, even though it clothed with a 
puni; interest, and that what is reasonable is a judicial and not a 
egislative question. a 

As has already been shown, the practice has been otherwise. In 
countries where the common law prevails, it has been customary from 
time immemorial for the legislature to declare what shall be a rea- 
sonable compensation under such circumstances, or, perhaps more prop- 
erly speaking, to fix a maximum beyond which any charge made could 
be unreasonable. 8 in mere private contracts, relating to 
matters in which the public has no interest, what is reasonable must 
be ascertained judicially. 

But this is ause the legislature has no control over such a con- 
tract. So, too, in matters which do affect the public Interest, and as 
to which legislative control may be exercised, if there are no statutory 
regulations upon the subject, the courts must determine what is reason- 
able. The controlling fact is the power to regulate at all. If that ex- 
ists, the right to establish the maximum of charge, as one of the means 
of regulation, is implied. In fact, the common-law rule which requires 
the charge to be reasonable is itself a regulation as to price. Without 
it the owner could make his rates at will and compel the public to 
yield to his terms or forego the use. 

But a mere common-law regulation of trade or business may be 
changed by statute. -A person has no property, no vested interest, in 
any rule of the common law. That is only one of the forms of munic- 
pal law and is no more sacred than any other. Rights of property 
which have been created by the common law can not be taken away 
without due process; but the law itself, as a rule of conduct, may be 
changed at the will or even at the whim of the legislature, unless pre- 
vented by constitutional limitations. Indeed, the great office of stat- 
utes Is to remedy defects in the common law as they are W and 
to 3 it to the changes of time and circumstances. To limit the 
rate of charge for services rendered in a public employment, or for the 
use of property in which the public has an interest, is only changing a 
regulation which existed before. It establishes no new principle in the 
law, but only gives a new effect to an old one. 

We know that this is a power which may be abused; but that is no 
argument against its existence. For protection against abuses by legis- 
latures the people must resort to the pons not to the courts. 

Afer what has already been said, it unnecessary to refer at length 
to the efect of the other provision of the fourteenth amendment 
which is relied upon, viz, that no State shall deny to any rson 
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.” Certainly it 
can not be claimed that this prevents the State from regulating affairs 
of hackmen or the charges of draymen in Chicago unless it does the 
same thing in every other place within its jurisdiction. But, as has 
been seen, the power to regulate the business of warehouses depends 
upon the same principle as the power to regulate hackmen and dray- 
men, and what can not be done in the one case in this particular can 
not be done in the other. 

In the case of Peik v. Railway Company (94 U. S., 164) Chief 
Justice Waite says: 

5. As to the claim that the courts must decide what is reasonable, 
and not the legislature. This is not new in this case. It has been 
fully considered in Munn v. Illinois. Where property has been clothed 
with a public interest the legislature may fix a limit to that which shall 
in law be reasonable for its use. This limit binds the courts as well 
as the people. If it has been improperly fixed, the legislature, not the 
courts, must be appealed to for the change. 


Mr. President, the doctrine laid down in these early cases has 
not been departed from except in one particular. In that case 
and in the Granger cases, which were heard and decided at the 
same term, the court practically held that the jurisdiction of 
the legislature in fixing rates was exclusive, and that the court 
had nothing to say as to whether the legislature acted within 


constitutional limits or not. Except as to this point the doc- 


trine laid down in this case is still the doctrine and law of the 
Supreme Court. 

These decisions acted as a quieting and restraining force, 
both upon the public and the railways. The public, conscious 
of the power to regulate, became more moderate and Jess in- 
sistent, while the railways became, for a time at least, much 
more considerate of the rights of the public, although they still 
persisted in overturning these decisions. 
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The first intimation of a departure from these cases came in 
a suggestion ten years afterwards in the so-called “ Railway 
Commission cases,” Stone v. Farmers’, etc., Company (Miss., 
1886; 116 U. S., 307). This was 5 by the case of Dow v. 
Beldieman (Ark., 1887; 125 U. S., 680), in which the court as- 
sumed to pass upon the reasonableness of the rate, and held 
that while the income might be very small it could not be 
deemed confiscatory, and hence it was yalid, and did not 
amount to a denial of “ due process of law.” 

In the meantime the legislature of Minnesota, in the light of 
and relying upon the Munn and the Granger cases, had enacted 
a rate law, making the order of the commission final. Out of 
this law came the so-called“ Minnesota Milk case” of 1890, the 
case of the Railway Company v. Minnesota (134 U. S., 418). 
Here the court clearly overruled the Munn and Granger cases 
and held that the rate fixed by the railway commission was not 
final, but was subject to review in the court upon the facts as 
well as the law, and that the finding of the Minnesota railroad 
commission was not “ due process of law.” Three of the judges 
dissented and in the dissenting opinion clearly stated that the 
majority of the court had overruled and departed from the doc- 
trine of the early cases. 

Mr. Justice Bradley (with whom concurred Mr. Justice Gray 
and Mr. Justice Lamar), dissenting, said: 


I can not agree to the decision of the court in this case. It practl- 
cally overrules Munn v. Illinois (94 U. S., 113) and the several rail- 
read cases that were decided at the same time. The governing pe 
5 55 of those cases was that the regulation and settlement of the fares 

railroads and other public accommodations a al lative preroga- 
tive and not a judicial one. ‘This is a principle which I regard as of 
great importance. When a railroad company chartered it is for the 
purpose of performing a duty which belongs to the State itself. It is 
chartered as an agent of the State for furnishing public accommoda- 
tion. The State might build its rallroads if it saw fit. 

It is its duty and its prerogative to provide means of intercommuni- 
cation between one pe of its territory and another. And this duty is 
devolved upon the legislative department. If the legislature commis- 
sions private pastres; whether corporations or individuals, to perform 
this duty, it is its 1 to fix the fares and freights which they 
may charge for their services. When merely a road or a canal is to be 
constructed, it is for the legislature to fix the tolls to be paid by those 
who use it; when a company is chartered not only to build a road, but 
to carry on —— eee upon it, it is for the legislature to fix 
the charges for such transportation. 

In this case the court not only overruled those cases, but also 
overruled that class of cases, of which there is a considerable 
number, which hold that “due process of law” is not neces- 
sarily limited to a court of law or eyuity, but may be had and 
take place before another tribunal. 

The term “due process of law,” as found in the fourteenth 
amendment, has the same meaning as the term “law of the 
land ” in Magna Charta. What the term necessarily implies has 
never been clearly defined by the courts. On the contrary, 
courts haye abstained from laying down a general rule or defi- 
nition as to what is or i; not “due process of law.“ This is 
so stated by Mr. Justice Miller in the case of Davidson v. New 
Orleans (96 U. S., 97): 

“Due process of law” is not in all cases or under all circum- 
stances limited to proceedings in a court of law or equity. It 
may, in some cases and under seme circumstances, be had before 
a board, officer, or authority, not a court. Thus it has been held 
that the auditing of the account of a collector of customs and 
certifying a balance due from him by the officers of the Treas- 
ury Department, and the levying of a distress warrant for such 
balance and a sale of real estate under such warrant is alto- 
gether “ due process of law.” 

That is one of the early leading cases on the subject, the case 
of Murray v. Hoboken. (18 Howard, U. S., 274.) 

The valuation of imported merchandise by custom officers as a 
basis and for the purpose of collecting duties, though made final 
and conclusive by statute, is nevertheless “ due process of law.” 
(Tilton v. Merritt, 110 U. S., 97.) 

Proceedings for the assessment, levy, and collection of taxes, 
though not brought in court, are nevertheless “due process of 
law.” (Kelly v. Pittsburg, 104 U. S., 78.) 

That is a remarkable case. A farmer living in the outskirts 
of Pittsburg had a farm of 80 acres. The legislature passed a 
law attaching his 80 acres to the city of Pittsburg, and then, 
without laying out or opening any streets on it, or building any 
sewers, or furnishing any lights or waterworks, the assessing 
authorities of Pittsburg proceeded to assess the property for 
city improvements. as though it had had these benefits, and the 
assessment was most outrageously high. And yet in that case 
the Supreme Court held that the assessment by the assessing 
officers was final, and that it was due process of law. 

The distraint and sale of personal or real property to pay 
Federal income taxes is “due process of law.” (Springer v. 
United States, 102 U. S., 586.) 

In that case the court not only sustained that mode of pro- 
cedure as due process of law, but they held what they have not 


held subsequently, that an income tax was a valid tax, and 
could be levied in the form which it was levied under the law 
of 1864 and 1865,-if I remember correctly. 

Requiring railways to pay expenses of railway commissions 
held to be “ due process of law.” (Charlotte C. & A. Co. v. Gibbs 
(S. C.), 142 U. S., 386.) 

The assessment and levy of taxes by assessing officers is 
held to be “due precess.” (Glidden v. Harrington (Mass.), 
189 U. S., 255, and many cases therein cited. In the same line 
are the eases Pittsburg v. Backus, 154 U. S., 425; King v. 
Mullins, 171 U. S., 404.) 

The foregoing and many other cases of a similar nature go to 
show that “due process ef law” is not necessarily and in all 
cases confined to a court of justice. It may be had before other 
bodies and tribunals, so long as due hearing and consideration 
is given the case. Taxation is taking private property for a 
public use against the will of the owner and the only compensa- 
tion given is that which is common to the taxpayer and the non- 
taxpayer alike, the protection and advantages of an organized 
government. 

The power of taxation is as open and liable to abuse as the ex- 
ercise of many other powers of government, even as the rate- 
making power, and there is no greater necessity for judicial in- 
tervention in one case than in the other. 

I do not refer to all these cases for the purpose of criticising 
the court, but rather for the purpose of calling attention to the 
judicial evolution that has taken place in connection with rail- 
way rate legislation, and to show that the court has not only 
reversed the Interstate Commerce Commission, but also itself, 
and that by its own showing it is not always infallible. 

In the case of Regan v. Farmers L. & T. Co. (154 U. S., 395) 
the court laid down many important rules relative to State regu- 
lation. It held (1) that the State legislature could, under gen- 
eral rules, confer the rate-making power upon a so-called“ rail- 
way commission;” that this was not a delegation of legisla- 
tive, but merely of administrative, power, and that such a 
commission was merely an administrative board; (2) that a 
court of equity such as the circuit court of the United States 
could, in an original suit, pass upon the reasonableness of the 
rate fixed by such commission, and if the court found the rate 
unreasonable and unjust it could enjoin the same, but that the 
court could not fix or make a rate de novo, because that was a 
legislative function; and (3) that while the courts could enjoin 
the enforcement of a given rate, it could not enjoin the commis- 
sion from taking further action. On the first point—that is, 
the delegation of legislative authority—the court said in the 
opinion delivered by Mr. Justice Brewer: 


There can be no doubt of the general 2 agnor of a State to regulate the 
fares and freight which may be charg ved 


sion, co! created = 
the State for carrying into effect the will of the State as ä 
its legislation. * No vid objecti * By „enn be made on 
account of the general features of this act, etc. 

To the same effect is the Railway Commission case, in 116 
United States, 336. 

Many railway rate cases have been passed upon by the State 
courts and by our Supreme Court, and in none of them has it 
ever been denied or questioned that such power, under general 
legislative rules, could be conferred on a railway commission. 

In the following well-considered cases the point has been di- 
rectly raised and decided in favor of the power: 

Georgia Railway Co. v. Smith, 70 Ga., 694; 

Chicago Railway Co. v. Jane, 149 Ill., 361; 

State v. Railway Co., 38 Minn., 281; 

Tilly v. Sayannah, 5 Fed. Rep., 641, by Judge Wood. Judge 
Wood is one of the able circuit judges of this country; and 

Chicago Railway Co. v. Day, 35 Fed. Rep., 866, by Justice 
Brewer. 

So far as the Federal Government and the power of Congress 
is concerned, this right of delegation has been settled by the 
Supreme Court in the Tea case. (Buttfield v. Strandhan, 192 
U. S., 470.) 

The case last quoted, the Tea ease, clearly establishes the 
principle that, as to interstate traffic, Congress can confer upon 
the Interstate Commerce Commission the like rate-making 
power, under general rules and regulations, as the several State 
legislatures have conferred upon State railway commissions in 
respect to local traffic or traffic wholly within a single State. 

In the case of the Minneapolis and St. Louis Railway Com- 
pany v. Minnesota (186 U. S., 257), the court decided that a 
State commission under legislative authority could, in the proper 
ease, fix and make joint rates between two or more carriers, 
and what a State commission can do under legislative authority 
manifestly the Interstate Commerce Commission ean do under 
Congressional authority. There can be no difference in princi- 
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ple. And there is manifestly as much occasion and necessity for 
such power in respect to interstate traffic as there is in respect 
to local traffic. Goods are as likely to be routed and carried 
over more than one carrier in the one case as in the other, and 
there can be no more intrinsic hardship in the one case than in 
the other, and it is difficult to see why as much and as broad 
relief should not be obtained in the one case as in the other. 
In the case of Smythe v. Ames (169 U. S., 466; 1898) the 
court lays down the rules which govern the court in reviewing 
the rates fixed by the legislature or a State commission. And 
these rules show that the court does not, as the Senator from 
Ohio intimated, limit itself to mere confiscatory rates. The fol- 
lowing quotations from the syllabus in this case specify the 
rules governing the court in reviewing and passing upon a legis- 
lative or commission rate. This is what the syllabus states, 
and it is a fair statement of what is involved in the case: 


A State enactment, or regulations made under the authority of a 
State enactment, establishing rates for the transportation of persons 
or property by railroad that will not admit of the carrier earning such 
compensation as under all the circumstances is just to it and to the 
public, would deprive such carrier of its property without due process 
of law and deny to it the equal protection of the laws. and would 
therefore be repugnant to the fourteenth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 


1 read further: 


While rates for the Late eae Ng of persons and property within 
the limits of a State are primarily for its determination, the question 
whether they are so unreasonably low as to deprive the carrier of its 
property without such compensation as the Constitution secures, and, 
therefore, without due process of law, can not be so conclusively deter- 
mined by the legislature of the State or by regulations adopted under 
ic 1 that the matter may not become a subject or judicial 
nquiry. 

A railroad is a public highway, and none the less so because con- 
structed and maintained through the agency of a corporation deriving 
its existence and powers from the State. Such a corporation was 
created for public purposes. It performs a function of the State. Its 
authority to exercise the right of eminent domain and to charge tolls 
was given primarily for the benefit of the public. It is, therefore 
under governmental control—subject, of course, to the constitutional 
guaranties for the protection of its property. It may not fix its rates 
with a view solely to its own interests and ignore the rights of the 
public; but the rights of the public would be ignored if rates for the 
transportation of persons or propery on a railroad were exacted with- 
out reference to the fair value of the property used for the public or 
of the services rendered, and in order simply that the corporation may 
meet operating expenses, pay the interest on its obligations, and de- 
clare a dividend to stockholders. 

If a railroad corporation has bonded its property for an amount that 
exceeds its fair value, or if its capitalization is largely fictitious, it 
may not impose upon the public the burden of such increased rates as 
may be required for the pu of realizing profits upon such excessive 
valuations or fictitious capitalization; and the apparent value of the 
property and franchises used by the corporation, as represented by its 
stocks, bonds, and obligations, Is not alone to be considered when de- 
termining the rates that may be reasonably charged. 

The basis of all calculations as to the reasonableness of rates to 
be charged by a corporation maintaining a highway under legislative 
sanction must be the fair value of He propery being used by it for 
the convenience of the public; and in order to ascertain that value the 
original cost of construction, the amount expended in permanent im- 
provements, the amount and market value of its bonds and stocks, the 
present as compared with the original cost of construction, the probable 
earning capacity of the property under particular rates prescribed by 
statute, and the sum required to meet operating expenses, are all mat- 
ters for consideration and are to be given such weight as may be just 
and right in each case. What the company is entitled to ask is a fair 
return upon the value of that which it employs for the publie con- 
venience, and, on the other hand, what the public is entitled to demand 
is that no more be exacted from it for the use of a public highway than 
the services rendered by it are reasonably worth. 


I quote thus fully from this case because this is practically 
the last doctrine of the court on this subject, and it shows how 
complete the power of review is, and it shows on what broad 
grounds it is put. It does not put it on the ground, as has 
been intimated in this Chamber, that the court can not interfere 
unless it is a confiscatory rate. It puts it on the broad ground 
that the court can interfere whenever the rate is of that char- 
acter that it does not afford the railroad just compensation for 
its property, which is the constitutional rule. 

To sum up on these points, the early cases I have quoted lay 
down the general fundamental and basie doctrine of the right 
of public regulation and control. The Minnesota Milk case 
and the Reagan Texas case define the limitation upon .such 
power, and the Smyth-Ames case describes the scope of judicial 
review. This case (Smyth v. Ames, 169 U. S., 516), as well as 
the case of Reagan v. F. L. & T. Co. (154 U. S., 362), settles that 
the right of review exists independent of statute and establishes 
the principle that no legislative authority is needed to give the 
circuit court authority to review or pass upon the rate fixed. 
That power is inherent in the court by virtue of the Constitu- 
tion and the laws establishing the court and can not be taken 
away by statute. 

State legislatures have not limited the relief given to exces- 
sive rates, unjust discriminations, or undue rebates, but have 
given relief in many cases where the public would have been 
helpless and at the mercy of the railways but for such legis- 


lative relief; and this power to regulate and control by the State 
legislatures as to local traffic has not only been sustained as 
to rates, rebates, and discriminations, but also as to the fol- 
lowing, among other, subjects: 2 

(a) Compelling railways at their own expense to make proper 
road and street crossings (Connecticut). (Railway Co. v. Bris- 
tol, 151 U. S., 556.) 

(b) Requiring railway companies to pay the salaries of State 
railway commissioners (South Carolina). (Railway Co. v. 
Gibbes, 142 U. S., 386.) 

(c) Requiring railways to stop their passenger trains at 
county seats (Minnesota). Gladson v. Minnesota, 166 U. S., 
427.) 

(d) Prohibiting railways from relieving themselves from 
common law or statutory liability by bill of lading, contract, or 
receipt (Iowa). (Railway Company v. Solan, 169 U. S., 133.) 

(e) Requiring track connection to be made betwéen intersect- 
ing railways, so that loaded cars can be transferred from one 
intersecting road to another (Minnesota). (W. M. & P. Rwy. 
Co, v. Jacobson, 179 U. S., 287.) This is one of the most im- 
portant cases. 

(f) Requiring three passenger trains each way, if so many 
are run, to stop at stations of over 3,000 people (Ohio). (Lake 
Shore Railway Co. v. Ohio, 173 U. S., 285-302.) 

(g) A law allowing double damages for stock killed through 
the failure of the railway company to fence has been held valid 
(Iowa). (Minneapolis Railway Co. v. Beckwith, 129 U. S., 
29-36.) 

(h) Requiring viaduct crossings to be kept in repair by a 
railway company. (Chicago, etc., Railway Company v. Ne- 
braska, 170 U. S., 57, Nebraska.) 

(i) Requiring a railway company to establish and maintain 
a station at a proper locality (Minnesota). (M. & St. L. Rwy. 
Co. v. Minnesota, 193 U. S., 52.) To the same effect is the case 
of Beasly v. Texas (191 U. S., 492). 

(k) Prohibiting railways from abandoning stations once 
established (Bluffton depot case, 96 N. W. R., 81). (Twentieth 
Avenue, Duluth, case, 89 Minn., 363.) 

Those cases never went to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, but were decided by the supreme court of the State of 
Minnesota, and the railway companies took no appeal. 

It thus appears, Mr. President, that many States haye se- 
cured legislative relief against excessive rates and unjust dis- 
criminations as to local traffic; and it may, with truth and jus- 
tice, be said that in those States where rate-making laws have 
been for any length of time enforced much good haus inured 
therefrom to the public, and no hardship and injustice has been 
inflicted upon the railways. The public and the- railways have 
gotten along much better than they did before without such 
laws. It has proved a restraining aud conservative force to 
both. This has been our experience in Minnesota, of which I 
38 leave to submit to you the following example and illustra- 

on: 

MINNESOTA RAILROAD-RATE LAW AND PROCEEDINGS UNDER THE SAME. 


By the act of March 5, 1885, the legislature of Minnesota created a 
railroad and warehouse commission of three members; first appointive, 
now elective. 

By the act of March 7, 1887, this commission was given rate-making 
power in cases where complaint was made, and this power covered joint 
as well as single rates. 

By the act of March 22, 1897, the commission was given power to 
move on its own initiative where good grounds existed. 

Since the commission was given the rate-making power—over eighteen 
years ago—it has considered and disposed of the cases described in the 
following statement, prepared for me at my request by A. C. Clausen, 
secretary of the Minnesota railroad and warehouse commission. 

This statement shows that the commission bas considered and dis- 
8 thirty-four cases upon complaints made by shippers or in their 

a 


Reduction of rates or other relief was granted to the satisfaction of 
the complainants in twenty-five of these cases by mutual agreement with 
175 . companies without the entry of a formal order by the com- 
mission. 

In six cases the commission made orders reducing and fixing rates, 
and of these, three cases were 5 to the courts. One of these 
eases was 3 to the State district court, where it was reversed 
for defect of parties; one case was appealed to the State district and 
saprene courts and reversed in both courts, but in the meantime the 
railway company had made a reduction even lower than the commission 
originally ordered; and the third case was appealed to the State dis- 
trict and * courts, and to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and the order of the commission was sustained in all the courts. 

In one of the cases the relief asked for was denied, and in two cases 
the compilator were withdrawn. 

In addition to this, the commission informally and on its own initia- 
tive, by mutual agreement with the railway companies, brought about 
a reduction of rates in eleven cases. 

In five cases the railways made application for leave to raise rates. 
Three of these were coal cases, and the relief asked for was granted in 
whole or in part to conform with the rates on other roads. One was a 
lumber case, where the matter was amicably adjusted between the ship- 
per and the railway 3 nd the fifth was a live-stock case, where 
the relief asked for was denied. 

All of which goes to show that the people have gotten relief in sev- 
eral Cases and the railways have not been harassed or oppressed. 
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Mr. President, this shows what the people of Minnesota 
know, that the effect of a railway-rate law in that State has been 
to afford the people relief in a great many cases, and that it has 
not proyen harassing and oppressive to the railway companies. 
In fact—and that will be the result if you clothe the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission with this power—in most cases 
that have any real merit, if complaint is made to the Com- 
mission and the Commission calls the attention of the carrier 
to that fact, if it is a just and fair complaint, the carrier will 
grant the necessary relief without any further litigation. That 
has been the experience in States where they have State rail- 
way commissions, and that will be the experience if you give 
the rate-making power to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

And to us, in the light of this experience, it seems, to say 
the least, shocking to term “ revolutionary and drastic,” as the 
Senator from Ohio in the opening of his very able speech does, 
the effort to give the Interstate Commerce Commission, as to 
interstate traffic, similar power to fix rates as is given a State 
railway commission as to local rates, 

After many States had secured legislative relief as to local 
traffic, the public felt that this relief was too local and too 
limited, and that complete relief could not be obtained until 
Congress intervened and gave similar relief as to interstate 
traffic. In partial and incomplete obedience to this demand, 
Congress in 1887 passed the so-called “ interstate-commerce 
law,” establishing, among other things, a railway commission. 

I need not go into details as to this law. Its provisions are 
familiar to most of us. For a time the public at large, as well 
as the Commission, supposed and believed that the Commission 
had the rate-making power, and this belief had a quieting, 
wholesome, and restraining effect. But by and by the Supreme 
Court dispelled this notion and belief. In 1896, nine years after 
the interstate-commerce law was passed, the court, in the case 
of Railway Company v. Interstate Commerce Commission (162 
U. S., 184), intimated, though not expressly deciding, that the 
Commission had no rate-making power. But finally, one year 
later, in 1897, in a case in which the Commission had assumed 
the right to exercise the power—the case of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission v. Railway Company (167 U. S., 479)— 
the court expressly held that the Commission had no rate- 
making power. Ever since this decision the public have felt, 
to a greater or less extent, that Congress had not dealt fairly 
with them in 1887, and had not given them the full relief to 
which they were entitled, and they have ever since, with more 
or less persistence, sought to secure from Congress what they 
expected and supposed they had gotten in 1887—the investure 
of the Commission with rate-making power. 

It is this relief—the relief which was omitted from the act 
of 1887—that is now sought in the pending bill, and the per- 
tinent question is: Why should not Congress grant as ample a 
relief for interstate commerce as State legislatures have for 
local commerce, and has not Congress the power to grant such 
relief? 

We are first of all confronted with the argument of the great 
seriousness of the case and the lack of necessity for such legis- 
lation because of the apparently low rates, as compared with 
the rates in other countries. Attention is also called to the 
great number of railway employees and the large number of 
bondholders and stockholders who may be affected by such leg- 
islation. No fair-minded man wants to inflict any hardship 
or injury on these classes. I for one am not actuated by any 
such purpose, and I do not believe anyone else in this Chamber 
is, but assume that these classes number in the aggregate, say, 
five or at the utmost ten million people, which I think is a most 
liberal estimate. Are not the other seventy-five or eighty mil- 
lions of our people, who furnish the revenues and the traffic for 
our railways, also entitled to at least equal consideration? 

On the one side stand the railways, representing their stock- 
holders and bondholders, seeking to obtain as much revenue as 
possible, on the other side stand the great body of the public, 
furnishing the traffic and the revenue, anxious and desirous to 
obtain as low and fair rates as possible. 

These interests will manifestly clash, to a greater or less ex- 
tent. In the nature of the case they are, to some extent, ad- 
yerse to each other, and disputes have arisen in the past and will 
often arise in the future between them. Now, is it fair, is it 
just, does it accord with the principle of natural justice, to 
make one of the parties to any controversy that may thus arise 
the sole judge and umpire in such a controversy? Does it not 
better accord with the fundamental rights of organized society 
and with the elemental principle of justice and fair play to 
provide an impartial umpire to pass upon and adjust the 
differences? 

It is said that the rate-making power is not necessary, because 


rates are lower here than abroad. Granting that this is true 
in the aggregate, it does not follow that there may not be many 
isolated cases of unjust and excessive rates to be remedied and 
cured. 

But the comparison of rates, in gross, in this country, mainly 
based, I might say, upon the work of Professor Meyer, of the 
Chicago University, with the gross rates in foreign countries 
is entirely fallacious, deceptive, and untrustworthy. In his esti- 
mates of rates in this country neither the carriage of mail nor 
express is included, items in which the proportion of the freight 
rate to the tonnage carried is the highest of all. Our railways 
receive some $44,000,000, or over, annually for carrying the mail, 
and the rate is based largely on the weight. No cars carrying 
freight of any kind earn so high a sum per car as the mail cars. 
Millions, too, are earned for carrying express matter. How 
many millions I don’t know, perhaps as much as for the mails. 

Then it should be borne in mind that distances are much 
shorter for even long-distance freight in such countries as 
England, Germany, and France. Most of the traffic there is 
carried for short distances, from 50 to 150 miles, and little of 
their long-distance traffic exceeds 400 or 500 miles. Now, with 
us it is the reverse. The great bulk of our traffic, like corn, cot- 
ton, flour, wheat and coarse grains, lumber, and coal is long- 
distance traffic, little of it under 500 miles and most of it from 
1,000 to 1,500 miles. Such long-distance traffic of such commodi- 
ties is always and of necessity at a low traffic rate. Now, it is 
by pooling the tonnage and revenue of such immense long-dis- 
tance traffic with the high-rate short-distance traffic on other 
commodities, and by excluding the carriage of mail and express, 
that such apparent low rates for the aggregate of our traffic are 
figured out. The proper comparison would be to compare the 
short and long distance traffic in the foreign countries named 
with the rates of traffic of similar goods and distance in this 
country, and if such a comparison were,made I have no doubt 
but what our rates are higher as a rule than abroad, and I am 
borne out in this by the following report made by Privy Coun- 
cilors Hoff and Schwabach to the Prussian Government, which 
I beg leave to quote: 

OUR RAILWAYS IN BAD LIGHT—PRUSSIAN RATES ARE LOWER AND FEWER 
PEOPLE ARB KILLED. 
BERLIN, February 11, 1906. 

Privy Councilors M. Hoff and F. Schwabach, whom the Prussian 
Government sent to the United States in 1904 to study American rail- 
road systems, have just published an exhaustive work on their findings 
which is attracting much attention in the German press. Herren Hoff 
and Schwabach make many striking comparisons of the American and 
Prussian railroads, often to the disadvantage of the former. They 
quota official statistics showing that per million passengers carried the 

merican roads killed six times and wounded twenty-nine times as 
many of them as the Prussian roads. 

The writers found that the average 
2.02 cents per mile, against 0.98 cent Prussia, while freight rates 
nominally average 0.78 cent per ton mile in the United States, against 
1.36 cents in Prussia. This comparison, the authors affirm, is falla- 
cious, because it ignores some essential facts. The American statistics, 
they say, include * sa carried for the railways themselyes, while the 
Prussian statistics show 21 pay freights. n the other hand, the 
American statistics exclude high-class carried by express com- 
panies, which class is included in the ssian figures, Furthermore, 
they say, the American roads receive immense sums for carrying the 
mails and the Prussian lines almost nothing, and besides the fatter 
carry a volume of postal packages for which the American roads get 
large extra sums from the express companies. 

If conditions were equalized at all on these points, Herren Hoff and 
Schwabach figure that the American average for freight would be 1.44 
cents per ton per mile and that of Prussia 0.95. 

The original cost of construction of the Prussian lines was 65 per 
cent higher per mile than that of the American roads. 


There you have the opinion of these gentlemen who have in- 
yestigated the subject and their reasons for their conclusions. 
I will offset that against the opinion of Professor Meyer. 

It is conceded, and can not fairly be disputed, that the rail- 
ways are still guilty of undue rates and undue discriminations, 
both as to persons and places, even since the enactment of the 
Elkins law. If the spirit of Mammon still tends to make the 
railways evade the rigid provisions of the Elkins law, how 
much more likely is the same spirit to tempt them to charge 
excessive rates when there is little or no regulative restraint. 

We are all of us justified in dismissing the notion, if any 
such there be, that there are no wrongs to right and no eyils to 
cure. If there were none, there would not be such universal, 
persistent, and long-continued demand for relief. 

That Congress is the only authority that can grant full and 
ample relief in the premises can not with good reason be denied 
or questioned. The regulation of commerce is by the Constitu- 
tion committed to Congress. This is the language of the Con- 
stitution: 


The Congress shall have power * * œ to regulate commerce with 
3 ys and among the several States, and with Indian tribes. 
(See. 8, Art I. 


And not the courts, as the Senator from Ohio contends. And 


enger rate in America was 


1906. 


the transportation of goods and passengers is, according to 
Justice Miller, commerce; and Chief Justice Marshall says: 

To regulate commerce is to prescribe the rules by which commerce is 
to be governed. 

The Supreme Court of the United States have settled, as fully 
as anything can be settled by judicial decisions, two proposi- 
tions: 

(1) That as to local or intrastate commerce, a State legis- 
lature, directly or through the intervention of a commission, 
has, subject to the limitation of the fourteenth amendment, the 
full rate-making power. 

(2) That Congress has as full and complete power and control 
over interstate commerce as a State legislature has over local 
commerce, subject to the limitations of the fifth amendment, and 
that this includes the rate-making power as much in the one 
case as in the other. 

In the light of the decisions of our Supreme Court, from and 
including the case of Gibbons v. Ogden down to the present day, 
it is clear that this power of Congress embraces the right to 
regulate and prescribe the rates and conditions under which 
interstate traffic may be conducted. It is unnecessary to quote 
the numerous decisions of our Supreme Court on this point. 
They are familiar not only to lawyers, but even to many laymen. 

The fixing of rates is “ prima facie,” and in the first instance 
a legislative and administrative function, and not a judicial 
function. It is not the province of the court to initiate rates, 
but only to see that no excess, as respects the constitutional inhi- 
bition, is committed. 

The only limitation and check on the power of Congress is 
that contained in the fifth amendment, in these words: 

Nor shall any person * * be deprived of property without due 
process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use with- 
out just compensation. 

This does not deprive Congress of the power to regulate; it 
simply provides a brake upon the exercise of that power. 

The Senator from Ohio in his able argument admits that 
railways are subjects of rate regulation, but insists in the face 
of the plain provision of the Constitution which I haye quoted, 
that the courts are the only regulating authority. The Con- 
stitution makes it plain that Congress is, prima facie, the regu- 
lating authority, and that the only province of the court is to 
see that Congress exercises this power in a constitutional man- 
ner or within the pale of the fifth amendment. All statutory 
enactments are, in some form and to some extent, rules of con- 
duct and ultimately subject to review by the court, but because 
of such right of review it does not follow that Congress can not 
act in the first instance or that the courts should have the 
initiative. 

The Senator from Ohio further insists that the court can grant 
ample relief, and hence that there is no occasion for conferring 
the rate-making power upon the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. But is this true in its practical operation—and that is 
really the test? The Commission, under the pending bill and 
the law to which it is amendatory, can not only veto as unjust 
an existing rate, but can prescribe a fair and just rate for the 
future. The court can not do this; it can only veto and enjoin 
an existing rate; that is the limit of its power. The court may, 
for example, enjoin a rate of 10 mills per ton per mile on freight 
from Chieago to Boston as being unreasonable., The carrier 
can immediately, without violating the injunction, reduce the 
rate one-tenth of a mill; but this rate, too, may be unreasonable 
and too high, and may entail another suit for its injunction. 
The carrier again makes a slight reduction, another one-tenth of 
a mill, just enough to be outside of the pale of the injunction. 
and this rate also is too high, and may entail another suit; and 
so on the process may be continued almost indefinitely. Novy, it 
may turn out that the fair and reasonable rate in the case would 
be 8 mills per ton per mile; but how many rates could not the 
carrier make between these two extremes of 10 and 8 mills,-and 
every one of these intermediate rates would involve a separate 
and distinct restraining suit, unless the shipper would silently 
submit to the undue and excessive rate. And thus full and ulti- 
mate relief could not be secured without a multiplicity of suits. 
Now, as a general rule, equity abhors a multiplicity of suits, 
but in this instance the court would be powerless to prevent such 
multiplicity. 

It is only by conferring the rate- making power upon the Com- 
mission that such an injustice can be prevented. To remit the 
shipper to a system of relief such as I have described, and which 
is involved in the contention of the Senator from Ohio, would 
be most tantalizing, impracticable, and abortive. It would, in 
substance, be like passing to a hungry man asking for bread a 
stone. The Senator’s contention makes a plausible theory, 
but does not solve or meet a crying condition. 

The Senator from Ohio further contends that though Con- 
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gress itself may make a rate it can not confer the rate-mak- 
ing power on a commission; that this is a delegation of legis- 
lative power, and hence not permissible. As to this contention 
it may be said, first of all, that if Congress can not act through 
a commission the power to fix rates is, for all practicable pur- 
poses, of no yalue. How could Congress, as constituted and 
as operating, enter into, investigate, and try all the details 
involved in rate complaints? Unless the railways reform and 
become more abstemious than they have been in the past there 
would be many cases, and it would be a physical and moral 
impossibility for Congress to act. This suggestion is even worse 
than the court suggestion of the Senator from Ohio. 

The cases I have heretofore quoted establish the principle 
that when a legislative body lays down clearly and plainly the 
rules and principles of action and commits their application to 
a commission, that is not a delegation of legislative power, 
and that the commission is merely an administrative body. 
I have found no decision in any of the law reports—and I have 
made some search for them—holding a contrary view. The 
Supreme Court of the United States has settled the principle 
involved in this contention in the case of Buttfield v. Stranahan 
(192 U. S., 470), the tea case. The court has in that case gone 
even further than it is necessary to go in the matter involved 
in this legislation. In that case the board not only passed 
upon the quality of the tea imported to ascertain whether it 
conformed to the standard, but the board also fixed and made 
the standard. In the legislation now under consideration Con- 
gress fixes and lays down the standard, leaving only to the 
Commission the application of this standard to existing and sup- 
posed rates. 

The doctrine contended for by the Senator from Ohio would 
block and stop the administrative wheels of our Government. 
Congress lays down general rules for the disposal of our pub- 
lic lands, but the Commissioner of the General Land Office and 
the Secretary of the Interior apply those laws under rules and 
regulations prescribed by them. Congress could not well ascer- 
tain and decide whether a homestead settler has complied with 
all the conditions requisite for final entry and patent. Gen- 
eral rules are laid down by Congress for the collection of 
duties and customs, but their application and enforcement is 
left to collectors, boards of appraisers, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and in some cases their judgment is final. 

Congress and State legislatures commit to the various mu- 
nicipal corporations and their various boards or councils not 
only administrative work but also much of a quasi legislative 
character. Here under the very dome of the Capitol, in this 
District, we have committed much important work to the three 
Commissioners of thé District, which I have not time to de- 
scribe in detail. Without the delegation of such administrative 
powers the Government would be at a standstill, although the 
legislative department were in perpetual session. 

To me it is inscrutable why the railways, or some of them, 
seem to be in such mortal terror of having their cases passed 
upon by such a body as the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

The question whether a given rate is reasonable and fairly 
remunerative Is a question of fact, a business proposition, and 
not a question of law. I have no hostility to the courts. When 
I have not held public office I have lived in a rural atmosphere 
of law and made my living as a country lawyer. 

We commit the trial of issues of fact in most important cases, 
involying thousands and millions of dollars, to an ordinary jury 
of twelve men, hardly ever experts or superior to the ordinary 
mass of humanity. In the case before us we commit the issue 
to be tried to a board of seven good men of fair business ability 
and experience. In integrity and business ability they will 
average well up with the great body of our judges. A judge 
may oftentimes be a great and profound lawyer, but a very poor 
and indifferent business man. I have known many such in- 
stances, Even the best of judges have indicated how important 
it is to get the aid and judgment of a good business man in 
such cases. In the case of Railway Company v. Tompkins (176 
U. S., 167), a railway-rate case from South Dakota, Judge 
Brewer admits this. Here is what he says: 

We think, therefore, there was error in the failure to find the cost 
of doing the local business, and that only by a comparison between the 
gross receipts and the cost of doing the business, ascertaining thus the 
net earnings, can the true effect of the reduction of rates be determined. 

The question then arises, What disposition of the case shall this court 
make? Ought we to examine the testimony, find the facts, and from 
those facts deduce the proper conclusion? 

It would doubtless be within the competency of this court on an a 
peal in guy to do this, but we are constrained to think that it would 
not (particularly in a case like the present) be the proper course to 


pursue. This Is an appellate court, and parties have a right to a de- 
termination of the facts in the first instance by the trial court. Doubt- 


less If such determination is challenged on appeal it becomes our duty 
to examine the testimony and see if it sustains the findings, but if the 
facts found are not challenged by either party then this court need not 
go beyond its ordinary appellate duty of considering whether such facts 
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justified the decree. We think this is one of those cases in which it is 
especially Important that there should be a full and clear finding of 


the facts by the trial court. The questions are difficult, the Interests 
are vast, and therefore the aid of the trial court should be had. 

The writer of this opinion appreciates the difficulties which attend 
a trial court in a case like this. In Smyth v. Ames, supra, a similar 
case, he, as cirenit judge presiding in the circuit courts of Nebraska, 
undertook the work of examining the testimony, making computations, 
and finding the facts. It was very laborious, and took several weeks. 
It wae a werk which nll ought ta hace been done by a master. Very 
likely the parece puray by him induced the trial Jade in this case 
to personally examine the testimony and make the findings. We are 
all of opinion that a better enn is to refer the testimony to some 
competent master to make all needed computations and find fully the 
facts. It is hardly necessary to observe that, in view of the difficul- 
ties and importance of such a case, it is imperative that the most com- 
print and reliable master, general or special, should be selected, for it 
s not a light matter to interfere with the legislation of a State in 
respect to the prescribing of rates, nor a light matter to permit such 
legislation to wreck large property interests. 

We are aware that the findings made by the master may be challenged 
when presented to the trial court for consideration, and it may become 
ite duty to examine the testimony to see whether those findings are sus- 
tained, as likewise, if sustained by the trial court, it may become our 

duty to examine the testimony for the same purpose. But before we 
* are called upon to make such examination we think we are entitled to 

haye the benefit of the services of a competent master and an approval 
of his porns DY the trial court. As we have said, those findings may 
not be challenged by either party, and if so, a large burden will be taken 
from the appellate court. 

Here is one of the ablest judges of the Supreme Court who 
confesses how important it is to have a case of this kind passed 
upon, not by the judge, but passed upon in the first instance by 
what we call a “ master in chancery,” a business man, not nec- 
essarily a lawyer. We propose in the pending legislation not 
one single master in chancery, but we propose to have it passed 
upon by seven masters in chancery—the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

It has been the practice of some railway attorneys not to 
present their side of the case fully to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission—and the Supreme Court has taken occasion to 
criticise this practice for the purpose of getting the Commission 
reversed in the court by producing further and additional evi- 
dence not presented to the Commission. In such cases, when 
all the facts are not fully and fairly presented and argued, the 
Commission can not be blamed for making mistakes. If I had 
a case of real merit, I should rather submit it upon the facts 
to the adjudication of these seven men than to a single judge 
of a United States circuit court or three judges on a court of 
appeal. 

If this bill becomes a law, it will not be as difficult as hereto- 
fore for the Commission, if the facts are fully presented, to pass 
upon the question of rate. Heretofore it has been a question 
as to whether a given rate was reasonable or not; and the 
term “reasonable” has been applied in the same sense as the 
term “quantum meruit” at common law, involving a somewhat 
complex question. By the terms of the bill the rate fixed must 
not only be “just and reasonable,” but it must also be “ fairly 
remuneratiye.” And this is a distinct gain in favor of the rail- 
ways. They can now insist upon what they could not always 
and under all circumstances insist upon before, that the rate 
fixed must be a “ fairly remunerative rate.” 

And in case of a review by the court the findings of the Com- 
mission will be of great value and assistance to the court. 
They will surely be of more value, of more help, and of more 
weight than the mere findings of a single master in chancery. 
It is of great advantage both to the litigants and the court to 
have such cases first pass through such a Commission—a body 
that devotes itself exclusively to such cases. To an ordinary 
trial judge, who must give his attention to a variety of complex 
cases, it is no easy matter, single and alone, to take up a com- 
plex rate case, especially if he has had no business experience 
or training. He is more likely to err upon a question of fact 
than seven intelligent men of business training and experi- 

. ence. 

The presumption in favor of the honesty, integrity, and fair- 
ness of these men can not, with any reason, be deemed less 
than that of our Federal judges, who come from the same ap- 
pointing power. They are, in fact and in substance, a tribunal 
of a high order, though not technically a court; and why some 
of the railways and their friends are so averse and hostile to 
such a tribunal I can not fully fathom or comprehend. 

While the bill does not, in express terms, give the right of 
appeal or judicial review, such right nevertheless inheres and 
exists to an extent ample for all the purposes of justice. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission not being a court in the 
strict sense of the term, an appeal, in the technical sense, as 
from a lower to a higher court, can not be taken. A judicial 
review of the rate fixed by the Commission can only be obtained 
in the form of an original action, instituted in the circuit court 
of the United States, which court, if the matter in dispute ex- 
ceeds the value of $2,000, as it always would in such cases, 


would have ample jurisdiction under the act of March 5, 1887. 
(24 Stat., 552.) And if the Commission has made a rate that 
is not “just and reasonable and fairly remuneratiye ”—-a rate 
which, in the language of the fifth amendment, does not afford 
Just compensation,” which is the only rate the Commission has 
authority to make—then the court has ample power to enjoin 
the same, both by interlocutory or temporary and by final in- 
junction; and an interlocutory or temporary injunction can 
only be granted upon notice and for due cause—prima facie 
made out—and not as a matter of course. 

The notion that the court can not intervene unless the rate 
fixed amounts to a confiscatory rate is unfounded. The court 
can always intervene and stay where the rate fixed, in the lan- 
guage of the fifth amendment, does not afford “ just compensa- 
tion.” “Just compensation“ must, under all circumstances, be 
the criterion, both for the Commission and the court. 

The review amendments suggested, in one form or another, 
all proceed upon the same theory, the theory upon which ap- 
peals in courts are allowed, to wit, that anyone aggrieved may, 
without in the first instance showing any valid cause, take an 
appeal and get a stay of proceeding pending the trial of the 
appeal. This would enable the railways, indiscriminately, even 
if a bond or other security were required, to tie up and suspend 
in court for an indefinite time every rate made by the Com- 
mission as soon as made, without showing any valid ground or 
justification for such stay pending suit, the only ground being 
some form of proposed security. 

No such general and unlimited right of review with stay 
ought, under any circumstances, to be granted without 

(1) Showing good, valid, and sufficient cause for the stay, 
and the cause shown should, among other things, specify to 
what extent the Commission rate would, in the aggregate, work 
a diminution from the former rate pending the period of review ; 
and 

(2) Without an ample bond or deposit of money equal in 
amount to the total diminution in rate alleged as a ground for 
stay, and such bond or deposit, in case the Commission rate is 
sustained, to inure to the benefit of those who have, pending the 
review, paid freight in excess of the Commission rate to re- 
imburse them for such excess. 

Without such conditions, an unlimited right of review, with 
stay during the pendency of the review proceedings with but a 
formal or limited security, would be equivalent to saying that no 
Commission rate shall be enforced or deemed valid until it has 
also become a court rate, a most dilatory, tantalizing, and ob- 
structive method. It would practically entirely neutralize and 
destroy the rate-making power which the bill aims to confer 
upon the Commission. We all know at what sluggish and time- 
killing rate litigation ordinarily proceeds through the various 
courts. The practical effect would be that no Commission rate 
would go into effect, however valid on its merits it might be, 
until from one to two years after the Commission had made the 
order, 

A third course was suggested by the Senator from South Caro- 
lina, the Senator from Texas, and also by some Senators in the 
discussion yesterday, to wit, to deprive the court of all power 
to grant a stay pending the review proceedings. This could only 
be done, if at all, by depriving the court of its right to grant an 
interlocutory injunction or stay in such cases. This is a right 
which has always been inherent in a court of equity, upon a 
proper showing, and, to say the least, I question and doubt the 
power of Congress to take away this right. 

The granting of a temporary or interlocutory injunction is as 
much a part of judicial remedy as the granting of a final or per- 
manent injunction, and to take away from the court the power 
to grant a temporary or interlocutory Injunction, upon proper 
and valid grounds, I fear would be held by our Supreme Court 
to be unconstitutional, as a denial of “due process of law,” 
guarded against in the fifth amendment. 

It would, to my mind, be very unfortunate to inject into this 
most meritorious bill a provision of such doubtful and question- 
able validity. As an earnest and sincere friend of rate legisla- 
tion I trust I may not be misunderstood or my motives ques- 
tioned on this point. 

As at present advised—and I have given the matter consid- 
erable consideration—I prefer the pending bill as it stands. 
The right of review by an original action—the only way in 
which a review can be had—is left untrammeled; and if the 
rate fixed by the Commission does not afford, in the language of 
the Constitution, just compensation,” it is unconstitutional and 
the rate can be stayed and vetoed by the court, under its in- 
herent power as a court of equity to grant interlocutory as well 
as final injunction. The granting of an indiscriminate and 


more enlarged scope of review than this, with stay, upon no 
valid cause shown, would not only, as I have stated, tie up all 
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Commission rates in the court for an indefinite time, but would 
also indirectly transfer, in the first instance, a part of the rate- 
making power to the court. The court ought not to haye greater 
power conferred on it—even if it could be done—than the power 
to see that Congress and the Commission have not transcended 
the limitations of the fifth amendment, for that furnishes the 
true and only boundary line between the legislative and the 
judicial departments. If Congress does not transcend this limit 
and boundary, what right has the court to intervene or trench, 
directly or indirectly, upon the power committed by the Consti- 
tution to Congress? 5 

And now, in conclusion, allow me to add a few words about 
our brave, energetic, and vigilant President. He has been criti- 
cised in many quarters for the great interest he has taken in 
railway rate legislation. To my mind he deserves more credit 
for this than any other act of his Administration. Upon some 
questions I have not always found it so easy to agree with him 
as upon this. Four years ago I introduced in this body a bill 
giving the Interstate Commerce Commission the rate-making 
power, upon petition after due hearing. It seemed to receive 
scant attention at that time, and I found little encouragement. 
I make no complaint or criticism of this, but merely refer to it 
as an historical incident. The President has drawn the atten- 
tion of Congress to this subject in a more forceful and effective 
way than anyone else could or would haye done. There are 
some glasses so constructed that they gather and focus the rays 
of the sun upon a given subject so as to produce combustion. 
In like manner has the President gathered and focused the 
public sentiment upon this all-important, but hitherto neglected, 
subject, so as to produce sufficient legislative combustion, I 
hope, to pass this bill. For all this, a patient and long-forbear- 
ing public can not but feel, and do feel, under great obligation 
to him. 

The House, in closer and more immediate touch with public 
sentiment, because they oftener and more directly have to “ go 
to the country“ than the members of this body, have, with 
great unanimity, responded to the call of the President and the 
call of the country. Can we afford to be derelict under these 
circumstances and on this occasion? 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 


Mr. STONE obtained the floor. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Before the Senator from Missouri proceeds, 
I should like to call the attention of the Senator from South 
Carolina to the fact that there are several Senators on this 
side of the Chamber who are preparing speeches on the pending 
bill and who are not yet ready to spedk. So far as I know, no 
one here desires to speak to-morrow; and if the same condition 
exists on the other side, I suggest to the Senator from South 
Carolina that we take an adjournment until Monday. I think 
it would result in more substantial progress in the consideration 
of the matter than would any other course. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have inquired of Senators on this side to 
find whether any of them is ready to proceed, and I find the 
same condition exists here that the Senator from Rhode Island 
has just mentioned with respect to the other side of the Cham- 
ber; that is, that a good many are preparing and getting ready 
and thinking about speaking, but they are not ready to go on. 
I therefore see no reason why we should not give the two days 
between now and Monday to such preparation and study as 
Senators see fit, with the hope that on Monday we will resume 
the debate and press it actively. We are getting light every 
day, and I hope we will get an early vote. I do not want to 
press the bill unduly. ‘Therefore it is perfectly agreeable to me 
to let the matter go over until Monday. 

Mr. ALDRICH. All right. I think it is—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. Before the matter passes over, at the 
suggestion of the Senator from Rhode Island, if it is to pass 
over, I desire a moment or two. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I was only going to make the motion that 
when the Senate adjourn to-day it be to meet on Monday next. 
`~ Mr. TILLMAN (to Mr. Cutzerson). He is not going to move 
that the Senate adjourn now. The Senator from Missouri is 
going to have full opportunity to discuss his matter. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I understand, but the Senator from 
Missouri has kindly consented to giye me a moment on the rate 
question. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I was merely going to move that when the 
Senate adjourn to-day it be to meet on Monday next, not that 
we adjourn now. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Very well. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that when the Senate adjourns to- 


day it be to meet on Monday next. 
The motion was agreed to, 7 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. FORAKER. I wish to offer certain amendments to the 
pending bill, and I ask that they be printed and lie on the table. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It will be so ordered. 

Mr. STONE. I now yield to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CULBERSON. With the permission of the Senator from 
Missouri, I will take a moment of the time of the Senate just 
now. 

Mr. President, on Monday, during and after the close of some 
remarks I submitted, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. ForaKer] 
read an extract from the opinion of the Supreme Court in 91 
United States, page 72, I believe, to the effect that the act of 
July 1, 1862, incorporating the Union Pacific Railroad Company, 
and kindred acts were not passed by Congress under its au- 
thority to regulate commerce. I suggested that the authority 
of Congress to pass those acts was that arising, certainly in 
part, under its authority to regulate commerce. 

I desire to read a brief extract from the case of California v. 
Pacific Railroad Company, reported in 127 United States, the 
extract being at page 39 of the volume. In construes the act of 
July 1, 1862, to which the Senator from Ohio alluded. Said the 
court on that proposition: 

It can not at the present day be doubted that Congress, under the 
power to regulate commerce among the several States, as well as to 
provide for postal accommodations and military exigencies, had au- 
thority to pass these laws. The power to construct, or to authorize 
individuals or corporations to construct, national highways and bridges 
from State to State is essential to the complete control and regulation 
of interstate commerce. Without authority in Congress to establish and 
maintain such highways and bridges, it would be without authority to 
regulate one of the most important adjuncts of commerce. This power 
in former times was exerted to a very limited extent, the Cumberland 
or National road being the most notable instance. Its exertion was but 
little called for, as commerce was then mostly conducted by water, and 
many of our statesmen entertained doubts as to the existence of the 
power to establish ways of communication by land. But since, in con- 
sequence of the expansion of the country, the multiplication of its 
products and the invention of railroads and locomotion by steam, land 
transportation has so vastly Increased, a sounder consideration of the 


subject has prevailed, and led to the conclusion that Congress has ple- 
nary power over the whole subject. 


At the time the Senator from Ohio called attention to the 
case in 91 United States I had a note of the decision to which 
I have just called attention, but the book was not accessible and 
it was not read. I have taken occasion now to read it so as to 
place the question, as I think, beyond doubt, it being a later opin- 
ion than the one from which the Senator read, and it being the 
opinion concurred in by the entire court as then constituted. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, if the Senator will bear with 
me just a moment, I stated at the time when I read from the 
opinion in 91 United States that I was aware that the Supreme 
Court had in some other cases used expressions such as the 
Senator has just now read, but I said they had not been used 
in the decision of any question that was before the court. The 
Senator will find that what he has read has no relation what- 
ever to what was being decided by the court. It is pure obiter. 
The fact which, it seems to me, is absolutely controlling is the 
statute itself, which declares under what power the Government 
was proceeding, and the opinion of the Supreme Court in the 
ease that I read from and in other cases, where the question be- 
fore the court was what was the power that the Government 
was exercising. 

POSTAGE ON CERTAIN PERIODICALS. 


Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I desire, with the consent of 
the Senate, to call up Senate resolution 82. I ask to dispense 
with the reading of it—it has been read once—and to offer the 
modification which I send to the desk. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the title at least be read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the title 

The SECRETARY. Table Calendar, Order of Business 9, Senate 
resolution 82, resolution instructing the Committee on Post- 
Offices and Post-Roads to ascertain and determine whether the 
construction of the Post-Office Department of the law as to 
postage on certain publications of alumni of colleges as second- 
class matter, ete., is correct, ete. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, it will require only a short time 
to say what I think is necessary in explanation of this resolu- 
tion. I would not take the time of the Senate to say anything, 
but ask a yote at once, except that some of my constituents are 
yery much interested in the subject to which the resolution re- 
lates, and, if the resolution is to be adopted, I desire to put some 
statements of fact in the Recorp for the benefit of that com- 
mittee to which it will go. 
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Something less than a year ago the publication of a periodical 
was begun at Columbia, Mo., under the auspices of the Alumni 


Association of the university of that State. It is a magazine 
in form, published quarterly. Application was made to the 
postmaster to have the publication admitted to the mail as 
second-class matter. This was referred to the Post-Office De- 
partment, and under the ruling of that Department the applica- 
tion was denied. 

The editor of the periodical then addressed me on the sub- 
ject, and I had some correspondence with him and with the 
Post-Office Department with regard to the matter. Soon after 
I came to Washington, in December, I saw the Third Assistant 
Postmaster-General, Mr. Madden, and his chief clerk, and dis- 
cussed the subject with them, and also had some correspondence 
with them. 

A little later I offered a resolution in the Senate, which was 
adopted, calling upon the Postmaster-General to inform the 
Senate whether under the construction he placed upon the law 
publications of the character indicated were excluded from the 
mail as second-class matter, and also to inform the Senate 
whether it was true that under the practice of the Department 
there was discrimination in the admission of some publications 
of this character, while others of like character were excluded. 

The answer made to the resolution by the Postmaster-General 
was not satisfactory, it was not explicit, and the information 
sought was not given with that degree of candor and clearness 
which I think ought to have characterized the reply of a Cabinet 
officer. I doubt, however, if the Postmaster-General ever per- 
sonally knew very much about the matter. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri 
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. STONE. Certainly. 

Mr. GALLINGER. As I understand the matter, this resolu- 
tion relates simply to periodicals published by alumni associa- 
tions of colleges. 

Mr. STONE. This resolution does not; 
broader than that. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I think it ought to be broader. The 
same complaint has come to me during several years past from 
churches, and recently from business colleges that publish little 
periodicals which are sent through the mails, and likewise a re- 
cent complaint came to me from a temperance organization that 
was issuing a little periodical and was having it distributed, I 
think, through the charitable contributions of persons interested 
in that cause. I think the whole subject relating to publica- 
tions of that character ought to be inquired into, and perhaps 
the Senator's resolution is broad enough for that. I hope it is. 

Mr. STONE. The resolution I introduced in December, to 
which I adverted a moment ago, related only to these alumni 
publications, but this resolution, I think, is broad enough, and 
it was intended to be broad enough, to authorize and direct an 
inquiry into all kinds of publications such as the Senator from 
New Hampshire referred to. At least it covers all college pub- 
lications. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I am yery glad that is the case. 

Mr. STONE. And I broadened it in that way because of 
letters I received and interviews I had following the action 
taken by the Senate on my earlier resolution. 

I wish to call attention, Mr. President, very briefly to the law 
governing the admission of second-class matter to the mails. 
In March, 1879, an act was passed by Congress, which I de- 
sire to read so far as it is applicable to the present considera- 
tion. I read as follows: 


That mailable matter of the second class shall embrace all news- 

rs and other periodical publications which are issued at stated 

8 and as frequently as four times a year, and are within the 
conditions named in sections 12 and 14 of this act. 

Section 12 is not applicable to this particular question, and 
it is not necessary to read it. Section 14 provides as follows: 

That the conditions upon which a publication shall be admitted to 
the second class are as follows: 

First. It must regularly be issued at stated intervals, as frequently 
as four times a year, and bear a date of issue and be numbered con- 
9 

Second. It must be issued from a known office of publication. 

Third. It must be formed of ponce paper sheets, without board, 
cloth, leather, or other substantial binding, such as distinguish printed 
books for preservation from periodical publications. 

Fourth. It must be originated and published for the dissemination 
of information of a public character, or devoted to literature, the 
sciences, arts, or some special industry, and having a legitimate list 
of subscribers. a 

I call attention especially to this paragraph: 

It must be originated and published for the dissemination of in- 
formation of a public character. 

I call special attention to that paragraph, because a recent 
departmental construction of that paragraph is the occasion for 
the complaints to which I am endeavoring to direct attention. 


it is somewhat 
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Under that law of 1879 application was made to the Post- 
Office Department, by publications such as the Senator from 
New Hampshire refers to and such as I am referring to, for ad- 
mission to the mails under the pound rate. A number of such 
publications were admitted; but afterwards—just when I do 
not know, but some time before 1893—the Postmaster-General 
construed, or reconstrued, the law so as to very materially re- 
strict the publications which might be admitted to the mails as 
second-class matter. Under this new ruling many publications 
which had been admitted or which might have been admitted 
under the former ruling were now excluded. 

There was a widespread public protest against this restrictive 
ruling, and in 1893 a bill was introduced-in the House on the 
subject, enlarging the provisions of the law so as specifically to 
admit publications by colleges, churches, literary and scientific 
societies, benevolent societies, erc. 

While that bill was pending before the House Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads the committee asked the opinion 
of the Postmaster-General as to the wisdom of passing it, and, 
in a letter which he addressed to the chairman of the committee, 
he vigorously opposed the passage of the bill. He said it would 
admit a large number of publications then excluded under the 
departmental ruling, and he feared it would result in overbur- 
dening the mails. He said if the bill became a law it would 
admit as second-class matter the publications of benevolent and 
fraternal societies, charitable societies, societies connected with 
churches and religious organizations, and institutions of learn- 
ing, such as colleges and universities, schools of theology, medi- 
hae hina science, etc., and he protested against the passage of 
the bill. : 

While that bill was pending and before it was acted upon 
the post-office appropriation bill came before the House, and 
Mr. Springer, of Illinois, offered the bill, in a modified form, 
as an amendment to the appropriation bill. This was in 1894. 
The form in which Mr, Springer offered the amendment was 
as follows: 

. That from and after the passage of this act all pee publica- 
tions issued from a known office of publication at stated intervais 
and as frequently as four times a year by or under the auspices of a 
benevolent or fraternal society or order organized under the lodge 
system and having a bona fide membership of not less than 1,000 
persons, or by a regularly incorporated institution of learning, or by 
or under the auspices of a trades union, and all publications of 
strictly professional, literary, historical, or scientific societies, in- 
eluding the bulletins issued by State boards of health, shall be ad- 
mitted to the mails as — — matter and the postage thereon 
shall be the same as on other second-class matter and no more: 
Provided further, That such matter shall be originated and pub- 
lished to further the objects and purposes of such society, order, 
trades union, or institution of learning, and shall be formed of 
printed W sheets without board, cloth, leather, or other substan- 


tial binding such as distinguish printed books for preservation from 
pericdical publications. 


A point of order was made against the amendment and it 
was debated at length in the House. During the debate Mr. 
Cannon, the present Speaker of the House, said that he was a 
member of the Committee on Post-Office and Post-Roads in 
1879, when the original act was passed; that he was chairman 
of the subcommittee which had that measure in charge at that 
time, and was also in charge of the bill while it was being con- 
sidered in the House. In the course of his remarks he said: 

It never entered the minds of that committee— 

The Committee on Post-Office and Post-Roads— 
to suppose that that legisiation— 

Of 1879— 
would be so construed as to exclude from the mails this class of 
papers. 

That is, such publications as were being excluded under the * 
ruling of the Department, and for the exclusion of which the 
complaints were made. 

The point of order was overruled by the Chair on the ground 
that it was a legislative interpretation or construction of the 
existing law and not a change of the law. The amendment 
proposed by Mr. Springer was agreed to, and is the present law. 

Now, Mr. President, after the passage of this amendatory act 
of 1894 over the protest of the Postmaster-General, that officer 
accepted this action of Congress, as he should have done, as an 
instruction to him. He accepted the construction which this 
amendment made of the original act of 1879, and accordingly all 
these classes of publications were admitted into the mail and 
carried as second-class matter from 1894, without objection, up 
to about 1901. Then the Postmaster-General saw proper to 
change the law and the practice of the Department by a new 
and arbitrary ruling, under the operation of which a large num- 
ber of publications which had been previously admitted were 
now excluded, and other publications thereafter begun, which 
might haye been admitted, and which were entitled to admis- 
sion under the previous ruling, were now denied admission as 
mailing matter of the second class. 
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With reference to the particular class of publications in which 
I am immediately interested—I mean these college publica- 
tions—the Postmaster-General went back to the act of 1879 and 
construed that clause of the act, which reads“ it must be origi- 
nated and published for the dissemination of information of a 
public character,” in such a way as to exclude these college 
magazines, on the ground that they did not meet that require- 
ment of the law. But in doing that, Mr. President, the Post- 
master-General reversed the previous ruling of the Postmaster- 
General, reversed the practice of the Department followed for 
years, and, as I think, ruled against the express letter of the 
law. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri 
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. STONE. Certainly. 

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, if I re- 
member correctly the Department, too, has laid great stress upon 
the words in the law that they must have a bona fide list of 
subscribers. 

Mr. STONE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GALLINGER. The law does not say how many sub- 
scribers they shall have. In one or two instances that I am 
familiar with they had a limited list of subscribers and then 
public-spirited citizens had made contributions and sent in 
names. But that was not recognized by the Department as 
meeting the requirements of the law. I have thought it was 
an assumption of the power on the part of the Department that 
was unwarranted in that particular. 

Mr. STONE. In 1902 this same question was before the Sen- 
ate, and a resolution not dissimilar from the one now pending 
was passed, calling upon the Postmaster-General for informa- 
tion. I desire to read a brief extract from his letter in reply to 
that resolution, which shows his position. He said: 

Directly answering the inquiry in the resolution, I have to say that 
the present position of the Post-Office Department toward publications 
issued by the institutions named in the resolution— 

That is, publications by churches, parishes, literary and other 
associations, and the like— 
is that when their contents consist wholly or mainly of matter relating 
to those institutions, and not of matter of a general public character, 
that they do not come within the scope of the law; that is to say, they 
haye not the inherent qualities of genuine newspapers or periodical pub- 
lications “ originated and published for the dissemination of informa- 
tion of a public character” in the sense contemplated by law. Hence 
they may not be admitted to the second class. 

The gear Ae na referred to are merely bulletins or circulars 
for transmitting ‘ormation pertaining to the institutions in whose 
interest they are published. 2 

I pause to say that if that is all they were, mere circulars, 
there would be good reason for not admitting them as second- 
class matter. 

The information they contain is not of a public character in the 
broad sense of the statute, and usually the circulation of such alleged 
periodicals is almost wholly to the membership of the institutions. 

That gives the reasons, as I understand them, that the Post- 
master-General had for changing the practice of the Department 
and excluding publications that had been previously admitted 
under the former rulings of the Department. 

Under that ruling magazines like these college periodicals 
were denied admission to the mail as second-class matter. This 
[exhibiting] is a copy of the December number of the Missouri 
Alumni Quarterly. It is a magazine having over seventy pages 
of printed matter. Nearly the whole of it, as Senators may 
see, is reading matter, not advertisements, and most of it is 
original, though there is some selected matter, and most of it 
is matter of general public interest. Here is another number 
of the same magazine [exhibiting]. 

Mr. President, under this later ruling of the Postmaster- 
General all college or school publications are excluded, except 
such as are published immediately under the auspices and in the 
interest of State universities, or by what I am told the Depart- 
ment denominates eleemosynary educational institutions; that 
is to say, institutions that are not profit-sharing institutions, 
such as Harvard and Yale. Publications by all other classes of 
colleges and by college societies are denied admission to the 
mails as second-class matter. 

I ask Senators whether publications of this kind ought, under 
the terms of the law, to be admitted to the mails as second- 
class matter? If the construction the Postmaster-General 
places upon the statute is correct, then ought not the law to be 
changed so that publications like these I have here may be ad- 
mitted? It seems to me that if the Police Gazette and Town 
Topics, with all its chapters of “Fads and Fancies,’ are ad- 
mitted into the mails as second-class matter, we might admit 
publications issued by societies associated with our great uni- 
versities and colleges. 
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At all events, there ought to be no discrimination in the ad- 
mission of publications of the same class. 

I have here what I think are, and what I assert to be, identi- 
cally the same character of publications as the Missouri Alumni 
Quarterly. This one [exhibiting] is entitled the “ Wisconsin 
Alumni Magazine.” Senators can observe that in form, make- 
up, and in matter it is substantially the same as the Missouri 
publication. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Is that magazine, I will ask the Senator 
from Missouri, admitted to the mails as second-class matter? 

Mr. STONE. It is admitted to the mails as second-class 
matter. I have here the Alumni Register, printed under the 
auspices of the Alumni Association of the University of Pennsy]- 
vania. Here [exhibiting] is the Michigan Alumni, and here 
[exhibiting] are the Brown Alumni Monthly and the Harvard 
Graduates’ Magazine. All these are going into the mails as 
second-class matter. They are published under the same cir- 
cumstances, by the same kind of societies, and the matter in 
them, while not the same, of course, is of like character. Some 
of these magazines have been going through the mails for as 
long as ten or eleven years, and are going through the mails 
now unless they have been stopped within the last few weeks. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President ; 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri 
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. STONE. I yield. 8 

Mr. GALLINGER. I will ask the Senator if he has called 
the attention of the Post-Office Department to this matter, which 
looks like discrimination as between publications of various col- 
leges; and if so, what is the explanation? 

Mr. STONE. I called the attention of the Post-Office Depart- 
ment to it and received a letter from Third Assistant Postmas- 
ter-General Madden, in which he says: 

POST-OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 


THIRD ASSISTANT POSTMASTER-GENERAL, 
Washington, December 7, 1905. 
Hon. W. J. Sto: 7 


NE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Sır: Referring to To: personal call yesterday relative to the recent 
denial of admission of “ The Missouri Alumni Quarterly " to the second 
class of mail matter at Columbia, Mo., I have the honor to inform you 
that, judged by the copy of the September, 1905, issue submitted with 
the yf SEP this publication clearly comes within the class referred 
to in the inclosed marked copies of Circulars II and XIII as inadmissible 
to the second class of mail matter. 

The law (act of March 3, 1879) does not prohibit the admission of 
publications published by or for colleges, schools, etc., as a class, but 
only those whose scope is restricted to such an extent that they are 
merely local bulletins of personal information, and not information of 
a public character in the particular sense contemplated by the law. 

he claim made by the publisher that other publications apparently 
similar in character are passing in the mails at the second-class rates 
of postage is undoubtedly well founded, but this is one of the abuses of 
the second-class mailing privileges which this office is endeavoring to 
correct as speedily as the circumstances in each particular case warrant. 

The letter addressed to you by the editor of The Missouri Alumni 
Quarterly is returned herewith, as requested. 

Respectfully, 


Epwin C. MADDEN, 
Third Assistant Postmaster-General. 
And here is the circular—No. II—which Mr. Madden sent me. 
It is dated in 1902. It seems that an application was made to 
the postmaster of Chicago to have a magazine, evidently a 
college magazine, admitted as second-class matter. The applica- 
tion was referred to the Post-Office Department and denied, 
Mr. Madden, writing in 1902 to the postmaster at Chicago, said: 


The Department bas uniformly held that publications like * * * , 
published by students and whose columns are composed almost entirely 
of purely local items concerning the students themselves, or the uni- 
versity, college, or school to which they are attached—no different, 
nasd. from newspapers or periodicals published by the employees of 
any mercantile establishment by themselves and for the dissemination 
among themselyes of items of interest solely to them—are not pub- 
lished for the dissemination of information of a public character” 
within the meaning of the law; nor are they “ devoted to literature, the 
sciences, arts, or some special industry; and, inasmuch as their pur- 
pose and object are not such as the provisions of the law prescribe to 
entitle them to the subsidized second-class rates of postage, they ere, 
therefore, not admissible to the second class of mail matter. 


Then he says: 

The claim that publications similar In character to this publication 
are passing in the mails as second-class matter is no doubt well founded, 
but the mailing thereof at the subsidized second-class rate of postage 
is one of the many abuses of the second-class mailing privilege which 
the Department is endeavoring to eradicate as speedily as possible and 
as the circumstances in each individual case will warrant. 

Almost in the very language used in the letter to me of two 
or three months ago this officer admits that he knew that peri- 
odicals had been admitted which, under his new ruling, were 
not entitled to the privilege. Mr. President, it seems to me 
that after the attention of the Post-Office Department had peen 
called to the fact that publications of this kind were going into 
the mails as second-class matter as much as four years ago, 
that ought to have been time enough to have eradicated that 
abuse, if it be an abuse. 
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When application was made by the editor of the Missouri 
University Alumni Quarterly last year to have that publication 
admitted as second-class matter, the attention of the Post-Office 
Department was directly called to the fact that the very publica- 
tions I have exhibited here to-day were being admitted into the 
mails as second-class matter, and yet, when months afterwards 
I called upon him and wrote to him in regard to it he writes 
me just as he did the postmaster at Chicago four years before, 
that it was an abuse which would be eradicated as soon as it 
could be done. 

I think, Mr. President, that publications of this character 
ought to go into the mails as second-class matter. If the 
Postmaster-General thinks otherwise and if the Senate thinks 
otherwise, then there ought certainly to be no difference of 
opinion or controversy as to this proposition, that every college 
and university and every alumni association should be treated 
as every other one is treated; that there should be absolute 
equality and impartiality in the treatment of all; and if it be 
true that these publications ought not to go into the mails as 
second-class matter, if it be true that this Missouri publication 
should be excluded from the privileges of the mails as second- 
class matter, then the other magazines of the same kind which 
are going through the mails should be excluded, and excluded 
at once; they should not be permitted to enjoy this privilege 
from month to month and from year to year when the mails 
are closed against other publications of the same kind. 

I do not wish to be understood as desiring to attack the publi- 
cations now going through the mails or to ask that they be shut 
out of the mails. I think they ought to go in, but I think the 
others ought to be admitted also, My insistence is that there 
must be impartiality in the administration of the law. 

I have said enough already, but before I sit down there is one 
other thing. I desire to read a letter, or part of a letter, that 
I received from W. W. Elwang, editor of the Missouri University 
Alumni Quarterly. 

Mr. ALLISON. Is that the magazine which is now trans- 
mitted through the mails? 

Mr. STONE. It is not admitted to the mails; it is denied 
admission to the mails. Mr. Elwang says: 

You will, of course, be amply able to discover the weaknesses of the 
Post-Office Department's position, as defined in the Postmaster-General's 
letter. I shall not, therefore, occupy par valuable time in calling L 
attention to its inconsistencies. I wish now merely to add certain facts 
to your stock of information about our publication. 

Now, I ask the Senate to listen to this : 

1. It is a bona fide publication catering to “a genuine public.” 

2. That public can scarcely be defined as a “group of individuals 
having a mere personal interest in one another’s affairs.” That yub- 
lie is, rather, the entire past student corps of the university, number- 
ing thousands of men and women, and scattered all over the globe. 
The magazine goes to Europe, the Philippines, Porto Rico, and most 
of the States. ‘The subscribers include members of the class of 1846 
and all the way down the line to 1905. 

Z. It has “a legitimate list of subscribers, as required by law.“ 
Naturally the list is not a very long one as yet— 

For the first issue was only in September last— 
but it is growing all the time and now numbers over 400, at the fixed 
price of 51.50 per annum for four numbers—not a mere “nominal 
sum.” 

In the language of the Postmaster-General : 

4. This is not a money-making scheme for anybody. The editor re- 
celyes no remuneration. The business manager will receive $200 for 
his work, provided the business can clear that much during the first 

ear. ‘Che establishment, conduct, and pr ty of the magazine is a 
tance of love on our ps for a great anå growing public institution. 

5. Naturally, the first issue was restricted in the scope of its con- 
tents to things directly connected with the university The second num- 
ber had articles more general in their nature. It is our earnest pur- 
pose to broaden our scope as our strength increases. But even now 
we are certainly devoted“ to “some special industry,” that being 
education as represented and exemplified y the crown of Missouri's 
system of public schools, the university. e therefore claim that our 
magazine was distinctly “originated” and is “published for the dis- 
semination of information of a public character.” 

Now, Mr. President, I do not think it necessary to enlarge 
upon this subject. I have said enough, and unless some Senator 
desires to be heard, I should like to have a vote upon the resolu- 
tion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution involves some ex- 
pense, and it is the opinion of the Chair that it is necessary 
to refer it to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. ALLISON. I was about to make that suggestion to the 
Chair. I have no doubt that must be done. I think, with the 


Senator from Missouri, that there ought to be uniformity as 
respects this class of publications. I can see no reason why 
a publication of the University of Missouri should be excluded 
from the mails at the rate of 1 cent a pound and that the 
University of Wisconsin should haye a similar magazine ad- 
mitted to the mails at that rate. The only way that I can 
account for the discrimination is that the publication of the 


University of Wisconsin is an old one, and, probably, under 
some prior decision of the Postmaster-General, was admitted. 

Mr. STONE. I have no doubt that is true. 

Mr. ALLISON. And that this Missouri publication is now 
in its infancy. I think the number we have seen here is 
No. 2 of that publication. 

This is a very important subject, however, taken in its larger 
sense. The proposition of the Senator from Missouri is that 
this publication, which is just beginning its career, prosperous 
or otherwise, has already advanced so far that it is now circu- 
lated throughout Europe and has reached the Philippines and 
other distant possessions of which we haye more or less 
control. 

Mr. STONE. If the Senator will permit me, that has been 
done at the expense to the publication of a much higher rate 
of postage than is charged on similar publications, 

Mr. ALLISON. Yes; I understand that. Of course the ob- 
ject which the Senator has in view is a laudable one. It is a 
laudable object for the University of Missourl, and for all 
universities where such publications are issued—and they are 
of very great interest, especially to educated persons and those 
who desire to become so—that they should go as cheaply as 
possible in the mails. I agree with the Senator as to that. 

But I do not agree with him that we are called upon to extend 
the privilege of the mails to these publications at very large 
expense to the Government. It would probably cost 15 cents, 
certainly it would cost 10 cents, to transmit a pound of this 
publication to the Philippines, and yet the Government would 
only receive for it a cent a pound. 

We at this time have the largest deficiency in our postal 
revenues as compared with our expenditures that we haye ever 
had. This arises, it is said, very largely from the extension 
of the rural delivery service. The appropriations asked for this 
year by the Post-Office Department, if I remember rightly, are 
about $10,000,000 more than the appropriations for the current 
year. 

I think one reason why a more rigid rule is gradually being 
established as respects the interpretation of this law is because 
it is perfectly well known that this deficiency in the postal 
revenues arises from the fact that we carry second-class matter 
at about one-sixth or one-eighth of its cost; and it embraces 
practically the great bulk of the mails. 

In another place, with which we are all familiar, this matter 
is being now very carefully examined in great detail, with a 
view, if possible, in some way to minimize this deficit. 

So I think the inquiry which the Senator now proposes to 
institute is a very worthy one, and I should be glad to see it 
adopted. I should like, however, to have his consent to add to 
his resolution what I send to the desk. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Iowa to the resolution of the Senator from Mis- 
souri will be stated. 

The Secretary. After the word “character,” where it last 
occurs, it is proposed to insert: 

And also the cost per pound, as near as may be, of transmitting 
second-class matter through the mails, 

Mr. ALLISON. I hope the Senator will not object to that. 

Mr. STONE. I have no objection to that. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution as modified will be 
referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. STONE. Before that is done, Mr. President, I should 
like to say I have no objection to the modification, but I suppose 
the expense involved grows out of the second resolution empow- 
ering the committee to send for witnesses. 

Mr. ALLISON. It does. That requires the resolution be re- 
ferred. The first resolution, without the second, would not 
require a reference. 

Mr. STONE. As a matter of fact, there would be no expense 
connected with this investigation. If there should be need for 
any expenditure, that could be arranged for at the instance of 
the committee. I would prefer to withdraw the second resolu- 
tion and have the matter disposed of now. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Missouri with- 
draws the second resolution proposed by him, and asks unani- 
mous consent for the consideration of the first resolution as 
modified. The Secretary will state the resolution as modified. 

The Secretary read the resolution as modified, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads be, and 

reby is, instructed to make inquiry to ascertain and determine 
whether, in the opinion of said committee, the construction placed upon 
existing law b; e Post-Office Department, under which periodical pub- 
lications published by university and college associations and by reg- 
ularly incorporated Institutions of learning are denied admission to the 
mails as second-class matter, is a correct construction thereof, and, set- 


ond, to ascertain in what cases and to what extent discriminations and 
preferences haye been authorized or permitted in allowing certain pe- 
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riodicals of the character named admission to the mails as second-class 
matter, while denying the like privilege to other publications of the 
same character; and also the cost per pound, as near as may be, of 
transmitting second-class matter through the mails. 


The resolution as modified was agreed to. 
‘ABANDONMENT OF WIVES AND MINOR CHILDREN. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 14515) making it a misdemeanor 
in the District of Columbia to abandon or willfully neglect to 
provide for the support and maintenance by any person of his 
wife or of his or her minor children in destitute or necessitous 
circumstances. 

The Secretary read the bill; and by unanimous consent, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con- 
sideration. 

Mr, SPOONER. I wish to ask the Senator who has this 
bill in charge about its origin—where it was drawn. 

Mr. GALLINGER. As stated in a communication from the 
District Commissioners to us— 

The bill was prepared and presented to the Commissioners by the 
bonrd of managers of the Associated Charities and has the approval 


of the Commissioners, the corporation counsel, and other officials who 
would have to do with its enforcement in case it should become a law. 


There are in the District, I understand, an extraordinary num- 
ber of cases of abandonment of dependent wives and children, 
and the Associated Charities, which is doing a remarkable 
work here by voluntary contributions, has taken up this matter 
and has urged it upon me personally for several years. I said 
to them if they would have drawn a proper law, which I myself 
did not feel competent to draw, we would give it consideration. 
It went to the House first, and they have passed the bill. The 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Gearrtn], who is not here to-day, 
gave it very careful consideration and reported to the committee 
that he thought it was in good form, and that there could be no 
objection to it. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


TERMS OF COURT AT EUREKA, CAL. 


Mr. PERKINS. I ask unanimous consent to call up for 
present consideration the bill (H. R. 15521) establishing regu- 
lar terms of the United States circuit and district courts of the 
northern district of California at Eureka, Cal. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER DAM AT PIKE RAPIDS, MINNESOTA, 


Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the considera- 
tion at this time of the bill (S. 4726) permitting the building of 
a dam across the Mississippi River at or near Pike Rapids, in 
Morrison County, Minn. 

There being no objection, the Senate,-as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GRANT OF LANDS TO DURANGO, COLO. 


Mr. PATTERSON. I ask unanimous consent to call up for 
present consideration the bill (S. 2188) granting to the city of 
Durango, in the State of Colorado, certain lands therein de- 
scribed for water reservoirs. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Public Lands with amendments. 

The first amendment was, on page 2, line 13, before the word 
“Tempest,” to strike out“ local meridian” and insert“ location 
monument; “ so as to read: 

United States location monument Tempest bears, ete. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 20, after the word 
“or, to strike out “ Lake United States, or under” and insert 
“Lakeside Lake, subject to;” so as to read: 

Reservoir No. 3, or Lake Lily, and reservoir No. 4, or Lakeside Lake, 
subject to any former grant or conveyance. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 7, after the word 
* utilize,” to insert“ protect from pollution; “ so as to read: 

And in making such improvements as may be necessary to store, 
utilize, protect from pollution, and enjoy the waters, etc. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
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MAJ. GEORGE E. PICKETT, 


Mr. BLACKBURN. I ask unanimous consent for the con- 
sideration at this time of the bill (H. R. 14467) for the relief 
of Capt. George E. Pickett, paymaster, United States Army. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, 
in line 4, before the name “George E. Pickett,” to strike out 
Captain“ and insert Major; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Maj. George F. Pickett, 


paymaster, United States Army, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $1,456.17. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. ’ 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the relief 
of Maj. George E. Pickett, paymaster, United States Army.” 


DONATION OF OBSOLETE CANNON TO UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO. 


Mr. HEYBURN. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 4423) providing for the donation 
of condemned cannon to the University of Idaho. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, in 
line 5, before the word“ cannon,” to strike out“ condemned“ and 
insert “ obsolete; ” and after the word “cannon,” in the same 
line, to insert “with their carriages and equipments;” so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he Is hereby, 
authorized to turn over to the University of Idaho, at Moscow, Idaho, 
two obsolete cannon, with their carriages and equipments, now in pos- 
session of said University of Idaho, to become the property of the said 
university for ornamentation of the grounds of the said university. 


The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill providing for 
the donation of obsolete cannon, with their carriages and equip- 
ments, to the University of Idaho.” 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Bnowxixd, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 
passed a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 115) amending joint reso- 
lution instructing the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
make examinations into the subject of railroad discriminations 
and monopolies, and report on the same from time to time, 
approved March 7, 1906; in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the enrolled bill (S. 51) to create a juvenile court 
in and for the District of Columbia; and it was thereupon 
signed by the Vice-President. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

Mr. ALLISON. I ask for the regular order. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Iowa asks for 
the regular order. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President. ; 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. ALLISON. I will for the purpose I think the Senator 
512 in view, namely, to ask for the consideration of penslon 
bills. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of unobjected pension bills on the 
Calendar, and also unobjected bills to correct military records. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
made by the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. FULTON. I wish simply to make a report from the 
Committee on Claims. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Before that is done, the Chair 
wishes to lay before the Senate a House joint resolution. 

Mr. FULTON. Very well. 

RAILROAD DISCRIMINATIONS AND MONOPOLIES. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the joint reso- 

lution (H. J. Res. 115) amending joint resolution instructing 
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the Interstate Commerce Commission to make examinations 
into the subject of railroad discriminations and monopolies, 
and report on the same from time to time, approyed March 7, 
1906; which was read the first time by its title. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Ordinarily, of course, the joint resolution 
would go to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, but it re- 
lates to a matter with which the Senate is very familiar. I 
spoke on it three days ago. I refer to the President’s message 
about giving additional power to the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. While there was a difference of opinion, as there al- 
most always is when I have controversies with my friends here. 
and I do not believe there is any necessity for any additional 
power, I have conferred with members of the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee, and we would like to haye the joint resolution 
taken up and put on its passage without reference. I ask unan- 
imous consent that that be done. 

Mr. LODGE and Mr. SPOONER. Let the joint resolution be 
read. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be read. 

The joint resolution was read the second time at length, as 
follows: 

Resolved, eto., That joint resolution instructing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to make examinations into the subject of rallroad 
discriminations and monopolies, and report on the same from time to 
time, approved March 7, 1906, is hereby amended by adding the fol- 
lowing thereto: 

Ninth. To enable the Commission to perron the duties required and 
accomplish the purposes declared herein, the Commission shall have 
and exercise under this joint resolution the same power and authority to 
administer oaths, to subpwna and compel the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses and the production of documentary evidence, and to ob- 
tain full information, which said Commission now has under the act to 
regulate commerce, approved February 4, 1887, and acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto now in force or may have under any 
like statute taking effect hereafter. All the 8 obligations, 
liabilities, and immunities imposed or conferred by said act to regulate 
commerce and by An act in relation to testimony before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in cases under or connected with an act entitled 
‘An act to regulate commerce,’ approved February 4, 1887, and amend- 
ments thereto,” approved February 11, 1893, shall also apply to all 

rsons who may be subpenaed to testify as witnesses or to produce 

ocumentary evidence in pursuance of the authority herein conferred. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Carolina 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
joint resolution. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment. 

Mr, TILLMAN. Mr. President, I merely desire to say a word. 
I am still of the opinion that no additional power is necessary, 
because the Commission already has the power, but inasmuch 
as the President has cast suspicion on the authority, and the 
parties to be investigated will take advantage of that and will 
go into court with the great prestige of his name and influence 
to resist the efforts of the Commission, I think we had better 
pass the joint resolution so as to put the matter at rest once for 
all. 
Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, I am still of the opinion that 
the original joint resolution was entirely defective, and with- 
out the amendment made to it by the House of Representatives 
would haye failed to accomplish the purpose which was intended 
by its author and by the Senate. Therefore, as it has been cor- 
rected and put in a form in which it will probably be efficient, 
I hope it will be passed without further delay. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

CUSTER COUNTY, MONT. 


Mr. FULTON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. FULTON. I am directed by the Committee on Claims, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4736) for the relief of the 
county of Custer, State of Montana, to report it favorably with- 
out amendment. 

Mr. CARTER. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. LODGE. A good many of us have been cut off, and I do 
not see why these constant exceptions should be made. 

Mr. CARTER, I suggest that this is a House bill. 

Mr. LODGE. We all have bills we would like to have passed. 

Mr. CARTER. I withdraw the request. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will go to the Calendar. 

GALON 8. CLEVENGER. ` 


Mr. McCUMBER submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
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1056) granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger having met, 
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 
That the Senate recede from its amendment. 

P. J. McCumner, 

N. B. Scorr, 

Jas. P. TALIAFERRO, 

Managers on the part of the Senate, 


H. C. LoupENSLAGER, 
GEORGE R. PATTERSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 
CONSIDERATION OF PENSION AND MILITARY RECORD BILLS. 


Mr. McCUMBER. I now renew my request that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of unobjected pension bills on the 
Calendar and also unobjected bills to remove military disabili- 
ties or to correct military records. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota 
asks unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of unobjected pension cases and unobjected cases cor- 
recting military records. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 


ALEXANDER J. M’DONALD. 


Mr. GALLINGER. There is a bill correcting a military rec- 
ord which I would ask action upon later, but as I must neces- 
sarily leave the Chamber, I will ask that it be considered now. 
It was reported this morning. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire for the purpose of calling up the bill indicated by him. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 4957) to correct the military record 
of Alexander J. MacDonald. It comes under the order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amend- 
ment, in line 5, to strike out the name “ MacDonald” and in- 
sert“ McDonald; ” and at the end of the bill to strike out the 
period and insert a colon and the following: 

Provided, That no pay, bounty, or other emoluments shall accrue by 
virtue of the passage of this act. 

So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to correct the military record of Alexander 
J. McDonald, late first lieutenant, Fifth Regiment United States 
Artillery, and grant him an honorable discharge as of January 30, 
1867: Provided. That no pay, bounty, or other emoluments shall ac- 
crue by virtue of the passage of this act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. À 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to correct the 
military record of Alexander J. McDonald.” 


FREDERICK BIERLEY,. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the first 
bill in order under the unanimous-consent agreement. 

The bill (H. R. 12948) granting an increase of pension to 
Frederick Bierley was announced as the first business in order 
on the Calendar, and the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to its consideration. It proposes to place on the 
pension roll the name of Frederick Bierley, late of Company G, 
Seventieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL T. FERRIER. 


The bill (H. R. 12903) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel T. Ferrier was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on tne pension roli the name of Daniel 
T. Ferrier, late of Company K, Second Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Cayalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES M. PRIDDY. 

The bill (H. R. 9593) granting a pension to Charles M. 
Priddy was considered as In Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Charles M. Priddy, 
late of Company M, Nineteenth Regiment Kansas Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. JACKSON. 


The bill (H. R. 7478) granting a pension to George W. Jack- 
son was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of George W. Jackson, 
late chief musician, Twenty-third Regiment Kansas Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Spain. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM MILLER. 


The bill (H. R. 6936) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Willlam Miller, 
late of Captain Horton’s company, Third Regiment North Caro- 
lina Volunteers, Cherokee Indian disturbance, and to pay him a 
pension of $16 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS B. DAVIS. 


The bill (H. R. 10353) granting a pension to Thomas B. 
Davis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas B. 
Davis, late of Company I, Thirty-third Regiment United States 
Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and to pay him a pension 
of $12 per month, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


VICTORIA BISHOP. 


The bill (H. R. 11415) granting an increase of pension to 
Vicria Bishop was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Victoria 
Bishop, widow of Empson Bishop, late of Captain Hudson's 
company Tennessee Militia, war of 1812, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES SHAFFER. 


The bill (S. 975) granting an increase of pension to James 
Shaffer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of James Shaffer, late of 
Company E. Second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry; Company H, 
One hundred and fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and Com- 
pany A, 1 Regiment Ohio Volunteer prati and pay bim 
a 2 at the rate of 530 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN BROWN. 


The bill (S. 4689) granting an increase of pension to John 
Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty ” and insert “ twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to par on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pensions laws, the name of John 
Brown, late of Captain Mount’s company, One hundred and thirty-third 
Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JOHN W. HALL. 


The bill (S. 4146) granting a pension to John W. Hall was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 


and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of e pension laws, the name of John W. Hall, late en- 


rolling officer and deputy provost-marshal ninth district of Illinois, and 


pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 
, The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed. 
EDWARD M. BARNES. 


The bill (S. 4233) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
M. Barnes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, spe ge to the e eee and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Edward M. Barnes, late 
first lieutenant Company A, Second Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in Iſeu of that 
he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JAMES GANNON. 


The bill (S. 829) granting an increase of pension to James 
Gannon was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“thirty” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
Gannon, late of Company G, Fiftieth ment Pennsylvania 8 


Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM P. MARSHALL, 


The bill (S. 3641) granting an increase of pension to William 
P. Marshall was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment, in line 8, before the word “and,” to insert “and 
Company H, One hundredth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Infantry ;” and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, oy? no to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
P. Marshall, late of Company D, Ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Company H, One hundredth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 


teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to, 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LYMAN J. SLATE, 


The bill (S. 3766) granting an increase of pension to Lyman J, 
Slate was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“thirty” and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lyman 
J. Slate, late of Company H, Eighteenth Regiment New Hampshire 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. id 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

DANIEL C. EARLE. 

The bill (S. 1349) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
C. Earle was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 


3854 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SENATE. f 


Marcu 15, 


out“ thirty“ and insert“ twenty-four; “ so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Daniel 
C. Earle, late of Company A, Forty-second Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he Is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH H. BEALE. 


The bill (S. 341) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
H. Beale was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ Company,” to strike 
out the letter “B” and insert D;“ so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joseph 
H. Beale, late of Company D, Thirty-first Regiment Maine Volunteer 


infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ADA A. THOMPSON. 


The bill (S. 3520) granting a pension to Ada A. Thompson 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Ada A. Thompson, widow 
of Charles W. Thompson, late first lieutenant Company G, irty-ninth 
Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


| 


The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- | 
| of Company H, Thirtieth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 


crease of pension to Ada A. Thompson.” 
JOHN A. STOCKWELL, ALIAS JOHN STOCKWELL. 


The bill (S. 1667) granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Stockwell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of John A. Stockwell, alias 
John Stockwell, late of U. 8. 8. Cumberland and North Carolina, 
United States Navy, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an 
increase of pension to John A. Stockwell, alias John Stockwell.” 


s JAMES H. NOBLE. 


The bill (S. 4324) granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Noble was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James H. 
Noble, late of Company A, Twentieth Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $50 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JABEZ MILLER. 

The bill (S. 4825) granting an increase of pension to Jabez 
Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Jabez Miller, late 
of Company K, Eighteenth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN T. BROTHERS. 


The bill (S. 3839) granting an increase of pension to John T. 
Brothers was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“ thirty-six ” and insert twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John T. 
Brothers, late of Company I, Eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


NETTIE E. TOLLES. 


The bill (S. 4424) granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
Tolles was considered as in Committee of the Whole, It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Nettie E. Tolles, 
widow of William R. Tolles, late lieutenant-colonel One hun- 
dred and fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
her a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. . 

LENER M’NABB. 


The bill (H. R. 1809) granting a pension to Lener McNabb 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Lener McNabb, widow of 
Lewis W. McNabb, late captain Company K, Forty-ninth Regi- 
ment United States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and to 
pay her a pension of $20 per month and $2 per month additional 
on account of each of the minor children of said Lewis W. 
MeNabb until they reach the age of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES WHITE, 

The bill (H. R. 8811) granting an increase of pension to James 
White was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of James White, late 


| and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 


now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MARY C. SPANGLER. 

The bill (H. R. 8218) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
C. Spangler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary C. 
Spangler, widow of Adam L. Spangler, late of Company C, 
Fourth Regiment United States Artillery, war with Mexico, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ROBERT M’ANALLY. 

The bill (H. R. 2264) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert McAnally was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Robert 
McAnally, late of Company K, One hundred and fifty-fifth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SELDEN C. CLOBRIDGE. 


The bill (H. R. 2344) granting an increase of pension to Sel- 
den C. Clobridge was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Selden C. 
Clobridge, late of Company G, One hundred and fifteenth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$55 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

AGNES FLYNN. 


The bill (H. R. 2749) granting an increase of pension to Agnes 
Flynn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
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poses to place on the pension roll the name of Agnes Flynn, 
widow of Patrick Flynn, late of Company B, Eightx-fourth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, and One hundred and 
thirty-first Company, Second Battalion Veteran Reserve Corps, 
and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN H. H. SANDS. 


The bill (H. R. 10399) granting an increase of penston to 
John H. H. Sands was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John H. H. 
Sands, late of Company F, Seventy-first Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, Company C, Fifth Regiment, and Company 
G, Seventh Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


KATHERINE WILLS. 


The bill (S. 4106) granting an increase of pension to Kath- 
erine Wills was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an-amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty ” and insert “ twenty-five;” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Kath- 
erine Wills, widow of Charles W. Wills, late major One hundred and 
third Regiment Illinois Volunteer 8 and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LYDIA ANN JONES. 


The bill (S. 337) granting an increase of pension to Lydia 
Ann Jones was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ twenty-five ” and insert “sixteen;* so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to ps on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ——— laws, the name of Lydia 
Ann Jones, widow of John P. Jones, late of Company B, Ninth - 


ment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


Mr. KEAN. I will-state to the Senate that this widow is 
totally blind and, I think, is entitled to a pension of $25, as 
originally proposed in the bill. The amendment of the com- 
mittee would give a very small sum for a person totally blind. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is almost impossible to immediately give 
tle reasons for the rate being fixed at a certain amount. We 
follow rather strictly certain rules. It will be seen that this 
was not the war widow of a soldier, but she was married some- 
where about 1870, was she not? 

Mr. KEAN. She was married to the soldier September 21, 
1861, and is now 69 years of age and is totally blind. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Then I had in mind another bill. I will 
ask the Senate to pass this bill over and go on with others, and 
I will look at it and give the Senator the reasons for the action 
of the committee. 

Mr. KEAN. Very well; let it be passed over without preju- 
a 


ice. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over without 
prejudice. 

Mr. KEAN subsequently said: The Senator from North Da- 
kota is now ready to return to the bill (S. 337) granting an 
increase of pension to Lydia Ann Jones. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. ‘The pending question is on the 
amendment of the committee, in line 8, before the word “ dol- 
lars,” to strike out“ twenty-five ” and insert “sixteen.” 

Mr. KEAN. I trust the Senator from North Dakota will not 
insist on that amendment. The widow is totally blind and is 
entirely destitute. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I simply wish to say in referenee to the 
amount allowed in this case that, as will be seen by the report, 
the soldier enlisted April 23, 1861, and served until July 31, 
1861, a period of a few days more than three months. He reen- 
listed 3 in March, 1865, and served about another three 
mont 
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Mr. KEAN. When he was honorably discharged. 

Mr. MeCUMBER. Yes; when he was honorably discharged, 
So his service during the war period was probably but a little 
over three months. 

It has been the rule of the committee to consider the length of 
service of a soldier as one of the features in fixing the amount of 
pension that will be granted to him by a private bill. The sol- 
dier would have been allowed under this showing about $30 per 
month. It has been our rule to grant the widow about half 
what would ordinarily be granted the soldier. The law itself 
recognizes about that distinction throughout. 

* I have no objection, from the Senator’s statement to me a 
short time ago, to strike out “ twenty-five” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ twenty,” if the Senator from New Jersey will 
accept it. 

Mr. KEAN. I agree to that. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. In line 8, before the word “dollars,” it is 
preposed to amend the amendment of the committee by striking 
out “ sixteen ” and inserting “ twenty.” 

The amendment to.the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. ` 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill’ was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM C. QUIGLEY. 


The bill (S. 4180) granting an increase of pension to William 
C. Quigley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William C. 
Quigley, late of Company K, Eighty-first Regiment Ohio Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH E. SCOTT. 


The bill (H. R. 550) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph E. Scott was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph E. 
Scott, late of Company K, Seventy-fifth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN SNOUSE. 


The bill (H. R. 3418) granting an increase of pension to John 
Snouse was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Jobn Snouse, late 
of Company G, Forty-fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NICHOLAS CHRISLER. 


The bill (H. R. 3397) granting an increase of pension to 
Nicholas Chrisler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Nicholas 
Chrisler, late of the Norfolk Brigade Band, United States Vol- 
unteers, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. MOWER. 


The bill (H. R. 2443) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Mower was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George W. 
Mower, late of Company K, Tenth Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JEREMIAH KINCAID. 


The bill (H. R. 12565) granting an increase of pension to 
Jeremiah Kincaid was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jeremiah 
Kineaid, late of Company H, Nineteenth Regiment Kentucky 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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MARTIN NOLAN. 

The bill (H. R. 13165) granting a pension to Martin Nolan 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Martin Nolan, late of 
Company K, Sixteenth Regiment United States Infantry, and 
to pay him a pension of $10 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CYNTHIA A. EMBRY. 

The bill (H. R. 13161) granting a pension to Cynthia A. 
Embry was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Cynthia A. 
Embry, widow of Jesse M. Embry, late of Captain Smith's com- 
pany, First Regiment Texas Mounted Volunteers, war with 
Mexico, and to pay her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM EVANS. 

The bill (H. R. 13166) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Evans was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William Evans, 
late of Company H, Ninth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cay- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. = 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

THOMAS LOWRY. 

The bill (H. R. 1566) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Lowry was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas 
Lowry, late of Company D, Second Regiment West Virginia 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LYMAN CRITCHFIELD, JR. 

The bill (H. R. 12955) granting a pension to Lyman Critch- 
field, jr., was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Lyman Critch- 
field, jr., late of Company D, Eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, war with Spain. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES S. RANDALL. 


The bill (H. R. 12516) granting a pension to James S. Randall 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of James S. Randall, 
minor child of James S. Randall, late of Company K, Third 
Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and 
to pay him a pension of $10 per month until he reaches the age 
of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GENERAL M. BROWN. 


The bill (H. R. 2614) gratting a pension to General M. 
Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of General M. 
Brown, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment Michigan Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month, the same 
to be paid to him under the rules of the Pension Bureau as to 
mode and time of payment without any deduction or rebate on 
account of former alleged overpayments or erroneous payments 
of pension. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LYDIA B. BEVAN. 

The bill (H. R. 13282) granting a pension to Lydia B. Bevan 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Lydia B. Bevan, widow 
of James M. Bevan, late second lieutenant, Artillery Corps, 
United States Army, and to pay her a pension of $15 per month 
and $2 per month additional on account of the minor child of 
said James M. Bevan until he reaches the age of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered toa third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

; DAVID L. FINCH. 

The bill (H. R. 628) granting a pension to David L. Finch 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of David L. Finch, late 
scout and guide, United States Volunteers, and to pay him a 
pension of $12 per month. 


It pro- |, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JESSE A. THOMAS. 


The bill (S. 4612) granting a pension to Jesse A. Thomas 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike out 
“twenty-five ” and insert “twenty-four,” and in the same line, 
after the word “month,” to insert “in lieu of that he is now 
receiving; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Jesse A. Thomas, late of Company A, Eighth Regiment West Virginia 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to. be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jesse A. Thomas.” 


FRANCIS M. LYNCH. 


The bill (S. 2577) granting an increase of pension to F. M. 
Lynch was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “of,” to strike out “ E.” 
and insert“ Francis; “ and in line 8, before the word“ dollars,” 
to strike out“ twenty-four ” and insert twenty; so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Francis 
M. Lynch, late of Company K, Seventh Regiment West Virginia Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Francis M. Lynch.” 


THOMAS A. MAULSBY, 


The bill (S. 4775) granting an increase of pension to 'Thomas 
A. Maulsby was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out 
“of Captain“ and insert“ captain; ” so as to make the bi!l read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion Jaws, the name of Thomas 
A. Maulsby, late captain, Maulsby’s independent battery, Virginia Vol- 
unteer Light Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $55 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

x PARKER PRITCHARD. 

The bill (S. 2574) granting an increase of pension to Parker 
Pritchard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ Regiment,” to insert 
“Potomac Home Brigade;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted} etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 


| the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Parker 


Pritchard, late of Company F, nd Regiment Potomac Home Brigade 
Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS W. WAUGH. 


The bill (S. 2575) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
W. Waugh was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “ Regiment,” to insert 
“Potomac Home Brigade; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he ts 


hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
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W. Waugh, late of Company F, Second Regiment Potomac Home Bri- 
gade. Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


FRANCIS J, KEFFER.. 


The bill (S. 3653) granting an increase of pension to Francis 
J. Keffer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to placè on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Francis J. Keffer, late of 
Company F, United States Voltigeurs, war with Mexico, and captain 
Company N, Seventy-first Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ELLEN A. GIBBON. 


The bill (S. 4717) granting an increase of pension to Ellen A. 
Gibbon was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Ellen A. Gibbon, 
widow of James S. Gibbon, late of Company F, One hundred and 
eighty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

WILLIAM MAYER. 
The bill (H. R. 484) granting a pension to William Mayer 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of William Mayer, late of 
Company H, Ninth Regiment United States Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $10 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. BANTOM. 


The bill (H. R. 485) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Bantom was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Bantom, late of Company E, Eighty-second Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH MURRAY. 


The bill (H. R. 1569) granting a pension to Elizabeth Murray 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Elizabeth Murray, widow 
of Christopher Murray, late of Company K, Ninety-first Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $12 
per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES WILLIAMS. 


The bill (S. 2736) granting an increase of pension to James 
Williams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of James Williams, late of 
Company I, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and Companies 
F and B. First Regiment Missouri Volunteer Engineers, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


TROY MOORE. 


The bill (H. R. 2245) granting an increase of pension to Troy 
Moore was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 


poses to place on the pension roll the name of Troy Moore, late 
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second lieutenant Company F, Thirty-second Regiment, and cap- 
tain Company E, One hundred and fifty-second Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM MERIDETH, 


The bill (H. R. 2736) granting a pension to William Merideth 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of William Merideth, late of 
Company M, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and to 
pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


FRED DILG. 


The bill (H. R. 2244) granting an increase of pension to Fred 
Dilg was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Fred Dilg, late first 
lieutenant Company B, Ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SEWALL A. EDWARDS. 


The bill (H. R. 2088) granting an increase of pension to 
Sewall A. Edwards was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Sewall A. Edwards, late of Company C, Twenty-fifth Regiment 
Maine Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID C. HOWARD. 


The bill (S. 3893) granting an increase of pension to David 
C. Howard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out 
“of” and insert“ second lieutenant; ” and in line 8, before the 
word “dollars,” to strike out“ forty ” and insert“ thitty;” so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he. is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
C. Howard, late second lieutenant Company F, First Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ALFRED F. SEARS. 

The bill (S. 249) granting an increase of pension to Alfred F. 
Sears was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty“ and insert“ thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Alfred 
F. Sears, late first major First Regiment New York Volunteer Engi- 


neers, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
PHILIP GAVIN. 


The bill (S. 1837) granting an increase of pension to Philip 
Gavin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions nnd 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Philip Gavin, late of the 
U. 8. S. Boston, United States Navy, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month, such pension to be in lieu of the disability and sery- 
ice pension he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
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JAMES W, LINNAHAN, 


The bill (S. 4409) granting an increase of pension to James 
W. Linnahan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty“ and insert“ thirty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the prorsns and limitations of the sion laws, the name of James 
W. Linnahan, late of 1 A, Ninety-ninth Regiment New York 

ma 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay ion at the rate of $30 per 
month in lieu of t he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS CLAIBORNE. 


The bill (S. 1838) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Claiborne was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas Clai- 
borne, late first lieutenant Company D, United States Mounted 
Rifles, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for- a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LOUISE M. WYNKOOP. 

The bill (S. 1919) granting an increase of pension to Louise 
M. Wynkoop was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Louise M. 
Wynkoop, widow of Edward W. Wynkoop, late major, First 
Regiment Colorado Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay her a pension 

- of $25 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JAMES M. M’CORKLE. 

The bill (S. 3676) granting an increase of pension to James 
NM. McCorkle was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James M. 
‘McCorkle, late of Company K, First Regiment United States 
Veteran Volunteer Engineers, and to pay him a pension of $30 
-per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MARY L. BURR. 


The bill (S. 2953) granting an increase of pension to Mary L. 
Burr was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary L. Burr, widow of 
Lafayette Burr, late first lieutenant and adjutant, Ninth Regiment In- 


diana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $17 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. j 


HARRIET WILLIAMS. 


The bill (S. 1105) granting an increase of pension to Harriet 
Williams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and lim- 
Itatlons of the pension laws, the name of Harriet Williams, widow of 
James E. Williams, late major, Third Regiment United States Colored 
Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $25 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HANNAH C. PETERSON. 


The bill (S. 4473) granting a pension to Hanna Caroline 
Peterson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 


an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 5 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the a laws, the name of Hannah C. Peterson, de- 
pendent mother of Matthew R. Peterson, late major and commissary of 
subsistence, United States Volunteers, war with Spain, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $25 per month. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting a pen- 
sion to Hannah C. Peterson.” 


WILLIAM E, ANDERSON. 


The bill (S. 4288) granting an increase of pension to William 
E. Anderson was considered as in Committee on the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the words “ late of,” to strike out 
“ Company ” and insert “ Battery;” in line 7, before the word 
“and,” to insert“ war with Mexico;” and in line 8, before the 
word “dollars,” to strike out “thirty” and insert twenty; “ 
so as to make the bill read: - 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
E. Anderson, late of 1 H, Third Regiment United States Artillery, 


war with Mexico, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. = 


The amendments were agreed to. 7 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and th 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MARY JANE SCHNURE, 


The bill (S. 3232) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Jane Schnure was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of ry Jane Schnure, widow 
of John C. Schnure, late of Company F, One hundred and eighty-fourth 
Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


SYDNEY A. ASSON. 


The bill (H. R. 2080) granting an increase of pension to 
Sydney A. Asson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sydney A. 
“sson, widow of William T. Asson, late major and additional 
paymaster, United States Volunteers, and to pay her a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE ©. MYERS. 


The bill (H. R. 1962) granting an increase of pension to 
George C. Myers was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George C. 
Myers, late of Company H, One hundred and sixty-fifth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Drafted Militia Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY F. LANDES. 


The bill (H. R. 2991) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry F. Landes was considered ns in Committee of tle Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry F. 
Landes, late of Company H, One hundred and thirtieth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN C. KEENER. 


The bill (H. R. 4219) granting an increase of pension to 
John C. Keener was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John C: 
Keener, late of Company D, First Regiment North Carolina 
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Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HARVEY J. FULMER. 

The bill (H. R. 1553) granting an increase of pension to 
Harvey J. Fulmer was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Harvey J. 
Fulmer, late of Company I and second lieutenant Company C, 
Second Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay 
him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LIZZIE BELK. 


The bill (H. R. 11416) granting an increase of pension to 
Lizzie Belk was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Lizzie Belk, 
widow of William L. Belk, late of Companies I and B, Palmetto 
Regiment South Carolina Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, 
and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


KATE E. YOUNG. 


The bill (S. 1614) granting a pension to Kate E. Young was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Kate E. Young. widow 
of Geo W. Young, late of ram Lioness, Mississippi Marine Brigade, 
United States Volunteers, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $8 per 
month, and $2 per month additional on account of the minor child of 
said George W. Young until she reaches the age of 16 years. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MARTHA E. WARDLAW. 


The bill (S. 3618) granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Wardlaw was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to piace on the nsion roll, subject to the provisions 
and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Martha E. Wardlaw, 
widow of John B. Wardlaw, late of Captain Tally’s company, First 
Regiment Georgia Drafted Militia, Creek Indian war, and pay her a 
Ponana at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she Ís now re- 
ceiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ANTOINETTE A. DARNALL. 


The bill (S. 2351) granting an increase of pension to Antoin- 
ette A. Darnall was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the words “ widow of,” to strike 
out the name Marion“ and insert the letter“ M.;“ in line 8, 
before the word “ and,” to strike out “ Spanish-American war;” 
and in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out“ thirty“ 
and insert “twenty;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Antoinette A. Darnall, widow of M. Duke Darnall, late paymaster's 


clerk, United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month in leu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY W. PERKINS. 


The bill (H. R. 2705) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry W. Perkins was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Henry W. Perkins, late of Capt. Robert Bullock’s independent 


company, Florida Mounted Volunteers, Florida and Seminole 
Indian war, and to pay him a pension of $16 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ABRAHAM M. KAUFMAN. 


The bill (H. R. 1187) granting an increase of pension to 
Abraham M. Kaufman was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Abraham M. Kaufman, late of Company C, One hundred and 
eighty-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM K. KEECH. 


The bill (H. R. 1071) granting an increase of pension to 
William K. Keech was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William K. Keech, late of Company E, One hundred and twenty- 
fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, Captain 
Myers’s independent company Pennsylvania Emergency Militia 
Cavalry, and unassigned, Eighteenth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARIA ELIZABETH POSEY. 


The bill (H. R. 10677) granting a pension to Mary Elizabeth 
Posey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Maria Elizabeth 
Posey, helpless and dependent daughter of Carnot Posey, late 
lieutenant, Company B, First Regiment Mississippi Volunteers, 
war with Mexico, and to pay her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES WILSON. 


The bill (H. R. 11748) granting an increase of pension to 
James Wilson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “twenty-four” and insert “twenty;”’ so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
James Wilson, late of Company B, Seventh Regiment New York State 
Militia Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


ALICE B. HARTSHORNE. 


The bill (H. R. 13010) granting an increase of pension to 
Alice B. Hartshorne was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 10, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “ fifty“ and insert “ forty ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on- the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Alice B. Hartshorne, widow of William Ross Hartshorne, late first 
lieutenant and adjutant Forty-second Regiment and colonel One hun- 
dred and ninetieth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and 


pay her a poton at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM H. MORROW. 


The bill (H. R. 14358) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Morrow was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William H. Morrow, late of Company A, Sixty-third Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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ISAIAH COLLINS, 


The bill (H. R. 7412) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaiah Collins was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaiah Col- 
lins, late of Company E, One hundred and fortieth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL WARD. 


The bill (H. R. 6895) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Ward was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Daniel Ward, 
late of Company I, Ninth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer 
Infantry, and Company D, First Regiment West Virginia Vet- 
eran Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALEXANDER KINNISON. 

The bill (H. R. 1775) granting a pension to Alexander Kin- 
nison was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Alexander Kinni- 
son, late of Company M, First Regiment United States Infantry, 
and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN M’KEEVER. 

The bill (H. R. 3981) granting an increase of pension to John 
McKeever was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John McKeever, 
late of Company A, First Regiment Colorado Volunteer Infantry, 


and Company I, Second Regiment Colorado Volunteer Cavalry, | 


and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS W. SALLADE. 


The bill (H. R. 3435) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas W. Sallade was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Thomas W. Sallade, late of Company K, Eleventh Regiment Penn- 
sylvania Reserve Volunteer Infantry, and Company I, One hun- 
dred and ninetieth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LEVI PICK. 


The bill (H. R. 3553) granting an increase of pension to Levi 
Pick was considered as in Committee of the Whole It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Levi Pick, late of Com- 
pany D, Seventy-fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES B. WILKINS. 


The bill (H. R. 3557) granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Wilkins was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James B. Wil- 
kins, late of Company K, Two hundred and eighth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and-passed. 

GOTTLIEB SPITZER, ALIAS GOTTFRIED BRUNER. 

The bill (H. R. 14123) granting an increase of pension to 
Gottlieb Spitzer, alias Gottfried Bruner, was considered as in 
Committee of the Wholé, It proposes to place on the pension 
roll the name of Gottlieb Spitzer, alias Gottfried Bruner, late of 
Company B, Fourteenth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infan- 
try, and to pay him a pension of $72 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ANTHONY SHERLOCK. 

The bill (H. R. 2763) granting an increase of pension to 
Anthony Sherlock was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Anthony 
Sherlock, late of Company C, Third Regiment New Hampshire 


Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
HORACE E. BROWN. 


The bill (H. R. 2766) granting an increase of pension to 
Horace E. Brown was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Horace B, 
Brown, late captain Company A, Fifteenth Regiment Vermont 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ANSEL K. TISDALE. 


The bill (H. R, 2982) granting an increase of pension to Ansel 
K. Tisdale was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Ansel K. Tis- 
dale, late of Company H, Thirteenth Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JEREMIAH CALLAHAN. 


The bill (H. R. 3284) granting an increase of pension to 
Jeremiah Callahan was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Jeremiah Callahan, late of Company E, Fourteenth Regiment 
Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN FARRELL. 


The bill (H. R. 2060) granting an increase of pension to John 
Farrell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Farrell, 
late of Company L, Fourth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ROSWELL J. KELSEY. 


The bill (H. R. 1331) granting an increase of pension to Ros- 
well J. Kelsey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Roswell 
J. Kelsey, late of Company K, Ninth Regiment New Hampshire 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES oO. TOBEY. 


The bill (H. R. 3685) granting an increase of pension to 
James O. Tobey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James O. 
Tobey, late of Company B, Thirty-first Regiment Maine Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH E. MILLER. 


The bill (H. R. 3698) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph E. Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph E. 
Miller, late of Company A, Ninth Regiment Maine Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HARRIET E. GROGAN, FORMERLY PRESTON, 


The bill (H. R. 1911) granting an increase of pension to 
Harriet E. Grogan was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Harriet E. Grogan, formerly Preston, late nurse, Medical De- 
partment, United States Volunteers, and to pay her a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HIRAM WILDE. 

The bill (H. R. 2100) granting an increase of pension to 
Hiram Wilde was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Hiram Wilde, 
late of Company A, Seventeenth Regiment New York Volunteer 
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Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JULIA A. POWELL. 


The bill (H. R. 1912) granting a pension to Julia A. Powell 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Julia A. Powell, widow of 
Albert M. Powell, late lieutenant-colonel First Regiment Mis- 
souri Volunteer Light Artillery, and captain, Thirty-first Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $20 
per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC M. WOODWORTH. 


The bill (H. R. 11353) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac M. Woodworth was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Isaac M. Woodworth, late of Company A, First Regiment Mas- 
sachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARTHA J. WILSON. 


The bill (H. R. 11000) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha J. Wilson was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Martha J. 
Wilson, widow of Braman J. Wilson, late of Company I, Ninth 
Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a 
pension of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES D. HUDSON. 


The bill (H. R. 11536) granting an increase of pension to 
James D. Hudson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty-six” and insert “forty;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of James 
D. Hudson, late captain Company K, e hundred and twentieth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer get yo and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN H. CRANE. 


The bill (H. R. 12494) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Crane was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John H. 
Crane, late of Company A, Ninth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BENJAMIN H. DECKER. 


The bill (H. R. 3384) granting a pension to Benjamin H. 
Decker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Benjamin H. 
Decker, late of Company M, Fifteenth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Engineers, and to pay him a pension of $6 per month, 
or such higher rate of pension as he may hereafter show him- 
self to be entitled to, the same to be paid him under the rules of 
the Pension Bureau as to mode and times of payment without 
any deduction or rebate on account of former alleged overpay- 
ments or erroneous payments of pension. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


FLORENCE B. KNIGHT, 


The bill (H. R. 2006) granting a pension to Florence B. 
Knight was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Florence B. 
Knight, widow of Cyrus W. Knight, late acting assistant sur- 
geon, United States Army, and to pay her a pension of $8 per 
month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SANFORD. C. H. SMITH. 


The bill (H. R. 1997) granting an increase of pension to San- 
ford C. H. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Sanford 
C. H. Smith, late of Company H, Seyenth Regiment Ohio Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL P. BIGGER. 


The bill (H. R. 1205) granting an inerease of pension to 
Samuel P. Bigger was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel P. 
Bigger, late of Company I, Sixty-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALPHONSO H. HARVEY. 


The bill (EL R. 1058) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
phonso H. Harvey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Alphonso H. 
Harvey, late of Company A, Second Regiment Wisconsin Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and Company F, First Regiment Minnesota 
Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JACOB M’GAUGHEY. 

The bill (H. R. 3452) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
McGaughey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jacob Me- 
Gaughey, late of Company I, One hundred and forty-ninth Regi- 
ment, and Company I, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment, In- 


diana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 


month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
JOHN W. BURTON. 


The bill (H. R. 1243) granting an increase of pension to John 
W. Burton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John W. Bur- 
ton, late of Company I, Second Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HERMANN LIEB. 


The bill (H. R. 7622) granting an increase of pension to Her- 
mann Lieb was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Hermann 
Lieb, late major, Eighth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, 
colonel Fifth Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and brevet brigadier-general, United States Volun- 
teers, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SARAH A. PITT. 


The bill (H. R. 2093) granting a pension to Sarah A. Pitt 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Sarah A. Pitt, former 
widow of Caleb C. Haney, late of Company G, Seventy-sixth 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension 
of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SARAH DUFFIELD. 

The bill (H. R. 12720) granting a pension to Sarah Duffield 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Sarah Duffield, dependent 
mother of William H. H. Duffield, late of Company B, First 
Regiment Colorado Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay her a pension 
of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE GAYLORD. 

The bill (H. R. 7765) granting an increase of pension to 
George Gaylord was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George Gay- 
lord, late of Company K, Eleyenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
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Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of | Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 


that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HELEN P. MARTIN. 


The bill (H. R. 10770) granting a pension to Helen P. Martin 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Helen P. Martin, widow of 
Harman H. Martin, late of Company A, One hund-ed and fifty- 
third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALICE ROURK. 


The bill (H. R. 4704) granting a pension to Alice Rourk was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place 
on the pension roll the name of Alice Rourk, widow of Francis 
Rourk, late acting assistant surgeon, United States Army, and 
to pay her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM E. SMITH, 


The bill (H. R. 2150) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam E. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William E. 
Smith, late of Company H, Fifth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LYDIA C. WOOD, 


The bill (H. R. 2151) granting an increase of pension to Lydia 
C. Wood was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Lydia C. Wood, 
widow of Gustavus A. Wood, late colonel Fifteenth Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM T. SCANDLYN. 


The bill (H. R. 1888) granting a pension to William T. 
Scandlyn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William T. 
Seandlyn, late of Company G, Twenty-ninth Regiment United 
States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and to pay him a 
pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN R. STALCUP. 


The bill (H. R. 18976) granting an increase of pension to 
John R. Staleup was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John R. 
Stalcup, late of Captain Murray’s company, Haskell's regiment 
Tennessee Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NANCY F. SHELTON. 


The bill (H. R. 13348) granting an increase of pension to 
Nancy F. Shelton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Nancy F. 
Shelton, widow of William A. Shelton, late captain Company 
D, First Regiment Missouri State Militia Cavalry, and to pay 
her a pension of $17 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN REYNOLDS. 


The bill (H. R. 13402) granting a pension to John Reynolds 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of John Reynolds, late of 
Company E, Fifth Regiment United States Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HENRY GUY. 

The bill (H. R. 8202) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Guy was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry Guy, 
late of Company G, Forty-eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 


that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
JAMES M. BUSBY. 


The bill (H. R. 6507) granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Busby was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of James M. Busby, 
late of Company G, Twelfth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cay- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM F. BOTTOMS, 

The bill (H. R. 8048) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam F. Bottoms was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William F. 
Bottoms, late of Company F, Sixtieth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL PRESTON, 


The bill (H. R. 10632) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Preston was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Samuel 
Preston, late of Company I, First Regiment East Tennessee 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY J. M'CONNELL, 


The bill (H. R. 8376) grant#ig an increase of pension to Mary 
J. MeConnell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary J. Me- 
Connell, widow of Samuel M. McConnell, late sergeant-major 
First Regiment Georgia Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to 
pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN HAMILTON. 


The bill (H. R. 10914) granting an increase of pension to 
John Hamilton was considered as in Committee of tbe Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John Ham- 
ilton, late chaplain One hundred and fifty-fifth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BURGESS COLE. 


The bill (H. R. 7770) granting an increase of pension to Bur- 
gess Cole was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Burgess Cole, 
late of Company C, One hundred and first Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 


JAMES b. BILLINGSLEY. 


The bill (H. R. 11745) granting an increase of pension to 
James D. Billingsley was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
James D. Billingsley, late of Companies C and A, Fourth Regi- 
ment Missouri State Militia Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him 
a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH C. GRISSOM. 


The bill (H. R. 12289) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph C. Grissom was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 


Joseph C. Grissom, late of Company B, Eighth Regiment Indi- 
ana Volunteer Cavalry, and captain Company H, One hundred 
und thirtieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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J. FREDERICK EDGELL. 


The bill (H. R. 12391) granting an increase of pension to 
J. Frederick Edgell was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
J. Frederick Edgell, late of Company E, Fifty-fourth Regiment 
New York National Guard Infantry, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM CLOUGH. 


The bill (H. R. 13611) granting an increase of pension to 
William Clough was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Clough, late of Captain Staple’s company, Fourth Regiment 
Louisiana Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay 
him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVIS W. HATCH. 


The bill (H. R. 13643) granting an increase of pension to 
Davis W. Hatch was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Davis W. 
Hatch, late of Captain Walker’s independent company, Texas 
Mounted Rangers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN E. BALL. 


The bill (H. R. 7396) granting an increase of pension to John 
E. Ball was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John E. Ball, late 
captain Company E, Forty-ninth Regiment Missouri Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EMMA C. ANDERSON. 


The bill (H. R. 1977) granting a pension to Emma C. Ander- 
son was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Emma C. Anderson, 
widow of Carl A. Anderson, late of Company G, Fourteenth 
Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and 
to pay her a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH BAKER. 


The bill (H. R. 1967) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Baker was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph 
Baker, late of Battery B, First Regiment New Jersey Volunteer 
Light Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN MONROE. 


The bill (H. R. 1968) granting an increase of pension to John 
Monroe was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John Mon- 
roe, late of Company F, One hundred and twenty-sevénth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM B. PHILBRICK. 

The bill (H. R. 8225) granting an increase of pension to 
William B. Philbrick was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William B. Philbrick, late of Eighth Independent Battery, Wis- 
consin Volunteer Light Artillery, and to pay him a pension of 
$36 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported te the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MATILDA E. LAWTON. 

The bill (H. R. 1440) granting an increase of pension to Ma- 
tilda E. Lawton was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Matilda E. 
Lawton, widow of Elbridge Lawton, late chief engineer, United 
States Navy, and to pay her a pension of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES W. RENELL. 


The bill (H, R. 1460) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles W. Renell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles W. 
Renell, late of Company L, Second Regiment New York Veteran 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARTHA S. CAMPBELL. 


The bill (H. R. 10886) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha S. Campbell was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Martha S. Campbell, widow of James A. Campbell, late of 
Company C, Second Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, 
and to pay her a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DELIGHT A. ALLEN. 


The bill (S. 4817) granting an increase of pension to Delight 
R. Allen was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the name “ Delight,” to strike out 
the letter “R” and insert “A;” and in line 9, before the word 
“dollars,” to strike out “ twenty” and insert “twelve;” so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws the name of Delight 
A. Allen, widow of Augustus M. Allen, late of Company G, Two hun- 
dred and tenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
ae. at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiv- 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an 
increase of pension to Delight A. Allen.” 


LEWELLEN T. DAVIS. 


The bill (S. 1485) granting an increase of pension to L. T. 
Davis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “of,” where it occurs 
the first time, to strike out the letter “L” and insert “ Lewel- 
len; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the 1 and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lewel- 
len T. Davis, late of Company D, First Regiment Delaware Volunteer 


Infantry, and pay bim a pension at the rate of $24 per month in Meu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Lewellen T. Davis.” 


JOHN F. WHITE, 


The bill (S. 4551) granting an increase of pension to John F. 
White was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piste on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
F. ite, late of Company D, Seventy-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 r 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. : $ azi 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


EPHRAIM WINTERS. 


The bill (S. 3811) granting an increase of pension to Eph- 
raim Winters was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
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an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “ twenty-four” and insert“ twenty; “ so as to make the bill 
rend: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to 8 on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Eph- 
raim Winters, late of company G, Fifty-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a nsion at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reaGing, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT B, LAWRENCE, 


The bill (S. 1203) granting a pension to Albert B. Lawrence 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, before the word “dependent,” to in- 
sert “helpless and; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Albert 
B. Lawrence, helpless and dependent son of Edward Lawrence, late of 
Company G, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania 


i ern Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month. 


The amendment was agreed to. ~ 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
THOMAS B. WHALEY. 


The bill (S. 2638) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
B. Whaley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 4 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas B. Whaley, late 
of Company F, Eleventh Regiment Pennsylvania Reserve Volunteer In- 
fentry, and Company I, Thirteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, 


and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE THOMAS. 


The bill (S. 4386) granting a pension to George Thomas was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
“limitations of the pension laws, the name of George Thomas, late of 
Company G, Fifth Regiment, and Company G, Sixth Regiment, West 
Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. x 
CASSY COTTRILL. 


The bill (S. 306) granting a pension to Cassy Cottrill was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, before the word “ Cavalry,” to insert 
Volunteer; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the serra laws, the name of Cass 
Cottrill. widow of Augustine J. Cottrill, late of Company B, Sixth Regi- 
ment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $8 per month. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

SAMUEL DERRY. 


The bill (S. 1434) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Derry was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 


an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“ twenty-eight” and insert“ twenty-four; “ so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samucl 
Derry, late of Company D, Third Regiment Ur ed States Colored Volun- 


teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that He is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to, 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ROBERT AUCOCK. 


The bill (H. R. 8275) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert Aucock was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Robert 
Aucock, late of Companies F and E, Seventy-seventh Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that be is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH A. MASON, 


The bill (H. R. 8826) granting a pension to Elizabeth A. 
Mason was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Elizabeth A. 
Mason, widow of Peter Mason, late of Company A, Seventh 
Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a 
pension of $8 per month, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. UHLER. 


The bill (H. R. 7827) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Uhler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It: 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Uhler, late of Company G, First Regiment Maryland Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL DILTS. 


The bill (H. R. 7883) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Dilts was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Daniel 
Dilts, late of Company G, Thirtieth Regiment New Jersey 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY P. WILL, 


The bill (H. R. 6148) granting a pension to Henry P. Will 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes 
to place on the pension roll the name of Henry P. Will, late of 
Company E, Eighteenth Regiment United States Infantry, and 
to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN W. DAVIS. 


The bill (H. R. 5383) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Davis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John W. 
Davis, late of Company G, Sixth Regiment West Virginia 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DOMINICK ARNOLD. 


The bill (H. R. 4989) granting an increase of pension to 
Dominick Arnold was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Dominick 
Arnold, late of Company A, Third Regiment Potomac Home 
Brigade Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BARNES B. SMITH. 


The bill (H. R. 11259) granting an increase of pension to 
Barnes B. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the namg of Barnes B. 
Smith, late of Company I, Eleventh Regiment West Virginia 
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Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
GEORGE W. ELLICOTT. 
The bill (H. R. 10047) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Ellicott was considered as in Committee of the 


Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
George W. Ellicott, late of Troop L, Sixth Regiment United 
States Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 
MARY EDNA CAMMERON. 


The bill (H. R. 10920) granting a pension to Mary Edna 
Cammeron was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary Edna 
Cammeron, widow of Henry De Haven Cammeron, late of Troop 
C, New York Volunteer Cavalry, war with Spain, and to pay 
her a pension of $12 ptr month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALLEN E. WILLIAMS. 


The bill (H. R. 11071) granting an increase of pension to 
Allen E. Williams was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Allen E. 
Williams, late of Company B, Seventh Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. REED. 


The bill (H. R. 11408) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Reed was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George W. 
Reed, late of Company I, Two hundred and ninth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM C. ROBISON, 


The bill (H. R. 11625) granting a pension to William C. 
Robison was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William C. 
Robison, late of Company E, One hundred and thirty-second 
Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a 
pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BENSON H. BOWMAN. 


The bill (S. 4541) granting an increase of pension to Benson 
H. Bowman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert“ twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Re it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Benson 
H. Bowman, late of Company F, Ninth Regiment Kansas Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS F. CAREY. - 


The bill (S. 97) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
F. Carey was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, before the word “ Infantry,” to strike 
out “ Volunteer; and in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to 
strike out thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piece on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of 
Thomas F. Carey, late of Company F, Twelfth Regiment United States 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HENRY CRANDELL. 


The bill (H. R. 8642) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Crandell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry 
Crandell, late of Company C, Seventleth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and Troop D, Second Regiment United 
States Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISAAC L. RERICK. 


The bill (H. R. 9127) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac L. Rerick was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac L. 
Rerick, late of Company E. Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. ALLISON, 


The bill (H. R. 7547) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Allison was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
George W. Allison, late captain Company D, Seventeenth 
Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN P. MOORE. 


The bill (H. R. 6508) granting an increase of pension to 
John P. Moore was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John P.“ 
Moore, late of Company A, Thirty-third Regiment Wisconsin 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN HAACK. 

The bill (H. R. 6177) granting an increase of pension to John 
Haack was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of John Haack, 
late of Company B, Thirty-fifth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FRANK CRITTENDEN. 

The bill (H. R. 10827) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank Crittenden was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Frank 
Crittenden, late of Company C, Tenth Regiment Michigan Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM J. RILEY. 

The bill (H. R. 10894) granting an increase of pension te 
William J. Riley was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William J. 
Riley, late of Company H, Sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu ot 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ISAAC DEEMS. 

The bill (H. R. 10897) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Deems was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac Deems, 
late of Company H, Eighty-seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, cr- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE S. TAYLOR. 

The bill (H. R. 1803) granting a pension to George S. Taylor 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of George S. Taylor, late pf 
Company M, Seventh Regiment United States Volunteer n- 


3866 


fantry, war with Spain, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HANNAH A. PRESTON. 

The bill (H. R. 14719) granting an increase of pension to 
Hannah A. Preston was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Hannah A. Preston, former widow of Eugene F. Norwood, late 
of Company D, Eighty-fifth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay her a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES W. SHEDD. 

The bill (S. 8035) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Shedd was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles W. 
Shedd, late of Company H, Fourteenth Regiment Vermont Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and Company M, Twenty-sixth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ALDEN FULLER. 

The bill (S. 4124) granting an increase of pension to Alden 
Fuller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Alden Fuller, late 
of Company C, Fifteenth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. ; 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MILFORD W. OXLEY. 


The bill (S. 2209) granting a pension to Milford W. Oxley 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Milford W. Oxley, late of 
U. S. S. Franklin, United States Navy, and to pay him a pension 
of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

FRANK N. GRAY. 


The bill (H. R. 8739) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank N. Gray was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Frank N. 
Gray, late of Company D. Fifty-ninth Regiment United States 
Colored Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH C. HOWELL. 


The bill (H. R. 8836) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth C. Howell was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Elizabeth C. Howell, widow of Caleb H. Howell, late of Com- 
pany D, Forty-eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALICE M. DURNEY. 

The bill (H. R. 4257) granting an increase of pension to Alice 
M. Durney was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Alice M. Dur- 
ney, widow of Francis Durney, late of Company D, Sixth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay her a 
pension of $16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN G. C. MACFARLANE. 


The bill (H. R. 4823) granting an increase of pension to John 
G. C. Macfarlane was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
John G. C. Macfarlane, late lieutenant-colonel Ninety-fifth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE SAXE. 


The bill (H. R. 9887) granting a pension to George Saxe 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of George Saxe, late of Com- 
pany B, One hundred and second Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EDGAR W. CALHOUN. 


The bill (H. R. 10322) granting an increase of pension to 
Edgar W. Calhoun was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Edgar W. Calhoun, late of Company H, Second Regiment Con- 
necticut Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. JOSLYN. 


The bill (H. R. 11196) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Joslyn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Joslyn, late of Company K, Thirteenth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry and first lieutenant Company H, Twenty- 
first Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a 
pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CLINTON A. CHAPMAN, 


The bill (H. R. 11557) granting an increase of pension to 
Clinton A. Chapman was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Clinton A. Chapman, late of Company D, Fifteenth Regiment, 
and Company E, Twentieth Regiment, Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ANNA FRANCES HALL. 


The bill (S. 3254) granting an increase of pension to Anna 
Frances Hall was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out “a 
private in” and insert “of;” and in line 9, before the word 
dollars,“ to strike out“ thirty“ and insert “twelve; “ so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of Anna 
Frances Hall, widow of Caleb Hall, late of Company E, Seventh Regi- 


ment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month In lieu of that she is now receiving, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
LOUISA ARNOLD. 


The bill (S. 4801) granting an increase of pension to Louisa 
Arnold was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 8, after the word “and,” to strike out 
“of;” in line 9, before the word“ Corps,” to strike out“ Relief“ 
and insert “ Reserve;” and in line 10, before the word “ dol- 
lars,” to strike out “thirty” and insert “sixteen;” so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Louisa 
Arnold, widow of Edwin W. Arnold, late of Company D, Second Regi- 
ment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and Company F, Thirteenth 
Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed. 
ALICE A. Anus. 
The bill (S. 2077) granting an increase of pension to Alice A. 
Arms was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 


amendments, in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
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“thirty” and insert “seventeen;” and in line 10, after the 
word “additional,” to strike out “during the minority of her 
son” and insert “on account of the minor child of the said 
Charles J. Arms until be reaches the age of 16 years;” so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Alice A 
Arms, widow of Charles J. Arms, late first lieutenant Company B, Six- 
teenth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving, and 
$2 per month additional on account of the minor child of the said 
Charles J. Arms until he reaches the age of 16 years. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LYDIA JONES. 


The bill (S. 1254) granting a pension to Lydia Jones was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out twelve“ and insert “eight;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pae on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Lydia 
Jones, widow of Lewis Jones, late of Company H, First Regiment 
Massachusetts Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$8 per month, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


SAMUEL H. FOSTER. 


The bill (S. 1012) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
H. Foster was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samuel 
H. Foster, late of Company I, Tent tegiment Maine Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


STEPHEN D. HOPKINS. 


The bill (H. R. 6216) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen D. Hopkins was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, befere the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “twenty-four” and insert“ forty;“ so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Stephen 
D. Hopkins, late of Company I, Tenth Regiment Vermont Volunteer 


Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time, and passed. 
JOEL 8. WEISER. 


The bill (S. 4228) granting an increase of pension to Joel S. 
Weiser was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty“ and insert “twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Joel S. 
Weiser, late of Company I, Ninth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JACOB A. FIELD. 


The bill (S. 3484) granting an increase of pension to Jacob A. 
Field was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the word “late,” to strike out 
“of” and insert“ first lieutenant; ” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Jacob 
A. Field, late first lieutenant Company K, Twelfth Regiment Maine Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 2 - 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ALEXANDER ESLER. 


The bill (S. 1415) granting an increase of pension to Alexan- 
der Esler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to placé on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Alexander Esler, late of 
Captain Boyd's 5 District of Columbia Volunteer Militia, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ANNA K. CARPENTER. 


The bill ($73532) granting an increase of pension to Anna K. 
Carpenter was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty ” and insert“ twenty ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pice on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Anna 
K. Carpenter, widow of Thomas H. Carpenter, late captain, Seventeenth 
Regiment United States Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


THEODORE M’CLELLAN. 


The bill (S. 1910) granting an increase of pension to Theodore 
McClellan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 7, before the word “ Infantry,” to strike 
out Volunteer; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Theo- 
dore McClellan, late of Company A, Sixth Regiment United States In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HENRY RITTENHOUSE, 


Phe bill (H. R. 6158) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Rittenhouse was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike out 
“twenty-four” and insert “twenty;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henr: 
Rittenhouse, late of Company G, Twenty-eighth Regiment Illinois Vol- 


unteer Infant and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
in lieu of that ie is now receiving. F20 Pe month 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
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The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN N. HENRY. 


The bill (S. 3524) granting a pension to John N. Henry was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,” to strike out “ of 
Company I” and insert “ hospital steward;” in line 8, before 
the word “dollars,” to strike out “thirty-six” and insert 
“ thirty ;” and in line 9, after the word month,” to insert“ in 
lieu of that he is now receiving; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
N. Henry, late hospital steward, Forty-ninth Regiment New York Volun- 


teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, s 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to John N. Henry.” 


SAMUEL H. HANCOCK. 


The bill (S. 2987) granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
H. Hancock was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, before the word “Sharpshooters,” to 
Insert“ Volunteer;” in line 8, before the word“ Regiment,” to 
strike out “A, Second” and insert B, Third;” and in line 9, 
before the word “dollars,” to strike out “forty” and insert 
“twenty-four; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Samuel 
H. Hancock, late of Company A, Second Regiment United States Volun- 
teer Sharpshooters, and Company B, Third Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him n pension at the rate of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
_ the third time, and passed. 


DAVID TREMBLE. 


The bill (S. 2033) granting an increase of pension to David 
Trimble was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, before the word “ late,” to strike out the 
name Trimble“ and insert“ Tremble;“ and in the same line, 
after the word “ late,” to strike out “of” and insert “ first lieu- 
tenant and captain; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., Trot the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, auth and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of David 
Tremble, late first lieutenant and captain Company K, Sixty-second 


Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
— 5 of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to David Tremble.” 


AARON J. BURGET. 


The bill (S. 4691) granting an increase of pension to A. J. 
Burget was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “of,” where it occurs 
the first time, to strike out the letter “A” and insert “Aaron ;” 
and in the same line, after the words “late of,” to strike out 
Company“ and insert Companies D and C;“ so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Seeretary of the Interior be, and he Is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the nume of Aaron 
J. Burget, late of Companies D and C, First Regiment Missouri Vol- 
unteer Ereineers, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendinents were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


The title was amended so as to read: “A bill granting an in- 
crease of pension to Aaron J. Burget.” 


AMANDA O. WEBBER. 


The bill (S. 4877) granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
O. Webber was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Amanda O. 
Webber, widow of James H. Webber, late of Company K, Sixty- 
ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a 
pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PATRICK BURK. 


The bill (S. 3296) granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Burk was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Patrick Burk, 
late of Company K, Thirty-second Regiment Wisconsin Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE CONKLIN. 


The bill (S. 3297) granting an increase of pension to George 
Conklin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of George Conklin, 
late of Company K, Sixth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LUTHER M. ROYAL. 


The bill (S. 3835) granting an increase of pension to Luther 
M. Royal was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Luther M. 
Royal, late of Company C, First Regiment Maine Volunteer 
Heavy Artillery, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


WALTER GREEN. 


The bill (S. 3257) granting an increase of pension to Walter 
Green was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Walter Green, 
late of Company B, Second Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE W. LUCAS. 


The bill (S. 2102) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Lucas was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George W. 
Lucas, late of Company D, Twenty-ninth Regiment Iowa Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MARY COBURN. 


The bill (H. R. 8063) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Coburn was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Mary Coburn, 
widow of William C. Coburn, late first lieutenant Company F, 
Eighteenth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

KATE H. KAVANAUGH. 

The bill (H. R. 9235) granting an increase of pension to Kate 
H. Kavanaugh was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Kate H. 
Kayanaugh, widow of Delaney Kavanaugh, late captain Com- 
pany A, and major, Sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay her a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to à third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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JOSEPH W. FOSTER. 

The bill (H. R. 7631) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph W. Foster was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph W. 
Foster, late captain Company K, Forty-second Regiment Ilinois 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HEINRICK KRUMDICK. 


The bill (H. R. 6918) granting an increase of pension to Hein- 


rick Krumdick was considered as in Committee of the Whole.“ 


It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Heinrick 
Krumdick, late of Company H, Ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZA B. WILSON. 


The bill (H. R. 6921) granting a pension to Eliza B. Wilson 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Eliza B. Wilson, widow 
of William N. Wilson, late of Company H, Fifteenth Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $8 per 
month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ASA TOUT. 


The bill (H. R. 5026) granting an increase of pension to Asa 
Tout was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Asa Tout, late of 
Company I, Twenty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infan- 
try, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. MARSDEN. 


The bill (H. R. 6453) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Marsden was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William H. 
Marsden, late of Company E, Fourth Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JONATHAN DAUGHENBAUGH. 


The bill (H. R. 1742) granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Daughenbaugh was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Jonathan Daughenbaugh, late of Company D, Forty-sixth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY W. YATES. 


The bill (H. R. 4832) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry W. Yates was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Henry W. 
Yates, late of Company D, One hundred and thirty-sixth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOSEPH H, HIRST. 

The bill (H. R. 9860) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph H. Hirst was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension rol] the name of Joseph H. 
Hirst, late of Company D, Fifty-second Regiment Ohio Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM A. BARNES. 


The bill (H. R. 10217) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam A. Barnes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William A. 
Barnes, late first lieutenant Company D, Twenty-fourth Regi- 
ment United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him 
a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM M’GOWAN. 


The bill (H. R. 10478) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam MeGowan was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
McGowan, late of Company H, Second Regiment Minnesota Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ROBERT M. YOUNG. 


The bill (H. R. 11849) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert M. Young was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Robert M. 
Young, late of Company B, Third Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS E. KEITH. 


The bill (S. 2970) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
E. Keith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “thirty” and insert “ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interlor be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the 1 nc laws, the name of Thomas 
E. Keith, late of Company A, One hundred pt forty-fifth Regiment 


Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is ioe — y 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CATHARINE R. MITCHELL. 


The bill (H. R. 9216) granting an increase of pension to 

oe R. Mitchell was considered as in Committee of the 
Ole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 6, after the words “ widow of,” to strike 
out the name “Absolom” and insert “Absalom;” so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Cath- 
arine R. Mitchell, widow of Absalom R. Mitchell, late of Company K, 
Fifth Regiment Louisiana Militia Infantry, war with Mexico, and pay 


her a pension at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recelying. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN MATHER. 


The bill (S. 2725) granting an increase of pension to John 
Mather was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 5 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the word “ late,’ to strike out 
“ sergeant” and insert“ of; “ and in line 8, before the word“ dol- 
lars,” to strike out “ fifty ” and insert “thirty;” so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of John 
Mather, late of Company W, Seventy-third Regiment New York Vol- 


unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


DANIEL A. PROCTOR. 


The bill (H. R. 8207) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel A. Proctor was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Daniel A. 
Proctor, late of Companies A and C, Fourth Regiment Wisconsin 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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ELI BRAINARD. 


The bill (H. R. 8208) granting an increase of pension to Eli 
Brainard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Eli Brainard, 
late of Company G, Ninety-fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES HINES. 


The bill (H. R. 8917) granting an increase of pension to James 
Hines was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of James Hines, late 
master at arms U, S. S. Norwich and North Carolina, United 
States Navy, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALONZO DOUGLAS. 


The bill (H. R. 8161) granting an increase of pension to 
Alonzo Douglas was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Alonzo 
Douglas, late of Company A, Eighth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERT H. LEWIS. 


The bill (H. R. 6066) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
bert H. Lewis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Albert H. 
Lewis, late of Company C, Nineteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JENNIE LITTLE. 


The bill (H. R. 5215) granting an increase of pension to 
Jennie Little was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jennie 
Little, widow of George E. Little, late of the band of the Forty- 
first Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pen- 
sion of $16 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN P. VANCE, 


The bill (H. R. 11052) granting an increase of pension to 
John P. Vance was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John P. 
Vance, late commissary-sergeant Twenty-second Regiment Ken- 
tucky Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH POLLARD. 


The bill (H. R. 11065) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Pollard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph Pol- 
lard, late of Company G, First Regiment, and Company G, 
Twelfth Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiy- 
ing. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ROSA ZURRIN. 


The bill (H. R. 11078) granting a pension to Rosa Zurrin 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Rosa Zurrin, widow of 
John Zurrin, late of Company C, Second Regiment United 
States Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM E. FRITTS. 


The bill (H. R. 11107) granting an increase of pension to 
William E. Fritts was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William E. 
Fritts, late of Company E, Twenty-first Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


REUBEN I. TURCKHEIM, ALIAS JOSEPH ADLER. 


The bill (H. R. 12229) granting an increase of pension to 
Reuben I. Turckheim, alias Joseph Adler, was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension 
roll the name of Reuben I. Turckheim, alias Joseph Adler, late 
of Company H, Second Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN FOLTZ. 


The bill (H. R. 12351) granting an increase of pension to 
John Foltz was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John Foltz, 
late of Company F, First Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


KATE GILMORE. 


The bill (S. 4606) granting an increase of pension to Kate 
Gilmore was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 

The bill was reported from the Committee an Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert : 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to piace on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of Kate Gilmore, widow of 
John Gilmore, late of Company A, First Regiment Virginia Volunteer 
Cavalry, and One hundred and nineteenth Company, Second Battalion, 
Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HENBY GOLDER. 


The bill (S. 3222) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Golder was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 6, after the words “ late of,” to strike out 
“Company B” and insert “Captain Jones’s company,” and in 
line 9, before the word “dollars,” to strike out “ thirty-six” 
and insert “twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Henr 
Golder, late of Captain Jones's company, One hundred and third kegl- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM D. JOHNSON. 


The bill (S. 520) granting an increase of pension to William 
D. Johnson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
amendments, in line 7, before the word “and,” to strike out 
Troops“ and insert“ Volunteer Infantry ;” and in line 8, be- 
fore the word “dollars,” to strike out “thirty” and insert 
“twenty-four ;” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
D. Johnson, late of Company G, Third Regiment United States Colored 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in Heu of that he is now receiving. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and th 
amendments were concurred in. : 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ARTHUR HAIRE. 


The bill (H. R. 8607) granting an increase of pension to Ar- 
thur Haire was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Arthur Haire, 
late of Captain Morgan’s company, Georgia Volunteers, Creek 
Indian war, and to pay him a pension of $16 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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THOMAS G. MASSEY. 


The bill (H. R. 7208) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas G. Massey was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Thomas G. Massey, late of Company M, Third Regiment Ar- 
kansas Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN COLEMAN, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 5615) granting an increase of pension to John 
Coleman, jr., was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John Coleman, 
jr., late of Company E, Eighty-fourth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EDGAR SCHROEDERS. 


The bill (H. R. 5616) granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Schroeders was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Edgar Schroe- 
ders, late second lieutenant Company D, Seventy-fourth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pen- 
sion of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM O. GILLESPIE. 


The bill (H. R. 5724) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam O. Gillespie was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 0. 
Gillespie, late of Company F, First Regiment North Carolina 
Volunteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM T. HARRIS, 


The bill (H. R. 5727) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam T. Harris was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William T. 
Harris, late of Company D, First Regiment North Carolina Vol- 
unteer Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of 
$20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BENJAMIN FRENCH. 


The bill (H. R. 10723) granting an increase of pension to Ben- 
jamin French was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Benjamin 
French, late of Company B, One hundred and second Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without. amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DAVID BRUCE, 


The bill (H. R. 10724) granting an increase of pension to 
David Bruce was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of David Bruce, 
late of Company F, Seventieth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $36 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES W. BAKER. 


The bill (H. R. 9955) granting a pension to James W. Baker 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of James W. Baker, late of 
Company H, Forty-seventh Regiment United States Volunteer 
infantry, war with Spain, and to pay him a pension of $6 per 
month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JAMES HUTCHINSON, 


The bill (H. R. 12396) granting an increase of pension to 
James Hutchinson was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of James 
Hutchinson, late of Company E, Seventy-seventh Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 


BENJAMIN W. VALENTINE. 


The bill (S. 2667) granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min W. Valentine was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “fifty” and insert “twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Benja- 
min W. Valentine, late of Company G, Seventy-fourth Regiment Indiana 


Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he Is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, rea 
the third time, and passed. ; 


WILLIAM V. VAN OSTERN. 


The bill (H. R. 6401) granting an increase of pension to 
William V. Van Ostern was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an tmendment, in line 9, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out “twenty-four ” and insert thirty; “ so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
V. Van Ostern, late second lieutenant Companies B and K, One hun- 
dred and eighty-sixth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him 
a arson at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
cely a 

The amendment was agreed to. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN J. HUGHES. 


The bill (H. R. 4598) granting an increase of pension to 
John J. Hughes was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John J. 
Hughes, late of Company I, Second Regiment Texas Mounted 
Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM COOK. 

The bill (H. R. 9267) granting an increase of pension to 
William Cook was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William 
Cook, late of Troop K, United States Mounted Rifles, war with 
Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN L. EDMUNDSON. 


The bill (H. R. 9447) granting an increase of pension to 
John L. Edmundson was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
John L. Edmundson, late of Company E, Sixth Regiment Illinois 
Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ETTA D. CONANT. 


The bill (H. R. 10725) granting an increase of pension to Etta 
D. Conant was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Etta D. Conant, 
widow of William L. Conant, late first lieutenant Company F, 
and captain Company H, One hundred and twenty-seventh Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay her a pension 
of $12 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving and $2 per 
month additional on account of a minor child of said officer 
until such child shall arrive at the age of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CHARLES H. CULVER. 

The bill (H. R. 11742) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles H. Culver was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Charles H. 
Culver, late of Company F, Eleventh Regiment Michigan Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and Company D, Twenty-third Regiment Veteran 
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Reserve Corps Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CALVIN D. WEATHERMAN. 


The bill (H. R. 11927) granting an increase of pension to 
Calvin D. Weatherman was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Calvin D. Weatherman, late of Company F, First Regiment 
Arkansas Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARY M. STARK. 


The bill (H. R. 12090) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary M. Stark was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Mary M. 
Stark, widow of William H. Stark, late captain Company I, and 
lieutenant-colonel Twenty-fourth Regiment Missouri Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay her a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARGARET LEWIS. 


The bill (S. 3817) granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Lewis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to place on the pension roll, sub, — to the provisions aui 
limitations of the pension laws, the name of ret Lewis, widow of 
Richard F. Lewis, late of Captains Coffee 22 Fisher's companies, 
Florida Volunteers, war with Mexico, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $8 per month. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JESSE ALDERMAN. 


The bill (S. 1952) granting an increase of pension to Jesse 
Alderman was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to paee on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and 
Sn of t ension laws, the name of Jesse Alderman, late of 

aptains Hooker, Lesley, and Kendrick's companies, Florida ‘Mounted 
ve unteers, Seminole Indian war, and pay him a ein at the rate 
of $16 per month in lieu of that he is now recely 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senates as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


PETER QUERMBECK. 


The bill (S. 8584) granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Quermbeck was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Peter Querm- 
beck, late of Company B, Twentieth Regiment New York Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in 
lien of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

THOMAS E. BISHOP. 


The bill (H. R. 8176) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas E. Bishop was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas E. 
Bishop, late first lieutenant Company B, Twenty-fifth Regiment 
New York Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JAMES T. BUTLER. 


The bill (H. R. 9248) granting an increase of pension to James 
T. Butler was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of James T. Butler, 
late ef Company H, First Regiment Tennessee Volunteers, war 
with Mexico, and to pay him a pension of $20 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. : 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH D. TATE. 


The bill (H. R. 7615) granting an increase of pension to Jo- 
seph D. Tate was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph D. Tate, 
late of Company C, Fourth Regiment Arkansas Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and to pay him a pension of $100 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY R. HILL, 


The bill (H. R. 7984) granting a pension to Henry R. Hill 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Henry R. Hill, late of 
Captain Lesley’s company, Florida Mounted Volunteers, and 
Captain Sparkman’s independent company, Florida Mounted 
Volunteers, Florida and Seminole Indian war, and to pay him a 
pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MAGGIE D. RUSS. 


The bill (H. R. 18035) granting an increase of pension to Mag- 
gie D. Russ was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Maggie D. 
Russ, widow of Charles P. Russ, late first lieutenant, Eleventh 
Regiment United States Infantry, and to pay her a pension of 
$25 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving and $2 per 
month additional on account of the minor child of said Charles 
P. Russ until she reaches the age of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


RICHARD S. CROMER. 


The bill (H. R. 9249) granting an increase of pension to 
Richard S. Cromer was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Richard S. Cromer, late of Company C, Second Regiment Mis- 
sissippi Volunteers, war with Mexico, and to pay him a pension 
of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH MORGAN. 


The bill (H. R. 10166) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Morgan was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Elizabeth Morgan, widow of Nicholas D. Morgan, late of Cap- 
tain Dawson's company, First Regiment Georgia Volunteers, 
Creek Indian war, and to pay her a pension of $12 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


THOMAS CHANDLER, ALIAS THOMAS COOPER. 


The bill (H. R. 11335) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Chandler, alias Thomas Cooper, was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. It proposes to place on the pension. 
roll the name of Thomas Chandler, alias Thomas Cooper, late 
of Company E, Sixth Regiment United States Infantry, Florida 
Indian war, and to pay him a pension of $16 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


TILLMAN T. HERRIDGE, 


The bill (H. R. 12354) granting an increase of pension to 
Tillman T. Herridge was considered as in Committee of the- 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Tillman T. Herridge, late of Company B, Sixteenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, war with Mexico, and to pay him a 
pension of $20 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE T. HILL. 


The bill (H. R. 12292) granting an increase of pension to 
George T. Hill was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George T. 
Hill, late of Troop H, Second Regiment United States Cavalry, 
and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, - 
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CHARLES B. FOX. 


The bill (S. 3284) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
B. Fox was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out“ thirty“ and insert twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and dfrected to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Charles 
B. Fox, late musician, Tenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay him a pension at the rate or $24 per month in lieu of that he is 
now ceceiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. ; 


MINARD VAN PATTEN. 


The bill (S. 2973) granting an increase of pension to Minard 
Van Patten was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “dollars,” to strike 
out “ thirty“ and insert“ twenty; “ so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, the name of Minard 
Van Patten, late of Company F, One hundred and tenth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
THOMAS MARTIN. 


The bill (S. 563) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Martin was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert “ twenty-four; ” so as to make the bill 
read: 


- Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Thomas 
Martin, late of 5 A, Seventy-second Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
JOHN CARPENTER. 


The bill (S. 3566) granting an increase of pension to John 
Carpenter was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John Carpenter, 
late of Company K, Thirtieth Regiment Iowa Volunteer In- 
fantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 3 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
MATT FITZPATRICK. 


The bill (H. R. 11687) granting an increase of pension to Matt 
Fitzpatrick was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
propozes to place on the pension roll the name of Matt Fitz- 

Patrick, late of Company C, Forty-fourth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SLATER b. LEWIS. 

The bill (H. R. 7229) granting an increase of pension to 
Slater D. Lewis was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Slater D. 
Lewis, late of Company C, Fiftieth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
ISAAC N. RAY. 

The bill (H. R. 3255) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac N. Ray was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac N. 
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Ray, late of Company A, Seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOSEPH M. WEST. 


The bill (H. R. 1787) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph M. West was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Joseph M. 
West, late of Company E, Fortieth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EMELINE MALONE. 


The bill (H. R. 1857) granting a pension to Emeline Malone 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It proposes to 
place on the pension roll the name of Emeline Malone, widow 
of Thomas Malone, late of Company G, Seventh Regiment Mis- 
souri Volunteer Infantry, and second lieutenant Company I, 
Fifth Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Heavy Ar- 
tillery, and to pay her a pension of $8 per month. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. BEDIENT. 


The bill (H. R. 1685) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Bedient was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of. 
George W. Bedient, late of Company G, Thirty-third Regiment 
Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BYARD H. CHURCH. 

The bill (H. R. 11689) granting an increase of pension to 
Byard H. Church was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Byard H. 
Church, late of Company A, Fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ISAAC J. HCLT. 

The bill (H. R. 8289) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
J. Holt was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It pro- 
poses to place on the pension roll the name of Isaac J. Holt, late 
of Company K, Fourth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and 
to pay him a persion of $30 per month in lieu of that he is no 
receiving. , 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE BLAIR. 

The bill (H. R. 7223) granting an increase of pension to 
George Blair was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of George Blair, 
late of Company H, Eleventh Regiment Michigan Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

THOMAS G. COVELL. 

The bill (H. R. 7815) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas G. Covell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Thomas G. 
Covell, late of Company F, Forty-sixth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SEYMOUR COLE. 

The bill (H. R. 6988) granting an increase of pension to Sey- 
mour Cole was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Seymour Cole, 
late of Company F, One hundredth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

OLIVER L. KENDALL. 


The bill (H. R. 5553) granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
L. Kendall was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 


3874 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


Marcu 15, 


proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Oliver L. Ken- 
dall, late second lieutenant Company I, Seventh Regiment Illi- 
nois Volunteer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALBERT G. CLUCK. 

The bill (H. R. 5564) granting an increase of pension to Al- 
bert G. Cluck was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Albert G. 
Cluck, late of Company G, Fifteenth Regiment Kansas Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MARQUIS D. L. STALEY. 


The bill (H. R. 11516) granting an increase of pension to 
Marquis D. L. Staley was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. lt proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Marquis D. L. Staley, late of Company D, One hundred and 
seventy-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to pay 
him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 
ceiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM W. WEST. 


The bill (H. R. 4616) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam W. West was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of William W. 
West, late of Company B, Forty-fifth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $30 per month in lieu 
of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JANE E. BULLARD. 


The bill (H. R. 4759) granting an increase of pension to Jane 
E. Bullard was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
pro to place on the pension roll the name of Jane E. Bul- 
lard, widow of Benjamin M. Bullard, late of Company A, One 
hundred and fifty-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, 
and to pay her a pension of $12 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving, and $2 per month additional for each of the 
two minor children of the soldier until they arrive at the age 
of 16 years. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JEROME GOODSELL. 


The bill (H. R. 4810) granting an increase of pension to 
Jerome Goodsell was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Jerome 
Goodsell, late of Company D, Sixty-first Regiment Massachusetts 
Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN A. SHERWOOD. 


The bill (H. R. 4816) granting an increase of pension to John 
A. Sherwood was considered as in Committee of the Whole. It 
proposes to place on the pension roll the name of John A. Sher- 
wood, late of Company D, Fourth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $24 per month in lieu of 
that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

STEPHEN G. SMITH. 


The bill (H. R. 10271) granting an increase of pension to 
Stephen G. Smith was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of Stephen G. 
Smith, late of Company A, Thirteenth Regiment Iowa Volun- 
teer Infantry, and to pay him a pension of $40 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM J. MORGAN. 

The bill (H. R. 10817) granting an increase of pension to 
William J. Morgan was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It preposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
William J. Morgan, late of Company E, One hundred and 
twelfth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and to pay him 
a pension of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SOLOMON R. TRUEBLOOD. 


The bill (H. R. 11886) granting an increase of pension to 
Solomon R. Trueblood was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Solomon R. Trueblood, late of Company F, Sixty-fifth Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and to pay -him a pension of $24 
per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

VERELLE S. WILLARD 


The bill (H. R. 12275) granting an increase of pension to 
Verelle S. Willard was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. It proposes to place on the pension roll the name of 
Verelle S. Willard, widow of Manfred Willard, late captain 
Company H, Sixtieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and to 
pay her a pension of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now, 
receiving. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM A. MURRAY. 


The bill (S. 1302) granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Murray was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee.on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out“ thirty“ and insert“ twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place qu the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of William 
A. Murray, late of Company H, Thirty-second Regiment Wisconsin Vol- 


unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per month 
in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
BENJAMIN S. MILLER. 


The bill (S. 2540) granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min S. Miller was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Pensions with 
an amendment, in line 8, before the word “ dollars,” to strike 
out thirty“ and insert “twenty-four;” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to 
the provisions and limitations of the ion laws, the name of Benja- 
min S. Miller, late first lieutenant and quartermaster, Forty-first Regi- 
ment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. This completes the Pension Cal- 
endar. 

JOSEPH A. BLANCHARD. 


Mr. KEAN. There are some bills reported from the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs to correct military records which should 
be considered. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Were they reported to-day? 

Mr. KEAN. There was one that was reported to-day, to cor- 
rect the military record of Joseph A. Blanchard. I happen to 
be interested in that case. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There was one bill to correct a 
military record reported to-day, which was passed upon the re- 
quest of the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER]. 

Mr. KEAN. There was also another military-record bill re- 
ported to-day which I did not ask to have considered at the 
time the report was made. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
Calendar. 

Mr. KEAN. No; I am aware of that Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the bill 
(S. 334) to correct the military record of Joseph A. Blanchard. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It directs the Secretary 
of War to correct the military record of Joseph A. Blanchard, 
late first lieutenant of Troop E, First New York Mounted 
Rifles, and to grant him an honorable discharge to date from 
July 26, 1864; but no pay, bounty, or other allowances shall be- 
come due and payable by reason of the passage of this act. 


It does not appear on the printed 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, A 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o’clock 
and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, 
March 19, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 15, 1906. 
CONSUL. 


George Eugene Eager, of Illinois, to be consul of the United 
States at Barmen, Germany, vice Theodore J. Bluthardt, de- 
ceased, 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Ezxccutive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 15, 1906. 
SURVEYOR OF CUSTOMS, 

Robert Calvert, of Wisconsin, to be suryeyor of customs for 

the port of La Crosse, in the State of Wisconsin. 
RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 

George D. Orner, of Oklahoma, to be receiyer of public mon- 
eys at Alva, Okla. 

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 

Andrew J. Ross, of Oklahoma, to be register of the land office 
at Alva, Okla. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 

First Lieut. Kirtland Warner Perry to be a captain, to rank 
as such from March 5, 1906, in the Revenue-Cutter Service of 
the United States. 

Second Lieut. Charles Satterlee to be a first lieutenant, to 
rank as such from March 5, 1906, in the Revenue-Cutter Service 
of the United States. 

Third Lieut. George Ellender Wilcox to be a second lieutenant, 
to rank as such from Mareh 5, 1906, in the Reyenue-Cutter Sery- 
ice of the United States. 

POSTMASTER. 
NEW YORK. 

Edward D. Tompkins to be postmaster at Middletown, in the 

county of Orange and State of New York. 


b WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn March 15, 1906. 


John Embry, of Oklahoma, to be United States attorney for 
the district of Oklahoma, vice Horace Speed, removed. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Tuurspax, March 15, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

WAR CLAIMS. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
Thursday, the 22d instant, be set apart for the consideration of 
bills on the Private Calendar reported from the Committee on 
War Claims instead of to-morrow. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that Thursday, the 22d instant, be set apart 
instead of to-morrow for consideration of bills on the Private 
Calendar reported from the Committee on War Claims. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


Sundry messages, in writing, from the President of the 
United States were communicated to the House of Representa- 
tives by Mr. Barnes, one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House of Representatives that the President had approved 
and signed bills of the following titles: 

On March 14, 1906: 

II. R. 13074. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
amend an act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws relat- 
ing to the disposition of lands, and so forth, approved March 3, 
1901,’ approved June 30, 1902.” 


On March 15, 1906: 
H. R. 13673. An act to extend the provisions of the homestead 
laws to certain lands in the Yellowstone Forest Reserve. 


RAILWAY DISCRIMINATIONS AND MONOPOLIES. 


Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of joint resolution 115. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of a joint resolution, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 115) amending joint resolution instructing 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to make examinations into the 


subject of railroad discriminations and monopolies, and report on the 
same from time to time, approved March 7, 1906. 


Resolved, etc., That joint resolution instructing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to make examinations into the subject of railroad 
discriminations and monopolies, and report on the same from time to 
py nah March 7, 1906, is hereby amended by adding the follow- 
ng thereto: 

Finch. To enable the Commission to perform the duties required and 
accomplish the purposes declared herein, the Commission shall have 
and exercise under this joint resolution the same power and authority 
to administer oaths, to subpe@na and compel the attendance and testi- 
mony of witnesses and the production of documentary evidence, and to 
obtain full information, which said Commission now has under the act 
to regulate commerce, approved February 4, 1887, and acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto now in force or may have under any 
like statute taking effect hereafter. All the requirements, obligations, 
llablilities, and immunities imposed or conferred by said act to regulate 
commerce and by “An act in relation to testimony before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in cases under or connected with an act entitled 
An act to regulate commerce,“ approved February 4, 1887, and amend- 
ments thereto,” approved February 11, 1893, shall also apply to all 
persons who may be subpe@naed to testify as witnesses or to produce 
documentary evidence in 850 ie ta of the authority herein conferred. 

Tenth. The sum of $50,000 is hereby appropriated and added to the 
appropriation of the Interstate Commerce Commission for the present 
fiscal year. 

The committee amendments were read, as follows: 


On page 2, in line 19, after the word “ dollars,” insert “be, and the 
same; and in line 22, after the word “appropriated,” insert “out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.” 

On page 2, in line 23, strike out the words “and added,” and insert 
in lieu thereof ‘in addition.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. = 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Speaker, I understand that the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission is ready to proceed with this in- 
vestigation and are now preparing to submit estimates as to 
the expense of the investigation, and that the Committee on 
Appropriations is to look after the appropriation, I therefore 
move to amend the resolution by striking out lines 21 to 25, in- 
clusive, on page 2. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan moves to 
strike out the lines specified. 

Mr. TAWNEY and Mr. MANN rose. 

Mr. MANN. I would like to have the amendment reported to 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the lines proposed to 
be stricken out. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out the last paragraph of the resolution, which reads as fol- 
lows: “Tenth. The sum of $50,000 be, and the same is hereby, appro- 
2 out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
n addition to the appropriation of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion for the present fiscal year.” 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will yield 
for a moment, I wish to state for the information of the House 
that the Secretary of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
called upon the Committee on Appropriations yesterday, under 
direction of the chairman of the Commission, and stated that 
they were preparing estimates as to the cost of this investiga- 
tion, and that, roughly speaking, these estimates will show that 
cost to be at least $150,000; that $50,060 would not be sufficient. 
Upon inquiry I learn that the Interstate Commerce Commission 
could make a reasonably certain estimate and that it will sub- 
mit its estimate to the Committee on Appropriations or to Con- 
gress asking for an appropriation covering the entire investiga- 
tion. 

Thinking that is the better plan, for the reason that then in 
the future we can pass upon the expenditure of this money, we 
have requested that the matter be left for the Committee on 
Appropriations to handle. We can then provide for the entire 
amount estimated for by the department for this purpose and 
also attach certain limitations in regard to reporting the expend- 
itures from the appropriation to Congress. 

Mr. DALZELL. I desire to ask the gentleman a question. 
It seems to me from a cursory examination of this resolution 
that this is merely a reenactment of these two acts. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I would say to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania that this is in accordance with the suggestion of the 
President of the United States. 
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Mr. DALZELL. I understand that. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. In which he suggests that the resolution 
which we adopted with relation to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission did not through the amendment confer the power 
that we sought to confer upon the Commission. And, while we 
do not assent to the statement that the power does not already 
exist, we do feel that it is better, inasmuch as the President and 
the Attorney-General has suggested a doubt, to remove that 
doubt by enacting an amendment making it perfectly plain. 

Mr. DALZELL. I see. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield to me for a few min- 
utes? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Certainly. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I do not oppose the amendment to 
the resolution or this amendment to this resolution; but in my 
judgment it is entirely unnecessary. I think the President had 
been badly informed when he sent to the Congress the message 
which he did, connected with the statement that he had signed 
the original resolution. Section 12 of the interstate-commerce 
act provides that— 

The Commission hereby created shall have authority to Inquire into 
the management of the business of all common carriers subject to the 
provisions of this act, and shall keep itself informed as to the manner 
and method in which the same is conducted, and shall have the right 
to obtain from such common carriers full and complete information 


necessary to enable the Commission to perform the duties and carry 
out the objects for which it was created. 


Mr. Speaker, under that section of the law the Interstate | 


Commerce Commission under the original law had authority 
to inquire into every act of the common carriers whether en- 
gaged in the transportation of coal or oil or any other com- 
modity. It was given an extensive power, as extensive as it is 
possible to give by words in the English language. The Com- 
mission under the act could have instituted this inquiry on its 
own motion under the law as it existed. The original resolution 
passed by this House was simply a direction to the Commission 
to exercise the law already upon the statute books. Full power 
was given to the Commission to make an investigation, to sub- 
peena witnesses, to call before the Commission not only wit- 
nesses who are railroad officials, but witnesses who might know 
anything about the subject, from whatever business in life; 
and, in my judgment, the President was illy informed in refer- 
ence to the existing law when he sent his message to Congress. 

Now, personally, Mr. Speaker, I think the Commission ought 
to be engaged in other business. I certainly think it is wise to 
have an investigation at any time for the acquirement of in- 
formation; but I believe with most gentlemen who have con- 
sidered this subject, probably including the gentleman who now 
presents it to the House himself, that the Commission ought to 
be engaged in enforcing other provisions of the law and let 
somebody else investigate these charges in relation to railroads 
being controlled in the interest of coal and oil trusts. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. MANN. Why, certainly. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does the gentleman not get the im- 
pression from the President’s message upon the Tillman resolu- 
tion that the President is of the opinion that the resolution con- 
templated an independent investigation, both of the coal and oil 
industries, without any regard to transportation? 

Mr. MANN. Well, I can not say what the impression of the 
President might be; but undoubtedly the purpose of Congress 
in passing the resolution was to have an investigation of the 
coal and oil business as related to transportation. We have 
another Department of the Government given the power under 
existing law to make an inyestigation of the coal and oil busi- 
ness apart from transportation. That is the Bureau of Corpo- 
rations, in the Department of Commerce and Labor; and I 
understand that it has already made an investigation of the oil 
business, and has had under consideration an investigation of 
the coal combine. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I can not understand why the Presi- 
dent should treat the resolution in the manner that he did, unless 
he gave it the interpretation that I have suggested. 

Mr. MANN. Well, I do not know why the President treated 
it as he did. From my experience of departmental methods, I 
suppose some $1,000 clerk in the Department of Justice gave an 
opinion, without knowing what the law was, that the resolution 
was not sufliciently broad, and this opinion, in the course of its 
peregrinations, reached the Attorney-General and the Presi- 
dent and was given out. We all know that sort of thing is 
constantly happening. It is not the fault of any official, and 
certainly not of the President. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I wish to say just a word in answer to 
the gentleman from Illinois. I agree with the gentleman in 
what he has said upon the original resolution; but I believe 


that, inasmuch as the President has taken the position that 
the original resolution was not broad enough, it is evidently 
the part of wisdom for us to make no mistake in withholding 
ample authority. The Commission ought to have the power 
necessary to perform the duties which we impose upon it. It 
may have, and I am inclined to believe does have, such power 
now, but it will be better to reconfer it in express terms than 
to take any chances. And now that a doubt has been raised by 
so high an authority let us resolve it by passing this resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is upon agreeing to the amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and it was accordingly read the third time, and 


On motion of Mr. TowNsEND, a motion to reconsider the last 
vote was laid on the table. 


FRANEKING PRIVILEGE, 


Mr. SIBLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads to submit a report in accord- 
ance with House resolution No. 120, on the subject of alleged 
ainen of the franking privilege. I move the adoption of the 
repo 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that the resolution 
Medea to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 

oads. 

Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, a resolution of the House 
directed the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads to 
make a certain investigation. That investigation has been 
made and the committee reports back. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the report. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire the report to be 
read? 

Mr. 5 The report is not long, and it should 
be read. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will ask the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
yania if this is the unanimous report of the committee? 

Mr. SIBLEY. It is the unanimous report of the committee, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the report. 

The Clerk proceeded with the reading of the report. Having 
read all except the exhibits attached thereto— 

Mr. SIBLEY said: Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimons consent 
that further reading of the report be dispensed with and that 
the entire report be printed in the RE. an. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
that the report be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. SIBLEY. The report and the testimony accompanying it. 

The SPEAKER. And the testimony accompanying the report. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, will this be printed as a document 
in the regular order? 

The SPEAKER. It will be. 

Mr. MANN. It is difficult to read in the small type in which 
it appears in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair hears no objection to the request. 
The question is on agreeing to the motion that the committee be 
discharged from further consideration of the resolution. 

The report was read, as follows: 

[House Report No. 2332, Fifty-ninth Congress, first session.] 


On January 4, 1906, the House of Representatives adopted the fol- 
lowing resolution: 

“Resolved, That the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads be, 
and hereby is, instructed to investigate whether or not there are or 
have been abuses of the franking privilege by Members of Congress or 
in the name of Members of Congress.” 

At the time of the consideration of the resolution in the House, as ap- 
pears from the Recorp of January 4, 1906, at page 673 of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, what purported to be an editorial printed in the Wash- 
ington Post was read and made a part of the record. This editorial 
was in the following language: 

We quite agree that something ought to be done for the relief of the 
Post-Office Department. Its work is 3 tremendous and, by an in- 
teresting coincidence, its usefulness is quite as great. There Is no sec- 
tion of the governmental machinery more important or more accu- 
rately and satisfactorily conducted. But the burden put upon Mr. 
Cortelyou and his coadjutors can be materially lightened without im- 
paling its efficiency. It is our opinion, indeed, that the people and the 

vernment both would be better off if the franking privilege were 
abolished utterly. 

“That this privilege has been outrageously abused is a fact of wni- 
versal knowledge. ‘ongressmen load the postal cars with all sorts of 
freight—furniture, libraries, kitchen utensils, the family wash, pianos, 
poultry, barnyard animals, etc., without limit. They frank a cow, a 
washtub, or a churn as glibly as they do a letter or a speech that no one 
ever heard. They go rther; they lend their franks in large, un- 
counted bunches to societies and propagandas that would flourish on 
the public Treasury, as they already thrive upon the people's discontent. 
The whole system has been converted to the most abominable ends. It 

resents the 
be found 


rfected spectacle of graft. But its worst expression is 
ears, the preposterous 


the lumbering up of the mail 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3877 


rtation, and the 


demands upon the Department's resources of tran 
service in all its 


corresponding and concurrent crippling of the posta 
proper and legitimate activities. 

“We note the presentative of an alternative arrangement, an ar- 
rangement under the operation of which Members of Congress will re- 
ceive a direct allowance for the p of conducting their official 
correspondence without cost to themselyes. The expedient is most com- 
mendable. We quite agree that Members of Congress, who are but ill- 
paid public servants, should be spared the constant drain upon their 
resources involved in tage and the like. They should at least be left 
entirely free of artificial taxes and protected in the complete enjoyment 
of what small emolument has been assigned them. But this franking 
concession, which has grown to the proportions of insolent and pre- 
daceous graft, this should be contracted within the limits of common 
decency and transformed into an explicit allowance, no matter how 
generous and liberal it may be. 

“We think there are Hay ed Congressmen who would care to op- 

view 


poe this . in fu of the public gaze. Why not try it, 
ntlemen?“ 
Actin under the direction of the resolution, and presuming that the 


editor above referred to was the basis for said resolution, the Com- 
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads communicated with the Post- 
master-General requesting such information as he might be able to 
give.the committee relative to the subject-matter of the resolution. The 
correspondence with the Postmaster-General in full is attached hereto 
and made a of this report. 

The committee also hy dee the managing editor of the Washington 
Post to inform the committee of the name of the writer of the editorial, 
and later had before it Zor examination Mr. John R. McLean, managin 
editor of the Washingt6n Post, and Mr. Richard Weightman, an edi- 
torial writer on the Post. The examination in full of both of these 
witnesses is attached hereto and made a part of this report. 

In his letter to the committee the Postmaster-General said in refer- 
ence to the subject-matter of the resolution: 

“TI have the honor to inform you that there haye been from time to 
time instances in which, as the law was construed by the Department, 
franks haye been 3 used, but so far as known the irregularities 
have been corrected pone y when attention has been drawn to them. 
There is no penalty for violation of the . rivilege. 

“ Franked matter is ordinarily under seal, and therefore is not KOLIS 
to scrutiny. The recipient of the matter, judging for himself, often 
alleges abuse when such may not be the fact. No doubt this circum- 
stance accounts in a measure for some of the criticism on the subject.” 

In the examination of both the managing editor of the Washington 
Post and Mr. Weightman, who admitted that he wrote the editorial in 

uestion, it appeared that neither one of these gentlemen had any in- 
ormation whatever of a single instance wherein any Member of Con- 

ess had at any time violated the law relative to the 8 privi- 
ege. It appears that Mr. Weightman had no idea that the statements 
which were contained in the editorial were based upon facts, but the 
editorial was written in a che of exaggeration. The managing editor 
of ttis pener stated that he directed the publication with that idea only, 
and th no thought of the statements made being accepted by the 
reading public as statements of facts. 

The committee being unable to ascertain any tangible proof which it 
might use as a basis for further inyestigation, and believing that the 
editorial which prompted the resolution was not founded upon facts, as 
admitted by its writer and the managing editor of the paper, believes 
no further investigation under the terms of the House resolution is 
necessary. 

While Mr. Weightman, who wrote the editorial, may have intended it 
as a semihumorous editorial written in an exaggerated style, and while 
Mr. McLean, the managing editor of the Post, may not have Shouse 
that the editorial would be accepted as a true statement of facts, the 
reading public, which saw the editorial printed in the Washington Post 
or as copied in numerous papers throughout the country, appears to 
have taken the editorial more 5 5 

It is unfortunate that 1 care is not exercised by public journals 
in presenting their criticism of public men so as to base such criticism 
upon fact instead of fancy. 

In the editorial in question the charges definitely describe misuse of 
the mails, specifically enumerating articles transmitted under frank by 
Members, and that these abuses are so common as to be a matter of 
“universal knowledge,” and indulged in to an extent be ii e of 
Congress that “it presents the perfected spectacle of graft.” 

In a message from the President of the United States, delivered to 
Congress under date of March 7, 1906, he says: “ Publicity can by itself 
often accomplish extraordinary results for good, and the courts of pub- 
lic judgment may secure such results where the courts of law are power- 
less.” The editor who wrote the article and the managing editor who 

ve it his official sanction were before the committee as witnesses and 
Both disclaim knowledge of any facts affording basis of justification for 
the publishing of the editorial. 

The Washington Post has not been regarded as a sensational journal. 
Published at the seat of Government, it is recognized generally by the 
press of the country as a mirror fairly reflecting events transpiring in 
national life more ate than is possible by papers otherwise located. 
By common consent its editorial page is acknowledged as exceptionally 
bright, crisp, and sparkling, and the publication, taken altogether, an 
up-to-date journal, Its owner and managing editor is not a novice in 
journalism, but has successfully cultivated this field for many 
and in the domain of journalism, of business, of social and po 
life, has attained 


“een 
itical 
rominence, 
e court of 


their action “ presents ected spectacle of graft,” then the 
honest citizen may well doubt the permanence of free institutions or 
blessings to flow therefrom when the fountain sources are polluted 


and the people's interests so shamelessly betrayed by those empowered 
to stand as their representatives in public life. 

There have been epochs in American journalism where the bias of 
partisan rancor was reflected in editorial utterances, but the editors 
of the past who have been illustrious in American journalism were 
conspicuous for their ability in the marshalling of facts, not in the 
manufacturing of facts, 


Your committee believes and admits that all our official actions are 
propan subjects for criticism by the press, and that it is entitled to 
lluminate and enlarge upon our mistakes, but we most respectfully 
submit that the press which stands as the censor of official conduct 
and affords an opportunity for the formation of an enlightened public 
udgment to secure “results of 
ess," owe it not alone to the public, but to itself that when a general 
indictment is drawn, challenging the integri of Congress, there 
should be a substantial basis of facts before Congress be arraigned 
at the bar of public opinion. 

It appears by the testimony that after the publication of these 
charges, and when Congress had ordered the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads to make investigation and determine who, if any 
of its 5 guilty of these offenses, a subsequent editorial 
appeared in the Washington Post stating that these charges were not 
to be taken seriously, but rather in the spirit of pleasantry and ex- 
aggerated humor, having for its object the abolishment of the franking 
privilege. It is known that the original charges have been widely 
copied, but it does not appear tkat the subsequent editorial explainin 
that the charges were to be taken in a humorous sense has been . 
by the press. Therefore the injury lies in this, that throughout the 
country there has been instilled the impression that the franking privi- 
lege has been abused and that Con “ presents the perfected specta- 
pacts Sane cone soe 1 8 of the nation, in a 

ry, has cha as a fact of “ — 

that these abuses p aaa 95 universal knowledge 
e committee requests that it be dischar * 
8 Sunset ged from further considera. 


[House resolution No. 120, Fifty-ninth Congress, first session.] 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads 
and hereby is, instructed to investigate whether or not there are ~ 


have been abuses of the franking priv. ingress 
the name of Members of Congress. pt isn tis ie et 


Hon. GEORGE B. CORTELYOU, TANTANI 91900; 
Postmaster-Gencral, Washington, D. 0. 


S: By direction of the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roåd: 
of the House of Representatives, I inclose herewith copy of a eee 
oo by the House of Representatives on the 4th day of January, 
1 , and referred for consideration to this committee, and request tha’ 
you send to me, for use of the commi ssible, 
any information which you may have relative to the use of the 
privilege by Members Congress in violation of law. 

ery respectfully, > 
JESSE OVERSTREET, Chairman. 


at as early a date as 


Hon, Grorcr B. CORTELYOU, E i i 
Postmaster- al, Washington, D. 0. 

Sir: 1 
House resolution of January 4, 1906, I wish to sa 


subject of the franking privilege with reference to chan in existin, 

law or existing practices under the law. b. 4 
r inquiry directly to the resolution and do not desire any in- 
ormation except such as 1 — may be able to give touching violations 
of the law by Members of of the franking privilege. 


Yours, respectfully, 
JESSE OVERSTREET, Chairman. 


OFFICA OF THE PosSTMASTER-GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., February 22, 1906. 

My Dear Sim: Referring to your letters of the 9th and 11 l 
with the former of which was inclosed a copy of a e 
by the House of Representatives on January 4, 1906, instructing your 
committee to investigate Whether or not there are or have Beet 
abuses of the frankin privilege 4 Members of Con or in the 
names of Members of Congress,” I have the honor to inform you that 
there have been from time to time instances in which, as the law was 
construed by the Department, franks have been improperly used, but 
so far as known the irregularities have been corrected promptly when 
attention has been drawn to them, There is no penalty for Violation 
of the franking privilege. 

Franked matter is 8 under seal, and therefore is not ‘subject 
to scrutiny. The recipient of the matter, judging for himself, often 
alleges abuse when such may not be the fact. No doubt this ¢ircum- 
stance accounts in a measure for some of the criticism on the subject. 

While possibly not altogether 5 to the resolution, as inter- 
preted in your communications of the above dates, I feel that some 
attention should be given to the practice of rmitting the use of 
franks by organizations in no way connected with any branch of the 
bitin eet and that it should be greatly restricted, if not altogether 
pro x 

Neither the resolution nor your inquiry calls for any further sugges- 
tions on this subject, but I deem it proper to invite attention to the 
recommendations contained in my annual report, under the head of 
“ Government free matter,” which had in view a system of account- 
ing whereby the Post-Office Department should receive credit for work 
88 or the other Departmenti and branches of the Government. 

t is the judgment of this Departmené that such a system would cor- 
rect in some degree what may not improperly be regarded as abuses 
of both the penalty and franking privileges. 


Very respectfully, 
GEO. B. CORTELYOU, Postmaster-General. 
Hon. JESSE OVERSTREET 


Chairman Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads, 
ouse of Representatives, 


JANUARY 9, 1906. 
MANAGING EDITOR WASHINGTON Post, 2 
Washington, D. 0. A 

Sin: I am directed by the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads, of the House of Representatives, to which committee has been 
referred for consideration a resolution, copy of which I herewith in- 
close, to request of you the name of the person who wrote the editorial 
appearing in a recent issue of your paper, copy of which, as appears 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the day of January 4, I also inclose. 

The committee desires the name of the writer for the purpose of re- 


‘ood where courts of law are power-. , 
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questing his appearance before the committee to testify relative to the 
oe made pot editorial. 
fery respectfu 
j 55 4 JESSE OVERSTREET, Chairman. 


January 15, 1906. 


MANAGING EDITOR, WASHINGTON Post, 
Washington, D. C. 
Sin; I have had no reply to my letter to you, under date of January 
9, asking the name of the person who wrote a certain editorial in your 


paper. 

Will you kindly advise me of the name of this gentleman, in order 
that I may ask him to appear before the Committee on Post-Office and 
T’ost-Roads to testify under the resolution, a copy of which I sent you 
in my other communication? 


Very respectfully, JESSE OVERSTREET, Chairman. 
JANUARY 18, 1906. 
Hon, JESSE OVERSTREET: The name of the writer is Mr. Richard 


Weightman. If you will.kindly let me know in advance of the time 
you will want to see him I will let him know and he will call. 


bia Say J. R. MCLEAN 


FEBRUARY 24, 1906. 
Mr. RICHARD WEIGHTMAN, 
Washington Post, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR SIR: Under instructions from the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Ro. is of the House of Representatives, I request that 
705 appear before that committee at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Tuesday, 
dehruary 27, to be heard with respect to the resolution of the House 
, 1906, a copy of which I herewith inclose. 


Jesse OVERSTREET, Chairman. 


under date of Janua 
Very respectfully, 


THE WASHINGTON Post, 
Washington, D. C., February 26, 1906. 


Hon. JESSE OVERSTREET, Chairman, etc. 


Dear SIR: I am in recep. of your favor of the 24th instant, and in 
reply beg to say that I shall report at the place and time mentioned, if 
the illness now visiting my family perma I knòw nothing personally 
about abuses of the franking privilege and can say simply that and 
nothing more when I appear before the committee. It seems to me 
that I should not be required to leave a sick bed, where I am needed 
at that particular hour, merely to explain that I have nothing to 
say. Please believe that I have no desire to disoblige you or to ex- 
hibit anything but sincere respect for the committee. The fact is, how- 
ever, that I am in some distress at home just now, and, naturally, 
have no burning spate for comedy. 

Very respectfully, RICHD. WEIGHTMAN, 


Marci 6, 1906. 
Mr. Jonx R. MCLEAN, 
Managing Editor the Washington Post, Washington, D. C. 


My Dran Sin: I am directed by the Committee on Post-Office and 
Post-Roads to request your attendance at the room of the committee 
at the Capitol at 11 a. m., March 7, 1906. 

The committee desires to interrogate you with reference to a reso- 
lution adopted by the House of Representatives on January 4, 1906, 
a copy of which resolution I herewith inclose, the basis for which 
resolutign was an editorial appearing in the Washington Post, a copy 
of which editorial as eae in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the 
date of January 4, 1906, I also inclose. 

Very respectfully, 
JESSE OVERSTREET, Chairman. 


Hearing before the Committee on Post-Office and Post-Roads of the 
House of Representatives on the resolution submitted by Mr. Sims 
in regard to alleged violations of the franking privilege. Tuesday, 
March 7, 1906. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST-OFFICE AND Post-Roaps, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Tuesday, March 6, 1906. 

The committee met at 10.50 o'clock a. m., Hon. JESSE OVERSTREET 
n the chair. 

, The CHAIRMAN. I wish to lay before the committee a resolution, a 

copy of which you will find at your places, known as the “ Sims reso- 

lution,” which is as follows: 

~“ Resolved, That the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads 
be, and hereby is, Instructed to investigate whether or not there are 
or have been abuses of the franking privilege by Members of Con- 
gress or in the name of Members of Congress.’ 

Mr. Richard Weightman is present, by uest, to testify in refer- 
ence to matters as to which the committee directed me to inquire at the 
time he attends, 

Mr. Griecs. I have never seen the editorial. 
hearing is based on an editorial in the Post. 

The CHAIRMAN. Exactly so. 


TESTIMONY OF RICHARD L. WEIGHTMAN. 
The CHAIRMAN. Will you please state your name, residence, and 
name is Weightman, 


occupation? 

Ab. WEIGHTMAN. M Richard; 
journalist, and my residence, Washington. 

The CHAIRMAN. With which journal are you now associated? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. The Washington Post. 

The CHAIRMAN. How long have you been associated with it? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Well, with the exception of a slight absence of a 
few months I have been there fourteen years. 

The CHAIRMAN. I will ask you to examine the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp dated January 4, which is before you, at page 673, in small 
type, with the heading “Abolish the franking privilege.” Have you 
read that since entering the room? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did that appear in the Washington Post? 

Mr. WEIGETMAN. Oh, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. WIII you tell the committee who wrote that? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I did. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will you kindly inform the committee of any facts 


I understand this 


occupation, 


with reference to the violation of the franking privilege referred to in 
that editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No, sir. 

— 11 CHAIRMAN. Had you any facts upon which to base that edi- 
oria 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Not to my personal knowledge; no, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then I understand that the editorial is not based 
upon facts at all? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Oh, yes; but not upon my e nies experience of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. What facts do you mean, then? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. If you will permit me, I will explain it in my own 
way. 

The CHAIRMAN. Very well. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN, In the first place, an editorial writer does not fe 
out and get his own facts; if he did he could not write editorials, 
His facts are brought to him by the managing editor or the proprietor 
and he is told to write so and so, and he does that; he takes it for 
granted that the facts are there. At any rate, it is none of his 


business, 
The CHAIRMAN. Were facts given to you by anybody? 
Mr. WIGHTMAN. This was really a copy of an article that Mr. 


Beriah Wilkins told me to write three or four years ago; it is prac- 
tically the same old 1879 7 

The CHAIRMAN. What do you refer to as the same old story? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. The general allegations here, which, of 5 
one can see are fantastic and exaggerated and intended to be; and as 
long as this article was given so much prominence I don't see why the 
one published the next day was not given the same prominence. ‘That 
is your affair, though. * 

The CHAIRMAN. Then, at the time you wrote this particular editorial 
oe any 7 5 immediately preceding it, you had no particular facts laid 

‘ore you 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; none 81 that I could write about so and so. 

The CHAIRMAN. Who gave you those 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN, Originally, Mr. Wilkins. 

The CHAIRMAN (continuing). Who gave you instructions to write 
this particular editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Nobody. The subject came up and I went on the 
same facts—the same Supposition or theory. 

The CHAIRMAN. What do you mean by “ the subject came up?” 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. There was something said about it in the papers; 
somebody made a speech about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Can you give this committee an information, direct 
or indirect, recent or remote, which would enable the committee to find 
an facts which you allege in this editorial? 

Ir. WEIGHTMAN. Well, personally I can not, but. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know of anybody with whom you haye talked 
personally whom you believe could give any such information? 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. Oh, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN, Please give us their names. 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. Well, Mr. Bennett has been publishing articles in 
the Post. They are under his own sfgnature. 

The CHAIRMAN. About the violation of the franking privilege? 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN, Who is Mr. Bennett? 

Mr. WrIGHTMAN. Well, he is one of the writers on the Post. 

x F And what was your purpose in writing that ed- 
orial ? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Nothing at all except to do my day’s work. I had 
no personal object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is it part of your day's work to write that Members 
of the Congress are violating the law when you have no facts on which 
to base the allegations? 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. Oh, well, you can not hold me responsible for what 
the Post writes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Can not we hold you responsible for what you say? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; it Is not what I say. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you say this? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I am telling you that I wrote it, but as n matter 
of fact I can not say what I may called upon to write for any news- 
paper unless I own it, and nobody can say in a well-organi news- 
paper except the owner and the responsible managing editor. 

he CHAIRMAN. Did any managing editor tell you to write this par- 
ticular editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; he doesn't always tell me. 
ago—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The paper has changed ownership since then? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Have you received any instructions from the present 
managing editor or the proprietor of this paper to write such an edi- 
torial as this? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; not at all. When I am left to my own gevices 
I naturally pursue the same course as has been pursued and advocate 
the same theories which have been advocated before. I hand in my 
satan and sometimes they are not published; sometimes they are 
amended. 

The CHAIRMAN. You use this expression, after making reference to 
the abuse of the franking privilege: 

That this privilege has been outrageously abused is a fact of uni- 
versal knowledge.” 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. And yet you state to the committee that you have 
absolutely no facts upon which to base it? 

Mr. WeIGHTMAN. I say I have not PT have fus 


He told me years 


The CHAIRMAN. Then the statement I have just read is not true. Is 
this statement true; that this privilege has n outrageously abused 
is a fact of universal knowledge 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Well, I think it Is; I don't know. 

The CHAIRMAN, Upon what do you base your thought that it is true? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. core] wed because it has been a matter of common 
talk and newspaper publication for years. 

The CHAIRMAN. You think that because it has been a matter of com- 
mon talk and newspaper publication it is true? 

ME WEIGHTMAN. Not all of it; but as I am here in Washington 

ne es 

The CHAIRMAN. What abuses of the franking privilege do you know 
of, of pr own personal knowledge? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I haven't seen any, certainly. 

The CHAIRMAN. you know of any abuse? 
fae 8 On the strict line of evidence, no; I can not say 

a 0. 

The CHAIRMAN, Then do you say that it was true when you wrote 
this language: 


1906. ` 


“That this 8 has been outrageously abused is a fact of unl- 
yere knowledge? 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I put that in for the paper to print if they wanted 


you that question. 


to. 
The CHAIRMAN. I am aski 
Ae can not assume any responsibility for 


Mr. WEIGHTMAN. You see 
the publication. 

The CHArRMAN. I am not asking that. I am asking you if the state- 
ment which you made is true. 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. I thought it was true when I wrote it. 

The CHAIRMAN. And yet you can not name a single fact? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No, sir. I have a little decision here 

The CHAIRMAN. You say here—— 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Here 1s a little decision of the Postmaster-General, 
1 05 rendered, on one of those things about the Reverend Crafts, who 
as been using franks of Members of Congress here in large quanti- 
ties, and here is his decision that it is improper and unlawful. you 
had asked me the day before yesterday about it, I would only have 
Lion you that I thought so; but here is the Postmaster-General's deci- 
sion. 
: 1 17 CHAIRMAN, I will read again, Mr. Weightman, from your edi- 
oria 

“ Congressmen load the cars with all sorts of freight—furniture, H- 
braries, “kitchen utensils, the family wash, pianos, poultry, barnyard 
animals, etc., without limit.” 

Do you know that of your own personal knowledge? 

Mr, WEIGHTMAN. No, sir. 

The Cuarman. Is that statement true? 

Mr. WEIcuTMAN. I think so, but I don't know it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Why do you think so? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Because I have heard it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you believe everything you hear? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is not that statement false, as a matter of fact? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don't think so. It may be exaggerated, as I 
explained the next day. 

The CHalnuax. Do you believe that any Member of Congress ever 
fano in the mail? 

EIGHTMAN. Well, I never heard that; no; but, as I told you, 
that is an extravagant statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. I am asking you if you have ever heard of anybody 
putting a piano in the mail. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I never heard about a piano, but I have heard 
about sofas and furniture. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you ever hear of anybody putting a barnyard 
animal in the mails? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Not specifi 3 

The CHAIRMAN. Then is sowed tement true? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don't know. 

The CHAIRMAN (reading further from the 93 

“They frank a cow, a washtub, or a churn as glibly as they do a 
letter or me speech that no one eyer heard 

Do you know of any Member of Congress that has ever franked 
n cow 


Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No, 
The CHAIRMAN. Was that statement true? 
Mr. I don’t know whether it was or not; perhaps not. 
Hoy CHAIRMAN. Was it not false? 
WEIGHTMAN. I don't know. 
The 1 ae Was there not more falsehood to it than there 


was 

Mr. 8 N igs 1 8 know; I can not tell. As I 
don't know one ray ME not know the other very well. It all 
comes back to . — told y you bef that the man who prints the 
55 it—is the man Zo om you mere 9 

e CHAIRMAN. You say you bay. been connected the Post, 

with i slight interval, for fourteen years? 

Mr. WricHTMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. You know in a = meral way the character of the 
mails and the articles transmitted ough the mails, do you? 

Mr. WBIGHTMAN. Yes. 

fe 55 Have you ever believed that a cow was a mailable 
ar e 
Mr. TEOR ‘at — of its being done in Wisconsin. 


The . eg 
5 3 — h, 
The CHAIMMAN. Was it 322 by 
I don't know. 


Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Well, 
The CHAMAN. Do you to say that a cow was ever sent by 
isconsin? 


nked. 
d it? 


Mr. WrIGHTMAN. ‘fave th 

The CHAIRMAN. Does a governor have the 3 priv 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don’t know; everybod o have 
Crafts over here has it—this preacher. 

The CHAIRMAN. He has not a frank. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. He has evidently been e 

The CHAIRMAN. That is a different pro nosis — aN am asking you 
about your information on which you base 
Mr. Watorraax. I have already told you I Baden Ay avent got any 
The Chamuax. Did you — — any when . — article? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No more than I have told were 

The CHAIRMAN. No more than you have 
answers? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. No information 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I hope you don't think I am concealing 8 

The CHAIRMAN. No; I am asking you if you have any more informa- 
tion than you have . us? 


7 
t Mr. 


there In your 


Mr. 3 

Mr. Se? hope Mr. Weightman does not think he is revealing 
very m 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I am telling you ing 

The CHAIRMAN. I am giving you t for telling Aber abet you 
know, but you have not yed very much information abou 
facts upon which to base suc ‘an editorial. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I was frank about it in the first place. 


The CHAIRMAN. As a 8 of fact, you had not any “facts of this 
character when you wrote it? 
Mr. Wien No, sir. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Then what was your purpose in ee aa 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I was doing my work on the pa! You don't 
seem to understand that I am not responsible for what per pon 
and this was a subject that has been before the 8 or years. 
can find you articles like that penra three or four years ago, when Mr. 
Wilkins was aliye. He came me and told me to do so and so, and I 
supposed he knew what he was doing, and he was responsible, and not I. 
I took this same old subject; I saw some mention that somebody made 
a a a speech. Reverend Crafts is getting active again, and I knew 
abou 

Mr. Hen. You did not hear about this order you have referred to 
until yesterday, did you? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Oh — and wrote about it. I didn't hear about 
the decision—no—untii last Saturday, but the subject had been dis- 
cussed in the newspapers a and in the press 

Mr. Hence. You didn't bave that in m 

Mr. WrIGHTMAN. No. 

Mr. Hepere. You didn’t refer to it? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; not in there. The fact is that the writing of 
an editorial and the preparation of the news articles are two very dif- 
ferent things. 

Mr. HEDGE. You say you got your Information from Mr. Bennett? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HEDGE. Does he bear the same relation to the Post that you do? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. He writes news articles and Pon saosin his name. He 
gives his facts; he is in a very different position fro) 

Mr. Hepce. Was Mr. Bennett connected with the. Post at the time 
this editorial was written? 

Mr. WrEIGHTMAN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Heper. Had he written any articles on this subject? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. That I don't know. He writes editorial and news 


articles, both. 
Mr. 3 When you say that this privilege has been outrageously 
a fact of universal knowiedes what do you mean by 


merallx. 
at the time you wrote this? 


abused and is 
“universal knowledge? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. You see, you are catechising me; you are asking 
me for definitions of words that I can not give. 

Mr. HEDGE. We do not often have an 1 of catechising so 
intelligent | a witness. You state that this is a matter of universal 

wledge? 

Mr. WRIGHTMAN. s should have said, I suppose, that it is the uni- 
versal belief ana goss — 5 

Mr. HEDGE. You wish to correct that? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I can not correct it in the Post, but they do it 
fi penay it hurts m my Lear ahr but they do it. 

r. HEDGE. I am e nuk the statement here. You are respon- 
sible for your statements made here. 
r. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

Mr, Hag. You made the statement that this was a matter of uni- 
versal knowledge. 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. No; I said I should have said belief; that is what 
I say aor donee I disclaim an Rome peer eased 

Mr. HEDGE. You do not a t that there is any universal knowledge 
that you have not a share in, do you? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Oh . 

Mr. Hence. Universal knowledge? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Oh, a great 

Mr. Griccs. As I understand this examination, it is for the pur- 
pose of arriving at the names of any persons who may have been guilty 
of this charge in this editorial. ow, then, can you give to the com- 
mittee the names of any persons who ‘claim to know ings charged in 
this editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN, Well, Mr. Wilkins is dead, and the managing editor 
has gone to Chica; ; he is the man that received the facts and gave us 
the subjects to write about; he is not here or I would refer you him. 

Mr. Griccs. You mean Mr. Bone, I suppose? 

Mr. WELON Yes; Mr. Scott Bone. 

Mr. Griccs. Mr. Bone was not managing editor at the time you 
wrote this editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; but when I wrote the other, previously, Mr. 
Bone was managing editor. Mr. left the paper now. 

Mr. Griees. You insist, of course, that you are not responsible for 
anything the Post says—— 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Of course 

Mr. Griecs. We understand ti that — — but 8 understand that 
you are here in your you not? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. 

Mr. Griacs. Now, then, as to these charges in that editorial which 
are directly made against Members of Congress by name 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Not names. 
ane —.—.— Yes; oe of l 


EIGHTMA 
Mr ee I Dias ah 8 Say by title. You do not know of any 
person except Mr. Ber Wilkins and Mr. Bone—I simply want to get 
at facts, that is all 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I understand, but y 


situation, I think. 
I am here as a witness in my 


ou confuse the 
— but I did not write that 


editorial in my personal ea ity. 
Mr. GRIGGS. 3 — that; but you must have had some knowl- 
edge in your personal capaci 


. — I thought was knowledge, but it was 
us the basis of that knowl 
per offi 


r. WEIGHTMAN. I had 
not universal. 
oh Griccs. Now, then, 


WHIGHTMA™. Oh, well, In a newspa ce, Mr. Gr unless 
1 8 vou the whole story. of the construction of a newspaper office I 
We have three sets 


don't suppose I would make myself plain at all. 
of people in Pk ipa tS DO TER NEO ET OE E ni 
they 3 pete es de t those employed to 
comman oa them, an x 15 55 : nai class are those who tell how — — * 
on the fac ose who dictate th e pa The a 
writer hasn’t anything to do with 1 pee writes things he 
doesn't believe in. 

Mr. Griccs. I understand, but the question before you and before the 
committee is e —.— believe him 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN — — Oh, no, no; I think that was an 
extravagance and so ‘siete t A Mr. McLean came to me. I 
think I get $25 a week extra for rine 

— — — 1 a I anit Mi ge 


the facts, as 


derstand ? 
It t in t. d, I thought, ee fon 
was pu a gro esque way ani ou, an ex wa; 
and LETA t was taken here I “aera article. wid 


Mr. ra Einsi Then you can not give us facts to reach any persons 
that are guilty? 
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Mr. WEIGHTMAN, No. 

Mr. Sims. Inasmuch as I am the man who took seriously the state- 
ments which you say now are neither true nor serious, I would like to 
ask you a few questions. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, sir. 

DNE 1 This editorial is headed, “Abolish the franking privilege,” 
s it not 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I think so. - 

Mr. Sims. Did you write that? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sims, Your object in writing this article, then, was to secure 
the demand that you made, and that is to have the franking privilege 
abolished ? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Not at all. 

Mr. Sims. Is not that the purport of the article from one end to the 
other—to abolish the franking privilege and have a money allowance 
made in lieu of it—because, on your allegation, Members of Congre?3 
abuse the franking privilege? 

Mr. WrIGHTMAN. I deny that as my allegation at all; that is the 

t of the article—to furnish an 


Post. 

Mr. Sims. I say is not that the ob 
argument, based u alleged facts, for the abolition of the franking 
privilege—is not that the object? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I fancy that is one of the objects. 

Mr. Sims. You say you “fancy.” You certainly ought to be able to 
TS what the object was, if the object is not expressed on the face 
of it, 0 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. It seems to me I have made it clear that I have no 

8 5 aa anything I write except to please my employer and carry out 
cy. 

r. Sims. Now, I want to ask you if you as an editorial writer will 
write an article that you neither believe in nor indorse, simply because 
you are a salaried employee, an article touching the character of 
officials, high or low? 

Mr. WrIcuTMAN. Is that in the form of an interrogatory? 

Mr. Sims. That is what it is. 

Mr, WEIGHTMAN. I must say again, for about the tenth time, that I 
do not do these things in my personal capacity, and I am not going to 
be held responsible for them. 

Mr. Sims. But I ask you as an editorial writer, do you write an 
editorial alleging existence of facts which you yourself do not believe, 
apiy because you are paid a ey 

Mr. WreIcHTMAN. I do not think I will allege anything seriously that 
I don't believe. 

Mr. Grigas. I don’t understand you. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I say I do not think I would allege anything seri- 
ously that I do not believe or that I violently disbelieve. 

Mr. Sims. Now, I want to ask you who gave you orders or direction: 
or whatever is your way of expressing it, to write upon this subject an 
to write this article? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Nobody. 

Mr. Sims. Was this article on by the managing editor, the 
responsible person in the Post, before it was printed? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Why, 83 Nothing can into the Post 

Mr. Sims. Who is the responsible managing tor of the Post, or 
responsible head? 

‘one ä Mr. MeLean is the responsible managing editor of 

e Pos 

Mr. Sims. Did he 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. 
lished by his authority. 

Mr. Sims. And you declare you have no responsibility whatever 

Mr. WSIGHTMAN. No personal responsibility. 

~ Mr. Sims. When you stated here—I want to quote the exact lan- 
guage, and therefore I will look for it—after stating these facts with 
reference to Members of Congress, this article says: 


It presents the perfected spectacle of graft.” 


ss on this? 
don't know whether he did or not; it was pub- 


Now, is not that a charge which is very serious and affecting the 
5 and usefulness of any Member of Congress who may be 
guilty 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; I should think it would if he was guilty. 

Mr. Sims. Would you make a charge of that kind simply by direc- 
tion or orders of the managing editor? 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. Why, certainly; of course I would; or else resign. 

Mr. Griaes, I understand by that that if the managing editor were 
to instruct you to write an article like that and you had no knowled 
of the facts that you 1 use your knowledge of his knowledge of the 
facts or your belief in his knowledge of the facts? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN,. Yes. 

Mr. Grices. And you would furnish the embroidery? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. The embroidery. 

Mr. SıBLEY. Right in that connection, were you ever instructed to 
give a sort of “roast” to the Congressmen on the franking privilege? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. What is that? 

Mr. SIBLEY. Were you ever instructed to give a “roast” to the 
88 on the franking privilege? 

r. WEIGHTMAN. Oh, yes; originally. I had never heard of it until 
it first came out some years ago, just before Mr. Wilkins got so ill. 
He started that 

Mr. SIBLEY. But since Mr. Wülkins's death? 

AS WEIGHTMAN. I didn’t get any specific instructions about that 
ng; no. 

Mr. SIBLEY. On that very line, I believe yon stated that you wrote 
this identical article at the request of Mr. riah Wilkins 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN, Oh, no—— 

Mr. Stas. Well, upon the orders of Mr. Wilkins? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I said practically the same article; I didn't say 
specifically the same article; I didn’t say that was a copy, but the 
same tone. 

Mr. Stus. About six years ago? 

Mr. WeIGHTMAN. I think so. = 

Mr. Sims. And why was it not published? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. It was. 

Mr. Sims. It was published in the Post? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; some things like that have been published 
in the Post for the last four or five pur 

Mr. Stas. Can you bring that article and incorporate it as part of 
your statement? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don't think I can undertake to ransack the files 
of the Post. I have been trying to explain, and I my statement 
ought to be taken 

r. Sts. Your explanation was, as I understood it, that you first 
wrote this character of an article—— 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Many of them 


Mr. Sims. About six years ago, upon direction of Mr. Beriah Wil- 
kins, who was then the managing editor of the Washington Post? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; his suggestion ; 

Mr. Sims. Then you say you wrote this, being substantially the 
same, and put it in the Post without any direction from anyone? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Sims. Then you are responsible for writing this particular 
article and putting it in the Post upon your own statement, without 
sar direction from anyone? 

Ir. WEIGHTMAN. I don't think so; I handed it in to the managing 
editor, and it was passed on there. 

Mr. Stms. No one suggested it, though? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; not there 

Mr. Sims. Then you wrote this on your own suggestion? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN, Yes. 

Mr. Sims. Moved by your own reason for writing it? 

. WEIGHTMAN. Moved by — on the policy of the paper. 
The same things have been in there before 

Mr. Sims. Is it the policy of the Post to make statements alleging 
them to be facts, which are false and believed to be false, as the basis 
of an editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. As I do not conduct the Post, and am not respon- 
sible for what appears in it, I do not think I can answer that. 

Mr. Sims. I am only asking you as to the facts, as you have referred 
to the policy of the Post. 

Re VEIGHTMAN. I knew about the policy because I had written on 
‘ore. 

Mr. Sims. Was the policy of the Post, with reference to the franking 
privilege of Members of Congress, to write editorials upon allegations 
which were not true and known not to be true at the time? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don't know whether they were true or not. 

Mr. Sims. My object in introducing this resolution was to get at the 
fact. If any Members of Con are guilty of abuses of the franking 
privilege, I think we ought to know it; and if anyvody has been guilty 
of outrageously abusing the franking privilege think that Member 
ought to be expelled. You say tbat this piue has been out- 
rageously abused is a fact of univyersal knowledge. And yet you say 
you wrote this article without suggestion and without any knowledge 
of facts and up to this time have no knowledge of any of these allega- 
tions which you have stated? That is all I wish to ask you. 

Mr. SIBLEY. I would like to ask Mr. Weightman this: By anyone has 
there ever been given ae the name of any Congressman, or Representa- 
tive, who has been guilty of abusing the franking privilege? 


Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I can not remember, but there was a story—they 
had a nickname of him, “ Boots.” Somebody here had a nickname here 
of Boots,“ because in a mail package which went under a frank and 
which was broken, a pair of boots came out. 

Mr. SIBLEY. Was that in recent years? 


Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No. 

Mr. SIBLEY. A great many years ago. I think it was way back before 
the present franking privilege was granted. I remember something 
about that. Do you know of any other case within recent time? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; I do not. 

Mr. SIBLEY. I wondered if this present agitation of the franking priv- 
llege grew out of the transmission through the mails of articles by the 
Reverend Doctor Crafts. 

Mr. WeIGHTMAN. It was apropos of that. I had that in mind when 
I wrote this article, but I didn’t mention him, I think. But, as I have 
told you, I took all this back, so far as the serious statement is con- 
cerned, the next day. 

Mr. SIELEY. The trouble is—— 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; I know- 

Mr. SIBLEY (continuing). That other papers have published it, be- 
cause the Post presents things very spicily. You recognize that edito- 
rial has been copied very generally oughout the press of the coun- 
try: 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. The Post is copied, yes. 

Mr. Stnr (continuing). As tending to show the demoralization ex- 
isting among Members of Congress. You wrote this evidently in a semi- 
humorous vein? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I think that is obvious, 

Mr. SIBLEY. And then you made a denial—that is, in another edito- 
rial—saying that it was not altogether true; but the general public, 
who are interested in this, have not seen the denial. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. It has the same prominence that this had; the only 
trouble is that you gave this prominence and did not give the other 
prominence. If you had, it would not have attracted so much attention, 

Mr. SIBLEY. One thing more. I want to get this clear. So far as 
your personal knowledge extends, and so far as anybody has ever told 
you ay any specific violation of the 3 privilege by any Member of 
Congress Ts concerned, the statements are incorrect, are they not? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. For all I know they may be absolutely incorrect. 

Mr. SIBLEY. They may be ERST correct? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; but for all I know they may be correct. 

Mr, SIBLEY. So far as you know, bags! may be false 

Mr. WeIGHTMAN. So far as I know, they may be absolutely false, ad- 
solutely. 

Mr. rneer: That is all. 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a question or two. 

Mr. John R. McLean is now managing editor of the Post? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. And he was the managing editor at the time of this 
editorial? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did Mr. McLean direct you to write this editorial? 

Mr. WreIGHTMAN. No. 

‘The CHAIRMAN. Do you know whether or not it was ever called to 
his attention personally. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Before, no. 

The CHAIRMAN (continuing). Before it was printed? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. I say before it was printed? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don’t know. 

The CHAIRMAN. Personally by you? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; but his local representatives must have seen it, 
because editorials are not put in any well-regulated paper without 
attention. 

The CHAIRMAN. What I want to know is, did you personally confer 
with Mr. McLean before this was printed? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you confer with anyone? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No, sir. 

Mr. STeEENERSON. What did you do with your editorial after you 


< wrote it? 
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Mr. WEIGHTMAN, There Is a little wire basket that I put it in. 

Mr. Sreuxnusox. Describe the process. 

Mr. WHIGHTMAN. avery pony who writes editorials—I have worked 
on a lot of papers, in New Orleans and other cities—hands them to the 
representative of the manager, or the managing editor, or whatever he 
may be called; sometimes he is called the . 8 editor and some- 
times the editor in chief, but he gives them to the head of the paper, 
whoever he may be, because there is always a head on the paper, for 
the reason that the paper can not have a policy unless somebody guides. 
As a writer I do not guide it, and have nothing to do with it; 1 put 
what I write in a little basket and that goes to the managing editor 

Mr. STEENERSON. Who is managing editor? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Mr. McLean is managing editor. 

Mr. STEENERSON. So you suppose Mr. McLean did read it before it 
was printed? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I suppose he did. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has any comment been made since this editorial was 
printed, as to whether or not it was regarded by the management of the 
paper as serious or comic or otherwise? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. As I told you, the next day, or two days after- 
wards—I don't recollect, but within a day or two— Mr. McLean spoke 
to me about it, and he said it was very much to his surprise. He said 
he was afraid it had given offense, so better write another article ex- 
plaining that it was intended for an extravagance and not for an ex- 
plicit or organized statement of the facts, which I did; but unfortu- 
nately that did not seem to attract as much attention as this. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then the second article you wrote, to which you 
refer, explaining that the first article was an exaggeration; you were 
directed to write by Mr. McLean? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. He spoke to me about it; yes. 

Mr. Sims. Right there let me ask you this: This second article you 
poe to was not written until after the House had passed this resolu- 

on 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I think not. 

Mr. Sims. The article quoted had been written durin 
the recess before the time this resolution was introduced 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don't know. 

Mr. Stms. Newspapers had copied this article all over the country 
before this resolution was introduced, had they not? And had you not 
seen them? 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. The exchanges don’t pass through my hands—ex- 
cept a few southern papers that [ look at. 

Mr. Sims. Then I suppose the impression you leave is that if Con- 
gress had not taken notice of this there would not have been any edi- 
torial conta out and explaining that the statements herein made were 
not true and were exaggerations? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I can not speak for myself, but I fancy that Is the 
reason. 

Mr. Sims. In other words, this would have gone along and been pub- 
lished all over the United States that Members of Congress were violat- 
ing the franking privilege if Congress had not passed this resolution so 
far as your paper is concerned? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other questions to be asked of Mr. 
Weightman? 

Mr. FINLEY. I want to ask you, are you aware that the Third Assist- 
ant Postmaster-General, in his report, recommends the abolition of the 
franking and e 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; I am not. 

Mr. Fi xlr. That is, for Members of Congress and the Departments, 
on page 21 of his report? 

Mr. WricutMan. When did that come out—before this editorial? 

Mr. FINLEY. Yes. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Probably that is what I wrote about. 
much—I write so many things 

Mr. Grices. That was published before Congress met. 

Mr. Fixuey. This is the report of the Third Assistant Postmaster- 
General for the year ended June 30, 1905. He says: 4 

“The franking and penalty privileges are, by reason of their nature, 
subject to abuses, a precise and accurate description of which is not 

ible at the present time; but in view of experience already had I 
Feel impelled to say that the interests of the Government and of this 
Department would best subserved if those two privileges were abol- 
ished altogether.” 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I suppose somebody must have put that on my desk 
and that is what started me. I don't know; I can not 

Mr. FINLEY. I observe that the Third Assistant, in his report to Con- 

ess, suggests to Congress whether or not it is advisable to abolish the 

ranking privilege, as 1 have just read. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I think it is very likely that that would inspire me 
te write this article. I can not remember. I had no idea of giving 
offense. 

Mr. FIxLEY. The Third Assistant says, further: 

“I have the honor to sunget the consideration of the question of 
whether or not it is advisable to recommend to Congress the abolition 
of the franking and penalty privileges, or, at least, the latter, and the 
substitution therefor of a system o; appro riations to supply the needs 
of Members of Congress and the various Departments for postage ex- 
penses in the transaction of their official business.” 

I ask you this question, because the matter was brought up here in 
the hearings, and General ‘Madden was examined along that line. 

Mr. WIGHTMAN. That is probably what inspired this—started me 


the recess—in 


I write so 


out. 

Mr. Sxarr. I don't think that report was out when this editorial was 
written. 

Mr. Fixuey. Yes; this is the report for last year. 

The CHAIRMAN. At all events there is nothing in this report or in 
any of the reports to the Post-Oflice Department which would indicate 
that Members of Congress have been abusing the privilege. 

Mr. FINLEY. No. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. It refers there to the ease with which it can be 
abused. It does not say it has been done. 

The CHAIRMAN. You know of no foundation in any report of the Post- 
Office Department of any abuse or suggestion of an abuse by Members 
of Congress of the franking privilege, do you? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No; I don't know of any. This is the first thing 
I have seen officialiy—the first thing. 


Mr. Snapp. That report could not have been out then—Noyember 18? 
Mr. MINLEY. Yes; it was out, because I received a copy. 

Mr. Grices. It was dated November 18. 

Mr. FINLEY. They were sent before Congress convened. 

Mr. Griacs. The report was dated November 18. 
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cue 8 Are there any other questions by members of the com- 
mittee 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I only say it is quite likely that somebody may have 
cut that out and put it on my desk. I constantly find things there for 
me to write about—memoranda or suggestions. i 

The CHAIRMAN. We will excuse you, Mr. Weightman, and we will 
excuse the reporter. 


COMMITTEE ON THE POST-OFFICE AND POST-ROADS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 7, 1906. 
The committee met this day at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. JESSE OVER- 
STREET in the chair. 


STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN R. M’LEAN. 


The CHAIRMAN. I believe, Mr. McLean, you are the managing editor 
of the Washington Post? 

Mr. McLean. Yes, sir, 

The CHAIRMAN. I will ask you to examine the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of January 4 last, at page 673, which I hand you [submitting copy of 
Record], and the printing in small type particularly, which purports to 
be an editorial in your paper. 

Mr. McLean. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. You were managing editor of the Post at the time of 
that publication? 

Mr. MCLEAN. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you see that editorial before it was printed? 

Mr. McLean. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. It came to you in the ordinary process of your or- 
ganization? 

Mr. McLean. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. And you passed upon it before printing? 

Mr. MCLEAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will you be kind enough to explain to the committee 
ve Hide SPY familiar with the facts as appear to haye been stated in that 

toria 

Mr. McLean. I know nothing of the facts. 

The CHAIRMAN. When you passed upon the item for printing did you 
pass it with the belief that those statements were facts? 

Mr. McLean. No. I passed it as I would pass any general article, 
thinking that it meant more to be—it seemed to me an aggravated case 
of editorial. It was not meant to come right down to facts and to say, 
“These are facts,” but it was a thing that had been told and talked 
about a little bit and commented upon by the newspapers. But as to 
being facts, or that the Post meant it to be that, or intended it to be 
accepted as that, there was nothing of it. 

‘The CHAIRMAN, Then you merely intended to pass upon something 
that was current—something that 

Mr. McLean. Yes; there was no intent to injure at all. 

Mr. Hepen. Was it intended to affect public opinion, Mr. McLean? 

Mr. MCLEAN, No, sir. Sometimes we print an article to fill up with. 
[Laughter.] As I say, there was no intent to injure or damage any- 
one. It was a general article, and frequently you work up things, and 
onc of the editors is asked to comment on it or criticise it or pass 
upon it, and sometimes things are accepted and you don’t know the 
writer, He may be in your office, but you may not know him. 

Mr. Snapp. Did it not occur to you that such an article might reflect 
on Members of Congress and injure them with their constituents? 

Mr. McLean. No; this was meant to be general. It was not meant 
to reflect on any individual. 

Mr. SNAPP. it not occur to you that exaggerated and untruthful 
statements of that kind against Members of Congress do hurt them in 
the public mind? 

Mr. MCLEAN. No; it was not meant to be that. I thought the gen- 
eral reader would accept that as a general article. There was no 
individual in mind, and no particular case cited. It was only a 
general article. 

Mr. Snapp. How can ge expect that the general reader shall dis- 
criminate as to the truth or falsity of statements of that kind when 
you don't do it? 

* Mr. EICLEAN. Probably I have a wrong impression, but I do not 
now: 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know of your own knowledge of any 
instances of the violation or abuse of the franking privilege by any 
Member of Congress? 

Mr. MCLEAN. Not one. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other questions, gentlemen? 
then, Mr. McLean, that Is all. 


I think, 


i 10 following is the passage in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD referred 
o above: 
“ABOLISH THE FRANKING PRIVILEGE? 

“ We quite agree that something ought to be done for the relief of the 
Post-Office Department. Its work is simply tremendous, and, by an in- 
teresting coincidence, its usefulness is quite as great. There is no sec- 
tion of the governmental machinery more important or more accurately 
and satisfactorily conducted, But the burden put upon Mr. Cortelyou 
and his coadjutors can be materially lightened without impairing its efi- 
ciency. It is our opinion, indeed, that the people and the Government 
see sis be better off if the franking privilege were abolished 
utterly. 

“That this privilege has been outrageously abused is a fact of univer- 
sal knowledge. Congressmen load the postal cars with all sorts of 
1 libraries, kitchen utensils, the family wash, pianos, 
poultry, barnyard animals, etc., without limit. They frank a cow, a 
washtub, or a churn as glibly as orf do a letter or the speech that no 
one ever heard. They go further—they lend their franks in large, un- 
counted bunches to societies and propagandas that would flourish on 
the public Treasury as they already thrive upon the people's discon- 
tent. The whole system has been converted to the most abominable 
ends. It presents the perfected spectacle of graft. But its worst ex- 
pression is to be found in the lumbering up of the mail cars, the pre- 
posterous demands upon the Department's resources of transportation, 
and the corresponding and concurrent crippling of the postal service in 
all its proper and legitimate activities. 

“We note the presentation of an alternative arrangement—an ar- 
rangement under the operation of which Members of Congress will re- 
ceive a direct allowance for the purpose of conducting their official 
correspondence without cost to themselves. The expedient is most com- 
mendable. We quite agree that Members of Congress, who are but ill- 
paid public servants, should be spared the constant drain upon their 
resources involved in postage and the like. They should at least be 
left entirely free of artificial taxes and protected in the complete enjoy- 
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ment of what small emolument has been assigned them. But this 
franking concession, which has grown to the proportions of insolent 
and predaceous graft, this should be contracted w the limits of 
common: decency and transformed into an explicit allowance, no matter 
how generous and liberal it may be. 

“ We think there are very few Con m who would care to oppose 
. in full view of the public gaze. Why not try it, 
gentlemen?” i 


Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I desire first to submit the original 
editorial which was the basis of these proceedings. 
The editorial is as follows: 


ABOLISH THE FRANKING PRIVILEGE? 


We quite agree that something ought to be done for the relief of the 
Post-Office Department. Its work is simply tremendous, and, by an in- 
teresting coincidence, its usefulness is quite as t. There is no sec- 
tion of the governmental machinery more important or more accurately 
and satisfactorily conducted. But the burden put upon Mr. Cortelyou 
and his coadjutors can be materially lighten without impairing its 
efficiency. It is our opinion, indeed, that the people and the Govern- 
ment both would be better off if the franking privilege were abolished 


utterly. 

That this privilege has been outrageously abused is a fact of univer- 
sal knowledge. Congressmen load the postal cars with all sorts of 
freight—furniture, libraries, kitchen utensils, the family wash, pianos, 
poultry, barnyard apims etc, without limit. The Trank a cow, a 
washtub, or a churn as glibly as they do a letter or the speech that no 
one ever heard. They further—they lend their franks in ren j un- 
counted bunches to societies and propagandas that would flour! ish on 
the public Treasury as they already thrive 2 oe the people’s discon- 
tent. The whole system has been converted the most abominable 
ends. It presents the perfected spectacle of graft. But its worst ex- 
pression is to be found in the 5 up of the mail cars, the A ne 
posterous demands upon the Department's resources of transportation, 
and the corresponding and concurrent crippling of the postal service in 
all its proper and legitimate activities. 

We note the presentation of an alternative arrangement—an ar- 
rangement under the operation of which Members of Congress 
ceive a direct allowance for the purpose of conducting their official 


correspondence without cost to themselves. The expedient is most com- 
mendable. We quite ee that Members of — —2 who are but ill- 
paid public servants, should be spared the co t drain upon their 


resources involved in Egona They should at least be 
left entirely free of a taxes and ed in the complete enjoy- 
ment of what small emolument has assigned them. But this 
franking concession, which has grown to the proportions of insolent 
and predaceous graft, this should be contracted within the limits of 
common decency and transformed into an explicit allowance, no matter 
how generous and liberal it may be. 

We think there are very few Congressmen who would care to oppose 
aos ent in full view of the public gaze. Why not try it, gen- 

emen 


Mr. SIMS. I desire also to submit certain extracts from the 
testimony of Mr. Weightman and Mr. McLean. 
The extracts are as follows: 


Mr. Stas. Inasmuch as I am the man who took seriously the state- 
ments which you say now are neither true nor serious, I would like to 
ask you a few questions. 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, sir. 

2 — ee This editorial is headed “Abolish the franking privilege,” 
no 

Mr. WrIGHTMAN, I think so. 

Mr. Strus. Did you write that? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srms. Your object in writing this article, then, was to secure the 
Saat that you e, and that is to have the franking privilege abol- 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Not at all. 


and the like. 
tect 


‘ost. 

Mr. Sms. I say is not that the object of the article, to furnish an 
4 based upon alle; facts, for the abolition of the franking 
privile: s not that the object? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I fancy that is one of the objects. 

Mr. Stus. You say fancy. You certainly t to be able to state 
what the object was if the object is not exp: on the face of it. 

Mr. WrEIGHTMAN. It seems to me I have made it clear that I have no 


Mr. WricHtMAN, Is that in the form of an interrogatory? 

Mr. Stuss. That is what it is. ` 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I must say — — about the tenth time, that I 
— m aet te nang 8 my personal capacity, and I am not going to 

responsible for them. 

Mr. Stus. But I api 5 as an editorial writer, do you write: edito- 
rials alleging ene 0 poa which you yourself do not believe simply 

use you are p a salary 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I do not think I will allege anything seriously 
that I do not believe. 

9 ae I want 8 vou me fr 3 i pea 
or whatever is: your: way of expressing e upon su 
and to write this article? = 

Mr. Sena Was thie en jel passed on Dy the managing editor, thi 

„ Sims, Was is article on em 5 or, the 
8 person in the Post. before it wan printed? s 
. WHIGHTMAN. Why, certainly. . Into the Post. 
— ene ta bit is the responsible tor of the Post, or 
e hea 
. WEIGHTMAN. Mr. McLean is the responsible managing editor of 


Post. 
Mr. Sims. Did he po on this? 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I don’t know whether he did or not; it was pub- 
lished by his authority. : 


Mr. Stas. And you declare you have no responsibility whatever? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. No personal responsibility. 

Mr. Sims. When gon stated here—I want to quote the exact language, 
and therefore I will look for it—after stating these facts, with refer“ 
ence to Members of Congress, this article says: 

“It presents the perfected spectacle of graft.” 

Now, is not that a charge which is yery serious and affecting the 
per pee and usefulness of any Member of Congress who may be 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; I should think it would if he was guilty. 

Mr. Stms. Would you make a charge of that kind simply by direction 
or orders of the managing editor? 

Mr. WrIGHTMAN. hy, certainly; of course I would; or else resign. 

Mr. Sts. Your explanation was, as I understood it, that you first 
wrote this character of an article 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Many of them 

Mr. Stas. About six years ago, upon direction of Mr. Beriah Wil- 
kins, who was then the managing editor of the Washington Post? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes; his suggestion 

Mr. Sims. Then you say you wrote this, being substantially the same, 
and put it in the Post without any direction from anyone? 

Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Sims. Then you are responsible for writing this particular article 
and putting it in the Post upon your own statement, without any direc- 


3 — 5 — anyone? 10 
r. WEIGHTMAN. on't think so; 
editor, and it was passed on there. F 
Mr. Sims. No one suggested it, though? 
a 5 No; — there 
r. SIMS. en you wrote this on your own sugges 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes, 7 ra Hong 
a ae pen b. e Ge bel 
a N. Mov carrying o ; 
me Dongs 8 in there 1 FFF 
. SIMS. policy of the Post to make statements, alleging 
them to be facts, which are false and belie 
of an editorial eh ved to be false, as the basis 
r. WEIGHTMAN. As o. not conduct the Post and resp - 
ble Efor sec apprars w 1 not 2 x3 2 answer that. = 92 
8 2 on. as ou as 
ta tha ley aE tee 8 Ey o the facts, as you have referred 
bar EIGHTMAN. I knew about the policy because I had written on it 
Mr. Stars. Was the policy of the Post with 
privilege of Members 92 5 to it ine e erect 
= ge not true and known not to be true at the time? 
Mr. Ss. My object in introduci 
fact; if any Members of Congress are gui 


p 
is privilege has been outrageously 
yet you say you wrote 
this of any of these siltoations Chin ge 
have stated. That is all I to ask you. R 
* * s * * * + 
Mr. Stus. Right there, let me ask you this: Thi 
3 to was not written until after che House had et fies ‘its 
on 
Mir, Sue Ehe artele quoted had beon Pee 
„ SIMS. e article quo written d 
the recess before the time this resolution was ROMET s 
eee I — * inte > 
. Sims. Newspapers cop article all over th 
before this resolution was introduced; had they not? int Med yor 
e ‘The: exchanges Go not pass through: my hands—ex 
. WEIGHTMAN. e ex o not a 
cept a 5 9 that T look at. ~ 
r. Sims. en I sup} e ression you leave 1 - 
gress had not taken . — of this’ there would not — bene or 
editorial coming out and explaining that the statements herein made 
were not true, and were exaggerations? 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. I can not speak for myself, but I fancy that is the 


reason. ; 
Mr. Stas. In other words, this would have gone along and been pub- 
lished all over the United States, that Members of . — were aon 
privilege, if Con had not passed this 
aper is concerned? 
Mr. WEIGHTMAN. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN R. MISAN. 


The CHAIRMAN. I believe, Mr.. McLean, you are the mana; 
of the Washington Post? 7 SE EOE 

Mr. McLzan. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. I will ask you to examine the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of January 4 last, at page 673, which I eget yon {submitting copy of 
Recorp], and the printing in small type particularly, which purports 
to be an editorial in your paper. 

— — managing editor of the Post at the 

e CHAIRMAN. You were r e Post a time 
of that eee 

Mr. MCLEAN. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you see that editorial before it was printed? 

Mr. McLean, Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. It came to you in the ordinary process of your 
01 ization? 

. MCLEAN. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. And you passed upon it before printing? 
The nro Sewu be kind enough to explain 
e CHAIRMAN. ou nd eno 0 to the committee 
if you are familiar with the facts as appear to have been stated in 
that editorial. 

Mr. McLean. I know nothing of the facts. 

The CHAIRMAN. When you passed upon the item for printing did 
you pass it with the belief that those statements were facts? 

Mr. McLean. No. I passed it as I would pass any, general article, 
thinking that it meant more to be—it seemed to me an avated case 
of editorial; it was not meant to come t down to facts and to say, 
“These are facts,“ but it was a thing t had been told and talked 
about a little bit and commented upon by the But as to 


ne rs. 
being facts, or that the Post meant it to be that, or intended it to be 
accepted as that, there was nothing of it. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Then you merely Intended to pass upon something 
that was current—something that 

Mr. McLean. Yes; there was no intent to injure at all. 

Mr. Hever. Was it intended to affect public opinion, Mr. McLean? 

Mr. McLean. No, sir. Sometimes we print an article to fill up with. 
[Laughter.} As I say, there was no intent to injure or damage any- 
one. It was a general article; and frequently you work up things, 
and one of the editors is asked to comment on it or criticise it or pass 
upon it, and sometimes things are accepted and you don’t know the 
writer. He may be in your office, but you may not know him. 

Mr. Snapp, Did it not occur to you that such an article might reflect 
on Members of Congress and injure them with their constituents? 

Mr. McLean. No; this was meant to be general. It was not meant 
to reflect on any individual. 

Mr. Snapp. Does it not occur to 


w that exaggerated and untruth- 
ful statements of that kind against Members of Congress do hurt them 
in the public mind? 

Mr. McLean. No; it was not meant to be that. I thought the gen- 
eral reader would accept it as a general article. ‘There was no indi- 
5 in mind and no particular cases cited. It was only a general 
article. 

Mr. Sxarr. How can gou expect that the general reader shall dis- 
criminate as to the truth or falsity of statements of that kind when 
you don't do it? 

* Mr. McLean. Probably I have a wrong impression, but I do not 
now: : 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know of your own knowledge of any in- 
stances of the violation or abuse of the franking privilege by Members 
of Congress? 

Mr. McLean. Not one. 


Mr. SIMS. -Mr. Speaker, as the author of the resolution I 
have naturally felt an interest in the investigation and report of 
the committee. The committee seem to have acted fairly and 
conscientiously, and have made as full a report as the evidence 
warranted. The excuse or explanation for the making of these 
charges, made by this responsible newspaper, after this resolu- 
tion was introduced and acted upon, as appears from the report 
of the committee, was that the charges were not serious nor in- 
tended to be taken as serious; and reference is made to a sec- 
ond editorial on the same subject in the same paper, which has 
not been copied by the committee in its report; but as the evi- 
dence will show, Mr. Weightman, the editor who wrote the ar- 
ticle, seems rather to complain that the editorial was taken 
seriously, saying that the second article would, as he claims, 
remove the impression of evil intent in the first article if it 
had been given the same publicity. Now, I propose to read and 
comment on that editorial article as I read and commented on 
the first, so that if there was any injustice done him he may 
rectify it. This is the second editorial: 


AS REGARDS THE FRANKING PRIVILEGE. 


We haven't the slightest doubt that the Hon. T. W. Sims, of 
Tennessee, is perfectly sincere in calling for a Congressional investi- 
ation of the use cr misuse that has been made of the franking privi- 
ege. Incidentally we wish to acknowledge with appropriate senti- 
ments his very complimentary references to the Post. It occurs to 
us, however, to suggest that it is rather late in the day to take a 
solemn view of this or any other matter which has been the subject 
of gossip and of jest for many years. And we venture this intimation 
with all the more confidence because we happen to know ‘that the 
records of the Post-Office Department contain, or ought to contain, 
large floods of detailed information for the benefit of anyone who 
thinks it worth while to investigate an ancient and notorious graft. 

To say that we were serious in publishing the article which has stimu- 
lated Mr. Sims to stern inquiry would be to exaggerate the situation. 
Of course we were not serious. Why should we be? The matter has 
been one of ribald comment for years. Everybody has heard of it, 
898 has discussed it, 1 has denied it. Moreover, it is 
known of all men who rp themselves informed of public affairs that 
the question is one of official record—supposing the records have been 
scrupulously kept—and certainly of common knowledge in the Depart- 
ment. As we have already suggested, the only way to attack the scan- 
dal is to abolish the 3 privilege altogether and to substitute a 
reasonable annual allowance for postage—a very liberal one, in fact— 
so that Members of Congress may not be called upon to deplete their 
meager salaries by paying postage upon mail matter for which they are 
not properly responsible. What the country wants in this case is not 
an inquisition into conditions that are as notorious as the process of 
the seasons, but a law that will put an end to them forever. 

We would not have Mr. Stus imagine for a moment that we object to 
the searchlight as such. Our object is merely to indicate the inevitable 
waste of time involved in that method, and point out the practical 
advantages of the alternative expedient we have outlined. Investigace 
by all means, if there be any real doubt in Congress as to the facts. 
Somewhere in the Post-Office Department the material for a finished 
chronicle is awaiting its discovérer and historian. But if the states- 
men on the Hill want to stop a leak rather than amuse the public with 
a spectacle, they will let the past alone and make laws for the future. 


So this is what, upon mature reflection, after this Congress 
acted upon that resolution and sent it to the committee, is given 
as the wiping out, the blotting out, of all criminal charge that 
there was in the first editorial, by simply reiterating that it was 
all true and that the records of the Post-Office Department 
would disclose and prove the facts. [Laughter.] Now, that is 
a strange way—to say that I charge you with being a thief and 
then state that it is not serious, but cite the record of conviction 
to prove it. I think the gentleman onght to have the benefit of 


his explanation of his way of not being serious in charging crim- 
inal conduct upon Members of Congress as set forth in a subse- 
quent editorial. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman allow me a 
question? 


Mr. SIMS. Certainly. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Is it true, as stated in the papers 
frequently, that some Departments have been guilty of franking 
furniture, safes, and desks, and other things of that kind 
through the mail? 

Mr. SIMS. It has been charged in the papers that the De- 
partments have been guilty of shipping freight under frank 
which would be cheaper to ship by express or simple freight. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does not the gentleman think that 
a mistake has been made, that instead of charging the committee 
or Members of Congress they should have charged the Depart- 
ments with violating the law? 

Mr. SIMS. The whole article is a charge against Members of 
Congress; there is nothing in it about the Departments. Now, 
I want to give you the benetit of the answers by one of these 
gentlemen. He claims, as appears from his testimony, that he 
wrote a similar editorial six years ago, when the Washington 
Post was under the charge of the Hon. Beriah Wilkins, formerly 
an honored Member of this House; that it was in accordance 
with the policy of the Post. 

I do not want to do injustice to the Post or the editorial 
writers, but that article read on the 5th here and reread to-day 
has nothing on the face of it to suggest that it was not serious 
and intended to be true. If I was misled by not being a com- 
petent judge of such a thing, all the leading newspapers of the 
United States were similarly misled, for they quoted and com- 
mented upon it and reiterated it as true. Now, I want to ex- 
plain to you, in the language of the managing editor, not under- 
taking to quote him, what he says about his responsibility. 

Mr. Weightman denies all responsibility and says he wrote 
as he was directed, but rather gets away from it when the ques- 
tion comes directly to him. 

I would like to ask the distinguished gentleman, if he was 
going to state a fact and wanted it to be accepted as a fact, 
what language he would undertake to use that is more specific 
and definite than the language used in the editorial that was 
quoted at the beginning of this report. But it seems that a 
great newspaper that appears to have a well-earned character 
for conservatism, certainly a great paper so far as ability of 
editorial writers in the treatment of large questions is con- 
cerned, will publish lightly and flippantly an article charging 
offenses that would disgrace any Member of this House if 
proven on him and then excuse the gravity of this charge 
simply by saying that it was general; that he called no names 
and pointed out no individual. I suppose he thinks that if he 
calls all Members of the House grafters and thieves it does not 
hurt, but to call a few individual Members of the House by 
name and to characterize them as guilty of such charges would 
be injurious. What would you say to a statement from a re- 
sponsible newspaper that all the women in Washington are bad, 
but in explanation should say that they didn’t mean it because 
they included them all? When charges are made that are gen- 
eral and sweeping and which apply to every Member of the 
House, they are certainly in results more grave and serious than 
to say that a particular individual is guilty, or a few individuals 
are guilty, and point them out, because then we could investi- 
gate and find out the truth. 

I can not believe, Mr. Speaker, that the distinguished mana- 
ging editor of this paper ever really read the article; that he 
really did not know what was in it. I do not believe that he is 
capable of wanting to cast upon this House that degree of con- 
tempt and disgrace that this article does on the flimsy founda- 
tion of mere rumors or mere gossip that had been floating 
around the Capitol, as said by his editorial writer, for many 
years. 

I desire to call attention to an article in the Washington Post 
of yesterday which I highly commend. It is an article advocating 
self-government for the District of Columbia, to enfranchise the 
enslaved and enlightened freemen of this District. I believe 
that article is one that every Member of this House will ap- 
prove, but is it not strange that a great paper should publish 
such an article when it flippantly publishes statements that if be- 
lieved, as they were believed, would cause the people to lose con- 
fidence in the agencies of self-government? Why, Mr. Speaker, 
I know that the constituents of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. SIBLEY] would not believe that he was guilty, but 
I also know that the constituents of some gentleman from Cali- 
fornia might believe that the gentleman from Pennsylvania was 
guilty. But what shall wé say of this when it comes at a time 
when agitation seems to be the rule, when it seems that the 
foundations of civil government are almost shaken by the 
threat of socialism? That an attack, serious or otherwise, 
should be made upon the integrity of the officials of this Gov- 
ernment is something to me too serious to be cast aside with the 
mere brush of the hand. I do think that the great newspapers, 
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which under the law of this country enjoy the franking privi- 
lege to the extent of nearly $27,000,000 a year, ought to be a 
little careful when they accuse Members of Congress of abus- 
ing the franking privilege to such an extent as to constitute a 
moral and legal crime. 3 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Sister] to grant me, say, five minutes more. 

Mr. SIBLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes more to the 
gentleman from Tennessee, 

Mr. SIMS. Now, Mr. Speaker, I do not want to make a charge 
unexplained. It is known to everybody in this House, but per- 
haps not by the whole people, that newspapers are entitled to the 
second-class mail privileges, and that second-class mail privi- 
leges such as those newspapers enjoy cost the Government 
upon the lowest estimate six times as much as it gets out 
of it, and when it costs the Government, as I believe it did if I 
am not incorrect, $33,000,000 last year to carry second-class mail 
matter, and for which the Government received only $6,000,000, 
it may be said that the courtesies of the franking privilege 
given to the press of the country exceeds by millions of dollars 
anything that could possibly be the result of its most liberal and 
unjust use by Members of Congress. 

That is all right, Mr. Speaker. We are making no complaint, 
but this article seriously demands the abolition of the franking 
privilege for Members of Congress. Maybe the writer of that ar- 
ticle is correct, but suppose we go into the abolition of the frank- 
ing privilege and abolish that right to the press of the country, 
would not there be a very large saying to the Treasury of the 
United States and to the taxpayer? I do not advocate such a 
thing as this, but before I want to strike down the franking 
privileges of the Members of Congress I desire to think a little 
of the enjoyment of that privilege by the newspapers of the 
country. Twelve and a half per cent is paid upon the actual 
cost of second-class mail matter. What are the great news- 
papers of the country? They are business institutions whose 
editors, some of them, draw princely salaries. Perhaps they 
are worth it, but when a great newspaper is going through the 
mails with ten pages of reading matter and thirty pages of ad- 
vertising—going through the mails at about one-eighth of what 
the actual cost to the Government is—I think it is time to speak 
about it. I think, Mr. Speaker, that a charge of this kind, when 
seriously noticed by a Member of this House, should not be used 
in an effort to try and belittle and ruin him. 

It is a little too grave. Official character is beyond value, or 
should be. If the people lose confidence in the integrity of the 
instruments of self-government selected by themselves, what 
then is to be done? Revolution and anarchy may follow, and 
there is no better way to bring this country into such a condi- 
tion than to publish false, villainous, and slanderous statements 
and libelous charges against the officials of the Government, and 
especially those who are selected every two years as Members 
of the legislative branch of the Government. A mere whisper 
touching the character of a woman is often enough to damn her 
for life, and next to her precious character that of the official 
is most easily injured and damaged, and it is irreparable. The 
article which was published all over the United States, read and 
believed by thousands, many more thousands than disbelieved 
it, as shown by the fact the press everywhere accepted it as 
true, will not be followed in the same papers by the publication 
of this report. The injury done by such charges, lightly or 
seriously or otherwise made, is such as to become irreparable. 
Never can we fully wipe it out; never can we fully reach every 
one with this report who has been reached by the first publica- 
tion. Somehow or other the public is disposed to read that 
which is of a sensational nature, that which reflects upon some- 
body’s character. Mr. Speaker, I believe the world is getting 
better every day. I believe political parties are getting better 
every day. I believe the Republican party is better to-day than 
it ever was before. I believe the Democratic party is better 
to-day than it ever was before. I have greater confidence in 
our institutions, in our Government and its instrumentalities, 
than I ever had before, and attempts to belittle and break 
down the confidence of the people in the agencies of self-govern- 
ment I denounce as a crime against the whole people of the 
United States, unjustified by any facts whatever. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask to include this testimony I have read in full in my re- 
marks. [Applause.] A 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent to print certain testimony in his remarks. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


Mr. SIBLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the report. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to discharge 
the committee. 


The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT. 


Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 
16472, the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill. 

The SPEAKER. Pending that motion, the Chair lays be- 
fore the House the following message from the President: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I have received the ee letter from the Secretary of War re- 
eee the recent attack by troops of the United States on Mount 


War DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, March 13, 1906. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: The account of the engagement on Mount 
Dajo, on the island of Jolo, between our forces and a large band of 
Moro robbers, in which the 3 lasted for three or four days, 
showed such a large loss among the Moros as to give rise in a part of 
the public press to the criticism that there had been a wanton destruc- 
tion by our troops of Moro lives, including those of women and children. 
Inquiries were made of me by members of the Senate and House of 
Representatives in Saad rg to the matter. Accordingly I yesterday 
directed that the following telegram be sent to General Wood: 

“It is ch that there was a wanton slaughter of Moros—men, 
women, and children—in the fight in Jolo at Mount io. I wish 
you would send me at once all the particulars in respect to matter, 
stating exact facts.” 

General Wood's answer came to-day. 
clearly that the unfortunate loss of life of the men, women, and children 
among the Moros was ay unayoidable, in view of their deliberate 
use of their women and children in actual battle and their fanatical 
and savage desire that their women and children should 
them if defeat were to come. They seem to have exhibited 
the well-known treachery of e uncivilized Mohammedan when 
wounded of attempting to kill those appronta for the purpose of 
giving aid and relief. General Wood's dispatch is as follows: 

“The MILITARY SECRETARY, Washington: 


In answer to Secretary of War's request for information March 12 
I was present throughout 5 entire action and inspected top of 
crater after action was finished. Am convinced no man, woman, or 
child was wantonly killed. A considerable number of women and chil- 
dren were killed in the fight—number unknown, for the reason that 
they were actually in the works when assaulted, and were unayoid- 
ably killed in the fierce hand to hand fighting which took place in the 
narrow inclosed space. Moro women wore trousers and were dressed, 
armed much like the men, and charged with them. The children were 
in many cases used by the men as shields while charging troops. 
These incidents are much to be regretted, but it must be understood 
that the Moros, one and all, were fighting not only as enemies but 
religious fanatics, believing Paradise to be their immediate reward if 
killed in action with C The apparan desired that none 
be saved. Some of our men, one a hospital steward, were cut up 
while giying assistance to wounded Moros by the wounded, and by those 
telgnin death for the purpose of getting this vengeance. I personally 
0 — every assistance given wounded Moros, and that food and water 
should be sent them and medical attendance. In addition friendly 
Moros were at once directed to proceed to mountain for this purpose: 
I do not believe that in this or in any other fight any American soldier 
wantonly killed a Moro woman or child, or that he ever did it except 
unavoidably in close action. Action was most desperate, and was im- 
eee for men fighting literally for their lives in close quarters to 
istinguish who would be injured b: In all actions against Moros 


y fire. 
we have begged Moros n and again to fight as men and keep women 
and children out of it. 


assume entire pi Sarre ed for action of the 
Lae every particular, and if any evidence develops in any way 
out the 
Very sincerely, yours, 


It seems to me to show most 


arges will act at once. 
“ Woop.” 


WX. H. Tarr. 
The PRESIDENT. 


I have made reply as follows: 
“THe WHITE HOUSE, 
“ Washington, March 14, 1906. 

Mx DEAR Mr. Secretary: I have received your letter of March 13, 
with accompanying cable of General Wood, answering your inquiry as 
to the all wanton slaughter of Moros. This answer is, of course, 
entirely satisfactory. The officers and enlisted men under General 
Wood's command have performed a most gallant and soldierly feat in 
a way that confers added credit on the American Army. ey are 
entitled to the heartiest admiration and praise of all those of their 
fellow-citi who are glad to see the honor of the flag upheld by the 
courage of the men w. the American uniform. 

“ Sincerely, yours, 


“Hon. WM. H. TAFT, Secretary of War.” 
The Wuits HOUSE, March 15, 1906. 


The SPEAKER. The message will be ordered to be printed, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


JOHN H. PARKER. 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following 
message from the President of the United States; which was 
read: 

To the House of Representatives: 


In compliance with the resolution of the House of Representatives of 
the 13th instant (the Senate concurring), I return herewith House 
bill No. 10588, entitled “An act granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Parker.” 


THe WHITE HOUSE, March 15, 1906. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the message 
be referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 


“ THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 


1906. 
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LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves that 
the House resolve itself into Committe of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 16472. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. OLMSTED in the 
chair, 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 16472—the legislative, executive, and judi- 
cial appropriation bill. 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I follow the time-honored cus- 
tom of addressing the committee on a subject (H. R. 15674) not 
relating to appropriations at all, but I have little reluctance in 
doing this as the subject I shall speak on is of the supremest 
importance, and one, if not early considered, as the Constitution 
enjoins on Congress, will endanger the fundamental principle of 
equality upon which our Republic was founded, and which, if not 
upheld and perpetuated, will inevitably lead to its overthrow. 

If the principle of the bill I am about to advocate is to fail, 
permanently, money bills will become useless; if an apportion- 
ment of representation in this body, based on the equality of 
American individual sovereignty can not be attained, then 
appropriation bills will, in time, become unnecessary. 

Prodigality of the natural rights of man will not be compen- 
sated for by economy in appropriations. 

Any degree of departure from sound basic principles is as 
dangerous in governmental affairs as in the exact sciences, and 
when the departure has gone so far as to demonstrate the error, 
only the foolish will continue to propagate it. So, when a polit- 
ical error, fundamental in character, has been so far pursued 
as to demonstrate its certain evil tendency the time is at hand 
to heroically apply the remedy and avert the impending certain 
disaster by returning to sound principles. 

A republic can not now be and it never has been successfully 
maintained, based on inequality of citizenship. All ancient 
and modern attempts to establish or continue a republic founded 
on castes or class distinctions have signally and rightfully 
failed. Their wrecks are found all along the line of the ages, 
only to be pointed to as examples of attempts, in the name of 
liberty, to oppress the common people. Madame Roland, bowing 
before a statue of liberty, cried from the scaffold which she had 
just ascended from the cart that bore her to the guillotine: 

Oh, Liberty, how many crimes have been committed in thy name! 

It is, moreover, of supreme importance that constitutional 
injunctions should be obeyed and enforced, and especially 
where they are primary in character. Partisan heat should 
never arise nor be displayed over the enforcement of the Con- 
stitution. In its obedience, Members of Congress should all 
stand for it, coolly, calmly, and alike bound by duty and by that 
oath taken by each: 

To support and defend the Constitution of the United States * * * 
bear true faith and allegiance to the same * * without any 
mental reservation or purpose of evasion. 

The help of God is invoked to keep this solemn oath. 

The Republican party by its latest national declaration is 
required to enforce the Constitution relating to representation 
in Congress and in the electoral college; and its resplendent his- 
tory even more strongly requires its enforcement, especially in 
the respect just stated. Its history, running over more than half 
a century, is studded with achievements for humanity won by 
upholding immutable, governmental, cardinal principles essen- 
tial to the preservation of the natural rights of man. It will 
not now permit its decrees, written in the common blood of all 
the people and races, to be blotted out, and with them witness 
the certain overthrow of the principles of universal justice and 
equality upon which onr Union was founded and, if perpetuated, 
must stand. That party will not, if the overthrow of the Union 
does come through departure from these principles, survive 
to witness the fatal day. It has the power, under God, to avert 
the calamity, and to preserve, perpetuate, and transmit through 
the ages to posterity the Republic in all its purity and accumu- 
lated strength and glory. 

The special constitutional decrees of war being the work of 
the Republican party, and its immortal leaders being in their 
hallowed graves, the duty comes to their successors here and in 
the executive and judicial departments of the Government to 
fairly and impartially enforce them according to their true in- 
tent and spirit. Duty is often an exacting master, calling for 


unpleasant action, but those who are honored by special selec- 
tion, and by their willing acceptance of high public place and 
responsibility, can not shield themselyes from performing their 
duty because it may be unpleasant to perform it or for any 


other reason. No congressional and constitutional duty is so 
great that those who are charged with its performance should 
shrink from it. 

The day of heroism and heroic deeds in statesmanship still 
abides, and must ever, or through political degeneracy there 
will soon be nobody to stand guard on the ramparts or around 
the citadels of the preserved, regenerated, disenthralled, and 
purified Union. 

The preamble to the bill reads: 

That whereas the Constitution of the United States, Article XIV, 
section 2, requires that “when the right to vote at any election for 
the choice of electors for President and Vice-President of the United 
Stat Representatives in Congress, the executive and judicial officers 
of a State, or the members of the legislature thereof, is denied to any 
of the male inhabitants of such State being 21 years of age and citizens 
of the United States, or in any way abridged, except for participation 
in rebellion or other crime, e basis of representation therein shall 
be reduced in the proportion which the number of such male citizens 
shall bear to the whole number of male citizens 21 years of age in 
such State; and whereas existing law (section 22, Revised Statutes 
United States) enacted in pursuance of said section 2 uires its 
enforcement by Congress as empowered by such article; and whereas 
the Congress satisfied that the right of certain male inhabitants of 
States hereinafter named, being 21 years of age and citizens of the 
United States, at elections therein for some or all of said officers, has 
been and now is denied, or in some way abridged, in each of said States, 
and that the representation in the House of Representatives of the 
br pre of the United States in each of such States so denying or 
abridging such right to vote should be reduced as the fourteenth article 
of the Constitution and the law require, to the end that a republican 
form of government may be guaranteed therein, based on equal political 

wer among the States of the United States and the Gongieenional 

istricts thereof, and in the electorial college: 

The bill proposes to reduce the number of Representatives in 
Alabama from 9 to 5, Arkansas from 7 to 5, Florida from 3 to 2, 
Georgia from 11 to 6, Louisiana from 7 to 3, Mississippi from 
S to 3, North Carolina from 10 to 6; South Carolina from 7 to 3, 
‘Tennessee from 10 to 8, Texas from 16 to 12, and Virginia from 
10 to 8—a total reduction of 37 Representatives, and, as a con- 
sequence, a reduction of the same number in the electoral college 
by force of paragraph 2, Article II, of the Constitution. 

The bill does not provide for the reduction in the States 
mentioned to the extent the votes cast therein at recent elec- 
tions would warrant. At least 50 Representatives are now based 
on disfranchised citizens. It only provides for reduction of 
Representatives in such States to the number they would each 
be entitled to, based alone on the white voters therein or the 
white population thereof, although it is certain large numbers 
of white voters have been disfranchised in each State; and the 
votes cast in each would warrant a larger reduction after taking 
liberally into account the usual number who do not vote for 
ordinary and natural reasons. The Representatives provided 
for in the bill could be elected in each of the States named by 
the number of votes cast therein in 1904—Alabama, by 21,769; 
Arkansas, by 23.284; Florida, by 19,654; Georgia, by 21,644; 
Louisiana, by 17,970; Mississippi, by 19,461; North Carolina, by 
38,711; South Carolina, by 18,971; Tennessee, by 30,345; Texas, 
by 19,500, and Virginia, by 14,100—while the average number of 
votes cast in the same year in the other thirty-four States to 
elect one Member was 41,325, and in most of them the number 
cast was much greater, as the accompanying table shows. The 
average vote to elect a Member in Illinois in 1904 was 43,059; 
Indiana, 52,475; New York, 43,723; Ohio, 47,828, and Missouri, 
40,241, etc. 

Notwithstanding the small vote in the disfranchising States, 
the average vote in all the States (1904) to elect a Repre- 
sentative was 35,025. 

The bill does not undertake to provide for or in any manner 
regulate either white or colored suffrage in the States men- 
tioned. That is solely a matter for the States, subject to the 
limitation of the fifteenth amendment. 

The purpose of the bill, as it recites, is to equalize, so far as 
possible, political power among the several States and Congres- 
sional districts thereof, and in the electoral college, and to the 
end that a republican form of government may be secured in 
the States named. 

It must be assumed that the last apportionment among the 
States was fairly made, according to their respective numbers, 
on the ratio of 194,182 inhabitants. This apportionment remains 
unaffected, save as to disfranchising States. If one or more 
States deny or abridge the right of some of its white or colored 
male citizens, over 21 years of age, to vote, it does not change 
in other States the constitutional rule of apportionment based 
on the number of inhabitants. The right of Congress to reduce 
representation applies only to a State that has disfranchised 
some of its natural voting citizens, and representation in the 
other States remains unaffected. 

It is not a valid objection to a reduction of representation in 
one State to show that a reduction should also be made for the 
same or any reason in another or other States. The second 
section of the fourteenth amendment speaks of reducing repre- 
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sentation in an offending State; hence each State must be 
considered separately. 

Necessarily some inequality as to numbers must exist in dis- 
tricts crented by State law, but this does not result in dis- 
franchisement, nor does it destroy the political equality of the 
States which results from individual disfranchisement. 

This is not the time, nor is it necessary here, to show how the 
constitutions and laws and practices in the States named deny 
or in some manner abridge the right of male citizens 21 years 
of age to vote. That they have operated to and still do this 
is or should be conceded. The exact nature of the provisions 
of law or practices is wholly unimportant, either as affecting 
the inequality of political power between States and Congres- 
sional districts or the power of Congress to correct such in- 
equality as the Constitution requires. It is not material to 
voters of States whose yotes express only a fraction of the 


political power possessed by voters in disfranchising States how 
the inequality has been brought about. The fact is the im- 
portant thing to be looked at. 

Does disfrancnisement exist in the States named in the bill 
within the meaning of the Constitution? 

To the result of the operation of the State constitutional provi- 
sions and laws and practices in conducting elections we lock 
for the answer to this controlling question. 

Both white and colored yoters haye been denied the right to 
vote, or such right has been, in some manner, abridged in a 
substantial sense in each of the several States named. The 
more recent elections prove the truth of this statement in a 
singularly emphatic way. 

I submit a table of white and colored population and voters, 
voe cast, etc., which will be found instructive and demon- 
strative: 


Table showing white und colored (negro) population and voters in each State, according to the census of 1900; present number of Representatives; also number 


each Sta 
resentative in 1902 and 190, in each State, : 


would have if apportioned on white voters alone; also total number of votes cast in each State in 1902 and 1904, and average vote cast for Rep- 


Average vote for 
each Representative. 


Stato. Prosent 2 
appor- tionmen 
White. Colored. fiom lon white 1902. 1902. 1904. 
ment. votes. 
827,507 232, 294 181,471 9 5 92,1 10, 242 12,093 
336,656 226,597 87,157 7 5 119, 741 17,105 16,631 
11,045 489,545 3.7 8 10 „ 7 37, 934 41,429 
— 8.570 181,618 3,215 3 4 187,209 62,433 $1,227 
15,225 275,1% 4,576 5 6 159,913 31,982 38, 223 
30,867 45, 592 8,87. 1 1 38, 161 38, 161 43, 856 
2,7) T. 92 61.417 3 2 16. 5,476 13, 102 
1,051,813 277,406 223,073 il 6 87,114 7,919 11, 805 
293 50,328 IE 1 1 59, 590,823 72,583 
85,078 | 1,370,209 29. 7 25 28 850, 974 34,398 43,059 
57,505 701.761 18, 186 13 15 500, 358 682. 45,412 52,475 
12,693 630, 665 4,441 11 13 395,412 455, 35, H6 44,154 
52,003 398,552 14,695 8 8 287, 168 35, 896 40,573 
254,706 469, 206 74,728 11 9 290, 489 435, T 28,408 39, 
650, 804 177,878 147, 348 7 3 26, 265 53, 908 3,752 7.7 
1.319 216, 856 445 4 4 110, 537 96, 040 27,634 24,010 
25.04 260,979 60,408 6 5 197, 168 224, 224 32,861 87,370 
769, T64 81,974 89.049 10,456 14 17 308, 689 445,098 28,477 31,792 
308, 563 15,816 712, 245 5, 193 12 15 402,199 520, 451 33,516 43,370 
737, 088 4,959 502, 284 2,168 9 10 273,112 292, 860 30,245 82,540 
641, 200 907,60 150,530 197, 936 8 8 18,058 58,383 2.2857 7,297 
44, 843 161, 224 809, 797 46, 418 16 17 517,977 643, 881 22,373 40, 241 
225, 223 1,528 94,8783 TU 1 2 55,360 64,444 55, 360 04,444 
056, 526 6, 269 207, 817 2,208 6 6 194, 141 224.687 32,353 N. 447 
Hampshire 5 20, 25 ; 90, 08% 42° 808 45, 
ao 5 812.817 69,244} 59.750 21.474 10 11| . r 42.747 B5, 898 43,254 
New York 156, 881 99/232 | 2,145,057 51,425 37 44| 1,884,116 | 1,617,770 37, 408 43,723 
208, 008 624, 489 289, 263 127,114 10 6 203,514 206,134 2, 851 20,613 
311.712 2365 93, 237 115 2 2 50, 828 £0, 190 25,163 40.05 
060,204 96,901 | 1,180,599 81,235 21 24 811,408 | 1,004,393 . C41 47,28 
304,582 1,105 131, 261 550 2 8 90, 682 90,171 43, 346 45,085 
141. | 156,85 | 1,763,492 51,088 * 30 1,004,713 1,284.75 24, 200 88,585 
419, 050 9, 22 124, 001 2, 765 2 8 59,792 68,856 29,896 „828 
557, 807 782, 821 130, 375 „800 7 3 31.817 56,912 4.545 8,130 
280,714 465 107, 353 184 2 2 74,457 101, 440 57, 228 50,720 
540, 186 480,243 375.043 112. 236 10 8 160,159 242, 756 16,015 24,275 
426, 669 620, 722 599, 961 136, 875 16 12 287, 782 234, 008 17, 987 14, (25 
272. 405 672 65,205 38 1 1 84,718 101, 624 84,718 101, 624 
$42,771 826 108, (27 289 2 2 69, 27 51,872 34, 963 25,935 
1,192, 855 660, 722 301,379 146, 122 10 8 200,500 129,108 20,059 12,910 
498, 304 2,514 183, 999 1.20 8 4 97,138 145, 151 32,378 48, 383 
915, 233 43,499 233,129 14. 7 5 5 188,573 239, 87,714 47, 984 
2,057, 911 2,542 567,213 1,006 11 12 385,676 442, 83,243 40,240 
89,051 940 36, 262 481 1 1 25; 052 g 25.052 „655 
65, 674,350 | 8,708,350 | 18,593,256 | 2,021,398 386 886 | 11,416,964 | 13,519,604 | 1,399,917 | 1,653, 198 


(Unless otherwise stated, the census of 1900 and the election 
of 1904 are hereinafter referred to.) 

This table shows that Alabama, with 9 Representatives, has 
a white voting population of 232,204, and that the vote cast in 
the election of 1904 was 108.845; Arkansas, with 7 Representa- 
tives, has a white voting population of 226,597, and that the 
vote cast was 116,421; Florida, with 3 Representatives, has a 
white voting population of 77,962, and that the vote cast was 
89,307; Georgia, with 11 Representatives, has a white voting 
population of 277,496, and that the vote cast was 129,867: 
Louisiana, with 7 Representatives, has a white voting popula- 
tion of 177,878, and that the vote cast was 53,908; Mississippi, 
with 8 Representatives, has a white voting population of 150,530, 
and that the vote cast was 58,383; North Carolina, with 10 Rep- 
resentatives, has a white voting population of 289,263, and that 
the vote cast was 206,134; South Carolina, with 7 Representa- 
tives, has a white voting population of 130,375, and that the 
vote cast was 56,912; Tennessee, with 10 Representatives, has 
a white voting population of 375,046, and that the vote cast was 
242.756; Texas, with 16 Representatives, has a white voting 
population of 599,961, and that the vote cast was 234,008; and 


Virginia, with 10 Representatives, has a white voting popula- 
tion of 301,379, and that the vote cast was 129,103. 

It thus appears that these 11 States have 98 Representatives 
and 120 electors and a total of white voters of 2,838,781, and 
that they cast 1,375,644 votes—less than one-half the number of 
white voters. . 

It will be seen that New York, with 37 Representatives and 
39 electors and a white voting population of 2,145,057, cast 
1,617,770 votes, above 200,000 more than were cast in the 11 
named States, to elect 98 Representatives and 120 electors. 

New York in 1904, in electing 37 Representatives and 39 
electors, cast 1,617,770 votes, while Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, 
Georgia, and Louisiana, in electing 37 Representatives and 47 
electors, cust 448,548 votes—less than one-third the number cast 
in New York. 

Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, and North Carolina together 
have a white population of 4,390,629 and 37 Representatives, 
while New York has a white population of 7,156,881 and only 
37 Representatives. The four States have 45 electors. 

The same four States cast in 1904, in electing the 37 Members, 
564,152 votes, while New York the same year cast 1.617,77 
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votes to elect 37 Members—above three times as many as the 
four States. On the basis of white voters the four States 
would be entitled to 22 Members and New York to 45—more 
than double. 

Pennsylyania in 1904, in electing 32 Representatives and 34 
electors, cast 1,234,738 votes, while Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, and South Carolina, in electing 32 Representatives 
and 42 electors, cast 317,355 votes—about one-fourth the num- 
ber cast in Pennsylvania. 

Mississippi, Kansas, and California each has 8 Members and 
16 electors. Mississippi, with 150,530 white voters, in 1904 
polled 58,383 votes to elect 8, while Kansas, with 398,552 white 
voters, polled—same year—324,588 votes, and California, with 
489,545 white voters, polled—same year—331,433 votes each to 
elect the same number of Representatives and electors as 
Mississippi. In 1902 Mississippi polled only 18,058 to elect 8 
Members of the House. 

Maine, with 4 Representatives and 6 electors and a white 
voting population of 216,856, cast 96,040 votes, while Missis- 
sippi, with a white voting population of 150,530, cast 58,383 
votes and elected 8 Representatives and 10 electors. 

Massachusetts, with 14 Representatives and 16 electors and 
a white voting population of 830,049, cast 445,098 votes, while 
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, and Mississippi, with 
a white voting population of 865,261, cast 376,864 votes and 
elected 34 Representatives and 44 electors. 

Indiana, with 13 Representatives and 15 electors and a white 
voting population of 701,761, cast 682,185 votes, while Florida, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina, with a white voting 
population of 536,745, cast 208,510 votes to elect 25 Representa- 
tives and 33 electors. 

Delaware, with 1 Representative and 3 electors and a white 
voting population of 45,592, cast 43,856 votes, while Florida, 
with a white voting population of 77,962, cast 39,307 to elect 3 
Representatives and 5 electors. 

So Illinois, with 25 Representatives and 27 electors and a 
white voting population of 1,370,209, cast 1,076,497 votes, while 
Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina, with a 
white voting population of 536,745, cast 208,510 votes (less than 
one-fifth of Illinois) to elect 25 Representatives and 33 electors. 

Colorado, with 3 Representatives, cast an average vote for 
each of 81,227. 

Montana, with 1 Representative, cast 64,444 votes. 

Utah, with 1 Representative, cast 101,624 votes, and Idaho, 
with 1 Representative, cast 72,583 votes—in each instance much 
larger than the total votes cast in a number of the disfranchis- 
ing States. 

The white vote—Democratic—in 1872 and before disfranchise- 
ment began was much larger in Mississippi and other States in 
the South than the entire vote in recent years, though the white 
population was then much less. 

Mississippi, South Carolina, Alabama, and Louisiana, with 31 
Members of the House and 39 electors, having an aggregate 
white vote of 691,077, polled (1904) an aggregate vote of 278,048, 
while Ohio, having 1,180,599 white voters, polled (same year) 
1,004,393 votes to elect her 21 Representatives and 23 electors— 
that is, the four States, with more than 300,000 less white voters 
and only a little more than one-fourth the actual vote cast in 
Ohio, elected 10 more Representatives and 16 more electors than 
Ohio. 

Ohio in 1904, in electing 21 Representatives and 23 electors, 
cast 1,004,393 votes, while Arkansas, Louisiana, and South Car- 
olina, in electing 21 Representatives and 27 electors, cast 
227,241 yotes—only a little more than one-fifth of Ohio’s vote. 

Kentucky, with a white voting population of 469,206 cast 
485,765 votes (1904) to elect 11 Representatives and 13 electors, 
while Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and 
South Carolina, with an aggregate white yoting population of 
995,636, cast 433,776 votes (2,000 less than Kentucky) to elect 
41 Representatives and 53 electors. 

Rhode Island cast 68,656 votes (1904) to elect 2 Representa- 
tives and South Carolina cast 56,912 and Louisiana 53,908 votes 
each to elect 7, and Mississippi cast 58,383 votes to elect 8 Rep- 
resentatives. 

Missouri, once a slave State, cast 643,861 votes to elect 16 
Representatives, while Mississippi to elect 8 Representatives 
cast only 58,383, less than one-eleventh the vote of Missouri. 
In the tenth Missouri district alone there were cast 58,533 votes, 
more than were cast in Mississippi or South Carolina the same 
year. This is true of districts in other States. 

Iowa with a white voting population of 630,655 cast (1904) 
485,703 votes, and Mississippi with a white voting population of 
150,530 cast 58,383 votes to elect S Representatives, and Florida 
with a white voting population of 77,962 cast 39,307 votes to 


elect 3 Representatives, the two electing 11 Reptesentatives, the 
same number as Iowa, and two more electors. ` 

In 1902 there were many districts in which the Democrats 
cast a vote greater than the entire vote in Mississippi (18,058), 
and it failed to elect anybody. The 3d Ohio (Mr. Nevin’s) dis- 
trict is an instance of this kind. 

Many other comparisons may be made, all demonstrating the 
inequality among the States arising out of the constitutions, 
laws, and practices in disfranchising States. 

Comparisons with votes in 1902 will show more strongly 
against such States in most cases. This is particularly true as 
to Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina, and Tennes- 
see. 

There are many single districts in natural voting States that 
cast more votes to elect one Member than were cast in 1902 or 
1904 in the States of Louisiana, South Carolina, or Florida. 

In Alabama the total vote (1904) was: First district, 6,986; 
second, 10,178; third, 9,265; fourth, 9,288; fifth, 13,248; sixth, 
11,591; seventh, 17575; eighth, 11,744; ninth, 11,767; and the 
average yote therein was 12,093. In Arkansas it was: First dis- 
trict, 14,493; second, 14,453; third, 17,266; fourth, 15,000; fifth, 
18,661; sixth, 15,319; seventh, 14,279, and the average vote 
therein was 16,631. In Florida it was: First district, 11,205; 
second, 13,882; third, 7,671, and the average vote therein was 
13,102. In Georgia it was: First district, 7,368; second, 8,041; 
third, 6,975; fourth, 8.572; fifth, 13,147; sixth, 7463; seventh, 
14,962; eighth, 8,568; ninth, 18,813; tenth, 9,394; eleventh, 
12,891, and the average vote therein was 11,806. In Louisiana 
it was: First district, 10,195; second, 10,750; third, 6,687; 
fourth, 6,325; fifth, 6,024; sixth, 6,072; seventh, 6,454, and the 
average vote therein was 7,701. In Mississippi it was: First 
district, 8,049; second, 7,279; third, 3,744; fourth, 7,135; fifth, 
9,454; sixth, 5,730; seventh, 7,012; eighth, 4,934, and the aver- 
age vote therein was 7,297. In North Carolina it was: First 
district, 16,232; second, 13,983; third, 16,141; fourth, 17,855; 
fifth, 28,120; sixth, 13,963; seventh, 21,628; eighth, 30,925; 
ninth, 23,777; tenth, 26,220, and the average vote therein was 
20,613. In South Carolina it was: First district, 6,648; second, 
7,845; third, 7,801; fourth, 8,735; fifth, 8,099; sixth, 8,729; 
seventh, 9,289, and the average vote therein was 8,130. In 
Tennessee it was: First district, 28,536; second, 22.097; third, 
31,076; fourth, 25,076; fifth, 19,773; sixth, 17,546; seventh, 
16,299; -eighth, 24,847; ninth, 21,669; tenth, 17,902; and the 
average vote therein was 24,275. In Texas it was: First dis- 
trict, 14,132; second, 10,350; third, 11,427; fourth, 12,390; 
fifth, 12,254; sixth, 9,310; seventh, 8,147; eighth, 26,606; 
ninth, 12,190; tenth, 14,372; eleventh, 9,747; twelfth, 10,634; 
thirteenth, 17,115; fourteenth, 12,325; fifteenth, 17,401; six- 
teenth, 17,177, and the average vote therein was 14,625. In 
Virginia it was: First district, 10,157; second, 13,782; third, 
14,714 ; fourth, 7,074; fifth, 13,686 ; sixth, 11,227; seyenth, 14,000; 
eighth, 10,429; ninth, 27,604; tenth, 13,975, and the average vote 
therein was 12,910. 

In 1902 the total vote for Representatives in most of these 
States was materially less; the lowest for a Member in Ala- 
bama was 5,974, and the highest 17,581; in Arkansas, lowest, 
4,796, and highest, 5,817; in Florida, lowest, 4,249, and highest, 
6,494; in Georgia, lowest, 2,485, and highest, 5,694; in Louisi- 
ana, lowest, 2,723, and highest, 5,882; in Mississippi, lowest, 
1,146, and highest, 3,245; in North Carolina, lowest, 12,523, and 
highest, 29,790; in South Carolina, lowest, 3,924, and highest, 
5,381; in Tennessee, lowest, 8,928 and the highest, 25,125. 

Texas in the last Presidential election year polled 53,784 and 
Virginia 71,406 votes less than in 1902, the average vote for 
a Member in that year in Texas being 17,978 and in Virginia 
20,050. 

In no one of the States named in the bill was the average 
vote cast (1904) for a Representative equal to one-half the 
average vote cast for one in the other States. In some instances 
(two) it did not reach one-fifth; in others not one-fourth, and 
in all, save two, was below one-third. 

Most of the States have a long history of disfranchisement, 
conclusively proving that their constitutions, laws, and plans, 
and the practices therein relative to elections have been 
effective. Some States did not get their constitutions and laws 
into operation until in recent years. Virginia, for example, in 
1902 cast 200,509 votes, but under her later methods of dis- 
franchisement her vote went down, in 1904, to 129,103. 

The Houston Daily Post (March 7, 1906) says: 

The vote of Texas dropped from 560,000 in 1892 to 235,000 in 1904, 
although in the latter year there were in the State 250,000 more males 
of voting age than in 1892. The vote of the State is steadily falling. 
notwithstanding the fact that the population of the State is increasin, 
at the rate of nearly 4 per cent annually. It is scarcely probable tha 


the total vote of the State next November will exceed 200,000, although 
the potential yoters of the State number 1,000,000. 
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Where 


The vote of other States has fallen off in like manner. 
free suffrage is the rule in general, above 20 per cent of the 


population vote. In New York it is above and in Ohio it is 
about 25 per cent. So of some other States. 

Assuming negroes did not vote at all in Alabama the per- 
centage of the white population who voted in 1904 was about 10; 
Arkansas, about 11; Florida, about 13; Georgia, about 11; 
Louisiana, less than 8; Mississippi, about 9; North Carolina, 
about 17; South Carolina, about 10; Tennessee, less than 16; 
Texas, less than 10, and Virginia, less than 11 per cent. If 
some negroes voted in any of these States the percentage of 
whites who voted was proportionately less. 

The severest criticism on the bill that can be fairly made is 
that it does not make all the reduction the facts warrant and 
the Constitution requires. The friends of the bill, however, 
prefer to err in favor of the disfranchising States. No one 

of the States not included in the bill, save Nevada, elected in 
1902 or 1904 its Representatives with an average vote as small 
as would be the average vote in each of the eleven disfranchising 
States in electing the number of Representatives provided for in 
the bill if the votes cast should not exceed those of 1904, except- 
ing Georgia, North Carolina,, and Tennessee. In general, it may 
be said that with the bill a law, and disfranchisement contin- 
uing as now, there will be twice as many votes to elect a Rep- 
resentative in the States not affected by it as in any of the 
States included in it. 

For example, West Virginia (1904), with five Representatives 
and seven electors and 233,129 white voters, cast 239,923 votes, 
while Virginia, with 301,379 white voters, cast 129,103 votes 
to elect ten Representatives and twelve electors. The average 
number of yotes cast to elect a Representative in West Virginia 
was 47,984, while in Virginia it was 12,910. Virginia did not 
poll a number equal to one-half her white yoters and West 
Virginia polled a number in excess of her white voters. In 
the former State disfranchisement was effectual, in the latter 
it did not exist. 

By the rule of numbers all citizens are given representation, 
but those who are disfranchised are wholly without it; and 
nothing. justifies the transfer of their voting rights to those 
who disfranchise them, thereby giving them a political or vot- 
ing power not possessed by voters in other States or districts. 
Each naturally qualified voter should exercise his own sover- 
eign right as a citizen of the Republic, and on being deprived 
of this right it must remain unexercised. If he is in any 
manner deprived of such right by his State no right is vested 
in it to transfer his lost right to others of his State, thereby 
conferring on its voting citizens a political power in national 
affairs not possessed by voting citizens of other States; and this 
is not only against the just, reasonable, and natural principles 
of our Republic, founded as it was, necessarily, on the universal 
equality and the natural rights of all free citizens thereof, as 
its founders declared in all their polity as well as in the 
Declaration of Independence. The fourteenth amendment, in 
clear and express terms, requires Congress to prevent, by a 
defined rule of reduction of representation, this invasion of the 
rights of voters in States, thereby recognizing the primary rule 
of the founders of the Republic. 

NOT REPUBLICAN IN FORM. 

To concentrate the pölitical power of a State in the hands 
of the few, or into the control of even a majority of its citizens, 
they to enjoy the power all the citizens thereof might possess, 
leads to that injustice between States we have pointed out, and 
to a form of government not republican; and, if tolerated, must 
lead to aristocracy, autocracy, and monarchy, wherein political 
slavery will necessarily prevail, and the voting citizens of a 
State thus governed would possess unequal political power in 
the choice of a President and Vice-President and Representa- 
tives in Congress. 

The Constitution (sec. 4, Art. IV) provides that this shall not 
occur without a remedy. It reads: 


The United States shall guarantee to every State In the Union a re- 
publican form of government. 


The Constitution (sec. 2, Art. IV) also provides that: 


The citizens of each State shall be entitled to all privileges and im- 
munities of citizens in the several States. 


And section 1 of the fourteenth amendment reiterates this 
provision, thus: 

No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States. 

These provisions are violated if certain citizens of one or 
more States are granted a voting power not enjoyed by citizens 
of other States. 

And it is enjoined on Congress (sec. 8, Art. I): 

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying 


into execution the foregoing powers, and other powers vested in 
Constitution in the Government of the United States. 


The proviso that the United States shall guarantee to every 
State in the Union a republican form of government was fiercely 
assailed by those opposed to the ratification of the Constituticn, 
but its importance was as fiercely maintained by those who 
framed the Constitution. This proviso is the sole one authoriz- 
ing the Federal power to interfere with the polity of a State and 
correct a departure from republican principles by guaranteeing 
to it a republican form of government. This right, it was main- 
tained, must rest somewhere, and could best be vested in a 
plenary way in the United States through its congressional 
power. The power intended to be granted by the proviso was 
not then denied; its wisdom and necessity only was assailed. 
James Madison, one of the framers of the Constitution, though 
conservative in his interpretation, in 1788, in the Federalist 
(No. 43), speaking of the importance of the proviso, says: 

In a confederacy founded on republican principles and composed of 
republican members, the superintending government ought clearly to 
possess authority to defend the system against aristocratic or monar- 
chial innovations. The more intimate the nature of such a union may 
be the greater interest have the members in the political institutions 
of each other and the greater right to insist that the forms of govern- 
3 which the compact was entered into should be substantially 
maintained. 

But a right implies a remedy, and where else could the remedy be 
deposited than where it is deposited by the constitution? Governments 
of dissimilar principles and forms have been found less adapted to a 
federal coalition of any sort than those of a kindred nature. 


To guard against “aristocratic or monarchial innovations“ 
or “governments [States] of dissimilar principles and forms” 
being joined in the same coalition were the things intended to be 
prevented—this to secure uniformity and to avert the danger of 
their falling apart through lack of harmony of purpose and to 
avoid dissatisfaction among the States through an unequal politi- 
cal national power some States and their citizens might acquire 
oyer other States and their citizens. 

Cooley and other expounders of the Constitution support the 
Federalist. 

What more certain way to bring about dissensions than to 
allow some States, through a small number of voting citizens, 
to have a greater political power than other States with a much 
larger number of voting citizens? 

The political enslavement of some of the citizens of the United 
States for causes other than crime is the destruction of our 
boasted liberty, and enters us upon the road to aristocracy, 
autocracy, and monarchy, especially when the few of some 
States or localities usurp the rights of the whole, producing 
inequality of political power among voters of the several States, 
and in some cases among yoters of districts of the same State. 
There are instances in North Carolina and Tennessee where 
the lowest vote in a district is little more than one-half of the 
vote in other districts; in Texas this is also the case, and in 
some districts the vote is less, or only about one third the vote 
in others of the same State. 

Any abridgment of the right to vote of citizens of the United 
States residing in a State, for causes other than crime, consti- 
tutes an “aristocratic or monarchial innovation.“ Especially 
is this true where more than one-half the natural voters in a 
State are deprived of all political power, as is now confessedly 
the case in Mississippi and South Carolina, considering only 
disfranchised colored citizens therein. 

Greece was undone, says Montesquieu, as soon as the King of 
Macedon obtained a seat among the Amphyctions. 

The Roman Republic fell through an unequal exercise of 
political power. 

The once so-called confederated republics of Germany con- 
sisted of free cities and petty states subject to different rulers, 
and being unequal in centralized power were inharmonious and 
without political cohesion and consequently impossible of per- 
petuation. Holland was much freer from such conditions. 
Switzerland’s cantons were substantially equal in national af- 
fairs, though not absolutely so in local respects. She still so 
exists in the midst of European monarchies. 

The equalizing of political power is therefore not only re- 
quired by section two of the fourteenth amendment, but by 
primary requirements of the Constitution as originally adopted. 
How else is a republican form of government in each State to 
be guaranteed, or the citizens thereof secured “all the privi- 
leges or immunities of citizens in the several States?” 

To allow a few citizens of one State to enjoy the privilege of 
casting their votes in electing a President and Vice-President 
and Representatives in Congress, while in other States double 
or triple the number of voters do not equal them in political 
power, is to regard the voters of the other States as unfit or 
unworthy to exercise equal political power in Federal affairs. 

WHAT CONSTITUTES DISFRANCHISEMENT. 

Disfranchisement is an evolution in most of the States where 
it exists. It commenced in the early days of reconstruction— 
in Kuklux days—and when election frauds were common, by 
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the use of tissue and other fraudulent ballots, by the shotgun 
policy, by dishonestly refusing registration, by failing to count 
or return ballots cast, by false election returns, and by intimi- 
dation through riots at the polls. Then came the more con- 
venient and less violent methods whereby, sometimes, under 
the forms of law, citizens are prevented from registering, going 
to the polls, or yoting. 

The privileged few knew well that to encourage or to allow 
the masses of white voters to vote would result in some of them 
aspiring to hold offices, a right only the elect few claim for 
themselves. 

In 1904 in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Texas, and 
Virginia less than one-half of the white voters voted; and in 
Mississippi and South Carolina but a little more than one-third 
voted; in Florida just about one-half voted, and in North Caro- 
lina and Tennessee a little more than one-half voted. > 

It is claimed that, owing to systems of primary elections to 
nominate candidates, yoters do not take any interest in the elec- 
tions, and because there is seldom any opposition candidates to 
Democratic candidates but few vote. Taking this as true in 
general in the States named, it proves that the right of the nat- 
ural voters to vote has been abridged within the meaning of the 
Constitution. 

A State must take the consequence of conditions which prevail 
in it. If by its constitution, laws and manner of executing them, 
and the general conditions of society and the conduct of its 
people the, rights of its citizens in considerable numbers are 
withheld from them, or they are generally deprived of a right 
they would naturally desire and seek to enjoy, especially one 
like the right to vote at an election for President and Vice- 
President, or for a Representative in Congress, then it is clear 
such rights are denied them, or, at least, abridged. 

In the years of secession or rebellion all acts of the so-called 
Confederate States were unconstitutional and without warrant 
of legal authority, as the courts have held, yet the conditions 
existing, however illegally produced, entailed on such States and 
their people a responsibility that they could not and did not 
escape. 

Citizenship in the United States, as guaranteed by the first 
section of the fourteenth amendment of the Constitution, carries 
with it individual sovereignty which can only be exercised 
through the ballot, and a denial of the ballot or any abridgment 
of its enjoyment in any manner by a State renders it subject 
to a proportionate reduction of its representation. This sov- 
ereignty is never lightly surrendered or neglected, especially 
by the less favored classes of our people. They are jealous 
of this one sovereign right which they understand they ought 
to be allowed to enjoy on a footing with the wealthiest or more 
favored class. The humblest citizens are the most reliable 
voters everywhere in our Republic unless causes beyond their 
control prevent their voting. Voting is the one right they never 
willingly surrender; hence when the masses of yoters, white or 
colored, do not vote, it is because their right to enjoy that 
privilege has been denied or in some manner abridged. It 
follows that where a number less than one-half of the white 
voters, to say nothing of the colored voters, do not vote, it may 
be conclusively assumed that it is not of their own volition, but 
because their enjoyment of the right is in some way denied or 
abridged. Why Mississippi should cast only 7,297, Louisiana 
7,701, and South Carolina 8,130 votes, on an average, to elect a 
Member of this House, while Missouri cast 40,241 and Kentucky 
cast 39,615 votes (all once slave), on an average, to elect a 
Member, can only be accounted for on this assumption. To 
refuse to register a voter or to refuse to accept at the ballot 
box a voter's ballot or to not count and return it when cast is 
as effectual a denial or abridgment of his right to vote as to 
forbid his voting by State law. Suppose no attempt was made 
to prevent citizens from voting and they were freely invited and 
encouraged to do so, yet the law of the State required or allowed 
returning boards to throw out such votes as they pleased, and 
they did so, would it still be contended that there was no 
denial or abridgment of the right to vote? The scheme of de- 
nial or abridgment is wholly immaterial. 

The Constitution only regards the fact. If the shotgun policy 
which once prevailed in certain parts still prevailed as then 
with popular acquiescence or approyal, it would also be a denial 
of the citizen’s right to vote, or an abridgment of such right. 
If the people of a State persist in denying the right of large 
numbers of its citizens by any policy of intimidation or fraud 
through its election machinery or election officers, the denial 
is none the less effectual than if it results from State law or 
a constitutional provision. So the fact, appearing from year to 
year that only a fraction of the natural number of voters in a 
State actually vote, becomes convincing that the others are sub- 
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stantially all denied the ballot or that their right to vote is in 
some manner abridged. 

A disfranchised voter has not the right and can not confer 
on another or others the right to vote for him, nor can his 


State. The power of the ballot is nontransferable; it can not 
be delegated; it admits of no agency; it is the only mode of 
exercising individual sovereignty by the citizen, and in its ex- 
ercise there are no political or class castes, degrees, or dis- 
tinctions; and by the ballot the humblest citizen of the United 
States is enabled to stand at the polls abreast, and as the peer, 
of the wealthy, the most haughty and aspiring in the Repubtic. 
With the ballot in hand, the humblest of our people stand 
equal by the side of those who assume superiority or supremacy, 
and by its power injustice and oppression may be averted, and 
the unworthy in high places may be cast down, the Union up: 
held; and the rights of man preserved and maintained when 
in danger. The ballot stands for law against the lawless, for 
official honesty against ‘dishonesty, and without it and its 
equal exercise there can not long be maintained in its integrity 
a union of States, with a common purpose such as ours was 
intended to be, in fact as well as in name, and to be perpetuated 
through time. 

The Declaration of Independence (1776) and the Articles of 
Confederation (1778) and the Constitution our forefathers 
framed (1787), were each based on the fundamental idea of 
equality in making and administering the laws, in the choice of 
executive officers, and of representatives in legislative bodies, 
The central idea was individual equality of citizenship; this 
to escape the fetters of oppression that had been forged by the 
King and Parliament of England. 

Taxation without representation led to the Declaration of 
Independence, to revolution, to war, to the founding of our_new 
great Republic, and to the Constitution of the United States for 
the government of a free people by a free people, under one 
flag, with one destiny, and to a nation now first of the powers of 
earth. 

The defiant cry of our Revolutionary fathers was: 

Millions for defense, but not one cent for tribute. 

The ship of state, armored and protected by the Constitu- 
tion, has ridden for above a century and a quarter the stormy 
billows of mighty political seas, coming at times close to danger 
shoals and rocks and reefs, barely escaping the doom of destruc- 
tion common to all nations, monarchies, or republics that recog- 
nized or tolerated human slavery; and it was saved only by the 
irresistible might of Divine power, embodied and worked out 
through the equal rights of man as written in the original Con- 
stitution, reenforced by the three amendments—decrees of suc- 
cessful war—engrossed in the blood of the fallen heroes who 
fought for and against the natural and equal rights of humanity 
and for universal liberty. 

If we have drifted from a safe anchorage it is our duty at 
the earliest time possible to take soundings anew and right the 
proud old ship of State and keep her on a course where she may 
ride in eternal safety. 

Our country, thus typified, should continue to be not only 
first of the earth, but an example to be imitated through time 
by nations desiring to govern their people humanely, recogniz- 
ing at all times and under all circumstances the equality of all 
participating in the governing power; and to be pointed to by 
the oppressed of all lands as a country of the free and as a 
warning to oppressing nations that, in God’s time sooner or 
later to come, they too must yield to a freer and better govern- 
ment and grant equal liberty to their subjects or the common 
fate of nations founded on inequality and tyranny will come. 
The world is just now witnessing the defiant, autocratic, des- 
potic empire of the Czar of Russia surrender its long continuing 
power of the centuries on the demand of her mighty hosts of 
„ subjects. The fates and God alike are inex- 
orable. 

The claim that reduction of representation can only be en- 
forced as a punishment or to penalize a State merely because 
it will not allow the negro to vote, or that it should not be 
done because, by possibility, representation in other States 
should also be reduced, is unfounded. There is no such thing 
as penalizing a State under the Constitution. It works no 
wrong or injustice to enforce the Constitution, and nothing 
enjoined by it is sectional, and not to enforce it propagates a 
wrong, works unequality in, and continues injustice to States 
that allow the citizens of the United States residing therein to 
vote. These latter States are penalized by not enforcing the 
Constitution. To refuse or neglect to enforce the Constitution 
in any respect shows disregard of it, and if persisted in will 
lead to its destruction. That other States not mentioned in the 
bill should suffer a reduction of representation is not worthy of 
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consideration, for if such is the case then the same rule of reduc- 
tion should be applied. That other guilty persons have 
escaped punishment has been a common complaint of offenders 
about to be brought to justice ever since Cain killed Abel. 

But the Constitution is directed against a State which denies 
or abridges suffrage, and the necessity for reduction in one State 
does not require or authorize reduction or increase of represen- 
tation in any other State or States. Save in disfranchising 
States, as already stated, the rule of apportionment based on 
numbers is unchanged. (Sec. 2, Art. XIV.) 

With all the expedients at work, how are we to determine the 
extent of the denial or abridgment, save by actual results in 
normal election years? It is not pretended that if the election 
returns do not show that all the voting populntion of a State 
have voted, the presumption of disfranchisement arises. It is 
not to be presumed that all of the voting population of a State 
who do not vote are disfranchised, for in all the States, through 
usual and natural causes (such as illness, bad weather, bad 
roads, inconvenient voting places, natural on, etc.), 
many do not vote who would be allowed to vote, but it is fair 
to presume that where the yote is unnaturally small the fault is 
with the State. 

Recurring to the amendment we see that the denial or abridg- 
ment must be in the right to vote for President, Vice-President, 
Representatives in Congress, the executive and judicial officers 
of a State or the members of the legislature thereof. If the 
denial or abridgment is only as to one of the enumerated classes 
of officers reduction of representation in Congress is still re- 
quired. Just why this was made so may not be very clear, for 
State, executive, and judicial officers and legislators haye no 
direct connection with Federal officers or influence over their 
action. The executive of a State, however, often has the right 
to appoint a Senator, and legislatures elect Senators and also 
form Congressional districts, while the State judiciary construes 
election laws. 

Whatever the reason may have been, it is clear that Congress 
is given power to reduce representation in a State when citizens 
with a natural right to vote are deprived of it in either of the 
cases named. So, even though there was no disfranchisement in 
a State in an election for President, Vice-President, or Members 
of Congress, and it existed in electing either of the State offi- 
cers or legislators named, the right of reduction would still 
exist. This shows the great care of the framers of the amend- 
ment to secure, and how important they regarded such right. 
In all respects the proviso was drawn to the end that its pur- 
pose could not be defeated. To provide that reduction should 
follow when the right to vote is denied was evidently not deemed 
sufficient to accomplish the desired end, hence, later in the sen- 
tence, the words “or in any way abridged” appear. The Con- 
gress had, as the debate shows, a fixed purpose to provide for 
the equalization of the voting power among voting citizens of 
the several States in case any one or more of them denied, or 
in any manner abridged, suffrage therein. 

Nor does the language provide that such denial shall be by 
lawful or unlawful methods; it is sufficient if it is accomplished 
in fact, with or without State law, or with or without the forms 
of law. If done by intimidation or by violence of communities, 
organized or unorganized, or by fraud, either in the common 
practices of dominant people of the State, or in the execution 
or administration by its officers of the constitutions and laws 
thereof relating to elections, or by other evasive methods, the 
result is the same as though done under the ordinary and direct 
forms of law, and the consequence must be the same. What 
boots it to the wronged voters of nondisfranchising States and 
districts how the disfranchising was brought about? Their 
rights are invaded the same, regardless of the expedients or 
devices resorted to. 

The amendment, being benign in character (118 U. S., 356) 
and intended to secure personal rights, not to defeat them, is 
therefore entitled to a liberal construction (an established rule 
of construction in courts of justice) to the end that its purpose 
may be accomplished. 

That disfranchisement may be accomplished within the mean- 
ing of section 2 of the amendment may be regarded as judicially 
settled by our Supreme Court in the Williams case (170 U. S., 
213), wherein Mississippi's election laws were drawn in ques- 
tion, and involving a clause of section 1 of the fourteenth 
amendment relating to a denial by a State of the “equal pro- 
tection of the laws” to citizens of the United States. The 
court held that the case (one involving jurors) as presented, 
or the Mississippi statute on its face, did not show a denial to 
the complainant of his right to the equal protection of the laws, 
and therefore was not entitled to the relief prayed for; yet it 
made clear, without dissent, that if a case had been made 
showing that through the administration of the election laws 


the plaintiff had been deprived of any right, he would have been 
entitled to relief. 

I quote from the opinion: 

There is no charge against the officers to whom is submitted the 
selection of grand or petit jurors, or those who cure the lists of 
—.— There is an allegation of the perpose of the convention to 

isfranchise citizens of the colored race, but with this we have no con- 
cern, unless the purpose is executed by the constitution or laws or 
by those who administer them. If it is done in the latter way, how 
or by what means should be shown. 

This case cites and affirms the California laundry case (118 
U. S., 356), wherein it is held that public authorities charged 
with the administration of a law or ordinance represent the 
State, and that they may act so unequally and oppressively “as 
to amount to a practical denial by the State” of the equal pro- 
tection of the laws. I quote from the latter case: 

And the facts shown establish an administration directed so exclu- 
sively against a particular class of —_ as to warrant and reguire 
the conclusion that, whateyer may have been the intent of the ordi- 
nances as adopted, they are appren by the public authorities char; 
with their administration, and thus representing the State itself, with 
a mind so unequal and oppressive as to amount to a practical denial 
by the State that pus Fer of the laws which is secured to 

all other persons, by the broad and benign ned 
n 


States. Though the law itself be fair on its face and impartial in 
appearance, yet, If it is applied and administered by public authority 
with an evil eye and an unegual hand, so as practically to make unjust 
and illegal discriminations een ms in similar circumstances, 
material to their rights, the denial of equal justice is still within the 
rohibition of the stitution. This Snip of interpretation has 
— sanctioned in 92 U. S., 259; 92 U. S., 275; 100 U. S., 339; 103 
U. S., 370, and 113 U. S., 703. 

The clause, however, of section 1 of the amendment requires 
an absolute denial of the equal protection of the laws, hence 
not to be compared with the clause in question in section 2, 
which contains the broad, qualifying words “or in any way 
abridged ;” that is, in any way“ reduced, cut down, shortened, 
though not denied. Hence, if the right to vote is not actually 
denied, but only in some way abridged, the rule of reduction 
obtains. 

There is not time now to review and show how the constitu- 
tions and laws and their administration operate or have oper- 
ated to disfranchise white and colored citizens alike, or the 
varied means devised to reach that end. As an example and 
illustration I quote from a Mississippi supreme court case (20 
So. Rep., 865) to show the many expedients resorted to: 

Within the field of permissible action under the limitations pro- 
posed by the Federal Constitution, the convention swept the field. of 
expedients, to obstruct the exercise of suffrage by the negro race. And 
further the court said, speaking of the negro race: By reason of its 
previous condition of servitude and mc Pa aes; this race bad ac- 
quired or accentuated certain peculiarities 


within narrow limits, without 
en to furtive offenses, rathe crimes of the whites, 
trained by the Federal Constitution from discriminating against 
the negro race, the convention discriminates against its character- 
istics, and the offenses to which its criminal members are prone. 


But if the laws of a State are so ineffective, or so poorly ad- 
ministered, or society therein is so vicious, so disorganized, and 
so chaotic that large numbers of its citizens are not able, or 
not allowed, to enjoy the elective franchise, the State must be 
held to have denied or abridged the right to enjoy it. In other 
words, the State is so far responsible for a proper organized 
government within it that it can not escape consequences on 
the puerile plea that it does not deny or abridge natural rights 
to citizens of the United States by express or direct provisions 
of law, but only by sinister and evasive expedients, or by the 
unjust administration of the laws. If negroes are disfranchised 
as effectually by laws other than such as would discriminate 
against them on account of race or color, or through the wrong- 
fal administration of laws, or from violence, or fraud, or in 
consequence of a condition of society existing in a State, the 
result is the same; and the same evil effect on other States 
and their voters likewise results, calling as imperatively for the 
remedy the Constitution provides as if there was a denial or 
abridgment of the right to vote by express provisions of organic 
law. The framers of the amendment had a purpose to attain, 
and they used language to compass it, which can not be oyver- 
ridden by mere technical construction. 

It is inconceivable that the great, earnest, and learned states- 
men who framed the fourteenth amendment did so on the 
theory that it was only applicable to a State that denied or 
abridged the right of citizens to vote therein by open, honest, 
and direct proceedings, and that it was not designed to be ap- 
plicable to a State that accomplished disfranchisement through 
fraud, chicanery, violence, indirection, by unjust and unfriendly 
administration of law, or without law, or by “sweeping the 
field of expedients to obstruct the exercise of suffrage by the 
negro race.” To admit the latter as their theory of the con- 
stitutional provision presupposes that they framed it as a mode 
t 
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of encouraging and inducing the most sinister and vicious of 
methods, and as a premium therefor. 

The amendment had for its object the equalizing of the voting 
power of citizens of the different States, and to accomplish this 
no regard was paid to the methods used to acquire unequal 
power. 

It is not proposed here to review the constitutions and laws 
of the several States. This is largely unnecessary, save, pos- 
sibly, as to a few of them, as disfranchisement is openly avowed 
and boasted of by public officers, prominent men, and the public 
press in many of the States named in the bill. 

A State must be held responsible for the conditions existing 
in it, especially in so far as they affect political rights of other 
States and their citizens, and this whether the conditions result 
from law or lawlessness. 

It is said an educational test does not disfranchise, nor a poll 
tax. Whatever might be a defense to a personal claim for relief 
if one could be preferred by a disfranchised voter against offi- 
cers for refusing his vote in such tests, it is certain that others 
in the disfranchising States can not become, individually or 
collectively, endowed through them with increased national 
political power, or that States wherein there are no such tests, 
and their citizens, must thereby lose a share of their political 
power in the Republic. What is contended for, and only that, is 
that a yote in one State shall count for as much in the Republic 
as a vote in any other State. To say a citizen should, or could, 
learn to read, and could or should haye money and pay a poll 
tax does not tend to show there was no denial or abridgment of 
his right to vote within the meaning of the Constitution. What- 
ever operates to prevent suffrage in a State is a denial or 
abridgment of it. But an educational test in a State that is 
not designed to promote education, but only to disfranchise citi- 
zens, is an abridgment of the right to vote. And a poll tax that 
is not imposed as a means of raising revenue and not even col- 
lectible by law of parties financially responsible is simply a like 
abridgment. Registration laws impossible to be complied with 
on the part of the natural voter, taking into account his condi- 
tion as to education or property, is also a denial or abridgment 
of his right to vote. 

Laws are made with reference to existing conditions and the 
purposes designed to be accomplished. Their purpose and the 
motives of the legislators in enacting them— 
may be disclosed on the face of the acts, or be Inferrable from their 
operation, considered with reference to the condition of the country 


and existing legislation. 
* . * * . * 


» 

The motives of the legislators, considered as the purposes they had 
in view, will always be presumed to be to accomplish that which follows 
284 rio and reasonable effect of their enactments. (170 U. S., 

It was the understanding, as repeatedly stated while the 
fourteenth amendment was under consideration in Congress, 
that the negro might be disfranchised because of illiteracy and 
for reasons other than on account of color. Senator Fessenden, 
of Maine, in a speech delivered while the amendment was pend- 
ing in the Senate so stated, as did others. They then said 
they feared such disfranchisement would come, but that a con- 
sequent reduction of representation would restore and preserve 
equal Federal political power among the Sites and all the 
voters thereof, and might lead to the negro being educated to 
prepare him for suffrage. 

Mr. Garfield, since President of the United States, also one of 
the framers of the amendment, expressed similar views (Sep- 
tember 6, 1871). 

Mr. Shellabarger, of Ohio (December 12, 1871), one of the 
greatest of statesmen, a profound lawyer, who brought his legal 
learning to bear on all important national and political ques- 
tions, also a framer of the amendment, in a speech here, bore 
testimony as to the meaning and purpose of the amendment as 
understood by those who prepared it. He then said that its 
purpose was to secure equality here, and in the electoral col- 
lege by a reduction of representation if disfranchisement came 
on account of educational or property qualification, or on any 
other account. Speaking of such qualifications he said: 

You have your choice. The design of this constitutional amendment 
was that the poor man, the ignorant man, the colored man, should 
be secured, should be guaranteed his right to vote; that the States 
should not deprive him of ‘this right of representation except by tak- 
ing the consequences of not having in this Hall representation for 
those of his class. 

It follows that an administration of the constitution and laws 
of a State, regardless of what they are, which prevents citi- 
zens from yoting, results also in such denial or abridgment. 
The election laws are made and executed in a State with refer- 
ence to the education and property, or want of it, possessed 
by its citizens; so we must interpret the laws as to their intent 
(if that is important in the solution of this question), and 
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especially, as here, when the intent attributed is proved by the 
practical result of the law's operation. 

The fourteenth amendment was adopted with full knowledge 
of the illiteracy and poverty of colored and white persons in 
all the States, and of their political status and condition, also 
capacity and fitness to enjoy political rights and the necessity 
to possess them; in the light of all this the amendment must 
be interpreted. 

But neither an educational nor property qualification, nor a 
poll tax, can be held to be other than disfranchising expedients. 
If the ability to read and write, or the ownership of $500 in 
value, or the payment of a $2 poll tax, could be a test free from 
a constitutional denial or abridgement of the citizen’s right to 
yote, then the requirement might be that he should be able to 
read and write Greek, Hebrew, Sanscrit, and Latin and work all 
the propositions in Playfair’s Euclid, or that he should own 
$100,000 in value of property, or should pay as a condition of 
voting a poll tax of $1,000 or more, or meet all three require- 
ments combined, or others eyen more severe. What manner of 
autocracy or plutocracy would this establish? Would we still 
have a republic based on individual sovereignty? Who would 
say this would not deny or abridge the right to vote even in the 
most favored parts? 

If inability to read and write, to possess $500 in value in 
property, or to pay $2 poll tax, or other like requirement, neces- 
sarily operates to prevent large numbers of citizens of a State 
from voting, is not the denial or abridgment as complete as it 
could be under any other requirment? It is therefore proper 
to say that anything that operates to deprive a natural voter of 
his right to vote is a denial or abridgment of such right. 

Taking conditions into consideration the educational or prop- 
erty qualifications required are such that they can not possibly 
be complied with by large numbers of natural voting citizens, 
This was well understood when the requirements were made, 
and this impossibility was then well known to the State and its 
authorities. It follows that it was intended to be a denial or 
abridgment of the right to yote. No respectable authority goes 
so far as to say that an educational or property qualification or 
a poll tax that works disfranchisement in fact does not abridge 
the right to vote, within the meaning of the Constitution. The 
important thing is the denial or abridgment of the right to vote, 
not the manner of doing it. 

The plea that the fault is not with the constitutions and laws 
of the States, but with the ignorance and poverty of the negroes 
and poor whites, hardly deserves attention. It is too soon after 
slavery to charge disfranchisement by the State on its ignorant 
and poor; that the disfranchised and not the State are to blame, 
and therefore other States and their citizens should not be 
allowed to complain of political inequality or have the Constitu- 
tion enforced. The people constitute the State, and it, in an 
organized capacity, is amenable fer the people’s conduct and 
shortcomings regardless of their condition. 

It is further claimed that as any State, subject only to the 
limitation fixed by the fifteenth amendment, may regulate the 
suffrage of citizens residing therein, the remedy against in- 
equality of voting power is for each State to deny and abridge 
the suffrage to an extent great enough to produce political equal- 
ity; that is, for all the States to vie with each other in denying 
or abridging the right to vote. In doing this the Hebrew, the 
German (as was attempted recently in Maryland), the Irish- 
man, and those of other nationality or nativity, and the poor, 
are, of course, to be the victims. There are not enough colored 
citizens for this universal political slaughter. 

The suggestion may be safely made that no candidate of any 
party will go, or will ever dare go, on the stump in any Con- 
gressional district in any State where suffrage is free and advo- 
cate the right or policy of a voter in other districts or States to 
continue to exercise two or more times as much Federal power 
as the voters of his own district. No matter what the previous 
politics of the district has been, the candidate who would do this 
would be beaten. The time is near at hand when in no district 
thus situate a candidate of any party can be elected who does 
not advocate equalization of representation between the States 
on the rule of the Constitution. 

It is inconceivable that any man of any party would dare ex- 
pect public support who claims his constituency is not equal in 
capacity and political right to that of any other district in any 
State. When the time comes that statesmen can successfully 


claim a voter in one part of the Union is superior in right to a 
voter in other parts, the end is near. 

There is no party in this country which will ever dare declare 
in its platforms that it believes that voters in some sections or 
States of the Union ought to enjoy (as they now do) undue vot- 
ing power. 
supporters. 


A party with such platforms would be without 


3892 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


Marcu 15, 


Instead of meeting the question fairly, the Democratie party, 
which has always boasted that it stood for the common people 
and their natural rights, raise the false ery that to reduce repre- 
sentation as the Constitution provides would be sectional, raise 
the race question, promote social ty, lead to negro domina- 
tion, penalize the disfranchising States, bring about negro 
suffrage, ete. Some few say those who seek to enforce the Con- 
stitution are prompted to it because they desire to keep up old 
war issues and to waye the “bloody shirt,” and because they 
love the negro better than white people, and because people 
South vote the Democratic ticket, just as though, if these 
things were not also false, it would afford any excuse for not 
enforcing the Constitution, especially that part resting on prin- 
ciples of justice and designed to secure equality of citizenship. 
If there be partisan Democrats North or South who favor per- 
petuating the iniquitous political inequality between different 
sections of the Union to promote party success, the people will 
soon cease to support them. ‘The good sense of the people will 
little longer be misled by false cries or false issues, raised to 
induce them to surrender their just share of political power. 

To demand equal political rights for our own constituents 
raises no race question, does not promote social equality, does 
not tend to promote negro domination, does not punish disfran- 
chising States, does not stir up war or sectional animosities, 
or raise the cry of “ bloody shirt,” or show love for the negro 
race above the white race, nor that the motive is to punish any 
State because it permits an elect few to vote the Democratic 
ticket only. Putting these and other like things forward, which 
no sane man of ordinary capacity believes true, is a confession 
that there is no way of fairly meeting the real question. 

If the honest enforcement of the Constitution will tend to an 
enlarged suffrage it will be because the States may prefer to 
allow its white and colored now disfranchised citizens to vote 
rather than lose representation in Congress or the electoral 
college; that is, would prefer to have their own citizens vote 
if a select few are not permitted to vote for them and have 
representation based on them. 

The latest claim is that the Constitution should not be en- 
forced, though suffrage is denied because these States haye only 
been engaged in “ reforming the suffrage.” Denying or abridg- 
ing suffrage as a means of reforming it is, as has already been 
shown, undemocratic, against the principles on which our 
Republic was founded, autocratic and monarchial in tendency, 
but to superadd the right of the few to vote for the disfran- 
chised, ignoring the universal equality of citizenship in the 
Union of the States, is to establish caste or elass distinctions 
therein not justified on any principle, and which, continuing, 
will inevitably result in the overthrow of free government. To 
disfranchise citizens and then exercise all political power over 
or for them is to allow those not disfranchised a power, even 
within the State, repugnant to, democratic institutions, and to 
extend such power over citizens of other States creates an 
oligarchy in the most objectionable form. 

In some States peonage of the working man, regardless of 
race, has already arisen. r 

Maryland recently tried to inaugurate a scheme of disfran- 
chisement applicable to white and colored alike, but her people 
ealled a halt. This nation is awakening to the danger impend- 
ing, and its people will demand the enforcement of the Consti- 
tution and the preservation of their political rights. Political 
slavery will cease to exist. 

It was once believed that in time certain States would so regu- 
late suffrage as to avoid the necessity for enforcing the Constitu- 
tion relating to representation in Congress, but instead State 
constitutions and laws have been made and so administered 
as to, from year to year, deny or abridge suffrage. The future 
promises no change. 

That the South has some good laws, has established schools, 
and is now prospering is the slogan of some interested persons 
who desire to continue the unequal Federal voting power. What 
a plea for even a bad cause! As a premium to certain States 
and their elect few for not making all vicious laws, for not pro- 
hibiting common schools, and for availing themselves of sensi- 
ble business methods or taking advantage of the general com- 
mercial prosperity of the country and for embracing conditions 
incident to freedom instead of clinging to effete ones of slavery 
times, it is claimed they should have the right to deny or 
abridge suffrage, and then, in national affairs, to vote for the 
disfranchised and enjoy a political power not enjoyed by citi- 
zens of other States. Has it come to this, that because certain 
citizens are not wholly bad they should be made superior to 
others who go not astray? Other States and their people have 
long had good laws, good public schools, and have enjoyed pros- 
perity, and they ask no political supremacy, but seek their 
reward in the consciousness of haying done right, and in the 


consequent good they derive therefrom. Such an excuse for 
violating the Constitution and usurping undue political power 
was never before advanced. In the business centers in the 
South, where there is great prosperity, sound commercial 
methods and money were imported. So of any general pros- 
perity throughout the South. 

In politics and political methods alone the disfranchising 
States have not advanced. History will show that lawlessness 
has grown rapidly in regions where election frauds and crimes 
exist and political rights have been withheld. There criminals 
are bred and thrown upon society elsewhere. Says one, What 
will the member from Obio say on the subject of riots in his 
own city? I have no defense for lawlessness there or anywhere. 
There was no race or political war there, or nothing approach- 
ing it. The authorities, civil and military, protected the guilty 
negroes after their arrest, but the bawdy house, where they 
were harbored, was destroyed. Those caught in the lawless 
acts were put in prison, and, on trial, convicted and punished by 
jury and the courts. Can others say so much? The colored 
people there are, in general, peaceful citizens, with their own 
churches and Young Men’s Christian Association. They send 
their children to the public schools, and are allowed to work 
side by side with white citizens in the factories and elsewhere. 
They sit on the juries with them without question. Neither 
Democrats nor Republicans assail them on account of their race 
or color, either in business or politics. Both parties defend and 
uphold them in the enjoyment of their political and other rights. 
Colored men guilty of crime are subject to the same condemna- 
tion as white men, no more, no less. 

But is it not far from a satisfactory reason for not enforcing 
the Constitution of the United States to say, if even true, that 
one of the thousands who asks its enforcement resides in a city 
where a riot occurred? 

FOURTEENTH NOT SUPERSEDED BY THE FIFTEENTH AMENDMENT. 

The claim that the fifteenth amendment supplanted the four- 
teenth needs only brief notice. The necessity for and language 
to be used in the fifteenth amendment was under consideration 
when the fourteenth was framed. One or more of the States 
ratified the fourteenth after the fifteenth had become part of 
the Constitution. The two are not inconsistent. The former, 
among other things (sec. 1), defined citizenship in the United 
States, and provided that no State should make or enforce any 
law abridging the privileges or immunities of citizens of the 
United States, nor deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law, nor deny to persons within 
it the equal protection of the laws; then followed (sec. 2) with 
the rule of apportionment based on numbers with the provision 
for reduction of representation, each and all relating to white 
and colored alike. It would be just as reasonable to contend 
that the fifteenth took away citizenship as defined in the four- 
teenth, revoked the inhibition against the right of a State to 
abridge the privileges and immunities of citizens, or its right 
to deprive persons of life, liberty, or property without due 
process of law, or to deny to persons the equal protection of 
the laws, as to contend that it took away the power of Con- 
gress to reduce representation. 

The fourteenth amendment defined citizenship because it had 
never before been defined in the Constitution, and the Dred 
Scott case (19 How., U. S., 393) held negroes were not citi- 
zens. All the parts of the fourteenth applied to and for the 
benefit of both white and colored people. The fifteenth was 
adopted for the sole purpose of prohibiting a State from deny- 
ing the right of citizens to vote “on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude,” but it otherwise left to the 
States the same right they before enjoyed to regulate suffrage. 
This amendment also applied to all races. If it had not been 
so intended, color or previous condition of servitude would have 
only been mentioned. 

It is as important in equalizing voting power among States 
and districts, as we have seen, that reduction of representation 
should be made regardless of who are denied suffrage. The 
fifteenth amendment left the right to regulate suffrage with 
the States, as though it had not been adopted, save the limitation 
on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude; 
and they have so regarded this right. The sequel has proved 
abundantly the necessity of the requirement for reduction of 
representation to equalize Federal voting power and that dis- 
franchisement has gone on notwithstanding the fifteenth amend- 
ment, which “ does not confer the right of suffrage.” (92 S. S. 
214, 542.) Nothing in its language justifies the claim that 
it was intended to repeal the earlier amendment. Repeals 
by implication never arise save when a later is plainly incon- 
sistent with an earlier enactment. Here there is no inconsist- 
ency at all. Repeals by implication are not favored when legis- 
lative enactments are involved, and never when constitutional 
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provisions are involved, save when one can not be enforced 


avithout plainly conflicting with another. Constitutions are 
made more deliberately, as a rule, than statute laws. Constitu- 
tions, as well as statutes, are required to be construed to avoid, 
if possible, repugnancy, and so as to give effect to all their pro- 
visions. (Potter’s Dwarris, 145.) 

Those who framed both amendments did not dream of their 
conflicting, on the contrary, regarded them as in perfect har- 
mony, as we haye seen and shall see. 

The history of the amendments is instructive. Each is an 
evolution. The Ohio idea” was first advanced, providing that 
negroes should be counted in making up representation only in 
States where they were permitted to vote. Then came Mr. 
Stevens’s plan to base it on legal voters alone. Then followed 
Mr. Conkling's plan to apportion Representatives among States 
according to number, with the proviso: 

That whenever in any State, the elective franchise shall be denied or 
abridged on account of race or color, all persons of such race or color 
shall be excluded from the basis of representation. 

This being referred to the Joint Committee on Reconstruction, 
was reported back in a new form, but in substance the same; 
it passed the House, but, after many attempts so to amend it 
as to also incorporate what is now the fifteenth amendment, 
prohibiting disfranchisement on account of race or color, ete., 
it was altered and passed by both Houses in its present form, 
the conclusion being then reached, Southern Members aiding, 
to vest Congress with power to reduce representation where 
the right to vote was denied or in any way abridged for any 
cause, whether in consequence of an educational or property 
qualification, or on account of race, color, or previous condition 
of servitude. There was almost a general agreement that if in- 
equality in voting power arose between States, Congress should 
have the power to adjust it. 

If we keep steadily in view that the central principle em- 
bodied in the second section of the fourteenth amendment was 
to secure, as nearly as possible in human affairs, universal equal 
political power, as exercised through the elective franchise in 
the several States of the Union, we will avoid technical theories. 

If the fifteenth amendment had prohibited an educational test 
or a property qualification of a voter, it would have as much 
effeeted the fourteenth as it does in its present form. 

The three war amendments were proclaimed and ratified in 
the order of their numbers, December 18, 1865, July 28, 1868, 
and March 30, 1870. (Virginia ratified the fourteenth after the 
fifteenth had been submitted.) And substantially the same Sen- 
ators and Representatives, after the fifteenth amendment was 
ratified, gave their understanding of the continuing existence of 
the fourteenth by passing a law, never repealed, dated Febru- 
ary 2, 1872 (now section 22, R. S. U. S.), embodying the lan- 
guage of section 2. 

When the fifteenth amendment was adopted and ratified, the 
necessity and importance of the rule of equalizing the political 
power of the States and of the voters thereof were great and 
well understood, and they are now still more apparent than then. 

Time and again our Supreme Court has recognized the four- 
teenth without a suggestion that it had been in any part super- 
seded by the fifteenth. (92 U. S., 542; 100 U, S., 313, 339, 345-9; 
103 U. S., 389; 170 U. S., 213, and 118 U. S., 356.) 

Justice Strong, speaking for the court, uses this language: 


But the Constitution now expressly gives authority for Congressional 
interference and compulsion in the cases embraced within the four- 
teenth amendment. 

He says further, in speaking of this amendment: 

It is these which Congress is empowered to enforce, and to enforce 
e mag State action however put forth. Whether that action be execu- 

ve, legislative, or judicial, such enforcement is no invasion of State 

No law can be which the people of the States have by the 


sovereignty. (400 


Constitution of the United States empowered Congress to enact. 


U. S., 246, 248.) 
So, to enforce the Constitution is not sectional. 
REDUCTION NOT A JUDICIAL FUNCTION. 

It is also claimed that notwithstanding section 5 of the four- 
teenth amendment empowers Congress “to enforce by appropri- 
ate legislation the provisions of the article” it is without power 
to act, because in so acting it would exercise a “ judicial func- 
tion” wholly vested in the Supreme Court and other courts of 
the United States. (Constitution, Art. III, sec. 1) No conflict 
of power between Congress and the courts can possibly arise. 
Whatever power is imposed on Congress includes the right to 
find whatever facts are requisite to its enforcement and in doing 

this it exercises a legislative and not a judicial function. 

If a constitutional provision requires Congress to do anything 
requisite to its enforcement, the fact that another tribunal is 
usually charged by the same instrument with the power to do 
the same or a like thing does not take away the constitutional 
duty or right of Congress to act. The President is very fre- 


quently required, both by the Constitution and the laws, to find 
facts precedent to executive action, and, when found, there can 
be no review, either as to his finding or as to the action he has 
based thereon. So, as to the exercise of the legislative powers 
of Congress, which are plainly vested in it by the Constitution. 
If it were true, as claimed, that all judicial power was vested in 
the courts by one section of the Constitution, it is equally true 
that another and later one gives Congress the exclusive right to 
do whatever is necessary, whether judicial in its nature or not, 
to enforce the fourteenth amendment. 

What is meant by the “ judicial power of the United States” 
need not be discussed here; it is enough to know that it does not 
include any Congressional power. That there are difficulties in 
the way of exercising a power is no argument against its exist- 
ence, Congress, when it submitted, and the States, when they 
ratified, the amendment, understood the difficulties in the way of 
its execution; yet the anticipated necessity for a remedy to pre- 
serye the underlying principle of equality among the sovereign 
people of the States was so great that they enjoined the im- 
portant duty on Congress alone. 

On this question our courts have spoken. 

Congress, by virtue of the fifth section of the fourteenth — 


ment, may enforce the prohibitions whenever they are disreza! by 
either the legislative, the executive, or the judicial department of the 
State. (100 U. S., 313, syllabi.) 


In the same report (p. 345), answering talk about judicial 
power in the enforcement of the fourteenth amendment, and re- 
ferring to the power granted to Congress by the fifth section 
thereof, and like sections to the other amendments, the court 
Says: 

All of the amendments derive much of their force from this latter 
provision. It is not said the judicial power of the General Government 
shall extend to enforcing the prohibitions and to protect the rights and 
immunities guaranteed. * * * It is the power of Congress that has 
been enlarged. is authorized to enforce the provision by 
appropriate leca on Some legislation is contemplated to make the 
amendments fully effective. Whatever legislation is appropriate * * e 
is brought within the domain of political power. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS, 

Some inequality arises out of apportionment by Congress to 
the States, and in the formation by the States of districts of 
unequal population, but in neither case is disfranchisement in- 
volved. Congress and State legislatures are presumed to act 
reasonably, thereby avoiding as far as possible any such in- 
equality. Washington regarded the first apportionment act 
passed by Congress so inequitable as to require him to veto it, 
and thus came about, under the advice of Jefferson, Randolph, 
and Madison, the first yeto message (April 5, 1792) under the 
Constitution. (Elliot's Debates, etc, vol. 4, p. 624.) This 
shows, that from the beginning, equality of representation was 
regarded as of primary importance. 

The impious doctrine of the Old World was that the people 
were made for the kings; it is none the less impious when some 
of the people are regarded as made for a self-chosen few who 
usurp their rights, and asume to exercise them unequally against 
others as well. 

The work of disfranchising is not so elevating in character 
as to ennoble those engaged in it, and to give them increased 
governmental Federal power. 

That all political power is derived from the consent of the 
governed has always been the battle-cry of true Jeffersonian 
Democracy. What is to be said when the voice of the governed 
is stilled, and those who brought this state of things about 
assume for themselves more than their natural or equal political 
power in the Union? 

The common cry now is, that through trusts, insurance frauds, 
unjust transportation rates, and the like, the people are being 
robbed of their estates. What is left but to rob them of their 
equal political sovereignty? 

Time, more than sufficient, has elapsed to demonstrate that 
those who arrogate to themselyes the right to judge who of the 
white and colored citizens should or should not yote intend to 
deny or abridge suffrage to the extreme limit. ‘This calls for 
the application of the remedy the Constitution wisely provides. 
This remedy, it is sincerely believed, will not only be in the 
interest of the States that haye not entered upon the work of 
disfranchising, but will prove to be in the interest of all the 
States of the Union. 

The Democratic party in recent national convention seemed 
to declare, in good faith, for “equality before the law of all 
5 Why not favor equality “of all citizens” in making 
the law 

That party then declared: “We deny the right of the Execu- 
tive to disregard or suspend any constitutional privilege or 
limitation.” Why not deny the right of Congress “ to disregard 
or suspend any constitutional privilege or limitation?” 

It also, then, was in favor of guaranteeing to our citizens 
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when abroad, “ native-born or naturalized, and without distinc- 
tion of race or creed, the equal protection of the laws and the 
enjoyment of all the rights and privileges open to them under 
the covenant of our treaties.” Why not guarantee to them the 
same equal rights in the United States? 

It also demanded equal rights and self-government for the 
6,961,339 Filipinos halfway around the world, which met with 
a concurring response by its late standard bearer (Mr. Parker), 
who, in his acceptance speech, asked in addition to have guaran- 
teed to them the rights and privileges of the fourteenth amend- 
ment of the Constitution. Why not guarantee to 85,000,000 of 
our citizens in the States the same equal political and constitu- 
tional rights? 

Jam not now hoping for or expecting absolute equality in rep- 
resentation in our Government, but only such approach to it as 
may reasonably be attained, taking all the complicated condi- 
tions into account. My bill may not be perfect in that it does 
not even go to the danger line of doing injustice to any State 
or its people. The Representatives provided for by the bill will 
each be elected with a much less vote than was cast in 1904 in 
any State not named, Nevada excepted, and generally with less 
than one-half such vote. But of paramount importance is the 
recognition of the principle of equality in representation and 
among the voters of the Republic. 

This Hall is the only place where the people in a representa- 
tive capacity may be heard. The President and Vice-President 
are not chosen directly by the people. In twenty-one elections 
from and including 1824 (first year the vote was recorded) ten 
times a President has been chosen who had only a minority 
popular vote—Adams, 1824; Polk, 1844; Taylor, 1848; Buchanan, 
1856; Lincoln, 1860; Hayes, 1876; Garfield, 1880; Cleveland, 
1884 and 1892, and Harrison in 1888. 

The Senate is based on a theory of equality in statehood. 

If we maintain inequality in electing Members of this House, 
we shall have nothing left of true republicanism. 

Daily this House rings with vehement speech about equalizing 
salaries of clerks and employees, especially those of old soldiers 
who long since furled their war flags and are now toiling—some 
of them with broken bodies—to earn their bread by the sweat of 
their furrowed and battle-scarred faces. Why not also equalize 
representation here and in the electoral college, as the Consti- 
tution enjoins us? 

Regardless of misrepresentations and personal abuse (prompt- 
ed partly by ignorance and partly by interest), I shall try to do 
my duty uninfluenced by them. I haye the kindliest feeling 
for my southern fellow-citizens. I have been received by them 
with great kindness. I commanded in the recent war with 
Spain many volunteer military organizations of Southern States. 
I bear witness to the true spirit of patriotism and devotion to 
duty, to the restored Union, and to the flag, of the gallant men 
belonging to them. They, if the occasion had come, would have 
shown as great heroism as was ever shown by any men sum- 
moned to battle, and in achievement would have done honor to 
the brave men from whose loins they sprung. For the old Con- 
federate soldier I have no feeling but of sympathy, respect, and 
kindness. No hatred or ill-will rankles in my breast toward 
the South. Both North and South have paid in blood, tears, and 
treasure the full penalty for the entailed crime of the ages— 
slavery. In getting rid of one dire evil, let us not nurse into 
life another one fraught with equal danger to the Republic. 

It is suggested that because there is woman suffrage in some 
of the States and because some States permit persons not citi- 
zens to vote that the constitutional rule of reduction would 
work unequally. This can not be true, as the rule of reduction 
is based alone on the denial or abridgment of the right to vote 
of “male inhabitants * * * 21 years of age, citizens of the 
United States.” Difficulties encountered in exercising a power 
do not warrant a refusal to exercise it. 

It is too much to expect that in one speech all the groundless 
objections to Congress, or its Members, performing their con- 
stitutional duty, can be noticed. 

It is wholly foreign to the question of equality of suffrage, 
through which, alone, equality of American citizenship can be 
secured and a republican form of government in States main- 
tained, to complain of reconstruction after the civil war; or to 
say that the right of suffrage was originally left to be regulated 
by the States; or to say that they still possess that right; or to 
say that the disfranchising States are now only “ reforming the 
suffrage; or to say that in some of such States there haye been 
schoolhouses built “upon every hill;” that population is in- 
creasing; that illiteracy has declined; that the mileage of rail- 
roads has increased; that cotton mills haye sprung up, or that 
banking capital has increased largely, etc. These facts testify 
of prosperity which could not be attained while slavery existed 
in the South. They testify to the improved economic conditions 


of freedom, and do not prove that a voter in one section should 
have political power not possessed by a voter in other sections 
of our Union. Nor is it necessary for us to discuss here 
whether or not the fourteenth amendment “ prohibits a just and 
fair regulation of suffrage.” Nobody claims it does; but, when 
regulated, the amendment forbids those who are to enjoy it 
from voting for and having representation based on those re- 
garded unfit to exercise the elective franchise. If unfit, this 
amendment regards them unfit to be counted in apportioning 
representation in Congress and in the electoral college, and de- 
nies those who, by reason of their assumed superior qualifica- 
tions, do vote the right, in effect, to vote for the disfranchised, 
thereby gathering to themselves a political power not possessed 
by voters in States that do not believe that depriving the masses 
of citizens of the right to freely vote and to have their votes 
counted is to “ reform the suffrage.” 

I plead for the sacredness of the Constitution and for the en- 
forcement of all its provisions; for that first written charter of 
national freedom, born amid the throes of kingdoms and em- 
pires, to plant, preserve, and perpetuate civil and religious liberty 
in the world, and designed as a shield for the oppressed and 
persecuted. It came only. after the flames had died out in the 
crater of a war waged for the equality of man before the law; 
its price was the blood and treasure of the patriots of the Revo- 
lution. It is also the more sacred by reason of the blood spilled 
and treasure expended in more recent wars for humanity to 
save it; equality of rights was its central principle. It was 
made by and for the people. Its preamble reads: 


We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect 
Union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, provide for the 
common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessin 
of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this 
Constitution for the United States of America. 


A perfect union can not be formed, nor justice established, 
domestic tranquillity insured, common defense provided for, 
general welfare promoted, and the blessings of liberty to our- 
selves and our posterity secured by establishing and maintain- 
ing an inequality in political power by allowing a few in one 
State, regardless of conditions or methods, to exercise the 
elective franchise given to the many in other States of the Union. 
[Prolonged applause. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The committee will informally rise to receive a message from 
the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Manon haying taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, 
by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that the Senate 
had passed without amendment bill and joint resolution of 
the following titles: 

H. J. Res. 97. Joint resolution authorizing assignment of pay 
of teachers and other employees of the Bureau of Education in 
Alaska; and 

H. R. 15649. An act extending the time for the construction of 
the dam across the Mississippi River authorized by the act of 
Congress approved March 12, 1904. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 10129) to amend section 
5501 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, disagreed to 
by the House of Representatives, had agreed to the conference 
asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. CLARK of Wyoming, Mr. NELSON, 
and Mr. CULBERSON as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested : 

S. 4969. An act granting permission to Rear-Admiral C. H. 
Davis, United States Navy, to accept a silver cup and salver and 
a silver punch bowl and cups tendered to him by the British and 
Russian ambassadors, respectively, in the name of their Goy- 
ernments; and 

S. 8401. An act for the relief of the executors of the estate 
of Harold Brown, deceased. 


LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that thé gentleman from Ohio be permitted to conclude 
his remarks. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, it is the first time I have 
ever done it, and I hate very much to do it now, but there is 
but little more than an hour until the House is going to ad- 
journ, and I shall be compelled to object. 

Mr. KEIFER. It is the first time that objection has been 
made, that I know of. I only want about twenty minutes more. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. I haye no doubt the gentleman could get 
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through in that time, but there is only an hour left, and the 

| gentleman from Virginia wants ten minutes and that will only 

leave fifty minutes. ö 

| Mr. KELFER. There will be plenty of time after 3 o'clock. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. After that time you can get in. I will be 

‘compelled to object. 

Mr. KEIFER. I will give notice that the time for unani- 
mous consent has about ceased in this House. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should be very sorry, Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman should take that view. 

Mr. KEIFER. I must take it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have explained the matter to the gentle- 
man. The gentleman from Virginia needs time and I need 
time, and we are going to get about fifty minutes. 

| Mr. KEIFER. The gentleman has spoken once on this bill. 
Mx. WILLIAMS. I do not want to make a speech. I only 
want to give some advice to the Republican caucus, and if I 
do not give it to-day it will be too late. 

| Mr. KEIFER. The gentleman has frequently been giving 
advice. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will myself ask to-morrow that the gen- 
tleman may conclude his remarks, but I can not do so now. 

Mr. KEIFER. Of course I have to yield to the objection. 
I would have concluded in about fifteen minutes more if I 
had the time. The gentleman knows that it is much better for 
me if I could close now and have it altogether, if it is possible. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that, but it is absolutely 
necessary that we should get in what we have to say now, and 
I therefore object. I will be very glad to hear the gentleman 
conclude his remarks to-morrow. I now yield ten minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, it is not my purpose 
to discuss the pending measure. On the contrary, I desire to 
devote the very few moments yielded me to some brief com- 
ment upon the subject of the message of the President of the 
United States, which has just been read to the House. I regret 
exceedingly that my time is too limited to permit a thorough 
discussion of so important a paper. I think I am not mistaken 
in saying that the cablegram of a day or two ago announcing 
the massacre by American soldiers of 600 Moros, many of whom 
were women and children, in the crater at the top of Mount 
Dajo, on the island of Jolo, shocked the humane and moral 
sensibilities of every right-thinking American citizen. Making 
every allowance possible on account of the intimate personal 
relations which exist between the President and General 
Wood—the known partiality of President Roosevelt for General 
Wood—1I am still utterly at a loss to understand how the Chief 
Executive of this great and free Republic could find it in his 
heart to place his high official approval upon conduct as cruel 
and as inhuman as that which characterized the atrocities of the 
Duke of Alva in the Netherlands. A few years ago, when Gen- 
eral Smith, known to fame as “ Hell Roaring Jake Smith,” is- 
sued his infamous order that all natives in the island of Samar 
over the age of 10 years should be treated as belligerents and 
shot down, the people of every civilized country were horribly 
shocked ; but that abhorrent order, Mr. Chairman, in my estima- 
tion, is not to be compared to the massacre of innocents which 
the crater at the summit of Mount Dajo witnessed, and for 
which the commanding officer of our forces in the Philippines 
assumes the responsibility and seeks in this cablegram to jus- 
tify. In defense of Smith it was urged by his friends that his 
cruel order was never put into execution, nor intended to be. 

Mr. Chairman, the conduct of those who engaged in the 

slaughter of these women and children, and of those who may 
be responsible therefor, may receive official indorsement and 
even commendation, but it will never meet the approval of the 
American people unless I am woefully mistaken as to what 
should constitute honorable warfare. I do not believe, in the 
first place, that the attack made upon Moros who had taken 
refuge in an almost inaccessible position on a mountain top 
can be justified. It may have been spectacular; but it cer- 
tainly showed an amazing disregard of the lives of the men who 
were ordered to make the assault. According to my information 
Mount Dajo is not only very difficult of ascent, but it stands 
apart and alone, and therefore could easily have been surrounded. 
It would have taken but a short time to have starved out and 
captured every man of them without the sacrifice of a single 
American life. But, be that as it may, the hideous fact stands 
out in bold relief that 600 Moros were killed as against 15 
of the attacking forces, and General Wood is driven to admit 
that among the Moro dead there were many women and chil- 
dren. Not the life of a single miserable woman, nor one of a 
pitiful innocent child was spared! The whole tribe was exter- 
hminated. Does the world’s history afford a parallel to this 
case? 
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But General Wood, who it seems did not make the ascent of 
the mountain until the butchery had been ended for the very 
lack of more victims, tells us that he is convinced there was 
“no man, woman, or child wantonly killed ”—they were all, he 
says, “unavoidably” killed. The women were killed because 
they wore trousers, and the childrea being used as shields by the 
men naturally suffered a like fate. Then to silence forever any 
carping crific at home he adds “they apparently desired that 
none be saved.“ This is probably the only side of this pitiful 
story that will ever be given the American people. The lips of 
every Moro are sealed in death, and we are asked to accept 
General Wood’s statement that the women and children were 
killed simply because they did not desire to be saved. For one 
I decline to be satisfied with such an incredible story. Such a 
monstrous proposition is to my mind simply unbelieveable. 
And feeling as I do, I am not willing that a single day shall pass 
by without my registering my emphatic dissent to the conclu- 
sions to which the President tells us he has arrived. In my 
deliberate judgment the killing of 600 men, women, and chil- 
dren in the crater of Mount Dajo by the troops under command 
of General Wood was a wanton and cruel act of butchery, and 
one which can not be justified and which the American people 
will never excuse and never forget. 

Mr, Chairman, the Washington Post of this morning con- 
tains an editorial which very correctly reflects my sentiments 
and feelings. It should be given the widest circulation. I ask 
leave to incorporate it in the Recorp as a part of my remarks, 


A WAR FOR CIVILIZATION. 


When civilization proceeds “ to stagger humanity,” it calls in Fran- 
cisco Pizarro or “ Hell-roaring Jake” Smith, Hernando Cortez or 
Leonard Wood, all experts at the business. It is an old trade. Ahab 
practiced it on Naboth, the Jezreelite, and the Lord wreaked vengeance 
on that same plat. The King ord a Te Deum for Cortez’s “ vic- 
torx; the President congratulates Wood on his “ victory.” 

We have always believed that the American ple will put an end 
to the . questlon whenever they shall given a good lick at 
it unencumbered with any other political question. It is un-Ameri- 
can, unrepublican, undemocratic— thing of ayer 3 people in sub- 
jection on the other side of the planet. Our country has tolerated it; 
never approved it. 

“ Hell-roaring Jake” Smith shocked all Christendom when he made 
proclamation to kill everybody over 10 years old. If the question 
could have been made paramount at the succeeding election, we would 
have been out of the thing by this time. General Wood says the latest 
butchery of men and women was because they fought so fiercely; and 
yet they killed but 16 of his men, while he killed 600 of theirs. 

The fact is that General Wood is civilizing the Moros on the idea 
that there are no good Moros but dead ones. That is the way Caius 
Marius performed when he was down in Jugurtha’s country. Lucullus, 
Pompey the Great, Crassus, Vespasian, Titus, Trajan, and one hundr 
Cæsars acted on the same principle. We have not improved on it a 
particle. A Roman procul before the birth of Christ acted precisely 
as General Wood acts nearly two thousand years after Christ expired 
on the cross for Moro as well as for American. 

There is no authority in the Constitution to shoot civilization into 
savages on the other hemisphere. If it must be done, there are em- 
pires and kingdoms over there that believe in it and are accustomed 
to it. Let them do it. If we can not govern the Moros without mur- 
dering women, better that we withdraw and let them govern them- 


selves. 

Evidently General Wood is a man after the order of Strafford, and 
believes in “Thorough.” Neither Pizarro nor Cortez could bave done 
it more signally than he. Indeed, General Wood gave us in the sham- 
bles what “ Hell-roaring Jake” ordered in a proclamation. 

The Post does not state the case one atom too strongly. Be- 
lieve me, this discussion has but begun, and before it is ended 
I doubt not that even the President himself will conclude that 
it was a mistaken impulse which prompted his hasty and, as I 
believe, wholly unwarranted approval of what will go down 
into history as a wanton and indefensible slaughter of defense- 
less women and helpless children. Who can believe that there 
was necessity for this wholesale massacre of women and 
children? What reasonable human being can believe that the 
killing of these poor, ignorant creatures could not have been 
avoided? To me it is unthinkable that the Moros charged the 
assaulting American columns holding their children before them 
as shields. Such a story is too preposterous, too monstrous to 
find credence in any quarter. It will not be accepted by un- 
prejudiced and dispassionate, humane, and Christian people 
anywhere. From one end of civilization to the other it will be 
repudiated—throughout the world it will be scornfully rejected. 

Mr. Chairman, excuse it as we may, the revolting story of 
the massacre of Mount Dajo will go down into history as the 
blackest stain upon the American name. A thousand years 
of honorable, humane, noble, and Christian conduct on the part 
of our American soldiery will not suffice to blot out that stain. 
{Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I arose for another purpose, 
but the remarks of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Jones] 
have suggested to me that I ought to read a little poem prepared 
by one of the Members of the House and handed to me not long 
ago. It is entitled “ The Charge of the Wood Brigade,” or what 
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the heathen call “The Massacre of Mount Daio.” 
follows: 


THE CHARGE OF THE WOOD BRIGADE; OR WHAT THE HEATHEN CALL “ THE 
MASSACRE OF MOUNT DAJO.” 


Chased them from eve “= Sylow 
Chased them all onwa: 
Into the crater of death 
Drove them—six hundred! 
“Forward the Wood brigade ; 
Spare not a one,” he said ; 
R Shoot all six hundred!” , 


“Forward the Wood Bae orig) * 

Was there a man afr 

Not tho’ a soldier knew 
Heathen had blundered. 

Baraga can't reply, 

Heathen can’t reason why 

Women and children die ; 

Forced in the crater of death, 
Forced with six hundred, 


Cannon to right of them, 
Cannon to left of them, 
Cannon in front of them 
Volleyed and thunder 
Stormed at with shot and shell, 
Women and children fell ‘ 
Into the jaws of death, 
Into the mouth of hell 
All told, six hundred! 


Flashed all the sabers there, 

Flashed as they turned in air, 

Sab'ring the women there, 

Charging the children while 
All the world Nepean 


It reads as 


Stifled by cannon smok 

Men, women, children choke; 
Women and children 

Reel'd from the bay'net stroke, 
In death not sundered ; 

Families slaughtered there— 
All of six hundred. 


Cannon to right of them, 
Cannon to left of them, 
Cannon in front of them 
Volleyed and thund i 
Sto at with shot and shell, 
While child and mother fell, 
sis that had loved so well! 
Thrust into jaws of death, _ 
Trapped into mouth of hell, 
Not a babe left of them— 
Left of six hundred. 


What shall such blood thirst slake? 
Go ask Hell Roaring Jake 

Whether Waa blundered. 
Asad the char; —.— made? 

Honor the W. brigade 

For that six hundred? 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I did not arise, Mr. Chairman, for the purpose, however, of 
speaking about the battle on Mount Dajo. The party of restric- 
tion, the G. O. P., the Grand Old Procrastinator, is going to hold 
a caucus at 3 o’clock. [Laughter and applause on the Demo- 
cratic side.] This party of restriction, a party of restriction 
against products and men both, are going to hold a caucus “ for 
the purpose of getting together.” They restrict the membership 
of the caucus and do not permit me to participate in its delibera- 
tions. My only opportunity of impressing upon the Republican 
brethren of the House my advice and their only opportunity to 
hear advice of a safe and sane sort presents itself now. I was 
sorry a moment ago to make my first objection to unanimous 
consent for a Member to continue his remarks, but you will see 
that if I do not proceed now it will be too late to advise you to- 
morrow. Whatever errors you are going to commit will have 
been caucus committed by then, and my only hope is that you 
shall commit no error. That hope arises from the confident ex- 
pectation that you will seriously consider the advice I am abour 
to give you and will be guided to some extent by it. 

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. MILLER. I want to ask the gentleman if he has any 
desire to participate in this conference; and if so, if he should 
receive an invitation he would accept it and be bound by the 
action of the caucus? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will, provided that the invitation comes 
with the further addition and promise that after I get there I 
shall not be gagged. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic 
side.] Such is the habit of the Republican party 

Mr. MILLER. I can only speak for myself 

Mr. WILLIAMS (continuing). Such is the habit of the Re- 
publican party in gagging philosophy and principles and prac- 
tice, especially in connection with statehood matters, that 
I am afraid that after I get there my friend Mr. HAMIL- 
ToN would move that I go way back and sit down” and be 
allowed to say nothing. But for that I would go to the caucus 
to advise you instead of instructing you here. [Laughter.] 
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Mr. MILLER. I want to say to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi that as far as I am personally concerned I would be glad 
to have him not only invited to the caucus, but take part in the 
proceedings, and I haye every reason to believe that he would 
be bound by the action of that caucus, as he always is on all oc- 
caslons in a caucus of his own. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A Republican caucus that I attend on my 
conditions, yes; a Democratic caucus always. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, to be ‘serious, you gentlemen upon that side of the Cham- 
ber are confronted with a naked question which you can not 
avoid nor evade. The country knows what the question is, and 
you can not muddy the waters so as to fool the country about 
what it is. The naked question is, Shall the new State of Okla- 
homa, consisting of the Territories of Oklahoma and the Indian 
Territory, be admitted to the Union or not? You can not muddy 
the waters by any parliamentary device. You can not muddy 
the waters by any caucus action. You can not muddy the 
waters by any rule proposed or adopted. A bill has gone from 
this House to the Senate to admit two States out of four Terri- 
tories. Two of the Territories, Arizona and New Mexico, mak- 
ing one State, the new State of Arizona, have been stricken from 
the bill by the Senate. The Senate had its reasons. Were they 
good? Were they bad? I care not. What is practically left 
is this naked question: Shall or shall not Oklahoma be ad- 


mitted? The naked proposition with which the House of Repre- 


sentatives is confronted is, Shall the bill as amended by the 
Senate, admitting Oklahoma to statehood, pass the House of 
Representatives or not? The American people know that in 
the new State of Oklahoma there are nearly 2,000,000 people, 
coming from every State in the American Union—South, East, 
North, and West—a magnificent homogeneous population, capable 
of self-government to the very utmost extent, a people rich in 
energy, rich in resources, rich in capabilities, rich in all that goes 
to make up American citizenship, with no trouble about assimila- 
bility, no race question presented between Mexicans speaking the 
Spanish language and Americans speaking the English lan- 
guage, as in the proposed new State of Arizona and New Mex- 
ico; with no question of two different populations with diver- 
gent ideas, divergent traditions and ideals; no questions of 
difference about religion or habits of thought as would confront 
us in the case of making one State of Arizona and New Mexico, 
but a homogeneous American people nearly 2,000,000 strong. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do for a question. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Does the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] think the difference in language among the people 
in New Mexico an insuperable difficulty? If so, I desire to call 
the gentleman's attention to the Swiss Republic as illustrative of 
how three nationalities have cooperated to make one of the 
most successful republics of all times, in which the German, 
Italian, and French languages are the national tongues. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman knows that 
I will have to be cut off by this proposed Republican caucus or 
conference, and I yielded to the gentleman only for a question. 
I do not think that the difference of language alone would pre- 
sent an insuperable objection. It did not present one in Loui- 
siana, it does not present one in the Swiss Republic, and it has 
not until lately presented one in Austria-Hungary outside 
of Hungary itself; but there is not only the difference 
of language, but of race, in the case of Arizona and New 
Mexico. Racial characteristics are inherent and inborn, 
and there is always, where you put two different races to- 
gether, necessarily a race antagonism. I do not desire 
to discuss the merits of this question that has been fully in- 
vited by us in the House and evaded by you. I desire the 
country to understand what you are going into caucus about. 
You are going into caucus for two things—to determine, first, 
whether you will allow the House of Representatives to vote 
upon the Senate proposition or not, and, secondly, upon the 
proposition that I have just outlined, to wit, whether you will 
admit Oklahoma, regardless of whether Arizona and New Mex- 
ico are admitted or not. But the chief thing you are going into 
conference about is to determine whether you will allow this 
House to vote, whether you will allow yourselves to vote, upon 
a proposition to be made to this House—a motion to concur in 
the Senate amendment and admit or refuse statehood to Okla- 
homa as a naked proposition, stripped of entangling alliance. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Does the gentleman not think that we 
ought to go into conference? Is not that a right that we should 
permit ourselves? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am not denying the right. 
I am trying to tell the country what you are going into caucus 
to do. Thatis all. You are going into caucus to know whether 
you can trust yourselves to handle yourselves or not. You are 
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going into caucus to know whether it is safe as a Republican 
doctrine to leave the Members of the House of Representatives 
to determine this question—a House in which you have nearly 
a two-thirds majority—or whether it shall be determined by 
some rule from our triumvirate or by some parliamentary de- 
vice exercised by the one-man power, the Speaker. I have 
heard a good deal about some parliamentary device which is to 
keep us from having a vote on this question—this question of 
admitting nearly two millions of people, who would be entitled 
to eight Representatives in this House; Representatives as intel- 
ligent as those from Connecticut, those from Illinois, or those 
from Mississippi. How will you stand before the country when 
you shall say, if you do, that these people, brim full of American 
energy and progress, shall be excluded from the American 
Union for at least this Congress longer, because, forsooth, two 
other Territories, with a different population, about whose qual- 
ifications for admission there have been arguments and doubts, 
can not come in? Most of the men who are standing on that 
side of the proposition are the men who have argued against 
the qualifications of Arizona and New Mexico to come into the 
Union, and now you are about to take the position that because 
these people in Arizona and New Mexico, about whose qualifi- 
cations you have expressed doubts, can not come into the Union, 
that therefore these people in Oklahoma, about whose qualifica- 
tions there is and has been expressed no doubt, also shall not 
come into the Union. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is worse than that. You not only 
take that position, but you take the position that because these 
two other Territories do not want to be coupled together in 
one State therefore you will not let Oklahoma come into the 
Union, 

You deny Arizona and New Mexico the right to come in 
separately. You decree that they shall stay out or be coupled 
in statehood. They decline to be coupled. You say, “All right, 
then Oklahoma shall stay out.” How long? Until Arizona and 
New Mexico consent to statehood marriage. Everybody has 
heard about some special Speaker’s ruling, to the effect that 
this thing would have to go to committee, where, of course, it 
would be smothered. I am going to file a brief on the par- 
liamentary situation as a part of my remarks. The authorities 
are clear that eyen though there be a Senate amendment upon 
a House bill (and I deny that there is any in this case), which 
makes an appropriation of money or property which requires 
the amendment to go to the Committee of the Whole House, 
and therefore sends it first to the standing committee, that if 
there be another amendment from the Senate which does not 
make any charge upon the Treasury either in money or in land, 
it is always open to move to concar in that particular amend- 
ment whether you move to concur in all the amendments or not. 

Mr. HAMILTON rose. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I can not yield for awhile. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I simply wanted to say that would not 
arise until—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 
middle of a sentence. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I started to say that would not arise until 
after the point of disagreement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ah, that is one of the things this caucus 
will determine - 

Mr. HAMILTON. No—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Whether that course is to be pursued or 
not. That the Speaker of this House has power to send from 
his desk without consulting this House this Senate bill to your 
committee no man will question; that he has the rigl#= to do it 
I deny; and I will file a brief that shows he has not the right 
to do it. It was very carefully prepared by the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Unperwoop] at my request and after consulting 
all the authorities from the beginning down to now. 

Any Member of this House has the right, whether the Speaker 
has the power to cut him off from the right or not, to move to 
concur in the particular Senate amendment which cuts Arizona 
and New Mexico out of the bill, and to move to concur in that 
particular Senate amendment which requires a referendum to a 
vote of the people of Arizona and to a vote of the people of New 
Mexico to decide whether either chooses to come in jointly, even 
though that right may not exist as to that particular Senate 
amendment which provides for lieu lands already not granted, 
but given to be selected from. Not an acre is increased in land. 
There is not an additional charge upon the Treasury in money 
or land. 

That amendment is merely a provision that in lieu of mining 
lands Oklahoma may select other lands. It does not make any 
additional appropriation either of money or land. It does not 
increase the amount of land one acre. It decreases the value of 
the land actually as a matter of fact. But even though it 
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might be held that that particular amendment had to go to the 
committee because of the contention that it altered or changed 
än appropriation affecting lands, the same thing can not be 
held of these other two amendments. Now, everybody knows 
my personal affection for the Speaker of this House, and I am 
uot ashamed of it either. He deserves my personal trust, re- 
gard, and affection, but I say with full knowledge of what I 
am saying now that if that course of sending this matter to 
committee without consulting the House is pursued it will be 
the most high-handed piece of political tyranny that ever took 
place from that Speaker’s desk since the American Congress 
was organized. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And for 
that reason I do not believe it is going to take place. What is 
tyranny? It is one-man will—the one-man power checking the 
public will and thwarting the public power. Here is the entire 
United States which want Oklahoma admitted. Here is the 
entire Congress of the United States that wants Oklahoma ad- 
mitted. 

Right now, in order to demonstrate that fact, I am going 
to ask if there is a single man upon this floor who does not 
want Oklahoma admitted? If there be one, let him rise in his 
place, Is there one who does not want Oklahoma admitted? 
[A pause.] The entire body of the representatives of the peo- 
ple are here, and not one man rises, because there is not one 
who objects to the admission of Oklahoma, or who, if he objects, 
dares say so; and yet you are going to make a pretext out of 
the fact that Arizona and New Mexico have been cut out of this 
bill by the Senate to send this bill to the committee to be 
smothered, or to bring in a rule or to &o something else to pre- 
vent—what? To prevent, first, the admission of Oklahoma, and, 
secondly and mainly, to prevent this House from having a vote 
upon the proposition whether this particular amendment from 
the Senate shall be concurred in; to prevent this House from 
yoting on the naked proposition to admit or exclude Oklahoma. 
Are you going to vote to exclude Oklahoma? Directly or indi- 
rectly? Under a cover of caucus action? By the adoption of a 
rule? Under the cover of a parliamentary device? By not vot- 
ing down any possible ruling of the Speaker contrary to express 
parliamentary law? Will you by caucus action bind your own 
hands and those of the House? 

Now, the object of my conversation with you now is to per- 
suade you not to do any of these things, gentlemen. If you do 
not do it, it will, of course, be because I have begged you not to 
do it, and argued with you not to do it. That will be the only 
reason why you will not do it, when you meet at 3 o’clock. It is 
necessary to talk to you now, because this will be my last oppor- 
tunity ; and I see looks of gratitude on the faces of many gentle- 
men on the other side for the advice that many of you now en- 
joy. [Laughter.] I see that the Speaker, even, is proud of 
the fact that I have left my side of the Chamber in a non- 
partisan spirit to advise the other side of the Chamber to do 
justice and right, though the heavens fall. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Will the gentleman permit me to interrupt 
him? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly. 

Mr. HAMILTON. The gentleman 
Speaker 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Personally, not politically. 

Mr. HAMILTON. As we all do. Has he ever known the 
Speaker of the House to deviate from the rules which govern 
the House of Representatives? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, I believe I can answer that in the 
Speaker's own language, Never except when political exi- 
1 require it.“ [Laughter and applause on the Democratic 
Side.] 

ae e Have you ever known of such an exigency 
arising 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; seriously, I have not; and for that 
very reason I do not believe he is going to do it in this case, as 
I said a moment ago. 

Now, then, I want to say a few words to some of you over 
there, although I am not your father confessor. You Repub- 
licans from Missouri vote to keep Oklahoma out of the Union 
simply because the Senate has cut out Arizona and New Mexico, 
and then go back to your people if you will or dare. The last 
thing that I respect in the world is a prophet. I am not one. 
But you know the condition of public sentiment in Missouri 
about the admission of Oklahoma. As a partisan, if I were 
actuated only by partisan motives, I should be glad to see you 
take this course, because it would result in a gain of Democratic 
Congressmen from the State of Missouri. You gentlemen from 
Kansas. You mark it. Stand here if you will and vote with 
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your eyes open for any sort of a proposition, whether a rule or a 
parliamentary device, or the result of a caucus action, or what 
not, that cuts Oklahoma out of the Union, forsooth, because 
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New Mexico can not come in coupled with Arizona, that does 
not want to be married to her, and then go back, and see if 
perhaps the State of Kansas will not have a lucid interval about 
the time of the Congressional elections, and see if seyeral Demo- 
cratic Congressmen will not come here from Kansas, too, or if 
not, then other Republicans to succeed you. 

The whole west of the river has its eyes on this matter, I 
sympathize with them, because nothing but a river, hardly, sepa- 
rates me from them. Everything west of the river has con- 
demned and reprobated the idea of antagonism to the West that 
has been indicated by the Republican party all along the line in 
connection with this question in this House; in the first place, 
when it refused to make four States and insisted on making two. 
Why? Because it never wanted the West to have equal or ade- 
quate power in the Senate of the United States. The West will 
understand. Everybody west of the river will know that the 
Republican party, dominated by its northeastern forces, has been 
actuated by the idea to continue forever as far as possible the 
predominancy of the East in the United States Senate. And 
why should that be done? Away back many years ago some- 
body tried to scare old Thomas Jefferson with the suggestion 
that the growth of the West would result in the power of the 
States on the Atlantic seaboard sinking into insignificance. 
That farseeing seer, with a look of wisdom, made reply: 

What of it? Who will the people of the West be? Our children, 
our 1 ae and our — — children. Why should we be 
alarmed at thi 3 in the United States, in the Union, any 
more of our children, our ur grandchildren, oF or our great-grandchildren 
who have gone West, than of those of our children, our grandchildren, 
our great-grandchildren who have stayed East? 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask to embody in the Recorp, instead 
of boring the House by reading it, this brief of the parliamentary 
status of this question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks by the insertion of 
certain matter, which he sends to the Clerk’s desk. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The statement is as follows: 


STATEMENT OF THE PARLIAMENTARY SITUATION AS TO THE STATEHOOD 
BILL IN THE HOUSE, WITH SENATE AMENDMENTS. 


The Senate ang 3 the statehood bill admitting Oklahoma and 
Indian Territory to tehood as one State and Arizona and New Mexico 
as another State by Stei out all of those provisions of the bill that re- 
lated to the ission of na and New Mexico amending those 
ye rovisions of the House bill that related to Oklahoma by providing for 

e substitution of certain lands in lieu of school lands already allowed 
by the House bill to be selected b, = Territory of Oklahoma, but which 
can not be taken on account of their being mineral lands. The question 
raised is whether the bill with zias amendments should be referred to 
the Committee on Territories by the Speaker or whether it is in order 
to ve to take it from the Speaker's table and to concur in the amend- 
men 

As to the sary, e of business on the Speaker's table, Rule XXIV, 
section 2, provi 

“Business on the Speaker's table shall be disposed of as follows: Mes- 
sages from the Senate shall be referred to the appropriate committees 
without debate; reports and communications from the heads of Depart- 
ments other communications addressed to the House and bills, reso- 
lutions, and messages from the Senate may be referred to the appro- 
priate committees in the same manner, and with the same right of cor- 
rection, as public bills presented by Members; but House bills h Sen- 
ate amendments which do not require * in th the Committee of 
the Whole may be disposed of at once as the House may determine, 
may also Senate bills substantially the same as House bills alread fa- 
vorably reported by a committee of the House and not uired to be 
considered in the Committee of mea Whole, be disposed of n the same 
manner on motion directed to be made by the commi mmittee.“ 

Rule XX provides: 

“That any amendments of the Senate of any House bill shall be sub- 
ject to the point of order that it shall first be considered in the com 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union ; if originating in 
the House, it would be subject to that point of order.” 

As to the business that it is n seemai to consider in the Committee of 
the Whole House, Rule XXIII, section rovides : 

“That all motions, or pro ositions inyo ving a tax or charge upon the 
125 65 all proceedings touching appropriations of money, or bills mak- 

appropriations of money or property, or requiring such appropria- 

tion to be made, or authorizing ments out of appropriations already 
made, or releasing any 3 the United States for money or prop - 
erty, or referring s aay claim to the Court of Claims, shah first be con- 
sidered in the Committee of the Whole, and a t of order under this 
rule shall be good at any time before the consideration of the bill has 
commenced.” 

There are two Senate amendments. As to the amendment of the 
Senate striking out all that portion of the House bill relating to Ari- 
zonn and New Mexico, there can be no question that it —_ not come 


within the terms of Rule No. 23, as to matter that is to 

considered in the Committee of the Whole House. It has held in 
the first session of the Forty-cighth Congress (RECORD, 5981 and 
5985), “that the fact that one of several owes — ts must be 
considered in the Committee of the Whole does prevent the House 


from proceeding with the disposition E eng — subject to ae 
of order:“ but it has also been held in i ahfoct te fty- 
seventh Congress (RECORD, pa pages 4585 —— 545805 that — amend- 
ments referred to the Commit of the Whole must be considered, but 
not if not referred to the Committee of the Whole, although they may 
not be within the rule requiring such eps age rien It is therefore 
of importance that we move to concur in the amendment relat- 


ing to Arizona and New Mexico before the bill * referred, as we no 
doubt will have a right to do under this ruling, for we can then have 
a vote in the House with a roll call en the main question, whereas, 
if the bill goes to the Committee of the Whole, there will be no oppor- 


tunity to get a Lag call on the main question—that is, the striking 
out of Arizona and New Mexico, 

Now, as to the — 1 as to whether the amendment providing for 
lieu lands in 0 ma is within the terms of Rule 23, and required 
to be eee in 8 Committee of the Whole, there are two decisions 


that may as author this reference, but I do not think 
ee they apply, T a the first on of the Fifty-first Congress Jour- 
= meee T Recoxrp, _— 5842), and ms first session of the Fifty- 
ge, 207) and the second session of the 


third Co gras ourn p 18; RECORD, 


Res oom grant railroad „ an easement of public 
longing to the United Bios 8 to b 


page 36), it was held 
lands or strects be- 
e considered in the Committee 


of the Whole. session of the Fifty-fourth Con- 
gress 3 215 and 2216), it was held “ that the dedication 
of public lands to be forever used as d public k was held to be such 


an app ion public property as would come within the rule.” 
(Rule 23. These, Bestens 1 refer to a grant of property belong- 
ing to the United States and ori; ts, but are erentiated from 
the case under consideration, w. ag not make a 8 but merely 
provides as to the manner ‘of selecting lands hereto’ granted. In 
sustaining the pro tion that tte oe amendment does not have to be 
conside: in the Committee of the Whole I find that it has been de- 
cided in the second session of the ee Congress (Journal, page 
782; RECORD, page 2203), that “A bill changing the manner of e- 
penditure of money al a teka does not require consideration 
in the Committee of the Who le.” The amendment under consideration 
does not appro te public Moxie or dispose of them, but merely changes 
the manner of selecting the land already allowed to be selected, and 
seems e me to be analogous to the above decision. 

it has — re! in the firs 


he ru le requiri 
does mo ole, Te It pote to me that 
this decision is also clearly in Point, a — the ee ager above referred 
to do not make an o grant, vide for the adjustment or 
SEE of selecting lands t have oii ore been allowed to be selected 
the Government. In other words, it is an adjustment of the liabili- 
2 es of the Government. 

Again, it has been held in the first session Ae the Fifty-first Congress 
(Recorp, page 2165) that “A bill pan ad granting a right of way through 
public 3 was held not to be subject to the point of order; that it 
must be 3 in the Committee of the ole.“ Again, a case 
5 in point was decided at the first session of the Fifty-first 


tion in the 


Congress (RECORD, page 8483), that “Land belonging to the Indians, hav- 
ing sold by the Government for the Indians, a bill extending the 
time of payment by purchasers and authorizing them to purchase addi- 


s of the same kind are held not to be within 
tion in the Committee of the Whole.” 

As to the priority of motions, it seems to me that ~ this 8 of 
the 8 a motion made in the House to refer th te amend- 
ments to the Committee on Territories would have 5 of a 
motion to concur, but if the motion to refer was voted down, then it 
would be in order to vote on the motion to concur. In the second ses- 
sion of the Fifty-fifth Congress (RECORD, pause 36 839 and 840) it was held 
that “before the stage of disagreement been reached, a motion to 
refer Senate amendments has precedence of a motion to concur.” 

Another question may arise, and that is, if the 8 er determines 
to refer the Senate amendments with the bill to the Committee on 
Territories of his own motion and without submittin the question 
to the House as to 2 e the best way to raise the question in 
the House. It has been hi n the first session of the Fifty-first Con- 
preas f (Journal, , pages 758, 707, 770. 772. and Recorp, Bases 62081, 63014, 

053, 63054, and 63064) that “A House bill with te amendments 
having deen Properly 9 from the Speaker's table, it was decided, 
nevertheless, to be in order for the House to consider an amendment to 
the Journal striki. out the record of such reference.’ Of course if it 
is in order to strike out the reference to a Dill 0 1 in referred, it 
would be in order*to strike out the reference 8 a bill improperly re- 
ferred, the record is stricken out of so far as the 
House is concerned, the bill would be on the Speskers table subject 
to the action of the House. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I shall ask the official 
reporters to put in asterisks right here, because I am going to 
enter upon another subject. The other day while speaking to 
the House about a bill which I had introduced, to reduce duties, 
wherever they were over 100 per cent, to 100 per cent, I ex- 
plained that I could not then find a paper which I wanted. I 
furnished some of the illustrations of duties over 100 per cent 
from actual bills that had come in—actual importations—and 
furnished some other instances from a magazine. I now have 
the thing that I wanted to get the other day. It is from the 
Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of Statistics, 
“Quantities and Values of Imported Merchandise entered for 
Consumption in the United States for the year ending June 30, 
1905,” prepared by Mr. O. P. Austin, Chief of the Bureau. I 
need not tell you that he is a sort of Republican statistician. 
Outside of tobacco and spirituous liquors I find fifty-seven cases 
of duties above 100 per cent. I have not used any cases of 
tariff on tobaccos and spirituous liquors, for nearly all of them 
are above 100 per cent. I have not thought it fair to use them, 
because they have been levied partially for the purpose of counter- 
yailing an internal-revenue tax, and of course there ought to be 
a tariff equal to and somewhat above the internal-reyenue tax. 
But outside of tobacco and spirituous liquors there are fifty-seven 
other articles. I did not quote the other day from the wool 
schedule. There are illustrations from the wool schedule, the 
carpet schedule, and various others. If the House will permit 
me, instead of reading these various illustrations I will hand 
them to the official reporters in order that they may be incor- 
porated as a part of my remarks. 


e rule requir- 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 


Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, how much of the book which 


the gentleman has before him does he intend to publish? 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Fifty-seven rates of duties. 


The CHAIRMAN. 


The Chair hears no objection. 


The statistics referred to are as follows: 


Imported merchandise entered for consumption in the United States, ee both entries for immediate consumption and withdrawals from ware house for 


consumption, with rates and amounts of d 


Articles, 


Beverages, not elsewhere specified: 
Cherry juice and other fruit juice, not specially provided for, 
containing not more than 18 per cent of Weener 3 


Prune juice or ions). wine, containing not more than 18 per cent 
of 234550 atte 100 
dyes, aad medicines: 


Ni 
Cotton grate not e 3} square yards to the pound (square 
Dress 1 0 or skirt 5 not bleached, dyed, colored, stained, 


opend or or 1 85 er ei Fike sae ; pint (e 


linder, potion 5 common window pe 
c 


S unpolished, above 24 
hes (pounds 


36 — ae | not ned 715 80 by 40 
rire or Tone ground, move 24 by 00 


Plate glass, fluted 
inches ee ee a) 
Plate g ne hed, finished or unfinished and unsilvered: 
Above inches and not exceeding 24 by 60 inches (sq. ft.) 
Above 24 by NO INShEs (OU WATS L606) 5 5 ncsinc pn cdneveermpeseascvaccens 
Plate glass, 3 unsilvered, when bent, ground, obscured, 
frosted, sa enameled, beveled. etched, em b engraved, 
flashed, stained, colored, painted, or otherwise ornamented or dec: 
pints glia, above 24 b 00 i inches (square feet). 
* cast, polished, silver 1 looking- — plates, exceed- 
size 144 square inch above 24 by 30 inches and not exceed- 


eet) 
Plate glass, ed, silvered, 87 —9 Fe N d. obscured, 
sanded, enameled, be h engraved, 
flashed; stained colored ted. or oth ipa R ornamented or dec- 
orated, above 24 by 60 inches (square feet). 
Lead, and manufactures of—base bullion Gr 
Marble, sawed or dressed, over 2 inches in thickness (cubic feet 
Bay io or bay water, whether distilled or compounded (proof 
Manufac' of silk: 
reson fe increased beyond original weight of the raw silk 
Suba (pounds). weight of the raw silk— 
ven print , containing more than 


cent 

5 pon tt Poot or 3 hemstitched, or 
revered or havi ng dra s,or embroidered in any man- 
ner, whether with an Jnitial sectors mon , or otherwise, 
by hand or machinery, or ee ae ap 7p uéed, or made or 
trimmed wholly or in part with lace, th tucking or in- 

sertion— 
Containing more than 45 per cent in weight of silk, weight 
not increased beyond original weight of the raw silk 


(pounds). 
Still wines, yin casks r pac other than bottles or jugs—reci- 
we treaty 5 Italy ( ms). 
hair advanced in any manner or by any process of manu- 


5 beyond the washed or scoured condition, not specially pro- 
Valued above 40 and not above 70 cents per pound (pounds) 


Valued over 70 cents per pound (pounds) 
Manufactures composed wholly or in part of wool, worsted, the hair 


of the camel, goat, al or other an: 
mungo, ficke, nolis, se and waste— 


astes, top and roving (pounds) 2 
Yarns, made wholly or in 1 of w of — 5 valued not more than 30 
3 per pound (pounds 

Valued not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds) 


yee more than 40and not more than 50 cents per pound 


(po 
More th than 8 yards in length— 
Valued not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds) 


3 rah ma than 40 and not more than 70 cents per pound 


) 
Clo 9 755 or worsted 
ued not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds) 


ior a than 40 and not more than 70 cents per pound 
un 
Dress Foods, women’s and children’s, coat linings, Italian cloths, 
and goods of similar description— 
The warp consisting wholly of cotton or other vegetable ma- 
terials, with the remainder of the fabric composed wholly 
or in part of wool— 
Valued not 5 cents per square yard 
Not above 70 cents per pound (square yurds) 


Above 70 cents per pound (square yards) 


Rates of duty. Quantities. 
cents gallon 87, 074. 28 
Duty remi hitted N 803 0 
(Soc. 15, act July 24, 1897). 
000 cents per gallo n 1.088. 90 
5 cents per pound 660, 150.00 
50 cents per pound „652. 
A cents per gallon 11, 800. 28 
80 cents per ounce 1,331.00 
4} cents per square yard 221. 
and 10 per cent. 
9 cents per square yard 166. 00 
and 35 per cent. 
50 cents per gross 234.21 
3} cents per Pound 663, 201. 00 
85 cents per square foot... 9,515. 67 
224 cents per square foot. 792,579.50 
35 cents per square foot... 265, 442. 69 
% cents per square foot 6, 298. 00 
and 5 per cen 
25 cents per square foot 484.00 
88 cents per square foot 133.00 
and 5 per cen 
cents per pound 2, 927, 801.00 
10 per cubic foot 146.50 
50 per proof gallon ..... 879. 25 
$3 per pound...........-... 318. 29 
$3 2 pound less 20 per 1. 00 
$3 per pound 375.63 
$8 per pound and 10 per 50.00 
cent. 
85 cents per gallon ........ 1,021, 421.53 
44 cents par pound and 50 133. 00 
per cent. 
4 cents pe pound and 55 1, 438. 50 
per cent. 
25 cents per pound 50.00 
30 cents per pound 20,00 


274 cents per pound and 40 4,254.00 
per cent. 


a Cones Dae one and 30 2,022. 50 


per ce! 

33 . ce pound and 35 1, 649. 73 
per cent. 

83 cents per pound and 50 1,679.50 
per cent. 

44 cents per pound and 50 7,111.50 
per cent. 

33 cents per pound and 50 8, 126.00 
per cent. 

44 cents per pound and 50 245, 066. 76 
per cent. 

7 cents per square yard 20, 257, 801. 75 
and 50 per cent. 

7 cents per square yard 1. 122, 911. 50 
and 85 pe per cent. 


collected during the year ending June 30, 1906. 


Values. 


ee 


kei R 88 8 EB 88 


. 


— 


g 


yii 


5,202. 56 


Be 28 ES 


184, 176. 51 


2, 449, 538. 00 
154,816. 00 


107.89 
105.77 
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Average. 
Articles. Rates of duty. Quantities.| Values. | Duties. | Vale | aa valo- 
of quan- [19m ra 
thy. or duty. 
Manufactures composed wholly or in part of wool, worsted, the hair 
of the camel, goat, alpaca, eines Pe tat od ued. 
Dress goods, women's and children's, coat linings. Italian cloths, 
and goods of similar description— 
The warp consisting y of cotton or other vegetable ma- 
terials, with the remainder of the fabric composed wholly 
or on yart ot wor 
eighing over 4 ounces per square yard— 
¥alued not more than 4 40 cents per pound (pounds) . 83 cents oer pound and 50 059, 25 8180. 00 $312.05 | 80.287 iii 
cen 
Valued more than 40 and not more than 70 cents per 4 per pound and 50 1, 934. 50 1,199.00 1,450. 74 -62 121.00 
und (pounds). per cent, : 
Composed » wholly or in part of Wool 
alued not above 70 cents per pound (square yards) say Re onare yard 907,773. 00 59, 253. 70 63, 481. 88 +198 107.14 
Valued above 70 cents per pound (square yards) 3 — square yard 10,300, 312.04 | 2,443,539, 22 | 2, 476,980.90 .* 101.36 
Weighing over 4 ounces per square yard— f 
alued not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds) . 33 cents par pound and 50 1,199.00 368.00 579. 07 -307 157.52 
cent. 
Valned more than 40 and not more than 70 cents per omits per pound and 50 479, 058. 50 833, 163.00 377, 387. 24 - 695 113. 32 
pound (pounds). per cent. : 
Valued more than 70 cents per pound (pounds) 4t outa per pound and 55 | 1,342, 901. 941. 03, 972. 00 1,907, 797.46 971 100, 29 
Flannels for underwear— we ‘ 
Valued more than 40 and not more than 50 cents per pound | 33 cents per pound and 35 172.50 76.25 88.62 442 109.67 
(pounds). per cent. 
‘Weighing over 4 ounces per square yard— 
See SDAN PO ERG NOS LOPTE ANAN TUONE POT porna ee pound and 50 1,875. 50 750. 00 980. 22 5⁴¹⁵ 100. 70 
unds). per cen 
Valued spore than 70 cents per pound (pounds) . and 55 52, 062. 50 43, 856. 75 47,028.71 | ` .842 107.20 
Knit fabrics (not wearing apparel) valued more than 40 and not | 44 cents per pound and 50 41.00 26. 00 81.34 - 649 117.80 
more than 70 cents per ste (pounds). per cen 1 
Plushes and other pile fabrics— 
V: not over 40 cents per pound (pounds) 33 cenie tpa pound and 50 80.00 29.00 40.90 903 141.02 
Valued are than 40 and not more than 70 cents per pound 3 per pound and 50 483.00 236.00 330. 52 .489 140.05 
pounds). cen 
Wearhg apparel—Clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing Pri en per pound and 60 60, 105. 63 65, 761. 25 65, 908. 23 1.0 100. 21 
by rade’ made 7 5 or manufactured wholly or in part, not spe- ver cent. 
c provided for, 4 or woven ds). 
All other manufactures wh or in part of 
Valued not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds) a lt peo 50 36, 206. 75 12,749.75 18,823. 13 852 143.72 
Valued more than 40 and not more than 70 cents per pound 1 per pound and 50 46, 736. 52 27,165.00 34, 148. 57 581¹ 125. 70 
(pounds). per cent. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. How much time have I left, Mr. Chairman? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has twenty-three minutes. 
+ * * + * * * 


Mr. WILLIAMS. I will ask the Official Reporters to put in an- 
other row of asterisks here, because this is another speech. I 
am making three speeches in one. Some gentlemen say four. 
The twenty-three minutes which I have will be sufficient to 
have the Clerk read for the edification of the House a little 
drama. For the explanation of Members I will say that wher- 
ever the word “octroi” is used it means the customs duty paid 
at the gate of a city. This is a nice little drama especially de- 
signed for the reading of protectionists, and is by Mr. Bastiat, 
the gentleman whose petition I presented to the House yester- 
day. I will ask the Clerk to read the parts indicated. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


The three aldermen: A demonstration in four tableaus. 
FIRST TABLEAU. 


(The scene is in the hotel of Alderman Pierre. The window looks 
out on a fine park; three persons are seated near a good fire.) 
PIERE. Upon my word, a fire is very comfortable when the stomach 


Is satisfied. It must be ee that it is a 8 thing. But, alas! 
how many . ike the aie, of Yvetot, 
“ Blow on their fingers for want of wood.” 


Unhappy creatures, Heaven inspires me with a charitable thought. 
You see these fine trees. I wil cut them down and distribute the 
wood among the poor. 

PAuL and Jean. What! Gratis? 

PIERRE. Not exactly. There would soon be an end of my good works 
if I scattered my property thus. I thing that my Pee is worth 20,000 
livres ; by cutting it down I shall get much more for it. 

PauL. A mistake. Your wood as it stands is worth more than that 
in the neighboring forests, for it renders services which that can not 
give. When cut down, it will, like that, be good for burning only, and 
will not be worth a sou more per cord. 

PIERRE. Oh, Mr. Theorist, you forget that I am a practical man. I 
supposed that my reputation as a speculator was well enough estab- 
lished to put me above any charge of stupidity. Do you think that I 
shall amuse myself by selling my wood at the price of other wood? 

PAuL. You must. " 

x hie: Simpleton! Suppose I. prevent the bringing of any wood to 

‘aris: 

PauL. That will alter the case. But how e tote manage it? 

Ow t wood an en- 


2 You kn ys 
FV 5 I will Induce the alder- 


trance duty of 10 sous per cord. 
t ise this duty to 100, 200, or 300 livres, so high as to keep out 
ovary Sagat. Well: ra you see? If the good people do not want to 


die of cold, they must come to my wood yard. They will fight for my 


wood. 
deed of charity will enable me to 


I shall sell it for its et in gold, and this well-regulated 
Tabl. This is a fine id . „„ 
ea, an suggests an ne to me. 
VVV 
4 ow do you rm 
Jeax. Excelen 8 ormandy butter? 

Ab. We seemed passable a moment „ But do you not 
think it is a little strong? I want to make a Detter article 2 Paris. 
I will have four or five hundred cows, and I will distribute milk, butter, 
and cheese to the poor ple. 

PIERRE and JEAN. at, as a charity? 


PAuL. Bah! Let us always put chari in the f und. It is 
such a fine thing tbat its counterfeit is am excelent cart. I = five 
s 


ar butter to the people and they will give me their money. 
called selling? 

Jean. No; according to the bourgeois 
you please, you ruin yourself. Can Par 
raising cows? 

Pav. I shall save the cost of transportation. 

JEAN. Very well; but the Normans are able to beat the Parisians, 
even if they do have to pay for transportation. 

Page Do you call it ting anyone to furnish him things at a low 
price 

JEAN. It is the time-honored word. You will always be beaten. 

Pact, Yes; like Don Quixote. The blows will fall on Sancho. Jean, 
my friend, you forgot the octroi. 


Jean. The octroi! What has that to do with your butter? 

Paul. To-morrow I will demand protection, and I will induce the 
council to prohibit the butter of Normandy and Brittany. The people 
must do without butter, or buy mine, and that at my price, too! 

Jean. Gentlemen, your philanthrophy carries me along with it. “In 
time one learns to howl with the wolves.” It shall not be said that I 
am an unworthy alderman. Pierre, this sparkling fire has illumined 

our soul; Paul, this butter has given an impulse to your understand- 

g, and I perceive that this piece of salt pork stimulates my intelli- 
gence. ‘To-morrow I will vote myself, and make others vote, for the ex- 
clusion of hogs, dead or alive; this done I will build superb stock 

ards in the middle of Paris “for the unclean animal forbidden to the 
ebrews.“ I will become swineherd and pork seller, and we shall see 
how the good people of Paris can help getting their food at my shop. 

PIERRE. Gently, my friends; if you thus run up the price of butter 
and salt meat, you diminish the profit which I expected from my wood. 

Pau. Nor is my speculation so wonderful, if you ruin me with your 
fuel and your hams. 

JEAN. What shall I gain by making you pay an extra price for my 
sausages, if you overcharge me for pastry and fagots? 

PIERRE. Do you not see that we are getting into a quarrel? 
rather unite. “Let us make reciprocal concessions. Besides, it is not 
well to listen only to miserable self-interest. Humanity is concerned, 
and must not the 8 of the people be secured? 

PAuL. That is true, and people must have butter to spread on their 


tilhomme; but call it what 
compete with Normandy in 


Let us 


bread. 
JEAN. Certainly. And they must have a bit of pork for their soup. 
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ALL TocerHer. Forward, charity! Long live philanthreps:! To- 
morrow, to-morrow, we will take the octrol by assault. 

Pierre. Ah, I forgot. One word more, which is Important. My 
friends, in this selfish age k poopie are suspicious and the purest inten- 
tions are often misconstru ul, you plead for wood; Jean, defend 
butter; and I will devote myself to domestic swine. It is best to head 
off invidious suspicions. 

PAUL AND JEAN (leaving). Upon my word, what a clever fellow! 


SECOND TABLEAU: THE COMMON COUNCIL, 


Pant. My dear colleagues, every day great quantities of wood come 
into Paris and draw out of it large sums of mono If this goes on we 


shall all be ruined in three years, and what will become of the pes 
peona? i Bravo!] Let us prohibit foreign wood. I am not spea ing 
‘or myself, 


for you could not make a toothpick out of all the wood 
own. I am, therefore, perfectly disinterested. od! good 1] But 
here Is Pierre, who has a park, and he will keep our fellow-c 
freezing. They will no longer be in a state of dependence on the char- 
coal dealers of the Yonne. Have you ever thought of the risk we run 
of ering ot cold if the proprietors of these fore W should take 
it into their heads not to ng any more wood to Paris? Let us, tbere- 
fore, prohibit wood. By this means we shall stop the drain of specie, 
we U start the wood chopping business, and open to our workmen a 
new source of labor and wages. 1 
EAN, I second the motion of the honorable member —a proposition so 
philanthropic and so disinterested, as he remarked. It is time that we 
should stop this intolerable freedom of entry, which has brought a 
ruinous competition upon our market, so tha@ there is not a province 
tolerably well situated for producing some one article which does not 
inundate us with it, sell it to us at a low price, and depress Parisian 
labor. It is the business of the State to equalize the conditions of pro- 
duction by wisely graduated duties ; to allow the entrance from without 
of whatever is dearer there than at Paris, and thus relieve us from an 
unequal contest. How, for instance, can they expect us to make milk 
and butter in Paris as spanar Brittainy and Normandy? 8 
abor 


y 
ask that the duty on milk and 
a per cent, and more if nec . The 
Dı ts the people will cost a little more, but wages will rise. 
We shall see the build of stables and dairies, a good trade in chufiis, 
and the foundation of new industries laid. I myself have not the least 
interest in this plan. I am not a cowherd, nor do I desire to become 
one. I am moved by the single desire to be useful to the laboring 
classes. [Expressions of approbation.) 

PIERRE. I am happy to see in this assembly statesmen so pure, en- 
lightened, and devoted to the interests of the people. [Cheers.] I 
admire their self-denial, and can not do better than follow such noble 
examples. I 1 their motion, and I also make one to include the 
Poitou hogs. It is not that I want to become a swineherd or pork 

ler, in w case my conscience would forbid my making this 
motion; but is it not shameful, gentlemen, that we should be paying 
tribute to these poor Poitevin peasants who have the audacity to come 
into our own market, take jon of a business that we could have 
carried on ourselves, and, after having inundated us with sausa; and 
hams, take from us, perhaps, nothing in return? Anyhow, who says 
that the balance of trade is not in their favor, and that we are not com- 
pina to pay them a tribute in money? Is it not plain that if this 
oiteyin industry were planted in Paris it would open new fields to 
Parisian labor? Moreover, gentlemen, is it not very likely, as Mr. 
Lestiboudois said, that we buy these Poitevin salted meats not with our 
income, but our capital? Where will this land us? Let us not allow 
greedy, avaricious, and perfidious rivals to come here and sell things 
cheaply, thus making it impossible for us to produce them ourselves. 

Idermen, Paris has given us its confidence, and we must show ourselves 
worthy of it. The people are without labor, and we must create it, and 

salted meat costs a little more, we shall at least have the con- 
sciousness that we have sacrificed our interests to those of the masses, 
as every good alderman ought to do. [Thunders of applause. ] 

A VoicE. I hear much said of the poor people; but under the pretext 
of giving them labor you in by taking away from them that which is 
worth more than labor itself—wood, butter, and sou 

PIERRE, PAUL, AND JEAN. Vote! vote! Away with your theorists and 
generalizers! Let us vote. [The three motions are curried.] 


THIRD TABLEAU: TWENTY YEARS AFTER. 


rg 8 decide; we must leave Paris. Work is slack and every- 
ng is dear. 

FATHER. My son, you do not know how hard it is to leave the place 
where we were born. 

Son. The worst of all thin 


is to die there of misery. 
FATHER. Go, my son, an 


x seek a more hospitable country. For 
myself, I will not leave the grave where your mother, sisters, and 
brothers lie. I am eager to find, at last, near them, the rest which is 
denied me in this city of desolation. 

Son. Courage, dear father, we will find work elsewhere—in Poitou. 
Normandy, or Brittany. They say that the industry of Paris is gradu- 

transferring itself to those distant countries. 

‘ATHER. It is very natural. Unable to sell us wood and food, they 
stopped producing more than they needed for themselyes, and they 
devoted their spass time and capital to making those things which we 
formerly furnished them. 

Sox. Just as at Paris they quit making handsome furniture and fine 
clothes, in order to plant trees and raise hogs and cows. Though quite 
young, have seen vast storehouses, sumptuous buildings, a 

hronged with life on those banks 
to meadows and forests. 

FATHER. While the provinces are filling * with cities, Paris becomes 
country. What a frightful revolution hree mistaken aldermen, 
paoa oF public ignorance, have brought down on us this terrible 
calamity. 

Son. Tell me this story, my father. 

FATHER. It is very simple. Under the pretext of establishing three 
new trades at Paris, and of thus supplying labor to the workmen, these 
men secured the prohibition of to butter, and meats. They assumed 
the right of supplying their fellow-citizens with them. These articles 
rose immediately to an exorbitant price. Nobody made enough to 
buy them, and the few who could procure them by es, | up all they 
made were unable to buy anything else; consequently all branches of 
industry stop at once—all the more so because the provinces no 
longer offe a market, Misery, death, and immigration began to 
depopulate Paris. 

ox. When will this stop? 

Farner. When Paris has become a meadow and a forest. 


quays 
of the Seine which are now given up 


Son. The three aldermen must have made a great fortune. 

FATHER. At first they made immense profits, but at length they were 
involved in the common misery. 

Sox. How was that ible 

FATHER., You see this ruin; it was a magnificent house surrounded 
by a fine park. If Paris had kept on advancing, Master Pierre would 
have got more rent from it annually than the whole thing is now 
worth to him. 

Son. How can that be, since he got rid of competition? 

FATHER. Competition in selling has disappeared; but competition in 
buying also disappears every day, and wi eep on 5 until 
Paris is an open field, and Master Pierre’s woodland will be worth no 
more than an equal number of acres in the forest of Bondy. Thus, a 
n every species of injustice, brings its own punishment 
upon : 

Son. This does not seem very plain to me, but the decay of Paris is 
undeniable. Is there, then, no means of repealing this unjust measure 
that Pierre and his colleagues adopted twenty years ago? 

FATHER, I will confide my secret to you. I will remain at Paris for 
this purpose; I will call the people to my aid. It depends on them 
whether they will replace the octroi on its old basis, and dismiss from 
it this fatal principle, which is grafted on it, and has grown there like 
a parasite fungus. 

on. You ought to succeed on the very first day. 

FATHER. No; on the contrary, the work is a difficult and laborious 
one. Pierre, Paul, and Jean understand one another perfectly. The 
are ready to do ne rather than allow the entrance of wood, but- 
ter, and meat into Paris. They even have on their side the people, who 
clearly see the labor which these three protected branches of 
give, who know how many wood choppers and cow drivers it Exe 
employment to, but who can not obtain so clear an idea of the labor 
that would spring up in the free air of liberty. 

Son. If this is all that is needed you will enlighten them. 

FATHER. My child, at your age, one doubts at sion za If I wrote, 
the people would not read; for all their time is occupied in support- 
ing a wretched existence. it 1 speak the aldermen will shut mi mouth, 
The people will, therefore, remain long in their fatal error; political par- 
ties, which build their hopes on thelr passions, attempt to play upon 
their prejudices, rather than dispel them. I shall then haye to deal 
with the powers that be—the ple and the parties. I see thata storm 
will burst on the head of the audacious person who dares to rise 
against an iniquity which is so firm] in the country. 

Son. You will have justice and truth on your side. 

Farner. And they will have force and calumny. If I were only 
young! But age and suffer! have exhausted my strength. 

Son. Well, father, devote all that you have left to the service of the 
country. n this work of emancipation, and leave to me for an 
inheritance the task of fin i 


FOURTH TABLEAU: THE AGITATION. 


JACQUES BONHOMME. Parisians, let us demand the reform of the 
octroi; let it be put back to what it was. Let every citizen be free 
to buy wood, butter, and meat where it seems good to him. 

The ProrLz. Hurrah for liberty! 

PIERRE. Parisians, do not allow yourselves to be seduced by these 
words. Of what avail is the freedom of purchasing, if you have not 
the means, if labor is wanting? Can Paris produce wood as chea 
as the forest of Bondy, or meat at as low price as Poltou, or butter 
as easily as Normandy? If you open the doors to these rival products, 
what will become of the woodcutter, pork dealers, and cattle drivers? 
2 not do without protection. 

The Prope. Hurrah for protection! 

Jacgues. Protection! How do they protect you, workmen? Do not 
you compete with one another? Let the wood dealers then suffer com- 
petition in their turn. They have no right to raise the price of their 
5 by ality? unless they, also, by law, raise wages. Do you not still 
ove equ 

The PEOPLE. Hurrah for equality! 

PIERRE. Do not listen to this factious fellow. We have raised the 
price of wood, meat, and butter, it is true; but it is in order that we 
my give good wages to the workmen. We are moved by charity, 

he PEOPLE. Hurrah for charity . 


jusiness 


to raise the price of co ities, e Parisians do not ask for 
charity, but tice. 

The prorrk. Hurrah for justice! 

PIERRE. It is precisely the dearness of products which will, by reflex 


action, raise 2 

The Prorzz. Hurrah for dearness ! 

JacquEs. If butter is dear, it is not because you pay workmen well; 
it is not even that you may make great profits—it is only because Paris 
is ill-situated for this business, and use you desired that they 
should do in the diy what ought to be done in the country, and in the 
country what was done in the city. The people have no more labor, 
only they labor at something else. 
do not buy Sninga as cheaply. 

The PEOPLE. Hurrah for cheapness ! 

PIERRE. This person seduces you with his fine words. Let us state 
the question plainly. Is it mot true that if we admit butter, wood, 
and meat, we shall be inundated with them and die of a plethora. 
There is, then, no other way in which we can preserve ourselves from 
this new inundation than to shut the door, and we can keep up the 
price of things only by causing scarcity artificlally. 

A VERY Frew voices. Hurrah for scarcity! 

Jacqurs. Let us state the question as it is. Among all the Parisians 
we can divide only what is in Paris; the less wood, butter, and meat 
there is, the smaller each one's share will be. There will be less if we 
exclude than if we admit. Parisians, individual abundance can exist 
ma! where there is general abundance. 

he Porn. Hurrah for abundance! 

Pierre. No matter what this man says, he can not prove to you that 
it is to your interest to submit to unbridled competition. 

The PEOPLE. Down with competition! 

Jacques. Despite all this man’s declamation, he can not make you 
enjoy the sweets of restriction. 

he PEOPLE. Down with restriction! 

PIERRE. I declare to you that if the poor dealers in cattle and hogs 
are deprived of their livelihood; if they are sacrificed to theories, I 
will not be answerable for public order. Workmen, distrust this man. 
He is an a t of dious Normandy; he is under the pay of for- 
bop he is a traitor and must be hanged. [The people keep silent. } 

A 
a 


They get no more wages, but they 


Urs. Parisians, all that I say now, I said to you twenty years 
go, when it occurred to Pierre to use the octroi for his gain and your 
loss. I am not an agent of Normandy, Hang me if you will, but this 
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wiil not prevent oppression from being oppression. Friends, you must 
kill neither Jacques nor Pierre, but liberty if it frightens you, or 
restriction if it hurts you. 

The Proriy, Let us hang nobody; but let us emancipate everybody. 


Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker haying re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 16472—the 
legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill—and had 
come to no resolution thereon. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


By unanimous consent, the Committee on the Judiciary was 
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 16730) to 
prevent the unauthorized wearing or use of badges, name, titles 
of officers, insignia, ritual, or ceremonies of the Benevolent and 
Protective Order of Elks of the United States of America, and 
the same was referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


By unanimous consent, leave was granted to Mr. WEBB to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, 
the papers in the case of W. J. Roberts, Fifty-ninth Congress, 
no adverse report having been made thereon. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 
Taytor of Alabama, indefinitely, on account of important busi- 
ness, 

TOBACCO TRUST AND PAPER TRUST. 


Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I hold in my hand 
the two opinions delivered by the Supreme Court in the so-called 
“tobacco trust” and “paper trust” cases. I ask unanimous 
consent that they may be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unan- 
imous consent to print in the Recorp the opinions of the Su- 
preme Court referred to. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The opinions are as follows: 


Sapas Court of the United States. No. 340. October term, 1905. 

zdwin F. Hale, appellant, v. William Henkel, United States marshal, 
Appeal from the circuit court of the United States for the southern 
district of New York. March 12, 1906. 


This was an appeal from a final order of the circuit court made June 
18, 1905, dismissing a writ of habeas corpus and remanding the peti- 
tioner Hale to the custody of the marshal. 

The proceeding originated in a subpana duces tecum, issued April 28, 
1905, . Hale to appear before the grand jury at a time and 

lace named to “ testify and ee evidence in a certain action now pend- 
n + * in the circuit court of the United States for the southern 
district of New York, between the United States of America and the 
American Tobacco Company and MacAndrews & Forbes Company on the 
part of the United States, and that you bring with you and produce at 
the time and place aforesaid ; ” 

1. All understandings, agreements, arrangements, or contracts, 
whether evidenced by correspondence, memoranda, formal agreements, 
or other writings, between MacAndrews & Forbes Company and six 
other firms and corporations named, from the date of the organization 
of the said MacAndrews & Forbes Company. 

2. All correspondence by letter or telegram between MacAndrews & 
Forbes Company and six other firms and corporations. 

3. All reports made or accounts rendered by these six companies or 
corporations to the principal company. 

85 Any agreements or contracts or arrangements, however evidenced, 
between MacAndrews & Forbes Company and the Amsterdam Supply 
Company or the American Tobacco Company or the Continental Com- 
pany or the Consolidated Tobacco Company. 

5. All letters received by the MacAndrews & Forbes Company since 
the date of its organization from thirteen other companies named, lo- 
cated in different parts of the United States, and also copies of all cor- 
respondence with such companies. 

Petitioner appeared before the pena jury in obedience to the subpena, 
and before being sworn asked to advi of the nature of the investi- 

tion in which he had been summoned; whether under any statute of 

he United States, and the specific charge, if any had been made, in or- 
der that he might learn whether or not the grand jury had any lawful 
right to make the inquiry, and also that he be furnished with a copy of 
the complaint, information, or proposed indictment upon which the 
were acting: that he had been informed that there was vo action pend- 
ing in the circuit court as stated in the subpæna, and that the grand 
jury was investigating no specific charge against anyone, and he there- 
fore declined to answer: First, because there was no legal warrant for 
his examination, and, second, because his answers might tend to incrim- 
inate him. 

After stating his name, residence, and the fact that he was secretary 
and treasurer of the MacAndrews & Forbes Company, he declined to 
answer all other questions in regard to the business of the company, its 
officers, the location of its office, or its agreement or arrangements with 
other companies. He was thereupon advised by the assistant district 
attorney that this was a proceeding under the Sherman Act to protect 
trade and commerce against unlawful restraint and monopolies; that 
under the act of 1903, amendatory thereof, no person could be prose- 
cuted or subjected to any penalty or forfeiture on account of any mat- 
ter or thing concerning which he might testify or produce documentary 
evidence in any prosecution under id act, and that he thereby offered 
and assured appellant immunity from punishment. The witness still 
persisted in his refusal to answer all questions, 


He also declined to produce the papers and documents called for in 
the subpena : : . 

First. Because it would have been a physical impossibility to have 
gotten them together within the time allowed. 


Second. Because he was advised by counsel that he was under no 
legal obligations to produce anything called for by the subpæna. 
Third. Because they might tend to incriminate him. 


Whereupon the grand jury reported the matter to the court, and 
made a presentment that Hale was in contempt, and that the proper 
proceedings should be taken. 388 all the partles appeared before 
the circuit judge, who directed the witness to answer the questions and 
produce the 15 555 Appellant still persisting in his refusal, the cir- 
cult judge held him to be in comptempt, and committed him to the cus- 
tody of the marshal until he should answer the questions and produce 
the papers. A writ of habeas corpus was thereupon sued out, and a 
hearing had before another judge of the same court, who discharged the 
writ and remanded the petitioner. 

Mr. Justice Brown delivered the opinion of the court: 

Two issues are presented by the record in this case, which are so far 
distinct as to require separate consideration. They depend upon the 
applicability of different provisions of the Constitution, and, in deter- 
mining the question of affirmance or reversal, should not be confounded. 
The first of these involves the 5 of the witness from oral ex- 
amination; the second, the 1 of his action in refusing to produce 
the documents called for by the subpana duces tecum. 

1. The appellant justifies his action in 5 to answer the ques- 
tions propounded to him first, upon the ground that there was no s 
cific “ charge" pending ore the grand jury against any particular 
person; second, that the answers would tend to criminate him. 

The first objection uires a definition of the word “ charge” as used 
in this connection, which it is not easy to furnish. An accused person 
is usually char with crime by a complaint made before a commit- 
ting magistrate, which has ay performed its office when the party is 
committed or held to bail, and is quite unnecessary to the finding of an 
indictment by a grand jury; or by an information of the district at- 
torney, which is of no legal value in prosecutions for felony; or by a 
3 usually made, as in this case, for an offense committed in 

he presence of the jury; or by an indictment which, as. often as not, 
is drawn after the grand jury has acted upon the testimony. If 
another kind of charge be contemplated, when and by whom must it be 
referred? Must it be in writing; and if so, in what form? Or may 
t be oral? The suggestion of the witness that he should be furnished 
with a copy of such charge, if applicable to him is applicable to other 
witnesses summoned before the grand jury. Indeed, it is a novelty in 
criminal procedure with which we are wholly unacquainted, and one 
which might involve a betrayal of the secrets of the grand jury room. 

Under the ancient English system criminal prosecutions were insti- 
tuted at the suit -of private 8 to which the King lent his 
name in the interest of the public peace and good order of society. In 
such cases the usual practice was to prepare the proposed indictment 
and lay it before the grand jury for their consideration. There was 
much propriety in this, as the most valuable function of the grand jury 
was not only to examine into the commission of crimes, but to stand 
between the 888 and the accused and to determine whether the 

o 


charge was founded upon credible testimony or was dictated by malice 
or personal ill will. 

We are inted to no case, however, holding tbat a grand jury can 
not pro ndeed, the oath 


without the Nadav f of a written charge. 
administered to the foreman, which has come down to us from the most 
ancient times and is found in Rex v. Shaftsbury (8 Howell's State 
Trials, 769), indicates that the grand jury was competent to act solely 
on its own volition. This oath was that “ you shall diligently inquire 
and true presentments make of all such matters, articles, and things 
as shall be given to you in charge, as of all other matters and things 
as shall come to your own knowledge touching this 8 service,“ 
etc. This oath has remained substantially unchang to the present 
day. There was a difference, too, in the nomenclature of the two cases 
of accusations by private persons and upon their own knowledge. In 
the former case their action was embodied in an indictment formally 
laid before them for their consideration; in the latter case, in the form 
— a iria Says Blackstone in his Commentaries, Book IV, 

ge $ 

“A presentment, proper! speaking, is a notice taken by a grand 
jury of any offense from their own knowledge or observation, without 
any bill of indictment laid before them at the suit of the King, as 
the presentment of a nuisance, a libel, and the like, upon which the 
officer of the court must afterwards frame an indictment before the 
party presented can be put to answer it.” 

„ the same language is used in 1 Chitty Crim. Law, 


In United States v. Hill (1 Brock., 156), it was indicated by Chief 
Justice Marshall that a presentment and indictment are to con- 
sidered as one act, the second to be considered only as an amend- 
ment to the first, and that the usage of this country has been to pass 
over, unnoticed, presentments on which the attorney does not think 
it proper. to institute proceedings. 

n a case arising in Tennessee the grand jury, without the agency 
of the district attorney, had called witnesses before them, whom they 
interrogated as to their knowledge concerning the then late Cuban 
expedition. Mr. Justice Catron sustained the legality of the pro- 
ceeding and compelled the witnesses to answer. is opinion is re- 
ported in Wharton's Criminal Pleading and Practice (Sth ed.), sec- 
tion 337. He says: The grand jury have the undoubted right to 
send for wtnesses and haye them sworn to give evidence generally, 
and to found presentments on the evidence of such witnesses; and the 
question here is whether a witness thus introduced is legally bound 
to disclose whether a crime has been committed, and also who com- 
mitted the crime.” His charge contains a thorough discussion of the 
whole subject. 

While presentments have largely fallen into disuse in this country, 
the practice of grand juries acting upon notice, either of their own 
knowledge or upon information obtained by them, and incorporating 
their findings in an indictment, still largely obtains. Whatever doubts 
there may with regard to the ean ngisa procedure the practice 
in this country, under the system o pup ic prosecutions carried on 
by officers of the State appointed for that purpose, has been entirel 
settled since the adoption of the Constitution. In a lecture deliver 
by Mr. Justice Wilson of this court, who ma assumed to have 
known the current practice, before the students of Pennsylvania, he 
says (Wilson’s Works, vol. II, p. 213): 

“Jt has been alleged that grand juries are confined, in their inqui- 
ries, to the bills offered to them, to the crimes given them in charge, and 
to the evidence brought before them by the prosecutor. But these con- 
ceptions are much too contracted; they present but a very imperfect 
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and unsatisfactory view of the duty required from jurors, and of 
the trust reposed in them. They are not appoin for the prosecutor 
e Government and for the 


drawn up in regular form, and by accuse’ 
fon, be secure 


lligent inquiry be en- 
of inguiry be prohibited 


? 
Similar language was used Judge Addison, president of the court 
of common pleas, in charging KA grand jury at the session of the com- 
mon pleas court in 1791 : 

“ If the grand ju, of tbeir own knowledge, or the knowledge of any 
of them, or from the examination of witnesses, know of any o se com- 
mitted in the county, for which no indictment is preferred to them, it is 
their duty either to inform the officer who prosecutes for the State of 
the nature of the offense and desire that an indictment for it be laid be- 
fore them; or, if they do not, or if no such Indictment be given them, it 
is their duty to give such information of it to the court, stating, with- 
out any particular fo the facts and circumstances which constitute 
the offense. This is called a presentment, 
ractice then prevailing with regard to the duty of arene juries 

upon their own per- 
esses, 


distinctly 3 
derate in favor of 


formal indictment or other charge previous! An 
analysis of cases approving of method of procedure would unduly 
burden this opinion, but 8 are the — oos upon the 
subject: Ward v. State, 2 Mo., 120; State v. Terry, Mo., 368; Bx 

rte Bro 72 Mo., 83; Commonwealth v. eer: 11 Cushing, 473; 
Btate v. Walcott, 21 Conn., 272-280; State v. ro rene 44 N. J. L., 
227; ompson & Merriam on Juries, secs. 61 17. In Blaney v. 
Maryland (tA Md., 153) the court said: 

10 However restrieted the functions of the grand jurles may be else- 


where, we hold that in this State they have plenary inquisitorial pow- 
ers, and lawfully themselves, and upon their own motion, may originate 
char, against offenders, 3 no preliminary proceedings have been 
had porte a magistrate, and though neither the court nor the State’s 
attorney has laid the matter before them.” 

The rulings of the inferior Federal courts are to the same effect. Mr. 
Justice Field, in charging a grand jury in California (2 Sawy., 667), 
said of the grand jury acting upon their own knowledge : 

“Not by rumors or reports, but by knowledge acqu from the eyl- 
dence before you and from your own observations, Whilst you are 
inquiring as to one offense, another and a different offense may be 
proved, or witnesses before you may, in testifying, commit the crime of 


rjury.” 
Pelar language was used in United States v Kimball, 117 Fed. 
Rep., 156-161 ; United States v. Reed, 2 Blatch., 449; United States v. 
Terry, 39 Fed. Rep., 355. And in Frisbie v. United States (157 U. S., 
160) it is said by Nir. Justice Brewer: 

* But in this country it is for the grand jury to investigate any 
alleged crime, no matter how or by whom suggested to them, and after 
determining that the evidence is sufficient to justify pee the sus- 
11 2 party on trial, to direct the preparation of the formal charge or 
ndictment. 

There are doubtless a few cases In the State courts which take a 
contrary view, but they are generally such as deal with the abuses of 
the system, as the indiscriminate summoning of witnesses with no 
definite object in view, and in a spirit of meddlesome 2 In the 
most pertinent of these cases (In re Lester, 77 Ga., 143), the mayor 
of Savannah, who was also ex officio the presiding judge of a court 
of record, was called upon to icing A the superior court the“ infor- 
mation docket” of his court, to used as evidence by the State in 
certain cases ding before the grand jury. It was held “ that the 
powers of the body are inquisitorial to a certain extent is undeniable; 
yet they have to be exercised within well defined limits. * * The 

nd resentment except upon the 
r case, where the party is 


was adopted 
as more consonant to penapi of justice and personal iberty. It was 
further said that none but witnesses have any business ore the 
nd jury, and that the solicitor may not be present, even to examine 
The practice in this particular In the Federal courts has been 

quite the contrary. 

Other cases lay down the principle that it must be made to appear to 
the grand j at there is reason to believe that a crime has been com- 
mitted, and that they have not the power to institute or prosecute an 
inquiry on the chance that some crime may be discovered. (In Matter 
af Morse, 18 N. Y. Criminal Rep., 312; State v. Adams, 2 Lea, G47, an 
unimportant case, turning upon a local statute.) In Pennsylvania 

and juries are somewhat more restricted in their powers than is usual 
n other States (McCullough v. Commonwealth, 67 Penn. St., 30; Row- 
and v. Commonwealth, 82 Penn. St., 405; Commonwealth v. Green, 126 
Penn. St., 531), and in Tennessee inquisitorial powers are 8 in 
certain cases and withheld in others. (State v. Adams, 70 Tenn., 647; 
State v. Smith, 19 Tenn., .) N 

We deem it entirely clear that under the practice in this country, at 
least, the examination of witnesses need not be preceded by a present- 
ment or indictment formally drawn up, but that the grand jury may 
proceed, either upon their own knowl or upon the examination of 
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witnesses, to inquire for themselyes whether a crime cognizable by the 
court has been committed; that the result of their investigations may 
be subsequently embodied in an indictment, and that in summoning 
witnesses it is quite sufficient to apprise of the names of the 
arties with respect to whom they will be called to testify, without 
dicating the nature of the charge sno them. So valuable is this 
inquisitorial power of the a jury at in States where felonies ma 
be prosecu by Information as well as indictment the power is 2 
narily reserved to courts of empaneling grand juries for the inves - 
tion of riots, frauds, and nuisances, other cases where it is fm- 
iy tg eee to ascertain in advance the names of the persons implicated. 
t is impossible to conceive that in such cases the examination of wit- 
nesses must be stopped until a basis is laid by an indictment formally 


preferred, when the very object of the examination is to ascertain who 
shall be indicted. As criminal tions are instituted by the State 
through he is vested with a certain 


an officer selected for t purpose, 
discretion with r t to the cases he will call to their attention, the 
number and chara of the witnesses, the form in which the indictment 
shall be drawn, and other details of the proceedings. Doubtless abuses 
of this power may be imagined, as if object of the inquiry were 
merely to pry into the details of domestic or business life. But were 
such abuses called to the attention of the court it would doubtless be 
alert to repress them. While the grand jury not indict upon cur- 
rent rumors or unverified reports, they may act upon knowledge ac- 
quired either from their own observations or upon the evidence of wit- 


nesses given before them. 

2. Appellant also invokes the protection of the fifth amendment to 
the Constitution, which declares that no person “shall be compelled in 
any criminal case to be a witness against himself,” and in reply to 
various 7 t to him he declined to answer, on the ground that 
he would thereby incriminate himself. 

The answer to this is found in a proviso to the general appropria- 
tion act of February 25, 1903 (32 Stat., 854-903), that “no person 
shall be prosecuted or be subject to any penalty or forfelture for or on 
account of any transaction, matter, or thing concerning which he may 

or produce evidence, documentary or otherwise, in any pro- 
ceeding, sult, or Fr under said acts,” of which the antitrust 
law is one, providing, however, that “no m so testifying shall be 
—— r from prosecution or punishment for perjury committed in so 
estifying.” 2 


before a grand ju 
. . 


pur- 
iry be instituted by a 


upon a frm 
prudence, that no one shall com give testimony which may 
expose him to prosecution for crime. It is not declared that he may 


pardon or is 5 an immunity, the amendment does not apply. 
The interdiction of the fifth amendment operates only where a wit- 


It is here that the law steps in and that if the offense be 
lity has been 


outlawed or pard , or its crimina removed by statute, 
the amendment ceases to apply. ‘The extent of this 3 Vd ae 
2 * * 


passed n 
sion in es the exact language of the act of February 25, 1903, above 
in Brown v. Walker (161 


good faith. 

We need not restate the reasons in Brown v. Walker, both in the 
opinion of the court and in the dissenting opinion, wherein all the pror 
authorities were reviewed and a conclusion reached by a majority of 
the court which fully covers the case under consideration. 

The suggestion that a person who has testified compulsorily before 
a grand jury meet not be able, if subsequently indicted for some matter 
concernl whi he testified, to procure e evidence necessary to 
is plea, is more fanciful than real. He would have not onl 
his own oath in rt of his immunity, but the notes often, tho 
the testimony before the grand jury, as well as 
and o 3 member of the 

e 


or that 
it is a 


8 of maintaining a case upon the available evidence is a d r 
which In prosecuting a case, or in settin 
up a defense, the law takes no account of the practical difficulty whic 
Tats ta the facts, which each party CIMA and not! by wane be tase 
aw e w eac and no’ W 

ultimately establish. 5 
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The further su 
resecution in the 
alker and held to be no answer. 


tion that the statute offers no Immunity from 
tate courts was also fully considered in Brown v. 
The converse of this was also 
decided in Jack v. Kansas (199 U. S., 372), namely, that the fact that 


an immunity granted to a witness under a State statute would not 


prevent a prosecution of such witness for a violation of a Federal 
statute,.did not invalidate such statute under the fourteenth amend- 
ment. It was held both by this court and by the supreme court of 


Kansas that the possibility that information given by the witness 
might be used under the Federal act did not operate as a reason for 
permitting the witness to refuse to answer, and that a danger so un- 
substantial and remote did not impair the legal immunity. Indeed, 
if the argument were a sound one it might be carried still further and 
held to apply not only to State prosecutions within the same juris- 
diction, but to prosecutions under the criminal laws of other States 
to which the witness 2 have sub. himself. The question has 
been fully considered in England, and the conclusion reached that the 
only danger to be considered is one arising within the same juris- 
diction and under the same sovereignty. 8 v. Boyes, 1 B. & S., 
811; King of Sicilies v. Wilcox, 7 State Trials (N. S.), 1049, 1068; 
State v. March, 1 Jones (Ga.), 526; State v. Thomas, 98 N. C., 599.) 
The entire question of immunity is also exhaustively treated in Wig- 
more on Evidence, sections 2255-2259. 

The case of United States v. Saline Bank (1 Pet., 100) is not in 
conflict with this. That was a bill for discovery, filed by the United 
States against the cashier of the Saline Bank, in the district court of 
the Virginia district, who pleaded that the emission of certain unlawful 
bills took place, within the State of Virginia, by the law whereof penal- 
ties were inflicted for such emissions. It was held that defendants were 
not bound to answer and subject them to those ties. It is sum. 
cient to say that the prosecution was under a State law which imposed 
the penalty, and that the Federal court was simply administering the 
State law, and no question arose as to a prosecution under another 
jurisdiction. 

But it is further insisted that while the immunity statute may pro- 
tect individual witnesses it would not protect the corporation of which 
appellant was the agent and representative. This is true, but the 
answer is that it was not designed to do so. The right of a person 
under the fifth amendment to refuse to incriminate himself is purely 
a personal Sigh e of the witness. It was never intended to permit 
him to plead the fact that some third person might be incriminated b; 
his testimony, even 3 he were the agent of such person. A privi- 
lege so extensive might used to put a stop to the examination of 
every witness who was called upon to testify before the grand jury 
with 2 p to the Goine or business of his principal, whether suc 
principal were an individual or a corporation. The question whether 
a corporation is a person within the meaning of this amendment 
really does not arise, except perhaps where a corporation is called upon 
to answer a bill of discovery, since it can only be heard by oral ev!l- 
dence in the person of some one of its agents or employees. he amend- 
ment is limited to a person wno shall be compelled in any criminal case 
to be a witness against himself, and if he can not set up the privilege of 
a third person, he certainly can not set up the privilege of a cofpora- 
tion. As the combination or conspiracies provided against by the 
Sherman antitrust act can ap be proved only by the testimon 
of parties thereto, in the persón of their agents or employees, the privi- 
lege claimed would practically nullify the whole act of Congress. t 
what use would it be for the legislature to declare these combinations 
unlawful if the judicial power may close the door of access to every 
available source of information upon the subject? Indeed, so strict is 
the rule that the privilege is a personal one that it has been held in 
some cases that counsel will not allowed to make the objection. We 
hold that the questions should have been answered. 

8. The second branch of the case relates to the nonproduction by the 
witness of the books and papers called for by the subpena duces tecum. 
The witness put his refusal on the ground, first, that it was impossible 
for him to collect them within the time allowed; second, because he 
was advised by counsel that under the circumstances he was under no 
obligation to produce them; and finally, because they might tend to in- 
criminate him. 

Had the witness relied solely upon the first ground, doubtless the 
court would have given him the necessary time. The last ground we 
have already held untenable. While the second ground does not set 
forth with hnical opie Baad real reason for declining to produce 
them, the witness could not expected to speak with legal exactness, 
and we think is entitled to assert that the eee was an infringe- 
ment upon the fourth amendment to the Constitution, which declares 
that “the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, 
papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall 
not be violated, and no warrants shall issue but upon pronaci cause, 
supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place 
to be searched, and the perrons or things to be seized.” 

The construction of this amendment was exhaustively considered in 
the case of Boyd v. United States (116 U. S., 616), which was an in- 
formation in rem against certain cases of plate glass, alle; to have 
been imported in fraud of the revenue acts. On the trial it became 
important to show the quantity and value of the glass contained in a 
number of cases previously imported; and the district judge, under 
section 5 of the act of June 22, 1874, directed a notice to be given to 
the claimants, requiring them to produce the invoice of these cases 
under penalty that the allegations respecting their contents should 
be taken as confessed. We held (p. 622) “that a compulsory produc- 
tion of a man’s private papers to establish a er charge against 
him, or to forfeit his property, is within the scope of the fou amend- 
ment, in all cases in which a search and seizure would be,” and that 
the order in question was an unreasonable search and seizure within 
that amendment. 

The history of this provision of the Constitution and its connections 

with the former practice of general warrants, or writs of assistance, 
was given at great length, and the conclusion reached that the com- 
8 extortion of a man’s own testimony, or of his private papers, 
o connect him with a crime or a forfeiture of his goods, is illegal 
(p. 634), “is compelling a man to be a witness against himself, within 
the meaning of the fifth amendment, and is the equivalent of a search 
and selzure—and an unreasonable search and seizure—within the 
fourth amendment. 

Subsequent cases treat the fourth and-fifth amendments as quite dis- 
tinct, having different histories, and performing separate functions. 
Thus in the case of Interstate Commerce Commission v. Brimson (154 
28 7), the constitutionality of the interstate- commerce act, so 
far as it authorized the circuit courts to use their processes in aid 
of inquiries before the Commission, was sustained, the court observing 
in that connection: 


“It was clearly competent for Congress, to that end, to invest the 
Commission with authority to require the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses, and the production of books, papers, tariffs, contrac’ 
agreements, and documents 5 to any matter legally committ 
to that body for investigation. e do not understand that any of 
these propesitions are disputed in this case.“ 2 

The case of Adams v. United States (192 U. S., 585), which was a 
writ of error to the supreme court of the State of New York, involving 
the seizure of certain gambling paraphernalia, was treated as involving 
the construction of the fourth and fifth amendments to the Federal Con- 
stitution. It was held, in substance, that the fact that papers pertinent 
to the issue may have been illegaily taken from the possession of the 
party Spust whom they are offered, was not a valid objection to their 
admissibility; that the admission, as evidence in a criminal trial, of 
es vores found in the execution of a valid search warrant prior to the 

ictment: was not an infringement of the fifth amendment, and that 
by the introduction of such evidence defendant was not compelled to 
incriminate himself. The substance of the opinion is contained in the 
following paragraph. It was contended that “If a search warrant is 
issued for stolen property and burglars’ tools be discovered and seized, 
they are to be excluded from testimony by force of these amendments. 
We think they were never intended to have that effect, but are rather 
designed to protect against compulsory testimony from a defendant 
against himself in a criminal trial, and to punish wrongful Invasion of 
the home of the citizen or the unwarranted seizure of his papers and 
py rt peana to render invalid legislation or judicial 8 having 

The Boyd case must also be read in connection with the still later case 
of Interstate Commerce Commission v. Baird (194 U. S. hie 
arose upon the petition of the Commission for orders requiring the testi- 
mony of witnesses and the production of certain books, pape and 
documents. The case grew out of a complaint against certain railway 
companies that they e unreasonable and unjust rates for the 
transportation of anthracite coal. Objection was made to the produc- 
tion of certain contracts between com ies upon the ground that 
it would compel the witnesses to furnish evidence against themselves, in 
violation of the fifth amendment, and would also subject the parties to 
unreasonable searches and seizures. It was held that the circuit court 
erred in holding the contracts to be irrelevant and in refusing to order 
their production as evidence by the witnesses who were parties to the 
appeal. In delivering the opinion of the court the Boyd case was again 
considered in connection with the fourth and fifth amendments, and the 
remark made by Mr. Justice Day that the immunity statute of 1893 
“protects the witness from such use of the testimony given as will 
result in his punishment for crime or the forfeiture of his estate.” 

Having already held that reason of the immunity act of 1903 the 
witness could not avail himself of the fifth amendment, it follows that 
he can not set up that amendment as against the production of the 
books and papers, since in respect to these he would also be protected 
by the immunity act. We think it quite clear that the search and seiz- 
ure clause of the fourth amendment was not intended to interfere with 
the power of courts to compel, through a subpana duces tecum, the pro- 
duction, upon a trial in court, of documentary evidence. As remarked 


in Summers v. Mosely (2 Cr. & M., 477), it would be “ utterly im ible 
to carry on the administration of justice“ without this writ. he fol- 
lowing authorities are conclusive upon this question: Amey v. Long, 9 


East, 473; Bull v. Loveland, 10 Pick., 9; United States Express Co. v. 
Henderson, 69 Iowa, 40; Greenleaf on Evidence, 469a; Wigmore on 
Evidence, section 2264. 

If, whenever an officer or suplorse of a corporation were summoned 
before a grand jury as a witness he could refuse to produce the books 
and documents of such corporation, upon the ground that they would 
incriminate the corporation itself, it would result in the failure of a 
large number of cases where the illegal combination was determinable 
only upon the examination of such papers. Conceding that the witness 
was an officer of the pod niger ye under investigation, and that he was 
entitled to assert the rights of the corporation with respect to the pre. 
duction of its books and papers, we are of the opinion that there is a 
clear distinction in this particular between an individual and a corpo- 
ration, and that the latter has no right to refuse to submit its books 
and papers for an examination at the suit of the State. The individual 
may stand opo his constitutional rights as a citizen. He is entitled 
to carry on his private business in his own way. His power to contract 
is unlimited. e owes no duty to the State or to his neighbors to 
divulge his business, or to open his doors to an investigation, so far as 
it may tend to criminate him. He owes no such du to the State, 
since he receives nothing therefrom beyond the protection of his life 
and property. His rights are such as existed by the law of the land 
long antecedent to the organization of the State, and can only be taken 
from him by due process of law and in accordance with the Constitu- 
tion. Among his rights are a refusal to incriminate himself, and the 
immunity of himself and his property from arrest or seizure except 
under a warrant of the law. e owes nothing to the public so long as 
he does not trespass upon their rights. 

Upon the other hand the corporation is a creature of the State. It 
is presumed to be incorporated for the benefit of the public. It re- 
celves certain special privileges and franchises, and holds them sub- 
ject to the laws of the State and the limitations of its charter. Its 
poves are limited by law. It can make no contract not authorized 

y its charter. Its rights to act as a corporation are only preserved 
to it so long as it obeys the laws of its creation. There is a reserved 
5 ay in the legislature to investigate its contracts and find out 
whether it has ex ts powers. It would be a strange anomaly 
to hold that a State, having chartered a corporation, to make use of 
certain franchises, could not in the exercise of its sovereignty in- 
quire how these franchises had been employed, and whether they had 
been abused, and demand the production of the corporate books and 
papers for that purpose. The defense amounts to this: That an officer 
of a corporation, which is char; with a criminal violation of the 
statute may plead the criminality of such corporation as a refusal 
to produce its books. To state this proposition is to answer it. 
While an individual may lawfully refuse to answer incriminating 
uestions unless protected by an immunity statute, it does not follow 
that a corporation, vested with special privileges and franchises, ma 

refuse to show its hand when charged with an abuse of such privi- 


leges. 

It is true that the corporation In this case was chartered under the 
laws of New Jersey, and that it receives its franchise from the legis- 
lature of the State; but such franchises, so far as they involve ques- 
tions of Interstate commerce, must also be exercised in subordination 
to the power of Congress to regulate such commerce, and in respect 
to this the General Government may also assert a soverelgn au- 
thority to ascertain whether such franchises have been exercised in a 
law: manner, with a due regard to its own laws. Being subject to 
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this dual sovereignty the General Government possesses the same 
right to see that its own laws are respected as the State would have 
with respect to the special franchises vested in it by the laws of the 
State. he powers of the General Government in this particular in 
the vindication of its own laws are the same as if the corporation had 
been created bY an act of Congress. It is not intended to intimate, 
ROWE: that it has a general yisitatorial power over State corpora- 
ons, 

4. Although, for the reasons aboye stated, we are of the opinion that 
an officer of a corporation which is charged with a violation of a stat- 
ute of the State of its creation, or of an act of Congress passed in the 
exercise of its constitational powers, can not refuse to produce the 
books and papers of such corporation, we do not wish to be understood 
as holding that a corporation is not entitled to immunity, under the 
fourth amendment, against unreasonable searches and seizures. A cor- 
poration is, after all, but an association of individuals under an as- 
sumed name and with a distinct legal entity. In organizing itself as 
a collective body it waives no constitutional immunities appropriate 
te such body. Its property can not be taken without compensation. 
It can only be proceeded against by due process of law, and is pro- 
tected, under the fourteenth amendment, against unlawful discrimina- 
tion. Gulf, ete., Railroad Company v. Ellis, 165 U. S., 150, 154, and 
cases cited.) Corporations are a necessary feature of modern business 
activity, and their aggregated capital has become the source of nearly 
all great enterprises. 

We are aiso of opinion that an order for the production of books and 
papcr may constitute an unreasonable search and seizure within the 
‘ourth amendment. While a search ordinarily implies a quest by an 
officer of the law, and a seizure contemplates a forcible dispossession of 
the owner, still, as was held in the Boyd case, the substance of the of- 
fense Is the compulsory production of private papers, whether under a 
search warrant or a subpena duccs tecum, against which the person 
he he individual or corporation, is entitled to protection, Applying the 
test of reasonableness to the present case, we think the subpæna duces 
tecum is far too sweeping in its terms to be regarded as reasonable. It 
does not require the production of a single contract, or of contracts 
with a particular corporation, or a limited number of documents, but 
all. understandin contracts, or correspondence between the MacAn- 
drews & Forbes Company and no less than six different companies, as 
well as all repona made and accounts rendered by such companies from 
the date of the organization of the MacAndrews & Forbes Company, as 
well as all letters received by that company since its organization from 
more 23757 a dozen different companies, situated in seven different States 
n the Union. 

If the writ had required the production of all the books, papers, and 
documents found in the office of the MacAndrews & Forbes Saeed art A 
it would scarcely be more universal in its operation, or more completely 
put a sto Indeed, it is difficult to 
say how 
this mass of material, which is not shown to be necessary 
cution of this case, and is clearly in violation of the general 
of law with regard to the particularity required in the description of 
documents necessary to a search warrant or subpena. Doubtless many, 
if not all, of these documents may ultimately be required, but some ne- 
cessity should be shown, either from an examination of the witnesses 
orally, or from the known transactions of these companies with the other 
companies implicated, or some evidence of their materiality produced, 
to justify an order for the production of such a mass of papers. 
general subpena of this 8 is equally indefensible as a search 
warrant would be if couched similar terms. (Ex parte Brown, 72 
Ho» 52 ; Shaftsbury v. Arrowsmith, 4 Ves., 66; Lee v. Angas, L. R. 2 


to the business of that company. 
ts business could be carried on after it had been denuded of 
in the prose- 
rinciple 


Of course, in view of the power of Congress over interstate com- 
merce, to which we have adverted, we do not wish to be understood as 
holding that an examination of the books of a corporation, if dul 
author by act of Congress, would constitute an unreasonable searc 
and seizure within the fourth amendment. 

But this objection to the subpœna does not go to the validity of the 
order remanding the petitioner, which is therefore affirmed. . 

True copy. est: 


Clerk Supreme Court United States. 


Supreme Court of the United States. No. 341, October term, 1905. 
iliam H. McAlister, appellant, v. William Henkel, United States 
marshal. Appeal from the circuit court of the United States for 
the southern district of New York. March 12, 1906. 


Mr. Justice Brown delivered the opinion of the court: 

This case involves many of the questions already passed upon in the 
opinion in Hale v. Henkel, differing from that case, however, in two 
8 particulars: First, in the fact that there was a complaint 
an chargo made on behalf of the United States against the American 
Tobacco Company and the Imperial Tobacco Company under the so- 
called“ Sherman Act,” and, second, that the subpæna pointed out the 
3 writings sought for (three a 1 giving in each case 

e date, the names of the parties, and, in one instance, a suggestion 
of the contents. 

The witness McAlister, who was secretary and a director of the Amer- 
ican Tobacco Company, refused to answer or produce the documents for 
be Nagi J the same reasons assigned by the appellant Hale, demanding 
o be advised what the suit or proceeding was, and to be furnished with 
of one of the agreements 


a copy of the 
yy the consul-general of the 


proposed indictment. A cop; 
with three English companies and certified 
United States is contained in the record. 
For reasons already partly set forth, we think that the immunity pro- 
vided by the fifth amendment against self-incrimination is personal to 
the witness himself, and that he can not set up the privilege of another 
person or of a corporation as an excuse for a refusal to answer—in 
other words, the privilege is that of the witness himself and not that of 
the party on trial. The authorities are practically uniform on this pent š 
Commonwealth v. Shaw (4 Cush., 594) ; State v. Wentworth (65 Maine, 
; Reynolds v. Reynolds (15 Cox Criminal Cases, 108, 115). 
ork Life Insurance Co. v. People (195 IIL, 430) the privilege 
was claimed by a corporation, but the agent of an insurance company was 
rmitted to testify in a suit for the recovery of a statutory penalty to 
acts showing the performance by the corporation of the act prohibited. 
An elaborate history of this privilege and its limitations is given by 
Professor Wigmore in his recent work on Evidence, sections 2250 to 
2259. Indeed, the authorities are numerous to the effect that an ofi- 
cer of a corporation can not set up the privilege of a corporation as 
against his testimony or the production of their books. 
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The questions are the same as those involved in the Hale case, with- 
out the objectionable: feature of the subpœna, and the order of the 
circuit court is therefore affirmed. 

True copy. Test: 


Clerk Supreme Court United States. 
SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bilis of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees as indicated below: 

S. 4969. An act granting permission to Rear-Admiral C. H. 
Davis, United States Navy, to accept a silver cup and salver and 
a silver punch bowl and cups tendered to him by the British and 
Russian ambassadors, respectively, in the name of their Govern- 
ments—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, i 

S. 3401. An act for the relief of the executors of the estate 
of Harold Brown, deceased—to the Committee on Claims. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of 
the following title: 

S. 51. An act to create a juvenile court in and for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they. had presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills and joint 
resolution : ; 

H. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution for a report, etc., upon the 
Preservation of Niagara Falls; 

H. R. 345. An act to provide for an increased annual appro- 
priation for agricultural experiment stations and regulating 
the expenditure thereof; 

H. R. 8107. An act extending the public-land laws to certain 
lands in Wyoming: 

II. R. 13398. An act to amend section 4400 of the Revised 
Statutes, relating to inspection of steam vessels; ; 
H. R. 15263. An act to authorize William Smith and asso- 
ciates to bridge the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, near 
Williamson, W. Va., where the same forms the boundary line 
between the States of West Virginia and Kentucky; 

H. R. 8103. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
between Fort Snelling Reservation and St. Paul, Minn. ; 

II. R. 58. An act to prevent the unlawful wearing of the 
badge or insignia of the Grand Army of the Republic or other 
soldier organizations; and 

H. R. 122. An act to require the erection of fire escapes in 
certain buildings in the District of Columbia, and for other 


urposes. 
Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 2 o'clock and 
50 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Friday, March 16, 
at 12 o'clock m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred 
as follows: . 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans- 
mitting a copy of a letter from the acting secretary of the 
Smithsonian Institution submitting an estimate of appropria- 
tion for the work of the International Catalogue of Scientific 
Literature—to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed. 

A letter from the Director of the Geological Survey submitting 
a report on the subject of a building for the Survey—to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, and ordered to be 
printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, deliy- 
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the seyeral Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. HOGG, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15848) authorizing 
the sale of timber on the Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation 
for the benefit of the Indians belonging thereto, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2331); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota, from the Committee on In- 
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dian Affairs, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
9306) to authorize the sale of a portion of the Lower Brule 
Indian Reservation, in South Dakota, and for other purposes, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2333); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. STERLING, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 239) relating 
to liability of common carriers by railroads in the District of 
Columbia and Territories and common carriers by railroads 
engaged in commerce between the States and between the 
States and foreign nations to their employees, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2335); 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CAPRON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 71) to provide 
a temporary home for ex-volunteer Union soldiers and sailors 
in the District of Columbia, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2336); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4864) granting an increase 
of pension to George W. Neece, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2288); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5488) 
granting a pension to Margaret E. Foster, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2289); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7232) grant- 
ing a pension to Alba B. Bean, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2290); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8319) granting an increase 
of pension to John Gardner Stocks, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2291); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the K>ouse (H. R. 8475) granting a pension 
to John F. Tathem, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2292) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
8687) granting a pension to William I. Lusch, reported the sanie 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2298); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8869) granting an increase 
of pension to Nathan Coward, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2294); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9270) granting an increase 
of pension to Wiley B. Johnson, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2295) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 9271) granting an increase of pension 
to Joseph Henry Martin, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2296); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10424) granting a pension 
to Smith Thompson, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2297); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10449) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George B. D. Alexander, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2298); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 10451) granting an increase of pension 


to Robert M. White, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2299); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 10452) granting an increase of pension 
to Richard C. Daly, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2300); which said bill and report were. 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 10830) granting an increase of pension 
to Dudley Portwood, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2301) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 10831) granting an increase of pension 
to Levi C. Bishop, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2302); which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
11046) granting an increase of pension to Helen G. Heiner, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
2303) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11331) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas Rowan, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2304); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 11332) granting an increase of pension 
to William F. Kenner, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2305) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12556) 
granting an increase of pension to Joseph W. Coppage, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2306) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12059) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Mildred W. Mitchell, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2307); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13504) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth Thompson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2308) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14566) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Robert E. McKiernan, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2309); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14677) grant- 
ing a pension to Reuben R. Ballenger, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2310); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14915) granting an in- 
erease of pension to Andrew W. Tracy, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2311); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14920) 
granting an increase of pension to Winfield S. Bruce, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2312) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15277) granting an increase of pension 
to George W. Pierce, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2313); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15306) granting an increase of pension 
to Asa Wall, reported the same with amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 2314) ; which said bill and report were referred 
to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15415) 
granting an increase of pension to Ann R. Nelson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2315); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 
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Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15621) 
granting an increase of pension to Caleb M. Tarter, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2316) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15687) 
granting an increase of pension to William F. M. Reil, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No, 2317) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15701) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William Brown, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2318); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15867) 
granting an increase of pension to Annie M. Stevens, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2319) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. DRAPER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H..R. 15894) granting an increase 
of pension to Alma L. Wells, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2320) ; which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15907) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Louis De Laittre, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2321); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16023) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sheldon B. Fargo, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2322); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16182) granting an in- 
crease of pension to S. F. Williams, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2323); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16215) granting 
an inerease of pension to Mary Dagenfield, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2324); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16250) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to A. J. Mowery, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2325); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 16428) granting an increase of pension 
to Edwin Hicks, reported the same with amendment, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2326) ; which said bill and report were 
referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. AMES, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was 
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16504) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Thomas W. Barnum, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2327); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16514) granting 
an increase of pension to John W. Barton, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2328) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16520) 
granting an increase of pension to Edward C. Farrell, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2329) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
3273) granting an increase of pension to Andrew J. Levi, re- 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2330); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Private Calendar. 


ADVERSE REPORTS. 


Under clause 2, Rule XIII, adverse reports were delivered to 
the Clerk, and laid on the table, as follows: 

Mr. WILEY of Alabama, from the Committee on Military 
Affairs, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
7611) to remove the charge of desertion from the military rec- 
ord of Roswell W. Gould, reported the same adversely, accom- 


panied by a report (No. 2334); which said bill and report 
were ordered laid on the table. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bilis, resolutions, and me- 
morials of the following titles were introduced and severally 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 16794) to provide for the 
disposal of timber on certain public lands—to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mr. FULKERSON: A bill (H. R. 16795) to increase the 
pensions of Mexican war survivors—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. GILL: A bill (H. R. 16796) to provide for the retire- 
ment of certain letter carriers and regulating the pay of same— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. McGUIRE (by request): A bill (H. R. 16797) es- 
tablishing an additional recording district in Indian Terri- 
tory—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CALDER: A bill (H. R. 16798) repealing a provision 
of section 13 of an act approved March 3, 1899, entitled “An act 
to reorganize and increase the efficiency of the personnel of the 
Navy and Marine Corps of the United States "—to the Commit- 
tee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. HEARST: A bill (H. R. 16799) to increase the sal- 
aries of the Chief Justice and the associate justices of the Su- 
preme Court—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WANGER: A bill (H. R. 16800) to establish addi- 
tional aids to navigation in Delaware Bay and River—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PAGE: A bill (H. R. 16801) authorizing a public 
building at Lexington, N. C.—to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 16802) to fix the reg- 
ular terms of the circuit and district courts of the United States 
for the southern division of the northern district of Alabama, 
and fer other purposes—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 16803) for 
the survey of Northeast Cape Fear River, North Caroiina—to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. SMALL: A bill (H. R. 16804) providing for the use 
of $3,000,000 of the money that would otherwise become a part 
of the reclamation fund for the drainage of certain lands in 
North Carolina and Virginia, and for other purposes—to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. ELLERBE: A bill (H. R. 16805) to build a road to the 
national military cemetery at Florence, S. C.—to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HARDWICK: A resolution (H. Res. 366) instructing 
the Committee on Election of President, Vice-President, and 
Representatives in Congress to make investigations as to con- 
tributions in the national election of 1904—to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the general court of Mas- 
sachusetts, favoring the consolidation of third and fourth class 
rates of postage—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

By Mr. WEEKS: A memorial of the legislature of Massachu- 
setts, requesting Congress to consolidate the present third and 
fourth class rates of postage—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: A memorial of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, requesting Congress to con- 
solidate the present third and fourth class rates of postage—to 
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16806) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry Brenizer—to the Committee 
on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 16807) granting 
an increase of pension to Isabella Ellis—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: A bill (H. R. 16808) granting a pension 
to Sadie M. Likens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUCKMAN: A bill (H. R. 16809) granting an in- 


‘erease of pension to Conrad Ditmore—to the Committee on In- 


valid Pensions. 

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: A bill (H. R. 16810) granting a pen- 
sion to Henry C. Jackson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 
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By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 16811) granting a pension 
to Susan T. Sailor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16812) granting an increase of pension to 
Dudley McKibben—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE: A bill (H. R. 16813) granting an increase of 
pension to Charles W. Brumm—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. CONNER: A bill (H. R. 16814) granting a pension to 
Mary J. Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16815) granting an increase of pension to 
Sophia Griggs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16816) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles M. Curtis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16817) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Wise—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND (by request): A bill (H. R. 16818) 
granting an increase of pension to David R. Walden—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr DICKSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 16819) granting a 
pension to John V. Sumner—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16820) granting an increase of pension to 
Rolandus O. Longenecker—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16821) granting an increase of pension to 
Silas Perry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16822) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Bibb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16823) for the re- 
lief of the estate of Josiah Jennison, deceased—to the Commit- 
tee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16824) granting an increase of pension to 
James Waskom—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16825) to correct the military record of 
John L. Wilson—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 16826) to au- 
thorize the President of the United States to appoint Maj. Gen. 
Oliver O. Howard, United States Army, retired, to be Lieuten- 
ant-General, United States Army—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GILBERT of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16827) granting 
an increase of pension to Nancy A. .McMurray—to the Commit- 
tee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HARDWICK: A bill (H. R. 16828) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Georgia Ann Hughes—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HILL of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 16829) granting 
a pension to Narcissa G. Short—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LESTER: A bill (H. R. 16830) for the relief of July 
Anderson—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16831) for the relief of Plymouth Frazier, 
jr.—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16832) for the relief of Plymouth Frazier 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: A bill (H. R. 16833) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Tenora M. Flake—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 16884) granting an increase of 
pension to Allan S. Rose—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16835) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel G. Smith—to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. McCREARY of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16836) 
granting an increase of pension to David C. Winebrener—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MAHON: A bill (H. R. 16837) granting an increase 
of peusion to John Rourke—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MAYNARD: A bill (H. R. 16838) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Elizabeth Whitty—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: A bill (H. R. 16839) granting an 
increase of pension to Benjamin F. Johnson—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16840) 
granting a pension to Lue Grundy—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SHARTEL: A bill (H. R. 16841) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Thomas J. Griffin—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. 16842) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Thomas H. Thornburgh—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 10843) for 
the relief of the heirs of John B. Wolf, deceased—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 


By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16844) granting a pen- 
sion to Ellen Ramsey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. WATSON: A bill (H. R. 16845) granting a pension 
to Martha J. Pleak—to the Commitee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16846) granting a pension to Ann Gra- 
ham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16847) granting an increase of pension to 
Reuben Smalley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16848) granting an increase of pension to 
John Mausner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16849) granting an increase of pension to 
Warren Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16850) granting an increase of pension to 
John Virden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 3 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16851) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph A. Ellis—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16852) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Kennedy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16853) granting an increase of pension to 
William Hare—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16854) granting an increase of pension to 
David P. Demree—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16855) granting an increase of pension to 
Col. Milton H. Peden—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R 16856) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph MeBride—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions 

By Mr. WEISSE: A bill (H. R. 16857) granting an increase 
of pension to Jeremiah Y. Antrim—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WELBORN: A bill (H. R. 16858) granting a pension 
to E. J. White—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16859) granting a pension to John P. 
Maw—+éo the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16860) granting a pension to James T, 
Calvin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 6150) for the relief of the heirs of William H. 
Blades—Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

A bill (H. R. 11721) for the relief of the estate of Wiley J. 
Davis—Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

A bill (H. R. 16757) for the relief of Jordan H. Moore— 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

A bill (H. R. 13734) for the relief of Harriet Kyler—Com- 
mittee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

. A bill (H. R. 13733) for the relief of B. F. Jamison—Com- 
mittee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on War Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of citizens of Waldron, IIL, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of Loyal Council, 
No. 94, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of George G. Mead Post, Grand Army of the 
Republic, No. 1, for bill H. R. 8814—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Petition of the Musicians’ Protective 
Association of Buffalo, N. Y., for bill H. R. 8748—to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ALLEN of Maine: Petition of Elmer H. Sibley and 
93 others, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDRUS: Petition of the Register, against the tariff 
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of the Pennsylvania Fed- 
eration of Women, relative to forest reserves in the White 
Mountains, etc., and for the Morris law—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Wo- 
men, for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 
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Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Richard Calla- 
ghan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Fred S. Clark Company, of Cleveland, 
Ohio, relative to the New York and New Haven Railway dis- 
criminating in the matter of rates—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BENNET of New York: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of William J. Girvan—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

Aiso, petition of veterans of the Mexican war, for more ade- 
quate pensions—to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Petition of Ornan Bogg 
et al., for bill H. R. 2606—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of A. M. Zigler and citizens, for repeal of reve- 
nue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of John W. Fultzer— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of W. S. Adams—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of estate of W. D. 
Jones—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Nimrod Pratt—to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William H. Pope— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of estate of T. K. 
Ball—to the Committee on War Claims, 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of A. J. Henshaw— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Joseph Seagrave, 
Thomas Columbia, Travis Stull, Frances M. McGuire, and Rob- 
ert Ross—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: Petitions of Mrs. Mercer, of the Metho- 
dist Episcopal Missionary Society, and the Presbyterian Mis- 
sionary Society, against liquor selling in any building of the 
United States Government and against opium selling under the 
same jurisdiction—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of citizens of Laird, Colo., against religious leg- 
islation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BUCKMAN: Petition of citizens of Batavia, Todd 
County, Minn., against religious legislation in the District of 
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the California 
Fruit Growers’ Exchange, relative to railway rates, private 
ears, ete.—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Also, petition of the Fred G. Clarke Company, of Cleveland, 
Ohio, relative to the New York and New Haven Railway Com- 
pany discriminating in rates—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr: BURLENIGH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Hartley B. Cox—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Maine, for the Granger good-roads 
bill—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BURTON of Ohio: Petition of citizens of Cleveland, 
Ohio, against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Martha J. Netherton (previously referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions)—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CHANEY : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Hiran 
E. Crouch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of Local Union No. 
42, of Racine, Wis., American Federation of Musicians, for bill 
H. R. 8748—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Petition of the International 
Association of Machinists, for bills H. R. 10069 and S. 2633—to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Minnesota Editorial Association, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of J. I. Grieser and 53 others, 
against bill H. R. 7067—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: Petition of the Oklahoma Enterprise, 
against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DICKSON of Illinois: Petition of citizens of Fayette 
County, against religious legislation in the District of Colum- 
bia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: Petition of Elmer G. Tufts, of 
the National Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


Also, petition of John C. Hall et al., for an experimental par- 
cels post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Indiana, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ELLERBE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
heirs of Lucy Breeden—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FLOYD: Paper to accompany bill for relief of George 
W. Glenn—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petition of Willis N. Cady, of 
the National Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARRETT: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
P. W. Cook (previously referred to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions)—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Tennie L. Smith— 
to the Committee on Invalid- Pensions. 

By Mr. GILL: Petition of citizens of Maryland, against reli- 
gious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of Horace Mann, 
of Athol, Mass., against religious legislation in the District of 
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Samuel B. McLean—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of James A. Duff—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Fred G. Clark Company, of Cleveland, 
Ohio, relative to discrimination in railway freight rates by the 
New York, New Haven and Hartford Railway Company—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the California Fruit Growers’ Exchange, rela- 
tive to private car lines, railway rates, ete.—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petition of the Central Federated Union 
of New York City, for two battle ships for construction at the 
Brooklyn Navy-Yard—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of Aug. Peterson, of Harvey, N. 
Dak., for bills H. R. 14846 and 8793—to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of C. L. Timmerman, of Mandan, N. Dak., for 
bill H. R. 8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the board of county commissioners of 
Dickey County, N. Dak., for repeal of revenue tax on denatur- 
ized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of citizens of County, 
Mich., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
tb the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Allegan County, Mich., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Van Buren County, Mich., against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HARDWICK: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Georgia Ann Hughes—to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of the Connecticut Valley 
Pomona Grange, of South Woodstock, Vt., and Eureka Grange, 
No. 296, of Coventry, Vt., for repeal of revenue tax on denatur- 
ized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of the Japanese and Korean Ex- 
clusion League for retention of the Chinese law—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petitions of the Union for Home Work, 
the Good Will Club, the Motherhood Club, the College Club, 
the Civic Club, the Educational Club, the Social Settlement 
Club, the Twentieth Century Club, and the West Side Working- 
men’s Club, of Hartford, Conn., for regulation of child labor in 
the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for a staff of commercial attachés in the consular 
service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for reform in the consular seryice—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for a forest reservation in the White Mountains—to the 
Committee on Agriculture, 

By Mr. HOAR: Petition of P. P. Lane et al., against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HOPKINS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
R. L. Dayis—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of citizens of New York 
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and vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum 
disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Loyal Council, No. 314, Junior 
Order United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of im- 
migration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. > 

Also, petition of J. B. Saams Camp, No. 148, Sons of Veterans, 
Pennsylvania Division, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of D. K. Artman, of Connellsville, Pa., for re- 
peal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William Conner 
(previously referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions)—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. JENKINS: Petition of citizens of Ladysmith, Wis., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: Petition of citizens of Bath, Me., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: Petition of the Atlanta Chamber of 
Commerce, for an appropriation for continuance of fast mails— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LONGWORTH: Petition of citizens of Ohio and late 
teamsters in the service of the United States during the civil 
war, relative to pensions—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of D. E. Humphrey, of Chicago, 
for the Senate statehood bill—to the Committee on the Territo- 
ries. 

By Mr. McMORRAN: Petition of citizens of Lapeer and De- 
troit, Mich., against religious legislation in the District of 
Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of R. C. Kells, of the Chamber 
of Commerce of Sutter County, Cal., for an appropriation to 
stop the pear blight—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of A. E. Yoell, for retention of the present 
Chinese law—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of citizens of Culbertson, Nebr., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to. the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Nebraska Cement Users’ Association, 
relative to the proper use of cement as established by Govern- 
ment investigation—to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, petition of the George H. Lee Company, of Omaha, Nebr., 
against the Gilbert bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Paper to accompany bill for relief 
of Benjamin F. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Indianapolis, Ind., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Wood-Weaver Printing Company, of In- 
dianapolis, against the Little and Gilbert bills—to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of E. D. Classon, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of citizens of Osceola County, for 
bills H. R. 8104 and 8105—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William Barber— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. POLLARD: Petition of citizens of College View, 
Nebr., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. POWERS: Petition of the Savings Bank Association 
of Maine, against bill H. R. 48—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Ronds. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Paper to accompany 
bill for relief of estate of Susan W. Shackelford—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of citizens of Huntsville, Ala., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. RIVES: Petition of many citizens of New York and 
vicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum dis- 
aster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of citizens of Melrose, Mass., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD: Petition of citizens of Boone 
County, Mo., against religious legislation in the District of Co- 
lumbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SMITH of Illinois: Petition of citizens of Herrin, III., 
relative to bill H. R. 3122—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 


By Mr. SMITH of Kentucky: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of James Hooyer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: Petition of citizens of Buffalo 
Gap, Tex., against religious legislation in the District of Co- 
lumbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH: Petitions of citizens of Michi- 
gan, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: Petition of the Warren 
Avenue Baptist Church, of Boston, against conditions in the 
Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: Paper to accompany bill 
for survey of Northeast River, North Carolina, from Hallsville 
to Goshen—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Catharine Dooley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Katharine Encke— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ; 

By Mr. VREELAND: Petition of citizens of Ellicottville, F. V., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Ellenburg Center, N. Y., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of E. P. Fenner, of Pleasant Valley, N. Y., for 
the pure-food law—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: Petition of the Independent Order of 
Good Templars of Jeddo, for repeal of revenue tax on dena- 
turized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WEEMS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Charles Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petition of Local Union No, 45, 
Sanitary Pressers, of Trenton, N. J., against coming of Chi- 
nese—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William Kelly— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Trenton, N. J., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Fray, March 16, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Coupen, D. D. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


REGULATION OF CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGES OVER NAVIGABLE WATERS. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 6009) to 
regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters, with 
Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, I move to concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The SPEAKER. - The gentleman from Illinois moves to con- 
cur in the Senate amendments. 

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to. 


LEASING LANDS TO THE P. F. U. RUBBER COMPANY IN LA PLATA 
COUNTY, COLO. 


Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 16381) 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 16381) leasing and demising certain lands in La Plata 
County, Colo., to the P. F. U. Rubber Company. 

Whereas all the present commercial sources of supply for caout- 
chouc, or indla-rubber gum, are wholly without the boundaries of the 
United States and wholly within the Tropics; and 

Whereas the multifold uses of rubber make its economical produc- 
tion a matter of national necessity ; and 

Whereas within the past two years it has been discovered that a 
hitherto worthless w owing in the higher altitudes of the Rocky 
Mountain States may, with proper treatment, yield a rubber gum of 
good quality; and 

Whereas the P. F. U. Rubber Company has erected a factory at 
Durango, in the State of Colorado, for treating this weed and extracting 
the gum, and has, after an exhaustive search extending over several 
States and Territories, determined that the plant has reached its highest 
development (so far as the percentage and quality of its gum is con- 
cerned) in the specimens found on the tract of desert land described 


below : Therefore 

Be it enacted, etc., That the following-described tract of land, situ- 
ated in the county of La Plata, in the State of Colorado, to wit, the 
fractional section 3 U; lots 1, 2, and 3 of fractional section 4 U; east 


half and east half of west half of section 9 U; west half and west half 


1906. - 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3911 


of east half of section 10 U; southwest quarter of southwest quarter 


of section 11 U; west half of west half of section 14; all of sections 
15 and 16; east half of northeast quarter and south half of section 17; 
east half of southwest quarter, southeast quarter, and north of sec- 
tion 20; north half of northeast quarter, southwest quarter of north- 
east quarter, northwest geara of southeast quarter, and west half of 
section 21; west half of section 28; southeast quarter of section 29; 
all of section 32, and west half of section 33, containing 5,410.55 acres, 
more or less, all in township 34 north, range 11 west, New Mexico prin- 
cipal meridian, Colorado, excepting therefrom lands covered by any 
yalid subsisting right, be, and is hereby, set apart and withdrawn from 
entry or settlement under any of the land laws of the United States. 
And the Secretary of the Interior is he authorized, direct and 
empowered to lease and demise to the P. F. U. Rubber Company, & 
igan corporation, and its successors and assigns, for and during the 
ull period of ten years from and after the approval of this act, for its 
and their sole and exclusive for the purpose, however, of an experi- 
mental farm on which to plant, improve, and harvest said plant or weed, 
or similar rubber-producing plants or shrubs, with permission to the 
said P. F. U. Rubber Company, its successors and assigns, to erect and 
construct thereon such build machinery, and fences, and to con- 
struct and make such ditches, fumes, canals, roads, telegraph, tele- 
hone, and power-transmission lines, tracks, and tr: over the said 
fonda and over and upon the public lands adjacent thereto, as may be 
necessary or proper for the uses and purposes herein set forth, sub- 
2 however, to the power and right in the Secretary of the Interior 
o require the remoyal, change or location, character, or nature of any 
of the said structures or improvements, and with full power, right, and 
authority to gather and collect said plants, shrubs, and weeds, and re- 
move the same, and also to make any beneficial use of said lands not 
inconsistent with the limitations and conditions herein contained, in 
furtherance only, however, of the uses and purposes of said experimental 
farm. The said lease to be in consideration of such annual rental 
therefor as the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, deem 
best, the amount thereof for the term of said Tease to be fixed and de- 
termined prior to the execution thereof, and the compensation there- 
under to be received to be held by the Secretary of the Interior for the 
use and benefit of the Southern Ute Indians. And it shall be further 
stipulated in said lease that said P. F. U. Rubber Company shall, in so 
far as it may be reasonably practicable so to do, employ and prefer in 
the work and labor to be done on said premises suitable and competent 
Indians, without limiting the rights of the said P. F. U. Company to 
employ such other labor as may at any time be necessary or expedient 
to carry on said operations. 

Sec. 2. That the President of the United States may at any time 
during said period of ten years, at his discretion, terminate and cancel 
this lease by revoking the same and the annulling thereof in case the said 
experiment proposed or the use to be made of said lands shall be unsat- 
isfactory to the Secretary of the Interior; or the President may, in his 
diseretion, convey all of said lands, or any part thereof, by 1 
the same to said rubber company, its successors and assigns, in fee an 
absolutely without restrictions, upon payment to the United States of 
America of $1.25 per acre therefor, for the sole and exclusive use and 
benefit, however, of the Southern Ute Indians, 

SRC. That nothing herein contained shall grant or convey or be held 
to grant or convey to said company, its successors or assigns, during such 
time as it or they may hold said lands under the lease hereby authorized, 
any right, license, or privilege to take or remove from said premises, or 
any part thereof, any growing timber, stone, clay, ore, metals, or minerals 
of kind or nature whatsoever, saving except such timber and stone as 
* necessary for the immediate use of said company, its successors 
and assigns, in the building, erection, or maintenance of such fences, 
flumes, ditches, roads, telephone, telegraph, and power transmission lines, 
buildings, and machinery: Provided, wever, That no patent shall 
issue for the said land or any part thereof until the Secretary of the 
Interior shall ascertain by such examination, prospecting, and mineral 
tests as he may deem necessary and proper the existence of any valuable 
and merchantable deposits of coal or other mineral upon such premises; 
and any such merchantable ne geet) of coal or other mineral so deter- 
mined, together with the right of ingress or egress, shall be excluded 
from said patent. ‘The right of Pati and egress for the purposės of 
such examinations and tests shall fi er be reserved in said lease. 

Sec. 4. That the rights and privileges hereby granted shall not be 
sold, assigned, transferred, or conveyed to any person or persons, firm, 
or corporation whatsoever, saye and except upon the express permission 
in writing of the Secretary of the Interior. And in case of any viola- 
tion of this provision the lease and privileges hereby granted shall at 
once and forever cease and determine. 


The committee amendments were read, as follows: 


Strike out the preamble; on ge 3, line 6, strike out the word 
“gaid” and insert “ the,” and in line 6, page 3, after the word weed,” 
insert known as the pinguay weed; “ in line 15, page 3, strike out the 
word “or” and insert the word * of,” and in line 24, page 3, after the 
word best,“ insert “at not less than 3 cents an acre,” and on page 
4, line 20, after the words “America of,” insert “not less than,” and 
on page 5, line 4, strike out the word “saving” and insert “save and.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 


Jeet 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I would like to ask the gentleman, has this bill been 
reported unanimously by a committee? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. This bill has been unanimously 
reported by the Committee on Public Lands—that is, there is no 
dissenting report. It is favorably reported by the Secretary of 
the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Indian Com- 
missioner. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Have you submitted the matter to the 
Speaker and explained it to him? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. And obtained his consent? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman yield me ten 
minutes? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. There is no time allowed, as I 
understand it. 


Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I have an amend- 
ment which I wish to offer and unless it is accepted I shall 
object to unanimous consent myself. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I would like to ask the gentleman 
what kind of a plant these people propose to grow? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. It is a succulent plant containing 
in the root a gum similar to and answering many of the pur- 
poses of india rubber, and in the arts it can be used for any pur- 
pose for which fairly good rubber can be used. The question of 
difficulty is in the extraction of the rubber and the growth and 
development of the plant so there will be a uniform rubber con- 
tent. As at present grown some plants have a very small rubber 
content and some a very considerable one and all these ques- 
tions have to be investigated. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. What I desire to get at is this. 
Does the use of the plant which you propose to put it to in this 
bill destroy the plant entirely? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Yes; the whole plant is torn up 
by the roots and is then put in a macerating machine and the 
rubber extracted in that way. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then I will ask this question: 
Is it not a permanent injury to the lands of the Indians to 
destroy this rubber plant which has a value? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. No; because the plant reproduces 
itself from the smali roots left in the ground and that is the 
way in which the plant is grown. The top is pulled up and then 
the plant reproduces itself in about three years—or the period 
of maturity is about three years. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Then the gentleman does not 
think it will be a permanent injury to the land? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. On the contrary, the Department 
of Agriculture thinks it will be of benefit to the land if it is 
possible to cultivate and secure its reproduction under definite 
conditions and in a scientific and successful manner. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Another question. I see a refer- 
ence here to coal. Is it the intention of the bill that the coal 
shall also pass to this rubber company in the land? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. The intention of the bill is that 
all minerals shall be excluded. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. That all minerals shall be ex- 
cluded? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I will ask the gentleman this 
question. I have been trying for years to get for American 
prospectors and American miners the right to go on the Indian 
reservations to develop the precious metals, believing that it 
would be for the benefit of the entire people of the United 
States. Why is it that a rubber company shall be allowed to 
go upon this reservation to get rubber, or anybody to get any 
other kind of material, and these American miners must be 
barred from going on the land for the same things? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Forthis reason, if there is any 
distinction, I would reply. This is a new and special thing, 
and is of interest to the whole American people. Now, the 
growth of rubber has become smaller and smaller year by year, 
and the demand for it greater. The exigencies of the situation 
are increasing. We imported last year about 75,000,000 pounds 
of rubber, and the price has increased something like 300 
per cent in the last few years. In other words, we are gradu- 
ally developing a shortage of rubber, and under such corcum- 
stances it has seemed wise to the committee and wise to the 
Department to which this bill was referred to give this small 
encouragement to he development of a very important industry, 
and it is appulied to only a very small tract of useless non- 
agricultural land. 

e of Texas. How many acres are involved in 
this 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. A little more than 5,000.. It is high 
mesa land, seven or eight thousand feet high; above any irriga- 
tion ditch and above the possibilities of irrigation, where there 
are no artesian wells and streams. It is absolutely arid. This 
land has been opened for settlement twenty years, nearly 
twenty-five years, and during all that time, in that vicinity, 
there has been only one location by a homesteader. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does not the gentleman think 
that the prospector should have the same right given him to go 
in and develop all that country, to search for gold or silver or 
other valuable minerals as any rubber company? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. That question is not involved in 
this discussion. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Does not the gentleman think it 
a bad precedent to set for Congress to permit a.certain company, 
a rubber company or any other company, to go into a reserya- 
tion and exploit it, and the very same lawmaking body refuse 
to report a bill to this House permitting prospectors, individual 
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citizens of the United States, to do the very same thing In 
effect? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I think the gentleman is speak- 
ing from a misapprehension. This is not a reservation. It 
has been open for more than twenty years. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. It is Indian iand. 

Mr. BRUOKS of Colorado. No; it has been opened up and 
the proceeds of it go to the Southern Utes, and will be covered 
into the Southern Ute fund under the treaty with them. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. The funds go to the Indians? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. But the land has been opened to lo- 
cation for years. It is open to entry and appropriation under the 
public-land laws; anybody who wants them can go in and take 
these lands to-day, and it has been opened for twenty-five years. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Congress has the right to control 
it; so it has with the minerals. I shall not object to the gentle- 
man’s bill. The method is all that I am objecting to. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield to me a 
moment to read an amendment I desire to offer? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, this is a rubber en- 
terprise. Rubber is a very valuable and a very useful article, 
though “ rubber-necking” is not. To avoid, Mr. Speaker, this 
infant rubber concern from being either partly purchased or 
erushed out by the great rubber trust of the United States, and 
almost the balance of the world, I am going to offer a proposed 
amendment as a new section, which I feel quite sure my friend 
will accept, to read thus: 

That all rights acquired hereby shall revest in the United States in 
the event that said company, or its successor or successors, shall enter 
into, directly or indirectly, any trust, combine, company, or other con- 
cern operating or existing contrary to the antitrust act of July 2, 1890, 
entitled “An act to protect trade and commerce against awful re- 
straints and monopolies,” and its amendments. 

To this amendment, Mr. Speaker, I take it that the gentle- 
man has no objection. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. 
sideration of the amendment. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Do you accept it? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. No; I do not. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Then I shall object to the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I want to say to the gentleman 
from Tennessee that I have no objection to the consideration of 
his amendment. I am perfectly willing that it be considered. 
As the mover of the bill, however, I do not want to accept it. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to say in answer that the 
gentleman in interest in this concern, about its being a part of 
or controlled by the rubber trust, he said to me he much feared 
that the rubber trust would paralyze and destroy this concern. 
Now, I am trying to protect this concern from the rubber trust 
and to protect this concern from itself going into the monopoly 
and great combination in the rubber business. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. The gentleman does not mean to 
say that the proporients of this measure fear that this interest 
is controlled by the rubber trust? On the contrary-——— 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. On the contrary, the gentleman 
said that he feared the rubber trust. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. On the contrary, if they have any 
fear they fear the rubber trust. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, That is exactly what I said, and 
nothing more. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I do not think the amendment is 
necessary or proper at this time. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I do think it is. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I. am perfectly willing that the 
House should vote on this amendment. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Admissions, undisputed, came 
out before the Public Lands Committee, of which I have the for- 
tune or misfortune to be a member; the laws in land matters 
out West have not been enforced until the last twelve or fifteen 
months, when the President of the United States took charge 
of the situation, and one man was convicted out there and fined 
and sentenced to imprisonment, but a special marshal, the 
defendant's lawyer, carried him to a club out in Omaha and 
kept him there six hours as the imprisonment that he had to 
serve. That is the way they administer the law out there, and 
that being the case I have offered this amendment in the utmost 
good faith to say that when this concern is gobbled up by the 
rubber trust then all the rights you acquire in this matter shall 
revert to the United States. It is a perfectly fair proposition, 
and I will not consent to consideration unless it is accepted. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. BURNETT. I desire to make an inquiry of the gentle- 
man, who is a member of the committee. 


I have no objection to the con- 
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Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. 
Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD]: 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I have not had an opportunity to look 
into the merits of this bill as I should like to have done. I 
oppose its passage at this time. I oppose the manner in which 
it is brought here rather than because of any defect in the bill 
itself. Mr. Speaker, how has this bill come before the House 
for consideration? As the record is being made up, it will ap- 
pear that the gentleman from Colorado of his own motion, in 
his own right, moved the consideration of his bill. In that 
respect the record will not reveal the truth. The gentleman 
was not recognized until be had first surrendered his constitu- 
tional rights as a representative of the people and crept into 
your private room, Mr. Speaker, there to supplicate you to ex- 
tend to him your grace. 

No Member can submit any matter to a vote of the House 
until he shall have first sought and found fayor in your sight. 
The Constitution contemplates that the Speaker shall be the 
servant of the House. In defiance of the Constitution you have 
made yourself its master. You have organized every committee 
so that no bill can be reported without your consent. Unless 
you are willing no Member can move to discharge a committee 
from the consideration of a bill and take it up in the House. 
You subject the rights and destinies of this great people to the 
dictates of your own unbridled will. Who stands to-day be- 
tween a progressive, enlightened people and the statehood to 
which they are entitled? You, sir; only you. You crack your 
whip and a majority of this House cowers at your feet. You 
turn your thumbs down and the House deals the deathblow 
to prostrate, bleeding Oklahoma. I read in the morning paper: 

Uncle Joe has given it out flatfooted that he will not permit the 
House to concur in the Senate amendments on the statehood Will. 

What a horrible announcement to be made in a free country! 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
the gentleman is not speaking to the question before the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair was not able to hear the remarks 
of the gentleman and does not know whether that point of order 
was well taken or not. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I will state—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I protest against 
the character of the gentleman’s remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Gentlemen will suspend and cease conver- 
sation. This is a request for unanimous consent, and all 
7 5 proceeds by unanimous consent. Does the gentleman ob- 
ect? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I object. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York—— 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of 
order that that objection comes too late. The Speaker asked 
if there was objection, and there was none. 

The SPEAKER. One moment. The gentleman from Texas 
reserved the right to object. Now, as is usual in cases where 
unanimous consent is asked, gentlemen desire explanations, and 
by unanimous consent the explanation proceeds. It is quite 
in the power of any Member 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the Speaker allow me to correct 
him in that particular—— 

The SPEAKER. One moment. It is quite in the power of 
any Member at any time to object, and if the objection is made 
to further talk and not withdrawn, that is equivalent to an 
objection to consideration. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will. the gentleman permit me to 
make a statement of the position, as I understand it? 

Mr. LACEY. Perhaps the Chair overlooked—— 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I insist I have the floor, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that when the House ad- 
journs to-day—— 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I have the floor. 

Mr. LACEY. I make the point of order that this bill is before 
the House by unanimous consent. The objection made by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS] has been withdrawn, 
and that being withdrawn, the bill is before the House. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to state to the gentleman 
that I reserved the right to object. 

Mr. LACEY. The record does not so show. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I yielded to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD] for the purpose of speaking to 
the bill, not* for the purpose of attacking the Speaker. The 
gentleman from Missouri then began to speak in a manner 
sud seemed to me quite out of order to other purposes than 
the bill. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. No; I am not doing that. 


I yield to the gentleman from 
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Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. The gentleman from Minnesota 
then objected to the tenor of the remarks of the gentleman from 
Missouri. I submit that the bill is now before the Mouse. 
The gentleman from Texas formally withdrew his objection, 
and that is the only objection that was made promptly. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado will see, if 
he will stop and consider for a moment, that where legislation 
is had by unanimous consent, under the practice that prevails 
in the House, that consent can not be had by inference. The 
Chair must put the question for unanimous consent, and that 
unanimons consent must be given before the bill has rights for 
consideration. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Was not that done, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. It was not done. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inguiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. As I understand the present situ- 
ation, this bill was read and reported and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STEPHENS] then reserved the right to object, and 
interrogated me with reference thereto. Afterwards he with- 
drew his objection. The consideration of the bill then went on 
for some few minutes before any other step was taken adverse 
to its consideration. I raise the point that the right to object 
has been waived under these circumstances. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will have to say to the gentleman 
from Colorado that in the judgment of the Chair that point is 
not well taken. 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say that I was on 
my feet to reserve the right to object, and have an explanation. 

The SPEAKER. By unanimous consent that may be had. 
Does the gentleman from Colorado yield? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I had the floor in a regular way, and 
in what way do they get rid of me? [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can not have the floor for 
one second of time, under this kind of proceeding, if any Mem- 
ber objects. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to the consideration. 


ADJOURNMENT OVER. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that when the House ad- 
journ to-day it adjourn to meet on Monday next. 
The motion was agreed to. 
LEGISLATIVE, JUDICIAL, AND EXECUTIVE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House now 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of House bill 16472. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. OLMSTED in 
the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of the bill H. R. 16472, the legislative, judicial, and 
executive appropriation bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
rise? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I rise for the purpose of asking unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Ohio, General KEIFFER, be per- 
mitted to conclude the remarks which he was making on yes- 
terday. 

The CHAIRMAN. During the session of yesterday the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kerrer], having spoken one hour, had 
not concluded his remarks. The gentleman from Mississippi 
asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from Ohio may 
have time to conclude his remarks. Is there objection? [After 
a pause.}] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, I have been much interested 
in the speeches made on the floor of this House on the subject 
of immigration. I find that there are a number of bills that have 
been introduced on that subject, and that the Committee on 
Immigration has devoted a great deal of time and labor and 
thought to an investigation of this subject. I believe that there 
is need for protection against the present immigration, at least, 
much of it that has come to our shores of recent years. This 
is a form of protection that I subscribe to. I do not believe in 
that protection that is alleged to be the result of the exercise of 
the taxing power. This is not protection; it is rather discrimi- 
nation. If it protects any class or any interest, it is done at the 
expense of others, or rather at the expense of the whole people. 
The taxing power has been said by very high authority to be the 
power to destroy, but it certainly will not be claimed to be the 


power to create. Legislation can not create wealth. You can 
not add to the volume of wealth by the passage of laws. This 
is accomplished only by the exercise of brain and muscle; and 
this is necessarily so in the economy of nature, and has been 
since the divine injunction, that man shall live by the sweat of 
his brow. 

But we have the right, and it is our duty as the lawmaking 
power, to pass laws to protect our people along certain lines. 
We baye a right to resist invasion that threatens the peace and 
welfare of our country in whatever form it may come. We bave 
a right to exercise the legislative power of this country to this 
end. 


IMMIGRATION. 


When we learn from the report of the Commissioner-General 
of Immigration that the immigration to our shores for the year 
1905 was 1,026,499 we are at once confronted with the impor- 
tance of this question. Since the year 1820, the first date of a 
definite report of the immigration to this country, there has 
been an increasing tide of immigration, variable it is true, but 
generally increasing. It has caused apprehension in the minds 
of many of our people at various times as this tide has in- 
creased. Notably was this so in the fifties, but the amount of 
this immigration in former years was such as to make it a 
question of minor importance when compared to the present 
tide that is coming to our shores. 

Whatever views may have obtained heretofore as to the 
necessity or righteousness of restricting immigration, the immi- 
gration of to-day has assumed such proportions that the con- 
viction is forced upon us that if something is not done to 
restrict the character and amount of this immigration the 
welfare of our people will be jeopardized and our institutions 
if not imperiled will at least be beset. with greater burdens in 
working out the great problems resting upon us in developing 
the social and civil fabric of the American Republic. 

The importance of this question is emphasized when we come 
to consider the character and class of immigration that is at 
present coming to our country. An examination of the statis- 
tics shows that those coming up to the last twenty-five years 
were a class of people that were by nature possessed with 
instincts kindred to our own and with more aptitude for our 
institutions. They were in the main the same race of people 
to which we telong; they came from the land whence our 
fathers came; they were possessed of energy, courage, and lofty 
purpose, and in every way fitted to assimilate with our ideas 
and conditions and become valuable additions to our citizenship. 
The Englishman and Scotchman and the Irishman and the 
German and many others of northern Europe have been and 
still are welcome as we would welcome our own, for we de- 
scended from them, and we would be untrue to our own lineage 
not to give them welcome. 

The statistics set out in the report of the Commissioner- 
General in his report portray with great force the situation that 
confronts the American people. It is not my purpose to set out 
these statistics, setting forth in detail the immigration to this 
country, but only to speak generally of the facts that they por- 
tray. In fact it is unnecessary for me to give a detailed state- 
ment of these figures or to set out these statistics in detail, 
since my colleague from Kentucky [Mr. Hopxrns], in his most 
able presentation of this question, has set these statistics out in 
such a clear and instructive manner that all the information 
necessary to an understanding of this question clearly appears 
in his concise and exhaustive presentation of them as they al- 
ready appear in the Record as a part of his forcible and elo- 
quent discussion of this subject. From these figures it appears 
that notwithstanding the enactment of several statutes restrict- 
ive and prohibitory of immigration the very evils they sought 
to check have increased rather than diminished even since the 
enactment of the general law on the subject in 1903. Since then 
the tide of immigration has increased, and the greatest portion 
of this tide has been of the class most undesirable. 

Notwithstanding the interest this question has attracted from 
time to time, the first law passed by Congress restricting immi- 
gration was in 1875. Since that time several acts along this line 
have been passed, prominent among them the Chinese-exclusion 
act and the contract-labor law, and in 1903 a general law was 
passed. 

The law of 1903 has been ineffective to an extent in avoiding 
the evils or the dangers that may come to us from an overflow- 
ing tide of immigration. It has done much to restrain and 
check the coming of those enumerated in section 2 of that act, 
yet the purpose and intention of that act has been accomplished 
only to a limited extent. The spirit for gain and greed for 
money is responsible for evasions of this law and for much of 
the undesirable immigration. 

These laws have been avoided and violated in various ways, 
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largely by efforts to secure contract laborers in violation of 
law and by steamship lines working through their agents to 
increase the number of immigrants for the purpose of trans- 
porting them, thus making money out of their coming. 

Inducements offered by corporations for the purpose of get- 
ting cheaper laborers, which is a virtual defiance of our contract- 
labor law, has done much to render these laws ineffective. 

The love for gain at all hazards, regardless of the laws and the 
interest of our people, has been a prolific source of much of this 
tide of the class of people so ill suited to our conditions and so 
unadaptable to our conditions and theories of government. 

The report of the Commissioner-General of Immigration dis- 
closes the fact of movements on foot and schemes put in prac- 
tice by foreign countries encouraging their people to come to 
America, not for the purpose of becoming citizens or uniting 
their destiny with ours, but for the purpose of gathering spoils, 
accumulating money, and carrying it back to their native land. 
In that report he says: 

Seventy-five per cent of the aliens who worked for three or four years in 
the industrial centers of our Eastern States return to their native land 
with an average saving of about $1,000, having spent not one penny 
more in this country than was absolutely necessary to keep life to- 
gether according to their own frugal customs and habits. very one 
of such returning aliens is, in a measure, an agent in inducing about 
ten others to do likewise. I repeat most emphatically that this sort of 
emigration is not only viewed with friendly eyes by some 3 ov- 
ernments, but is itively fostered and helped along. On this sort of 
traffic governments collect taxes and corrupt officials make money. 

While the development of our material prosperity is not the 
first consideration by far, yet, even economically considered, 
there can be no advantage to our country from a body of labor- 
ers who remain as strangers among us and consume but few of 
our products and at the same time export the great bulk of their 
earnings to the countries from which they came. 

There may be a financial benefit to certain property interests 
and manufacturers, who profit by their cheap labor; but the 
consideration that should shape our governmental policy should 
not regard special interests, or be directed wholly to our material 
development. Our aim should be more to develop men than to 
exploit lands and increase our industries. 

No man measures up to the full standard of American citi- 
zenship who is not a home builder. The ideal citizen is the 
one who has a vine and fig tree of his own, and around this 
center has been developed in our country the noblest manhood 
and womanhood in Christendom. But these sojourners, who 
are here for a time only, to gather spoil, in a sense to prey 
upon us in that they take their earnings and their pay that is 
given in fair exchange for their labor and add it not to the 
wealth of our country, but hurry it back to their home country. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit 
an interruption? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee for some evidence that the men coming 
in—the aliens who come to our shores—do not remain here and 
do not spend their earnings here. The gentleman makes the 
assertion that they take their earnings abroad and spend them 
there or that they send their earnings abroad. I would like to 
have the gentleman tell us where he obtains those particular 
facts, if they are facts. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, those facts I gather from 
the report of the Commissioner-General of Immigration. We 
gather these statements from the report of Inspector Braun, 
from men who have been studying this question and at work 
as officials in this part of the Government service, and are pre- 
sumably better informed as to the real condition of affairs than 
anybody else. They make these statements, and I take it this 
is as good authority as can be offered on the subject. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman permit an interruption? X 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Is it not true that the 
reports of the steamship companies show that something like 
nearly 325,000 passengers went back in the steerage last year, 
and does not that fact alone indicate that a very large propor- 
tion of these people do return to the country of their origin? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, I understand that to be 
true, and I think the conclusion stated by the distinguished 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] is necessarily 
true. 


Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Houston] or the distinguished 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] inform this 
House what evidence they have that those 325,000 who returned 
were immigrants who landed here in the last year or two, and 


if the number did not include those who had been here for per- 
haps twenty years? Will the gentleman kindly give us some eyi- 
dence on that point? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, it does not matter that they 
come within the last few months or within the last twenty years.’ 
They have come and they have returned; whether they have 
come recently or some years ago does not make any difference. 
They may haye stayed here but one year or two years gathering 
the substance of our people to the extent they could, by means 
of their economical ways and methods, to send to the land of 
their nativity. They may have stayed here ten years or longer. 
The longer they stayed, if it was to gather our substance and 
carry it away, the worse it is for us. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to ask the 
gentlemen whether they have any evidence or proof of the fact 
that those 325,000 who returned were all aliens or men who had 
landed on our shores from foreign soil? Did that number not 
include those who had become American citizens who went 
abroad—men who made their money under our beneficent laws 
and went abroad to spend that money and enjoy it in visiting 
their old country? » 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, that class of passengers to 
which the gentleman from New York refers do not, as a rule, 
go as steerage passengers. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, one other question, and then 
I think I am through. Does the State from which the gentle- 
man comes, and particularly the district that he represents— 
the Fifth Tennessee—need men, and especially unskilled labor- 
ers or agricultural laborers; and if so, how can he get them 
except by immigration? j 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, in my State and in my sec- 
tion we could give employment to a larger number of laborers 
than we have now, perhaps. Every honest, industrious laborer 
in our country can find employment and at remunerative wages. 
We might give employment to a number more than we have, 
but I do not understand it to be the chief end and aim of man 
or of any country to employ all the laborers possible at any 
given time. It is not necessary that all the material should be 
developed at once or that all the labor that could be handled 
should be brought into operation at once. We have proceeded 
in my section along conservative lines. We haye developed our 
industries gradually. We have populated our country grad- 
ually, but steadily. There is no decrease in population there. 
The birth rate is keeping up. I repeat that we can perhaps 
employ more, but we do not need to import them in large num- 
bers: Good people coming to us from any country are quite 
welcome, and they can find profitable employment there, but 
we are not specially suffering for want of more people. 

Mr. GOULDEN. I would ask the gentleman if he has any. 
aliens now in his State or district, or any people of alien race? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have an alien race 
there, as a result, to say the least of it, of a great national mis- 
take made in the earlier days of this Republic—I might say a 
national wrong, but for which the people of my country or the 
South were not responsible originally. And we are suffering 
to-day as a consequence and as a result of this national blunder. 
The system that was fostered and built up in our country many 
years ago by the bringing here of this race was wrong and 
can be viewed now as nothing else than a great national error. 
I want to say further that while we have this alien race among 
us we are equal to the occasion. We are solving the difficulties 
that confront us with this alien race under very difficult con- 
ditions at the first I grant you, but we are able to meet them and 
we are maintaining our institutions, we are caring for these 
people, we are giving them protection under the law, we are 
teaching them to understand their real status and know their 
real rights as citizens, and they have confidence in us that they 
will be protected as such; but, sir, it will not improve conditions 
in my country where this alien race is to bring other discordant 
elements there, and for other irritating influences to be put in 
operation. Not at all; let us solve that question ourselves as 
best we may. We can do it; we are doing it. 

Mr. GOULDEN. Will the gentleman allow a question? 
What are the principal industries in your district; in what are 
your people principally engaged? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Well, sir, my country is strictly an agri- 
cultural country. The principal industry is farming. 

Mr. GOULDEN. I want to say, if you will allow me, that I 
am a farmer myself. 

Mr. HOUSTON. You look like a good man, and you are prob- 
ably a good farmer. 

Mr. GOULDEN. I think the great difficulty in this country 
is to get labor for agricultural purposes. It simply can not be 
done. I know it is in the State of Maryland, where I own two 
farms. 
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x Mr. HOUSTON. 
on. 

Mr. GOULDEN. That is simply a statement; the difficulty is 
to secure farm laborers, and I take it it is so all over the United 
States, in your district as well as other sections of the country. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Well, we are getting along fairly well. 
There is no stress upon us along that line. We are raising 
farmers and farm workingmen, and the more we can keep our 
own sons on the farm the better it is for them and for our 


I did not understand the gentleman’s ques- 


country. 

In addition to those prohibited in section 2 of the act of 1993, 
should we not take steps toward limiting the number that are to 
come? The vicious and the criminal class are a confessed 
menace to any civilized country. Large numbers of a class of 
people unadapted to an understanding of our institutions and 
unfitted to an assimilation with our national instincts of char- 
acter will become a menace to our institutions whenever that 
number is large enough. What think you of our capacity to 
absorb and educate to our ways and notions of government 
1,065,000 a year? Does this not approach the danger line? Is 
it not a warning to us that troubles are gathering that call for 
action to protect our nationality and to prevent hazard to the 
welfare of our own people? At the ratio of increase for the 
past five years it has been estimated that we would reach a den- 
sity of population in the next hundred and thirty-six years that 
would equal that of China proper, which is considered the limit 
of the density of population. However this may be, it is far 
better to build up a nation strong in civic and domestic virtue 
and happiness than to overcrowd and densify our population. 
On this point the report of the Commissioner-General of Immi- 
gration says: 


What will be the effect if the present phenomenal immigration con- 
tinues is a question that is constantly being asked. With regard more 

rticularly to quantity the question may answered by the follow- 
ng illustration: China prover is the thickly populated portion of the 
Chinese Empire and is the country pouen thought of as practically 
representing the limit of density of population. At the present rate 
of immigration, say 1,000,000 per annum, and the present rate of 
natural increase (14.66 per cent per decade) the United States would 
reach the density of China proper in about four generations, or, more 
particularly, in one hundr and thirty-six years, at which time we 
would have a population of 950,000,000. This is in no sense an esti- 
mate of future population; it is simply an answer to the mathematical 
problem as to how long it will take to reach a density of population 
equal to the estimated density of China proper, with an annual immi- 
gration of 1,000,000, at the present rate of natural increase, and repre- 
sents the present pace. 

Mr. Chairman, this has ever been a hospitable land. We have 
received the stranger within our gates and treated him as a 
friend and brother; but the law of self-preservation is the first 
law of nature, and whenever the welfare of our national family 
is imperiled we should protect it from the invasion of every dan- 
ger in whatever guise it should come, even to the turning away 
of our own fellow-man. We should be generous to the stranger, 
but he that does not provide for his own household is worse 
than an infidel. I believe in missionary work, and I subscribe 
to the practice of giving our substance and time and labor to 
the betterment of mankind in all lands and among all races, to 
their elevation, their civilization, and their christianization; but 
let us preserve our own national household and cherish and 
build up our own superb citizenship unto the full measure of 
its glory. ~ 

From an examination of these statistics that I haye alluded to 
we see that the immigration that is coming to us from those 
countries of northern and western Europe, more nearly akin to 
us and more congenial to our ideas of government, has not in- 
creased, but rather diminished, within the last few years, and 
that those coming from the countries of southern and eastern 
Europe, that are less in accord with our form of government 
and more difficult of assimilation with our ideas of civilization, 
are largely on the increase. The most desirable are coming in 
smaller numbers and the less desirable are coming in far 
greater numbers. 

The last report of the Commissioner-General of Immigration 
(pp. 109 and 110) says: 

A change in the source of immigration, it will be seen, however, com- 
menced about 1882, and has assumed enormous proportions during the 

st eight years, until now 70 per cent of our immigration comes from 

layic and Iberie countries of southern and eastern Europe, 700,000 
having arrived from those countries during the past year, among whom 
were great numbers of illiterate aliens of different races, customs, and 
standards. 

Further on he says: 


With the continuance of present conditions, it will be seen, the time 
will come when the new element, containing 70 per cent from south- 
eastern Europe, will outnumber the old, which eventually can hardly 
mean less than a changed nationality. 

So, Mr. Chairman, in viewing this question to-day it pre- 
sents in no respect the aspect that it did in former years. In 
the earlier days of our country those that came here were in- 
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deed our own kith and kin—of the same blood and race. They 
entered into fellowship and communion with our own people, 
and were among the best and bravest of the pioneers of our 
civilization. But the bulk of those that come to-day enter into 
no communion with our own people in a social or civil way. 
They are isolated, or, rather, segregated, in societies apart from 
us. While among us, they are not of us, and add nothing to 
the great community of interest of the nation’s welfare. 

If they were to mix with our people to a large extent, it 
would be the mixing of incongruous elements and the forma- 
tion of a heterogeneous society in which American ideals would 
not prosper. 

So, viewed in any aspect, most of the present-day immigration 
is not beneficial, but damaging to America, and should be 
checked by every just and righteous method. 

This report of the Commissioner-General discloses the fact, 
before mentioned, that this undesirable immigration is largely 
due to the methods of steamship companies and their agents that 
ply their unlawful practice of getting immigrants for the gain of 
transportation. This is a species of graft that they have em- 
ployed, another instance of special interests seeking their profit 
at the expense of the great mass of the people. 

3 GOULDEN. Will the gentleman allow a question right 
ere 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I do. 

Mr. GOULDEN, How would you check that, may I be 
allowed to ask? 

Mr. HOUSTON. I will come to that a little later—to that 
very question. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield 
to the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. I want to assure the gentleman 
I am merely asking for information. Does the gentleman hold 
that immigration from southern Italy, the Jewish immigration 
from Austria, and the Slavic immigration also from Austria is 
the most undesirable immigration? 

Mr. HOUSTON. I will answer that by saying this, that so 
far as I am able to judge—and I confess I am not thoroughly 
acquainted with these peoples and their customs—I think it is 
less desirable than the character of immigration that came to 
this country in the first fifty or seventy-five years of our Repub- 
lic, and I want to say right here that I do not take to the idea 
of excluding a race per se. I do not take to the idea of putting 
a ban on any nationality or race of people. That idea does not 
find favor in my mind. [Applause.] However, in the exercise 
of our preference as to who should come we must prefer the best. 
I will say we do know that those who come from northern 
Europe are more in accord with us, more adapted, I will say, to 
our institutions, more acquainted with us, and can more readily, 
I think, become proper citizens of this Republic. I, however, 
say I do not take to the idea of putting any ban on any special 
race or nationality; however, circumstances may justify even 
that, if it comes to a matter of self-preseryation. 

The question of restricting immigration is a graye one and 
one calling for the exercise of judicious and conservative states- 
manship, beeause of our duties to mankind, as well as our duty 
to our own nation, and we should approach the consideration 
of it with a conservative regard for the rights of our fellow- 
man as well as our own, but when we come to consider it in 
that broader sense of our relation to our fellow-men we are 
justified in the conclusion that it is our duty to first of all pur- 
sue that course that is best for our own national family. It 
may be said that this involyes a degree of selfishness, but pa- 
triotism demands that we should be selfish enough to love and 
serve our own country first and that the welfare of our people 
should be first considered. 

Mr. Jefferson, in his notes on Virginia, in speaking of the 
question of immigration—and, mind you, the immigration that 
came at that time was of the same blood and stock as the Amer- 
ican people—said: 

The present desire of America is to produce a rapid population by as 
great importation of foreigners as possible, but is this founded in good 
policy? Are there no inconveniences to be thrown Into the scale 
against the advanta expected from the multiplication of numbers by 
the importation of foreigners? It is for the happiness of those united 
in society to harmonize as much as sible matters which they 
must of necessity transact together. Civil government being the sole 
object of forming societies, its administration must be conducted by 
common consent. 

Every species of government has its specific principles. Ours per- 
haps are more 3 than any other in the universe. a com- 


position of the freest principles of the English constitution with others 
derived from natural right and reason. To this nothing can be more 
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op than the maxims of abeolute monarchies; yet from such we 
expect the greatest number of immigrants. They will bring with them 
the rincipies of the government they have imbibed in early youth, or, 
if able to throw them off, it will in exchange for an unbounded 
licentiousness, passing, as is usual, from one extreme to another. It 
Fonie ae a miracle with them to stop precisely at the point of temperate 

Right here, Mr. Chairman, I stop in this quotation long 
enough to say that the history of our present day demonstrates 
the truth of this, that may now be regarded as a prophecy 
from Thomas Jefferson. Many of the troubles that haye grown 
up have been from the reckless disregard of the rights of others 
that haye been exhibited by this class of aliens who have been 
banded and aggregated together in many of our cities. Some 
of the serious troubles we have had come right from that 
source, and have come from this very spirit of license to which 
he refers. It would be a miracle 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield 
to the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Will the gentleman state any 
specific instances which have occurred from the immigration of 
the last twenty-five years of the evils which it appeared Jef- 
ferson foretold? 

Mr. HOUSTON. What is your question? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. As I understood your quota- 
tion from Jefferson, he prophesied that in the future there 
would be trouble because of admitting these aliens who came 
from monarchies? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Do I understand the gentle- 
man’s remark to be limited in its scope or to refer to aliens 
who came to us from the beginning? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Well, what part of my remarks? 

Mr. BENNET of New York. Your last remark. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I say we have instances in this country 
that have fulfilled this prophecy; that we have had aliens com- 
ing to this country who seem to understand liberty to mean 
license, who have caused serious troubles. I might refer you 
to the trouble we had in New Orleans in the last few years; 
to the recent conspiracy to assassinate Governor Pennypacker, of 
Pennsylvania, and Governor Patterson, of Ohio; to the Hay- 
market riot, and a number of other troubles in this country. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. To Czolgosz. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. But he was born in Indiana, 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. He was of foreign parentage. 

Mr. BENNET of New York. I have not yet got to the point 
where I would call a man born in Indiana an alien. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I do not mean that he was not 
born in the United States, but his family had not been in this 
country long. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I will go on with this quotation from Jef- 
ferson. It is from the prophet and from the gospel of Democ- 
racy. 


Their principles with their language they will transmit to their chil- 
dren. In proportion to their number they will share with us in the 
legislation. hey will infuse into it their spirit, warp and bias its 
direction, and render it a heterogeneous, incoherent, distracted mass. 


And further on he says: 


Is it not safer to await with patience for the attainment of popu- 
lation desired or expected? May not our Government be more homo- 
geneous, more peaceable, more reliable? 


The pertinency of these questions apply with double force 
now when we come to consider the character of the immigra- 
tion of the present day as compared with that to which Mr. 
Jefferson alluded. And I shall make another quotation from 
the paper that is edited and directed by W. J. Bryan, a dis- 
ciple of Jefferson, and one of the soundest living exponents of 
the principles of free government. [Applause.] 

I quote as follows: 


The question is whether we are going to build up a strong, inde- 
pendent, upright, and patriotic people, and develop a civilization that 
will exert a helpful influence on all the world or whether we are goin 
to be a edy, grasping nation, forgetful of high ideals and concerne 
he making of money. Aside from pee petari Chi- 

is defend: by those who believe t a universal 
brotherhood requires us to welcome to our shores all peoples of all 
lands. This is the sentimental argument advanced in favor of Chinese 
immigration. There is no more reason why we should construe brother- 
hood to require the admission of all people to our country than there 
is that we should construe brotherhood to require the dissolution of 
family ties. The family is a unit; it is the place where character and 
virtue and usefulness are develo , and from the family a or 
evil influence emanates. It is not necessary nor even w at the 
1 environment should be broken up or that all who desire entrance 
should be admitted to the family circle. In a larger sense, a nation is 
a family; it is the center for the cultivation of national character, 
natio: virtue, and national usefulness. A nation is under no obli- 
gation to the outside world to admit anybody or anything that would 
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injuriously affect the national family. In fact, it is under obligation 

to itself not to do so. The influence of the United States will be more 

8 for good if we remain a homogeneous nation, with all citizens 
full sympathy with all other citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, to furnish a home for the oppressed and an 
asylum for the unfortunate of every land is beautiful in senti- 
ment and commendable in deed were we able to do so without 
sacrificing our own. When we approach that point we must 
stop and, if necessary, exercise the right of self-defense. At 
this point I want to call your attention to a statement in the 
report of the Commissioner-General of Immigration (p. 48): 


INDUCEMENTS TO IMMIGRATION. 

The figures presented by the statistical reports for the year under 
consideration have now at ed such dimensions as to K ae pains- 
taking consideration of their import. It is im ible that such an 
influx can fail to produce material effects upon the institutions of this 
ee as it is doing upon the population. What such effects will 
probably be in the long run it is not within the proper scope of this 
report to discuss, but attention is drawn to the subject to show that, 
if it is a publie desire to establish some reasonable limitation on im- 
migration, some restriction that will materially lessen the volume of 
the current until by actual experience assurance is secured of the 
safety of the institutions of the country under such an unexampled 
strain, it is to make a new departure in legislating upon alien inmi- 
gration. It is no longer sufficient to close the door upon certain 
classes, manifestly undesirable additions to any community. The aliens 
who are forbidden admission to the United States by section 2 of act 
of March 3. 1903, are as objectionable to the communities in which 
they were born and of which they have always formed a part as they 
are to us. It can not be denied, however, that of such as are not ex- 
8 excluded by law there are many aliens enter into the United 
States who, if not individually open to objection on the score of phys- 
ical, mental, or moral defects admitted of all men, are yet of such 
totally allen, It not repugnant, character and genius as to raise a doubt 
whether hg À will in the 1 or the succeeding generation become 
assimilated in customs and ideals to the poopie of tħis 3 This 
view has found expression as yet in legislation affect jens of 
but one race. That solitary instance, however, is a recognition of the 
principle that the public welfare at this stage of the world’s develop- 
ment demands the intervention of the law-making branch of the Gov- 
ernment to prevent an unrestricted irruption of elements hostile to 
our institutions, if not Incapable of comprehending them. 

The difficulties and embarrassments that have been experienced in 
the administration of that unique legislation, however, suggests the 
expediency of first attempting by other means to check the enormous 
and miscellaneous immigration now pouring practically without check 
as to numbers into our seaports and across our land borders. The Gov- 
ernment has control, through its authority over our ports, of trans- 
portation 3 which aliens are brought to this country, and 
unless it be conceded that our commercial interest is paramount to all 
other considerations and clothes those t co tions which are its 
vehicles with a moray of ht which it is pious to question or 
restrict, the natural and sensible recourse from the present dangers is 
to place some reasonable restriction upon them. 


Mr. Chairman, the argument is made that the demand for 
labor to develop our great resources is such that we should en- 
courage all this immigration; but, Mr. Chairman, the develop- 
ment of our material resources is not the chief end and aim of 
man or of this nation. The building, developing, and elevat- 
ing of our social and civil fabric in its purity and grandeur is 
more than adding to the volume of our wealth; more important 
it is to develop man and society and free government and main- 
tain them in their purity than to build up our natural wealth. 
In the course of time we will have peopled this continent; a 
population will come under the blessings of Providence the off- 
spring of our own race and people that will fill the vacant places 
and develop and build up our resources. Our population may 
become so dense that the struggle for existence will be difficult. 
It is true that the science and ingenuity of man will develop new 
resources, will bring the forces of nature into operation to sup- 
ply the wants of man, but there is a limit to all things. Already 
we hear talk of the physical degeneration of our race. Among 
the causes enumerated for this is the overcrowding of people 
with its attending evils. It has been shown that the death rate 
increases in startling proportions wherever condensation takes 
place. I can see no reason why we should hasten the day for 
a struggle for existence to take the place of natural progress and 
development. I know the commercial spirit of this age; but I 
maintain that the rapid accumulation and building up of our 
national wealth is not the paramount object of this nation, but 
rather the developing of a virtuous, contented, and happy people. 
[Applause.] 

I confess I do not like some of the methods suggested to re- 
strict immigration. The head tax is distasteful to my mind; 
it is ineffective, too, in preventing immigration for the reason 
that steamship companies who by their agents and various 
methods work up these alien immigrants from other countries 
will pay this head tax, and it is but a lessening of their profits 
rather than a restriction of immigration. It may be a frown 
on honest poverty. The man without the money to pay the head 
tax might be as honest and as capable of developing into a good 
citizen as his more fortunate brother who possesses the head 
tax. The poor man is not only entitled to every consideration 
that his more fortunate brother is, but deserves our sympathy 
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more, and may possess, as before stated, the elements of man- 
hood and good citizenship. 

The educational test is not satisfactory, because it is in a 
sense unjust to the illiterate, and his illiteracy may be no evi- 
dence of his depravity or inferiority. 

The work of transportation lines and steamship companies 
and other agencies of our own people, working up immigration 
for the mere gain of their passage fare, is one of the worst evils 
to contend with. These and their coworkers, who are endeavor- 
ing to evade the contract-labor law, are the agencies that bring 
us the worst class of immigrants. The man of energy and cour- 
age, that strikes out on his own nerve to seek his fortune in a 
new land, is much more likely to make a desirable citizen of his 
adopted country than those that are herded up like dumb driven 
cattle and brought here by men just for the purpose of exploit- 
ing their business. The argument has been made, based upon 
the statement of Government officials, that a very large amount 
of the immigration is the result of the work of those seeking to 
evade the contract-labor law. If these unjust and unlawful 
methods could be stopped, we would be relieved of the most 
undesirable parts of this immigration, and it will check those 
that are coming in largest numbers, according to the report of 
the immigration inspector. If this traffic in immigration, prac- 
ticed by grafters and spoilsmen, in bringing a class regardless of 
their character could be stopped, much would be done toward 
solving this question. Then we might still welcome the honest 
man—the poor man, illiterate though he be—if he is one who 
realizes that he is made in the image of his Maker, and comes to 
us inspired by a love for liberty and a desire to learn our insti- 
tutions and become a part of our nation. [Applause.] 

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman a question. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GOULDEN. When you speak of the “immigration in- 
spector ” to whom do you allude? 

Mr. HOUSTON. I am talking about Mr. Braun—Marcus 
A. Braun. 

Mr. GOULDEN. The gentleman is aware that that party has 
resigned; that he was discredited by the Department of Com- 
merce and Labor; that his statements are greatly exaggerated, 
if not entirely untrue? 

Mr. HOUSTON. I am not aware that his statements have 
been discredited by anybody. 

Mr. GOULDEN. So I am informed. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I understand he has got in some trouble. 

Mr. GOULDEN. He has resigned under fire. 

Mr. HOUSTON. He has resigned; but the facts that he sets 
forth in his report have not been met or proven to be untrue, 

Mr. GOULDEN. I think they are untrue, largely. 

Mr. HOUSTON. This large influx that has been instanced 
by these officials comes as a result of the evasion of this law, 
according to their statements, and it does seem to me that 
their statement is the best authority we have so far. That 
law ought to be enforced; if it is insufficient it ought to be 
amended. It ought to be strengthened; severer penalties ought 
to be attached to it [applause], and if by this means we can 
stop this part of the present-day immigration, that would go a 
long way in affording the needed relief. 

I am aware, Mr. Chairman, of the difficulties which confront 
us when we undertake to control the action of these trans- 
portation lines and steamship companies in the great tide that 
they are bringing here. It is a difficult matter, as is well known 
in this House and in this Government, to regulate and control 
transportation companies. That question in a different form 
has been agitating this House, and is now agitating the other 
end of this Capitol, and has been since the meeting of this Con- 
gress. But I believe that in the exercise of our proper legis- 
lative functions we can pass laws to controlfand regulate trans- 
portation lines and foreign and interstate commerce; and if that 
is done much will be accomplished toward holding immigra- 
tion within proper limits. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield to me for a 
minute? 

Mr. HOUSTON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GARRETT. I see that the gentleman has given con- 
siderable thought to this question. I would like to ask 
whether my colleague thinks it would be possible or practicable 
to adopt a system of examination at the American consulates 
before the immigrant comes here? Has my colleague studied 
that phase of the question? 

Mr. HOUSTON. I will say that I have studied that feature 


of the question as best I could with the light before me, and it 
occurred to me at first that that would be a most feasible way 
to prevent and restrict a great deal of immigration, but, upon 
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further investigation, the difficulties of putting that into prac- 
tical operation are very considerable. If, however, it could be 
done, it would reach the very point where succor is needed most, 
and I hope that some method of that sort may be established 
and put on foot by which we can have an inspection and an 
examination at the the foreign ports before they start to this 
country. I hope that the committee may evolve some method 
of that sort that will give relief. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I believe in the method of selecting the 
best, as far as we can. I believe that we should restrict and re- 
strain those that are not so good, as far as we can. After an 
investigation of this subject I am aware that there is much difi- 
culty attending this legislation—much difficulty to procure legis- 
lation that will accomplish this end—but I hope that this com- 
mittee that is giving so much labor and thought to this question 
may report a measure that will produce the relief that the coun- 
try stands so much in need of, to my mind, Let us select the 
best to the extent that we can. Let us restrain the undesirable 
to the extent that we can, and if these methods fail, then this 
nation must meet the question fairly and squarely and close our 
doors when it becomes necessary for our own preservation. If 
we can not control the actions of steamship companies in bring- 
ing immigrants from foreign lands, we can meet their vessels at 
our own ports and deny them entrance; and whenever the tide 
of immigration becomes so great as to be a menace to our coun- 
try, then we should, I say, restrict immigration from all lands 
and all countries, if it is necessary to protect our own people. 
That is our duty. We have a right to protect ourselves against 
an invasion of any kind, either an armed force or one coming in 
the guise of peace. We have a right to quarantine against pes- 
tilence and disease, and it is right to do so. We have a right 
to exercise every safeguard as a nation to protect our people 
from any evil that threatens us whenever that protection is 
needed; and, I say, if these restrictive methods, these selective 
methods, fail, then we must meet the question and adopt such 
measures as will preserve our own nation and its best welfare. 
[Prolonged applause. ] 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, perhaps a trifle out of 
the usual order, I should like to have the attention of the 
committee while I discuss some things that relate to the legis- 
lative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill. I shall not 
detain the committee for any great length of time in any event, 
but a little bit later I want to call attention to what seems to 
me to be a prevailing abuse, and that is the apparently irre- 
sistible tendency upon the part of the legislative body not only 
to increase salaries injudiciously, but to continue to increase 
the personnel of the service of the United States. 

I was very much interested in the remarks of the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, and the gentleman in charge 
of this bill also, indicating that they had begun to discover con- 
ditions that were not entirely agreeable in connection with the 
seryice of the Government in that regard. I very heartily ap- 
prove the suggestions of the gentlemen representing the commit- 
tee in a general way in relation to the superannuation of the 
Government employees, and I am perfectly willing to follow 
them in any reasonable and appropriate legislative manner in 
correcting what may be to some extent an abuse. Yet, at the 
same time, Mr. Chairman, I submit that the analysis upon 
which I am about to engage a little later will demonstrate that 
the superannuation of employees is by no means the greatest 
evil under which we labor. In my judgment, sir, the super- 
annuation of employees is a trifie compared with unnecessary 
and unrequired men in the Government service. 

Now, it is not my purpose to discuss that question even in 
detail, or to allude to any particular official, either by way of 
the creation of an office or by the increase of salary. It is my 
desire to present the concrete practical situation, in order that 
the chairmen of the various committees and that the House 
may appreciate the condition into which we have developed 
along these lines. 

Of course, we all full well appreciate the practical situation, 
that it is almost impossible for us to turn about anywhere 
without being asked, not only for the creation, perhaps, of an 
office in the Government service, but for the increase of a 
salary; and these applications are very difficult to withstand. 
Now, I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that this subject, in my 
judgment, has not received the attention to which its magnitude 
entitles it. The civil-service salary list is to-day about 
$133,913,363, and that by no means includes the charge upon 
the public Treasury of the public officials in the public service. 

I want to say now, on the threshold of what I have to say, 
that the President of the United States, apprehending this 
situation and realizing as he apparently has—although in the 
immense multitude of details involved in the discharge of his 
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duties it is unreasonable to expect him to have a knowledge of 
details—the President, realizing the condition connected with 
the public service, has appointed what is known as the Keep 
commission, which is intended to regulate and investigate three 
or four bureaus for the purpose of ascertaining whether or 
not the service now being rendered by those bureaus can not 
be rendered by less men, at a less expense, in a more economical 
way; and without the possible duplication of the Government 
service. 

I asked the distinguished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Liv- 
INGSTON] if that did not tend in the direction indicated by the 
suggestions of the committee, and he rather blew that Commis- 
sion aside as if it was a matter of no consequence whatever. 

Now, I do not know what that Commission up to date has 
accomplished, but I do wish to say that, in my judgment, the 
appointment of that committee on the part of the President of 
the United States, without legislative suggestion or reminder, 
was a step in the right direction, and I believe that that Com- 
mission to-day, Mr. Chairman, has accomplished valuable and 
useful results with very trifling expense to the Treasury of the 
United States. 

Now, that is a step, I say, in the right direction. I do not 
wish to be understood, in the suggestions I am going to make, 
as being opposed to the increase of salaries or to the creation 
of offices, because I am not, under proper condition. I am pre- 
pared now to vote, notwithstanding these conditions, for an in- 
crease of any salary where the increase is reasonable and fairly 
required, no matter who the officer may be. I am prepared to 
vote and sustain the committee in any offices necessary for the 
proper discharge of the executive functions of this Government. 
And yet, at the same time, I think this committee will be sat- 
isfied when I give them this analysis that we must exercise 
very much more conservative care and caution than has been 
exercised heretofore. 

I am going to call attention to the analysis of the situation 
from 1889 until now. In 1888 and 1897 we had some legislation 
that required the clerks of the appropriations committees on 
the part of the House and the Senate to report an analysis of 
the appropriation bills for each session at the close of the 
session. 

These clerks made these reports. I want to stop here now to 
say that I have had very material assistance in the investiga- 
tion of the question that I am now discussing by the very 
efficient and valuable clerk of the Appropriations Committee of 
this House—Mr. Courts—one of the most—I won't say the 
most eflicient, because that would be an invidious distinction us 
to the other clerks—but I do not hesitate to say that he is one 
of the most valuable and efficient servants that this House of 
Representatives has. He is an absolute encyclopedia upon the 
fiscal operations of this Government. I have had occasion to 
ask him a great many questions, and I have never found him 
wanting in any particular. [Applause.] 

Now, in the discharge of this very important duty—and, by 
the way, I doubt very much, so far as practical results are 
concerned, whether any member of this House or Senate has 
availed himself of the information disclosed by these men as 2 
result of this statute—under these statutes these gentlemen 
have collected with these clerks and prior clerks since 1888 
these statistics and summaries, and one of the items is “ New 
offices created, and salaries therefor; ” another item is “ Offices, 
salaries of which have been omitted, with the amount of re- 
duction.” Another item is “ Offices, the salaries of which have 
been increased, with the amount of such increase.” Another is 
“ Offices, the salaries of which have been reduced, with the 
amount of such reduction.” 

Now, I will give the House the benefit of the work of these 
gentlemen. Since 1889—1889 being for the fiscal year ending iu 
1890—offices created aggregated a charge on the Treasury of 
$1,469,779. The offices omitted were $135,172, showing a net 
increase in 1889 of $1,334,607. 

Now, I will not go into the details, but I will give the results, 
because, unfortunately, in every year from 1889 up to 1905 
there has been an immense increase, and I will read them. I 
will put this list in the Recorp. In 1890 the increase was 
$2,686,229. In 1891 an increase of $2,264,234; in 1892, $375,919 ; 
in 1893, $1,033,233; in 1894, $1,044,606; in 1895, $1,621,176; in 
1896, $886,095 ; in 1897, $1,057,366 ; in 1898, $55,557,906. 

Of course, the Members will understand that that was the 
war year, involving extraordinary and unusual expenditure 
and a necessary large increase. 

In 1899, $13,953,096 ; in 1900, $5,132,663; in 1901, $21,955,221; 
in 1902, $7,165,272; in 1903, $14,330,297; in 1904, $14,306,147, 
and in 1905, $10,450,695. 

A statement more in detail is as follows: 


New offices created and the salaries thereof, and offices the salaries of 
which have been omitted, with the amount of the reduction, prepared 
in compliance with an act approved October 19, 1888. 


[Statutes at Large, vol. 25, p. 587.] 


Year. Created. | Omitted. 

CCC E E I PERNS ENN $1,469, 779 $135,172 1 
1890. 896, 210.619 2, 686, 220 
2, 404, 718 140, 484 2, 264, 234 
$19,539 463, 620 875,919 
272, 022 238, 789 1,083, 233 
465,473 | 1,421,967 1,044, 606 
257,584 636,158 1,621,176 
479,499 „404 856, 085 
819, 064 261, 697 1, (57, 366 
$35, 876 377,880 | 55,557,996 
812, 127 857,071 | 13,953,056 
258,981 | 2,124,318 5, 122, 663 
656, 674 701,453 | 21,955,221 
„481,571 1,316,180 7, 105, 272 
883,248 | 1,002,951 | 14,330,297 
151,706 | 1,845,559 | 14,305,147 
831,039 830,344 „450,00 


Now, I submit, Mr. Chairman, that that is not a record of 
which any one of us should feel entirely proud. Every one of 
these creations of office and offices omitted have been reported 
to this House from time to time by some committee who ex- 
amined these questions. I do not purpose criticising the com- 
mittees, but I do wish to suggest that these facts are such—and 
I am going to give an average in just a moment—that should 
require the committees before they report these bills creating 
these offices to examine with great care these departments for 
the purpose of advising us whether these creations of office are 
necessary. The average net increase per year from 1889 to 
1897 was $1,367,052. The average net increase per year from 
1902 to 1905—four years—was $11,563,102. In other words, in 
four years we have created offices in appropriation bills to the 
extent of $46,242,408. Now, I think the time has come when 
the committees and the House should halt upon the threshold 
of this question. I desire to say this: That there have been 
unusual expenditures during the last four or five years that to 
a certain extent will account for some of these ofiices created. 
We have had the rural free delivery. I have not been able, 
because it is partly beyond the power of any one man to investi- 
gate all the details involved in this situation, to give to the 
House or to the Committee of the Whole the aggregate amount 
of increased charge upon the public Treasury by the rural free 
delivery. I believe in the rural free delivery, so far as that is 
concerned. I may say right here that the creation of offices in 
the postal service for this very last year carried in the appro- 
priation bill ending July 1, 1906—that the balance was $2,439,- 
300, and in a large degree I have no doubt that was due to the 
rural free-delivery service. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I will say for the information 
of the gentleman from Maine that the rural free-delivery service 
is $11,767,678.04. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That should be charged up against the 
$46,242,408? 

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD], I believe, is the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Agricultural Department? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Yes; I believe I have the honor. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it was my privilege to 
call attention, in a general way, to the very matters of which 
the gentleman is complaining and to suggest that these commit- 
tees shouid be vitalized and should investigate these expendi- 
tures in the several Departments of the Goyernment, in order 
that thereby the appropriating committees would be able to teil 
whether the expenditures were unnecessary and excessive or 
not; but there are here the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, the Committee on Military Affairs, 
and the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads that 
have charge of nearly all of the appropriations of the Govern- 
ment. Does the gentleman think it is possible for these great 
committees to not only pass upon what is necessary to expend 
for the future, but to make that exhaustive examination into the 
expenditures of all of the nine great Departments of the Goy- 
ernment especially to determine whether there has been waste 
in the past fiscal year in these Departments or not? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I will say very frankly 
that I do not know, but I doubt whether it is. I have not 


undertaken yet, and I said distinetly that I did not undertake, 
to criticise the committees, although I do say that these offices 
that have been created have been created by the committees re- 
porting these appropriation bills. If the gentleman desires me 
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to be entirely frank, it seems to me that when the committees 
report bills creating offices they ought to be able to be: certain 
that the public service requires it. It may be that the publie 
service requires to-day about eight times the creation of offices 
it did from 1889 to 1897. I do not say that it does not. I have 
not been able to find anybody—and I have made careful in- 
quiry—that can give me reasons for this large increase, except 
in the line of the rural free delivery and two other Departments. 
‘And I desire to call attention to a new bureau which we. cre- 
ated,. making the Census Bureau permanent. We have also 
created the Department of Commerce and Labor. That has 
also made a yery large extra charge upon the Treasury. Now, 
I have no doubt that the rural free-delivery service and the 
making permanent the Census Bureau, which is perfectly legiti- 
mate, I believe, and also the making of this Department of 
Commeree and Labor, has to a large degree been responsible 
for a great deal of this apparent large expense, but I doubt if 
they account for all of the increases. 

Now, a little further in relation to the Committee on Ex- 
penditures—— 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman permit me to make 
a suggestion in that connection before he passes from that? 
~ Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I take it I will be sustained by the 
record when I say that in no instance has an additional elerk 
been allowed or an additional office been created without the 
head. of a Department or bureau or division coming before the 
committee and explaining the absolute necessity for the addi- 
tional force in his branch, but unfortunately it is beyond the 
power of those four committees, charged as they are with the 
primary duty of determining how much is needed for the next 
fiscal year, to make that critical examination into the work 
done in every branch of the public service, which now costs ap- 
proximately eight hundred millions a year, and to know whether 
or not they need this. additional force or that somebody already 
employed in the public service is not doing his full share of 
work. The work of ascertaining the amount needed for the 
future is so great as to preclude suflicient examination by the 
same committees of the wisdom of past expenditures. Now, if 
your committee and the other committees of like character 
would assume the burden of ascertaining the wisdom of past 
expenditures. and furnish the light of that information to these 
appropriating committees, you would greatly aid these commit- 
tees in the discharge of their duties and enable them to dis- 
re them much better and with greater economy. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The gentleman’s statement can not em- 
barrass the gentleman now addressing the committee, because 
until within the last few weeks. he has not been in a position 
to do this very useful work. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I beg the gentleman’s pardon; I had 
no thought of seeking to embarrass him, and if the gentleman 
had listened. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have listened. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. To my remarks on the fortification bill 
he would know I acquitted these committees of all responsi- 
bility for this failure to investigate the Departments, but urged 
that the committees be vitalized for the future and hereafter do 
the work which properly belongs to them. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Now, if I understand the gentleman, it 
is this: The gentleman’s proposition is the Committee on Appro- 
priations have unloaded this responsibility on committees here- 
tofore known as “innocuous” committees—— 

Mr. SMITH of Towa. Not at alk ; 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That these committees: not being vital- 
ized—the committees on expenditures in the various Depart- 
ments—that because of that these small committees have never 
done anything heretofore, and I do not know that they have. 
I am now chairman of one, and I will take the advice of the 
gentleman and give it very ample consideration; but, as I now 
understand it, it is because the committees on expenditures in 
the various Departments have not heretofore made an investi- 
gation. and relieyed the Committee on Appropriations of a great 
burden they haye been continually reporting new offices again 
and again, and now under the shelter of this proposition 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. May I— 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Let me finish. And they now shelter 
themselves under the proposition, they have talked to somebody 
about it, and the man stated that such office was n or 
such an increase was necessary. That is what I understand 
to be the substance of the gentleman's statement. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I acquitted the gentleman's commit- 
tee, and I trust the gentleman wants to be fair with the other 
committees. I stated these appropriating committees, in my 


judgment, exhausted every possible effort upon their part to 
ascertain what expenditures: were necessary for the future, took 
testimony, had extensive hearings, but it was impracticable 
since the expenditures of the Government had arisen to $800,- 
000,000 a year for those few committees to make as exhaustive 
an examination: of the past as ought to be made, and therefore 
the hour had come when committees like that of which the gen- 
tleman from Maine is chairman ought to be vitalized and ought 
to come to the assistance of the appropriating committees and 
ought to furnish information to them that would assist.them in 
the discharge of their duties. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I want to say this in fairness to the 
gentleman. I think the gentleman states the question from the 
view point of his committee fairly. 

Mr. BURLESON. Is it not a fact that the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Post-Office Department made an effort a few 
years ago, when the Department was rife with corruption, to 
make an investigation of the character indicated by the gentle- 
man from Iowa, and did not this House refuse to permit the 
investigation of the expenditures in the Post-Office Department? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I am not able to state about that, but 
I presume the gentleman making the statement knows the basis 
upon which he makes it. I do not personally know what the 
fact is, but I want to say 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Is it not a fact that was 
only done when the Department of Justice was. investigating 
the, delinquencies of the Post-Office Department to which the 
gentleman from Texas refers? Was not the action of the 
House taken because the House: did not want to embarrass. the 
Department of Justice when it was after those people in a 
eriminal way? ; 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have not any doubt the gentleman 
from West Virginia states the situation correctly. Personally, 
I have no recollection about the details. There is no contro- 
versy between myself and the gentleman from Iowa so far as 
his committee is concerned. I relieve it so far as I am con- 
eerned of any desire to criticise. I have not any doubt he 
states exactly the situation. Now, if the solution of this really 
is these committees which have fallen into innocuous desue- 
tude; if the real and proper solution is for these committees to 
make an investigation, that is one thing. I am ready to aid in 
that. 

On the other hand, there is no doubt that this is the situation 
which we ought to take care of. I think that the gentlemen on 
the various appropriation committees are better qualified, with 
their knowledge of the subject, to suggest the proper method. 
If the gentleman suggests a commission to ascertain what the 
conditions are, why that would be another proposition. Now 
I will yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I was only going to inquire, if the Ap- 
propriations Committee can not do it—they have not got the 
time to do it and can not do it—and the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Treasury Department can not, and you are all 
acquitting each other of any negligence and issuing bills: of 
health to each other, what are you talking about? [Laughter.] 
What are you here for? [Renewed laughter.] 

A MEMBER. Where are you at? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentleman permit me to an- 
swer that? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I will first answer it. In the first 
place, I will say, so far as I am concerned, I have made no as- 
sertion that we can not do it, but a gentleman on the Appropria- 
tion Committee suggests that.. I suggest this to the gentleman 
from Ohio, that I have said that if the solution of this is to 
vitalize these committees that, so far as I am concerned, I will 
pet to help vitalize them. I think that should satisfy the gen- 
tleman. ; 

Mr. GROSVENOR. That puts you all rigħt. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The gentleman does not feel embar- 
rassed about that? 

Mr: GROSVENOR. That is a double bill of health. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Precisely; that leaves us without any 
eriticism whatever. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I was about to say that the rule is 
not specific in requiring your committee to make investigation. 
It is very doubtful under its language whether you have the 
right to do anything but to consider legislation. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Whether we have the right to. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Whether you have the right to. 


There 


is no provision of the rule requiring you to do it, in my judg- 
ment, under the rule, after a careful examination of it. Now, 
this is not a reflection upon these Committees on Expenditures 
in the Departments. It is not a reflection upon any other com- 
mittee, except as it may be a reflection on us that we can not do 
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everything in the limited time we have. It is impossible for 
them to make a sufficiently careful scrutiny on all these expendi- 
tures in the nine Departments, and somebody else ought to do it, 
and furnish the result to those committees primarily charged 
with the duty, not of ascertaining how the money has been 
spent, but how much must be appropriated for the next fiscal 
year. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. So that the Committees on Expendi- 
tures are acquitted, because the gentleman says they have never 
had any power in connection with this question. I have just 
stated, and now the gentleman from Iowa has stated practically 
the same thing with reference to the various appropriations 
committees, and all I said was that I wanted to call attention 
to these facts in order that all these committees, so far as they 
can, skall give a more careful scrutiny to these propositions 
when they come before them. That is all I did say and that is 
all I do say. Now I will yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I belong to the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Department of Justice, and have for the past 
six years. During all that time there has neyer been a bill sub- 
mitted to the committee. Now, I desire to know from the gen- 
tleman how it is possible for us to pass upon anything unless it 
is sent to us under the rules of the House? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It may not be. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas (continuing). We have no right to 
investigate anything. Of course, I am a member of the minority, 
and we can not originate anything, and I would like to know the 
means by which we are to enter into this investigation. 

Mr. PAYNE. I will ask the gentleman if there is anything 
in the rule which would prohibit a Member of the House from 
introducing a bill and having it referred to the committee, if he 
is looking around for jurisdiction. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I am a member of the minority. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Let me ask the gentleman a question. Is 
it not a fact that the law requires the heads of the Departments 
to annually submit to Congress an itemized statement of the 
expenditures of all the appropriations, and is not that state- 
ment presented in the form of a document and sent to all of 
these committees on expenditures of the various Departments, 
and has any one of these committees ever taken the trouble to 
examine these statements? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. We have never been called to- 
gether, up to date, I believe. [Laughter.] I do not understand 
why, unless it is because—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. Has the gentleman ever seen one of the re- 
ports submitted to his Committee on Expenditures in the De- 
partment of Justice? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I never have. The matter has 
never been called to our attention. 

Mr. TAWNEY. As a matter of fact, there is an itemized 
statement furnished to the House by the head of each of the 
Departments of all the expenditures and all the appropriations 
that are made, including permanent appropriations; and they 
are referred under the rules of the House to the Committees on 
Expenditures of the various Departments referred to. 

Mr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman from Maine object to my 
reading from the rule a statement of the jurisdiction of these 
committees? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have not the slightest objection. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I desire to ask how the minority 
of a committee can call the committee together when the chair- 
man does not do it, the chairman, under the rules of the 
House, having control of the committee through the majority? 

Mr. TAWNEY. Has the gentleman ever called for one of 
these reports, or inquired in his committee room whether they 
were there or not? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. I can read the Book of Esti- 
mates as well as anyone. . 

Mr. TAWNEY. This is not an estimate. This is a report 
of actual expenditures. Has the gentleman eyer seen one? 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. What can we do with it when we 
read it? 

Mr. PAYNE. I thought the gentleman from Maine yielded 
to me. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I did; and that gives you an oppor- 
tunity to obtain the floor, if you can. I can not secure the 
floor for you. I can only yield to you. 

Mr. PAYNE. I will endeavor to obtain the floor through the 
recognition of the Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maine yields to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. PAYNE. I want to read from the rules: 


The examination of the accounts and expenditures of the several 
Departments of the Government and the manner of keeping the same; 


the economy, justness, and correctness of such expenditures; their con- 
formity with appropriation laws; the proper application of public 
moneys; the security of the Government against unjust and extraya- 
gant demands; retrenchment; the enforcement of the payment of 
moneys due to the United States; the economy and accountability of 
ublic officers; the abolishment of useless offices; the reduction or 
nerease of the pay of officers, shall all be subjects within the juris- 
diction of the nine standing committees on the public expenditures in 
the several Departments, as follows: 

Then follow these nine distinguished committees. Now, if 
the gentleman will allow me to say in that same connection, 
in the Forty-eighth Congress I had the distinguished honor of 
being one of the minority members of the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Interior Department, and that committee was 
sufficiently vitalized to make an examination of some affairs in 
the Interior Department, and we did make an examination and 
report and submitted it to the House; and the gentleman who 
was then known as the “ watch dog of the Treasury” (I refer 
to the late gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Holman, who was so 
long chairman of the Committee on Appropriations) said that 
that was one of the most valuable reports that ever came to the 
House and that it saved a great deal of money. Now, that com- 
mittee, in one little branch of the Government which was un- 
der its jurisdiction, undoubtedly saved the Goyernment con- 
siderable money by this investigation. I only cite this rule and 
this example in order to encourage the gentleman from 
Maine—— 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. To go and do likewise. 

Mr. PAYNE. To encourage him in welldoing, and I hope he 
will go into all these questions of which his committee has juris- 
diction, and that we will hear something from him in the fu- 
ture that will tend to reduce these increased expenditures. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, The committee that the gentleman from 
Maine is on does not happen to have jurisdiction of all subjects. 

Mr. PAYNE. No; only one of them, and I think he will be 
busy enough with that. 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
to me? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. 
man? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I yield for a moment. 

Mr. SHERLEY. I want to suggest to the gentleman, in order 
to get all precedents before the House, whether he knows 
what the action of the House was when the chairman of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Post-Office Department iu the 
last Congress undertook to get jurisdiction of an investigation 
of that Department? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That question has already been put, 
and I simply state this, if the gentleman from Kentucky will 
allow me, that personally I have no recollection of the details of 
the incident. I think that is the same report to which the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia referred, suggesting that it was 
likely to interfere with some prosecutions. 

Mr. TAWNBY. The House ruled that the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Post-Office Department did not have juris- 
diction of the resolution. 

Mr. PAYNE. That was a resolution to investigate, and the 
House did not give to that committee the authority to investi- 
gate, but the rules seem to give that authority to the com- 
mittee, 

Mr. TAWNEY. The House referred the resolution to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the at- 
tention of the gentleman from Maine and of the House to the 
fact that while the gentleman from New York correctly read a 
portion of Rule XI, I do not think—— 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I hope the gentleman does not intimate 
that he left out a part of it. 

Mr. WANGER. He left out the vital part of it. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I do not think the reading correctly 
gives the meaning of the rule, and, therefore, I wish to read 
the heading of this rule: 


RULE XI.—POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMITTEES. 


All proposed legislation shall be referred to the committees named in 
the preceding rule, as follows, viz: Subjects relating— 2 

Then follows the part read by the gentleman from New York. 
That is, it may well be said, that this rule says that all pro- 
posed legislation upon the subjects within the jurisdiction of 
these committees is referred to the committees, Consequently 
it is a matter of grave doubt, in view of the first paragraph of 
this rule, whether the committee had the right to do what the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Interior Department so 
commendably and successfully did do. Now, my contention is 
that all doubt as to the duties of these committees should be 
done away with by an addition to this rule specifically providing 


May I offer a suggestion, Mr. Chair- 
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that it shall be the duty of each of these commiftees upon its 
own motion to annually investigate all expenditures in the 
Departments under its charge and report all abuses to the 
House. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from Maine 
allow me to ask the gentleman from Iowa a question in the 
time of the gentleman from Maine? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Certainly. 

Mr. PAYNE. I understand the interpretation of the rule by 
the gentleman from Iowa that any bill relating, for instance, 
to retrenchment in the Treasury Department would be refer- 
able to this Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury De- 
partment. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I so understand it. 

Mr, PAYNE. Having jurisdiction of such a bill, why hasn't 
the committee just as much right to call in any gentleman from 
the Treasury Department and have an examination in regard to 
that as has the Committee on Appropriations in regard to any 
legislation that they have? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I would not be prepared to say that it 
had not the right, but when you go on and say it is the duty of 
this committee annually to conduct an independent investiga- 
tion of its Department when there is nothing in the rule ex- 
cept so far as the jurisdiction of proposed legislation, then I 
am prepared to acquit these gentlemen who all of these years 
have been neglectful—if that is the proper word—of conducting 
such investigation, 

Mr. PAYNE. I agree that if no bill of that kind is referred 
to them of course they have no jurisdiction to examine, but 
still, as members of the committee and as Members of the 
House, there may be possibly incumbent upon them a duty to 
introduce a bill and refer it to the committee in order to get 
jurisdiction. The gentleman will understand me that I am not 
finding fault with the committees. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Does the gentleman realize that if the 
rule required an independent investigation and report we would 
have the benefit, at every Congress, in every Department, of 
an investigation similar to the one conducted by the gentleman 
from New York which was so valuable to the Interior Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. PAYNE. 
committee then. 
` Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am glad to get 
the judgment of my distinguished friend from Iowa [Mr. SMITH], 
for I know him to be one of the best lawyers in the House. I 
will take his suggestions under prayerful consideration and 
examine them with reference to this question. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Certainly. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Is the gentleman going to name 
the offices that have been unnecessarily created, as he thinks? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. No; I am not going into that detail. 
It is impossible for me to go into the details. If the several 
committees that report appropriations, numbering seventeen or 
eighteen members each, with a half a dozen subcommittees, can 
not get at these details when they have before them the subjects 
for investigation, it is certainly more difficult for one man to in- 
vestigate all the various questions and undertake to specify as to 
the offices. We have to rely on the committees for that pur- 
pose. I am going to briefly call attention and I will put in the 
RecorpD an analysis of the appropriation bill for 1906. I call 
attention to a few of the larger items. In the Treasury Depart- 
ment the offices created in excess of those omitted amounts 
to $136,460. That is the added charge on the Treasury. In the 
Department of Commerce and Labor the excess of offices created 
against those omitted was $79,080. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman is speaking of current ap- 
propriations? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. No; in the appropriation bill of last 
year. I will call attention to this pending bill later, because 
this particular bill is entirely in line with my suggestions and 
conservative. I will say that it omits more offices than it 
creates. The Committee on Appropriations, in my judgment, is 
entitled to a great deal of credit for the effective work that it 
has done all along this line. The chairman has been efficient, 
and he has been seconded by every man on the committee. 

While on that point I will call attention to what they have 
done. They have made a reduction in the charge on the Treas- 
ury for this year in the aggregate of something like $76,506.25, 
so that this particular bill that is pending here now is not sub- 
ject to this criticism. 

Instead of creating more offices than it omits, it omitted more 
than it created, $76,506.25, as stated by the chairman, and the 


Oh, I was only a minority member of the sub- 
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committee certainly are entitled to the thanks of the House for 
the work that they have done in that direction. 

I desire now to call attention to a few of these items in the 
bill for 1906—that is, the bill passed in 1905. I have already 
called attention to the increases in the postal service, giving that 
amount of $2,439,339. In addition to that the Post-Office De- 
partment had an increase of something like $43,450. Then the 
District of Columbia had offices created amounting to $149,950, 
and omitted $2,165, showing a net increase of 8147.7 

The military establishment showed an increase last year of 
$39,210, and for this year in the military establishment the in- 
crease in salaries—that is, the increase, taking the balance of 
offices created as against those omitted—is $72,900, as compared 
with $39,210 for last year. Now, the chairman of the Committee 
stated, and I have no doubt that it is true, that every one of 
them is necessary; and I may say riglit here, in connection 
with the military bill, there is an increase in salaries in the 
military bill this year which has already passed the House of 
something like $60,000. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to state to the gen- 
tleman from Maine [Mr. Lrrrierrerp] that as the bill passed 
the House those increases were stricken out. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I am going to call attention to that. 
As the bill passed the House the items were stricken out of the 
bill, aggregating more than $300,000, upon the ground, as I un- 
derstand it, that they were appropriations made for offices that 
had not been created by any affirmative law, but that were sim- 
ply continued from year to year in the appropriation bills. My 
analysis here is made upon the basis that those offices will prob- 
ably be put back in another body, and that the bill will come 
back here practically as it entered the House, and I understand 
the increase to be necessary. 

I desire now to call attention to one other item. The naval 
establishment had offices created as against offices omitted of 
$1,253,893. Without taking any more time of the committee, I 
will insert in my remarks here this detailed list of offices cre- 
ated and omitted. 

I desire now to call attention to the Indian bill. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I think I can ex- 
plain that very briefly. The Indian Territory matters have 
been causing a great deal of trouble. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have not reached that yet. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. And that was the reason for the 
increase of the number of offices. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I will explain that when I reach it. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. After this year that will be 
stopped. These tribes will go out of existence, and I hope the 
Indian Territory will become a part of the State of Oklahoma. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I will insert here a detailed statement 
of offices created and offices omitted for the fiscal year 1906: 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I have an analysis, taken from the work 
of these two clerks of these committees, of the salaries that have 
been increased and reduced since 1889. I here insert the sum- 
mary for seyenteen years. 
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enteen years was $79,371. 

Now, in the Indian bill this year there is an increase in one 
item alone of $98,205, and it is entirely true, as suggested by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS], that that was rendered 
necessary by the fact that a large number of Indian police that 
are necessarily employed in the Indian Territory have hereto- 
fore been employed, as they say, at a very small rate of wage, 
which was very inadequate compensation. It was necessary to 
raise it from $15 to $25. Am I correct in that, I will ask the 
gentleman from Texas? . 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Yes; the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Still, of course, the raise occurs, so that 
in one bill we have in this session increased salaries of more 
than the average of all the bills for seventeen years. Now, the 
legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill, which is 
now pending before the House, has a net increase of $8,530. 
The salaries increased in the military bill, which has already 
passed the House, amounted to $60,000 for the item of contract 
surgeons for the year 1907, making an aggregate of $166,730 
increase of salaries with these three appropriation bills that have 
already passed, as against an average increase for seventeen 
years of about $79,000. 

Now, I shall not take any further time of the committee in 
discussing this general question, but I think these facts coming 
from these records should put us all upon inquiry. If it is the 
judgment of the House that these conditions should be in- 
vestigated by these committees on expenditures in the Depart- 
ments, well and good 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man permit an interruption there? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I have been in conversation here 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania, and we would like to 
know if we understood correctly what the gentleman from 
Maine stated concerning the increased appropriations for sal- 
aries in the District of Columbia. Was it $147,000? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That was offices created. The new 
offices created in the District of Columbia in the appropriation 
bill for 1906, as against the offices omitted, was $147,785. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Does that mean the increase 
of the salary list in this District? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It does. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Why was that and what was it 
for? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I can not tell you. I have not had 
time to examine the District of Columbia appropriation bill. 
I simply say that the analysis made by these clerks shows that 
in the District of Columbia for 1906 the offices created 
amounted to $149,950. That is the charge upon the Treasury. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Those are new offices? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Yes; and the offices omitted amounted 
to $2,165, making a net increase of offices created of $147,7: 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Well, now, has the gentleman 
from Maine any idea as to what that increased expense relates? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. No; I have not had time to examine 
these various appropriations in detail. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. This increase in the salary list 
of almost a hundred and fifty thousand dollars a year is only in 
the District of Columbia? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is an increase in offices, and that is 
a charge on the Treasury, and that is the result of the analysis 
of the clerks. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. What does it cover—school-teachers, 
policemen, and all other classes of service? 


Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is new offices; it is not increases in 
salary; it is new offices, and covers everything in that line. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Extension of the police, education, and 
everything? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Certainly. Let me state right here, so 
the gentleman will get the answer before he questions me done 
ther: As I have said, I think, a half dozen times, I have not 
undertaken to examine the details of any of these appropria- 
tion bills. It is simply impossible for a man to be sufficiently 
advised of the circumstances under which the appropriations 
are made without having all opportunities and spending a vast 
amount of time to reach an intelligent judgment, and I have not 
examined the details in relation to the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill. I am simply giving to the House what 
these clerks give as the basis of this analysis. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER, Now, one might very reasonably infer 
from the character of the gentleman’s criticisms and from the 
character of other speeches which have been made in relation 
to the administration of this Government that it is reeking 
with corruption, that it is rotten from center to circumference, 
and yet I undertake to say that there is not a man in this 
House or a member of any committee who can put his finger 
on any single additional office and say it is not necessary. I 
want to say that there has not been a single additional office 
created, but that some committee has at the time investigated 
the question carefully and thoroughly and reached a conclusion 
that it was essential to the proper administration of the public 
service. I want to say I do not like to have the impression go 
out to the country that the administration at Washington is so 
altogether rotten and indefensible. This impression would 
seem to result from speeches which haye been made on this bill. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Now, let me say this to the gentle- 
man 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, I want to know what the gen- 
tleman’s remedy is? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The gentleman from Indiana can not 
put that kind of an assertion into the mouth of the gentleman 
from Maine. I have repeatedly during this short address, if 
the gentleman has been here to hear it, declaimed any such 
criticism. I deny that the Government is subject to the charge 
the gentleman undertakes to put in my mouth. It does not lie 
in the mouth of the gentleman from Indiana, when I simply 
call attention here for the purpose of asking the committees to 
carefully scrutinize these appropriations, to state that I am 
making a charge of corruption against the Government of the 
United States. If he knows what the English language means, 
and he has heard me use it, he knows that with propriety he can 
not stand here and make that insinuation against me. I simply 
said that in my judgment the conditions are such that it re- 
quires an investigation, and when the gentleman undertakes to 
put into my mouth the assertion that the Departments are reek- 
ing with corruption, I repudiate the assertion, and the gentle- 
man knows he has not any right to make that suggestion. There 
is not a word I have said, there is not a figure I have produced 
that is honorably and fairly entitled to that construction from 
any man on this floor, Republican or Democrat, and I do not 
propose to submit to that kind of an insinuation from any man 
on this floor. You can not put words into my mouth in that 
way, I tell you that. [Applause.] 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, if the gentleman will permit. I 
have listened here to this debate, and I saw the attempt on the 
part of one committee after another to prove an alibi, and I 
thought each one succeeded, each one disclaimed the blame of 
the existing condition of things revealed in the figures dis- 
closed by the gentleman from Maine, and each one put the 
responsibility on somebody else. Now, I think my remarks 
taken down by the Reporter will bear me out in the statement 
that I made no such charge, but I said these criticisms without 
pointing to any specific instances of maladministration will go 
throughout the country and carry with them the impression 
that the civil administration of the Government is altogether 
rotten and that it ought to be reorganized from top to bottom. 
I said that impression would go out over the country from the 
character of criticisms in this House without pointing out 
something at least that would justify criticisms like the gen- 
tleman has made. What is the object of his animadversions 
upon the Administration if it is not to show that something is 
wrong? What is his purpose if it is not to demonstrate to the 
House and the country the bad condition of the Administration? 
Will the gentleman answer that? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Yes. I have answered it half a dozen 
times in the speech I have made. Now, if the gentleman from 
Indiana, under the excitement that seems to perturb him, has 
in mind any gentleman who has made that kind of criticism 
and spoken about corruption in these Departments, let him ad- 
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dress his kind and courteous remarks to those gentlemen and 
reserve that kind of criticism for the people to whom it be- 
longs. I have stated it over and over again in the course of this 
speech that I called attention to this condition solely for the 
purpose of calling the attention of the committees to these con- 
ditions and urging increased care and caution upon them in 
reporting bills creating offices and increasing salaries. Now, I 
challenge the gentleman—and I will not change the RECORD, if 
the Reporters have been able to get my remarks—I challenge 
him to find a word that I have uttered here that is in any sense 
a criticism of improper or corrupt conduct on the part of any 
man connected with the Government of the United States. Has 
it reached the pass that a man can not call attention to facts for 
the purpose of arresting the attention of Congress in order that 
we may act intelligently, judiciously, and properly in respect to 
appropriations without being subject to such violent insinua- 
tion, without cause, and which almost reaches the dignity of 
abuse, from a man ordinarily so kind as my distinguished friend 
from Indiana? 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. 
to an interruption? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Certainly. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. As I understood the gentle- 
man, he stated that last year in the District of Columbia there 
were created offices making a tax upon the Government to the 
‘extent of $150,000—nearly that, as I understood the figures. If 
so, will the gentleman now answer the question and please tell 
us what these increases of offices in the District were, where 
they are, or has the gentleman any record that would show 
that? : 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have no detailed analysis of the 
record. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. The gentleman will under- 
stand the drift of my question. It is whether these are in- 
creases in the District that have grown up in several years? 
It may be that there were increases that have extended over 
several years. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have never gone over it in that detail. 
I ean only say that they aggregated, in all the Departments, in 
1905—that is this year that we were talking about—$10,456,695, 
and in 1904, $14,306,147, and for 1903, $14,333,297. Now, I have 
not gone into the details, because it would take too much time 
to go into them, and it would be impossible without the expendi- 
ture of a vast amount of time, which I did not have at my 
command, to get an intelligent understanding of the details. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Do I understand the gentleman di- 
rectly to say that the increase in the official salaries in the 
Navy Department in the year 1905 was $1,200,000? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The figures that I get from the analysis 
are these: Offices created, amounting to $1,263,012. I under- 
stand that covers the whole Department. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. That includes the men 
service? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I have no doubt it does. This includes 
the full charge that is made upon the Treasury by the Depart- 
ment. Everything in the line of an increase from the men in 
the service up. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit an inquiry? You 
spoke of a number of increases of salaries on positions in the 
District of Columbia, and the inference from your remarks has 
been that the Committees on Appropriations in previous Con- 
gresses, are largely responsible for this increase. Have you 
taken into consideration the fact that during every Congress we 
are enacting laws, reported from the legislative committees of 
the House, creating these offices for which the Committee on 
Appropriations must necessarily appropriate the salaries? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Unquestionably. 

Mr. TAWNEY. So that it is not all due to increases reported 
in the appropriations, but that they are largely due to legisla- 
tion enacted by Congress; and therefore Congress is responsible 
for the increases, and not the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, I am not undertaking to say that they 
were. I am glad to have the gentleman make that suggestion 
in order that it may go into the Recorp. Undoubtedly a large 
number of these increases have been and are made in this 
way. They were the result of legislation that has passed the 
House, and the committee were obliged to provide for it. Over 
and over again I have said I have no criticism to make upon 
the committees of the last session or the committee of this 
session. I have repeated that, I think, eight or ten times. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Does the gentleman know of any 
offices that have been created by the legislative committee of 
the House for the District of Columbia that were not necessary? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I am not saying or assuming that there were 
any offices created that were not necessary, but I simply call 
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your attention to this distinction, for the reason that the House 
might, from the remarks of the gentleman from Maine, get the 
impression that all of these increases were reported in the ap- 
propriation bills, and that the several committees having juris- 
diction over appropriations were solely responsible for the in- 
creases. It is for that reason and that reason alone that I 
have called attention to this distinction between increase cre- 
ated by appropriation bills and those created by laws passed 
by Congress. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Precisely so; and now I will say this, 
that I make no question so far as the various committees having 
charge of appropriations are concerned. I have said this, and 
I am going to conclude what I have to say with this suggestion, 
and a final suggestion, and that is that while it may be true that 
these committees have not time to make these investigations, I 
have said that, in my judgment, there are a great many men in 
the official service that are unnecessary there. That would be 
undoubtedly inherent, from the very nature of the case, in so 
large a service. No man could reasonably expect that the 
Government of the United States could carry on its affairs 
and have its service absolutely narrowed down to the men who 
are absolutely necessary. But my proposition has been that the 
conditions of increase have been so much and so large that it be- 
hooves us to see that we carefully scrutinize these questions. 

Finally, allow me to say that the President of the United 
States, leading in this, as he has led in a great many other 
very important questions, started, as he well might, as a man 
considerate of the public service, desiring to see it well and 
economically administered, himself began, as he had a right 
to begin, this inquiry, and he is entitled to the credit therefor. 
I do not know but that some supersensitive gentleman like 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CruMPACKER] may intimate 
that President Roosevelt, when he appointed the Keep Com- 
mission, assumed that there was gross corruption in the De- 
partments, and therefore appointed the Commission. Well, I 
think if anyone does make that suggestion, the distinguished 
gentleman who now occupies the White House can well take 
his chances before the country on the proposition that, as the 
Chief Executive of a great country, the head of all these Ex- 
ecutive Bureaus, he, on his own motion and his own suggestion, 
began to look around and see, so large has this establishment 
grown, whether or not it could not be reorganized on a sounder 
business basis, and some of its expenses eliminated, and some 
of its officials made unnecessary. 

He is entitled to commendation therefor not only by the House 
and the Senate, but by the country, and I stand behind him 
absolutely on that proposition. And I call attention to these 
conditions in order to show that the President himself liad 
ample occasion for his action and that we should now, if we 
ean, place all the Executive Departments on a sound, legitimate, 
business basis; and so far as I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, I 
am ready to cooperate with him and with any Member of this 
House, and so far as I can I will discharge to the extent of my 
ability whatever duties may be devolved upon me in connection 
with the question of ascertaining just exactly what, if any- 
thing, need be done in order to get the best business results at 
the lowest possible expenditure; and I say that no Member of 
this House on either side can justly charge me in connection 
with this analysis or statement with any other purpose or any 
other desire. And with these suggestions, Mr. Chairman, I 
leave these estimates with the committee. 

Mr. WANGER. Would not the gentleman from Maine like 
to have the explanation of the incident referred to by the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. Payne] supple- 
mented by the further information that the special investiga- 
tion made by that Committee on Expenditures was made, not 
simply under the rule, but was made pursuant to a resolution 
adopted by the House directing the investigation to be made? 
I think the gentleman from New York will concede that. 

Mr. PAYNE. That is certainly so. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. If that be true, it differentiates it in 
that respect from all the other committees that have similar 
duties, because the committee was simply doing what the House 
specially instructed it to do, and I am very glad to get the sug- 
gestion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WANGER. And when the Committee on Expenditures in 
the War Department reported that condition of affairs which 
led to the presentation of articles of impeachment against then 
Secretary of War Belknap, again it was pursuant to a resolu- 
tion adopted by the House directing it to make that investi- 
gation. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I am very greatly obliged to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, because I was certainly uninformed in 
relation to these very important matters. 

Mr. HEPBURN. I would like to ask the gentleman from 
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Maine if there is a necessity for any parliamentary method to 
be adopted by this House of ascertaining with perfect accuracy 
the rightfulness of all expenditure in the Departments? Have 
we not standing committees of this House who are charged, each 
one of them, with looking into the matters of expenditures in 
the Department for which they are appointed? There are nine 
of these standing committees, and probably not one of them has 
had a session during this Congress. It is the duty of these com- 
mittees to investigate these matters, and if there are wrongs, 
if there are mistakes, are not the distinguished gentlemen who 
are at the head of these committees responsible for it? They 
have the power to make these investigations. It is their duty 
to make them, and there is no possible excuse for their existence 
except that they discharge those duties. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I will say that the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Iowa is on hand, but he is a little behindhand. 
[Laughter.] We have been receiving, if the committee will 
indulge me a moment, a great deal of information on precisely 
these lines, and there are a great many Members here who seem 
to be inspired with the same curiosity that has inspired the 
gentleman from Iowa. [Laughter.] Whether or not it will 
produce fruitful results I do not quite know. I have endeavored 
to assert with more or less earnestness and perspicuity that so 
far as I was concerned I was ready to do whatever was my 
appropriate duty in that regard. I thank the committee for its 
attention. [Applause.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and the Speaker haying taken 
the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its 
‘reading clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments bills of the following titles; in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives was requested : 

H. R. 6401. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Van Ostern ; 

H. R. 9216, An act granting an increase of pension to Cathe- 
rine R. Mitchell; 

H. R. 6216. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
D. Hopkins; 

H. R. 6158. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Rittenhouse; 

H. R. 11536. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Hudson; 

H. R. 14467. An act for the relief of Capt. George E. Pickett, 
paymaster, United States Army ; 

H. R. 13010. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice 
B. Hartshorne; and 
Te R. 11748. An act granting an increase of pension to James 

son. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 11886. An act granting an increase of pension to Solo- 
mon R. Trueblood ; 

H. R. 12275. An act granting an increase of pension to Verelle 
S. Willard; 

H. R. 13035. An act granting an increase of pension to Maggie 
D. Russ; 

II. R. 9249. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
S. Cromer; 

H. R. 10166. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Morgan; 

H. R. 11835. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Chandler, alias Thomas Cooper; 

H. R. 12354. An act granting an increase of pension to Till- 
man T. Herridge; 

cng 12292. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
T. Hill; 

H. R. 11687. An act granting an increase of pension to Matt 
Fitzpatrick ; 

H. R. 7229. An act granting an increase of pension to Slater 
D. Lewis; 

H. R. 3255. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac N. 


y; 
H. R. 1787. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
M. West; 

H. R. 1857. An act granting an increase of pension to Emeline 
Malone; 

H. R. 4596. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Hughes; 

H. R. 1685. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Bedient; 

H. R. 11689. An act granting an increase of pension to Byard 
H. Church; 

H. R. 8289. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac J. 
Holt; . 


2 7223. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Blair; g 

H. R. 7815. An act granting an inerease of pension to Thomas 
G. Covell; 

m R. 6988. An act granting an increase of pension to Seymour 
Cole; 

H. R.5553. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
L. Kendall; 

H. R. 5564. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
G. Cluck; 

H. R. 11516. An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 
D. L. Staley; 

II. R. 4616. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
W. West; 

II. R. 4759. An act granting an increase of pension to Jane E. 
Bullard; 

H. R. 4810. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Goodsell ; 

H. R. 4816. An act granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Sherwood ; 

5 II. R. 10271. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 

Smith; 

II. R. 10817. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Morgan; 

H. R. 9267. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Cook ; 

H. R. 9447. An act granting an increase of pension to John L, 
Edmundson ; 

H. R. 10725. An act granting an increase of pension to Etta D. 
Conant; 

H. R. 11742. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Culver; i 

H. R. 11927. An act granting an increase of pension to Calvin 
D. Weatherman ; 

H. R. 12090. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
M. Stark ; 

H. R. 8176. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
E. Bishop; 

H. R. 9248. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
T. Butler ; > 

H. R. 7615. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
D. Tate; 

H. R. 7984. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
R. Hill; 

H. R. 15521. An act establishing regular terms of the United 
States circuit and district courts of the northern district of 
California at Eureka, Cal. ; 

H. R. 13402. An act granting a pension to John Reynolds; 

H. R. 8202. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Guy ; 

H. R. 6507. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
M. Busby; 

H. R. 8048. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
F. Bottoms; 

H. R. 10632. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Preston ; 

H. R. 8376. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
J. McConnell ; 

H. R. 10914. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Hamilton ; 

II. R. 7770. An act granting an increase of pension to Burgess 
Cole; 

H. R. 11745. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Billingsley ; 

H. R. 13348. An act granting an increase of pension to Nancy 
F. Shelton ; 

H. R. 10724. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Bruce; 

H. R. 9955. An act granting a pension to James W. Baker; 

H. R. 12396. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hutchinson ; 
ae R. 8607. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 

aire; 

H. R. 7208. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
G. Massey; 

H. R. 5615. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Coleman; 

II. R. 5616. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Schroeders; 

H. R. 5724. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
O. Gillespie; 

H. R. 5727. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
T. Harris; 

H. R. 10723. An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min French; 
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H. R. 11065.. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Pollard ; 

II. R. 11078. An act granting a pension to Rosa Zurrin; 

H. R. 11107. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
E. Fritts; 

H. R. 12229. An act granting an increase of pension to Reuben 
I. Turckhein, alias Joseph Adler ; 

H. R. 12351. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Foltz; 

H. R. 4832, An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
W. Yates; 

H. R. 9860. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
H. Hirst; 

H. R. 10217. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
A. Barnes; 

H. R. 10478. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
McGowan ; 

H. R. 11849. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
M. Young; 

H. R. 8207. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
A. Proctor ; 

H. R. 8208. An act granting an increase of pension to Eli 
Brainard ; 

H. R. 8917, An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hines ; 

H. R. 8161. An act granting an inerease of pension to Alonzo 
Douglas; 

H. R. 6066. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
H. Lewis; 

H. R. 5215. An act granting an increase of pension to Jennie 
Little; 

H. R. 11052. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
P. Vance; 

H. R. 8063. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Coburn ; 

H. R. 9235. An act granting an increase of pension to Kate H. 
Kavanaugh ; 

H. R.7631. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
W. Foster ; 

H. R. 6918. An act granting an inerease of pension to Hein- 
rick Krumdick ; 

H. R. 6921. An act granting a pension to Eliza B. Wilson; 

H. R. 5026. An act granting an increase of pension to Asa 
Tout ; 

H. R. 6453. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Marsden ; 

H. R. 1742. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Daughenbaugh ; 

H. R. 12948. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick Bierley ; 

H. R. 12903. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
T. Ferrier ; 

H. R. 9593. An act granting a pension to Charles M. Priddy; 

H. R. 7478. An act granting a pension to George W. Jackson; 

H. R. 6936. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Miller; 

II. R. 10353. An act granting a pension to Thomas B. Davis; 

H. R. 11415. An act granting an increase of pension to Victoria 
Bishop; 

H. R. 1809. An act granting a pension to Lener McNabb; 

H. R. 3811. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
White ; 

H. R. 8218. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Spangler ; 

H. R. 2264. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
McAnally ; 

H. R. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Selden 
C. Clobridge ; 

H. R. 2749. An act granting an increase of pension to Agnes 


tynn; 

H. R. 10399. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. H. Sands; 

H. R. 550. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph B. 
Scott; 

H. R. 3418. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Snouse ; 

H. R. 3397. An act granting an increase of pension to Nicholas 
Chrisler ; 

H. R. 2443. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Mower; 

H. R. 4704. An act granting a pension to Alice Rourk ; 

H. R. 2150. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
E. Smith; 

H. R. 2151. An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia 
C. Wood; 


H. R. 1888. An act granting a pension to William T. Scandlyn; 

H. R. 13976. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn R. 
Stalcup; 

II. R. 3452. Au act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
McGaughey ; 

H. R. 1243. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Burton; 

H. R. 7622. An act granting an increase of pension to Her- 
mann Lieb; 

H. R. 2093. An act granting a pension to Sarah A. Pitt; 

H. R. 12720. An act granting a pension to Sarah Duffield; 

H. R. 7765. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Gaylord; 

H. R. 10770. An act granting a pension to Helen P. Martin; 

H. R. 12289. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
C. Grissom ; 

H. R. 12391. An act granting an inerease of pension to J. Fred- 
erick Edgell; : 

H. R. 13611. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Clough ; 

H. R. 13643. An act granting an increase of pension to Davis 
W. Hatch; 

H. R. 7396. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Ball; 

H. R. 1977. An act granting a pension to Emma C. Anderson; 

H. R. 1967. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Baker ; 

H. R. 1968. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Monroe ; 5 

H. R. 3225. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Philbrick; 

H. R. 1440. An act granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
E. Lawton; 

H. R. 1460. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Renell ; 

H. R. 10886. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
S. Campbell; 

H. R. 8275. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
Aucock ; 

H. R. 8826. An act granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Mason; 

H. R. 7827. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Uhler; 

H. R. 7883. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Dilts ; 

H. R. 6148. An act granting a pension to Henry P. Will; 

H. R. 5383. An act granting an inerease of pension to Jom W. 
Davis; 

H. R. 10894. An act granting an inerease of pension to William 
J. Riley ; 

H. R. 10897. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Deems ; 

H. R. 1803. An act granting a pension to George S. Taylor; 

H. R. 14719. An act granting an increase of pension to Hannah 
A. Preston; 

H. R. 8739. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
N. Gray; 

H. R. 8836. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth C. Howell; 

H. R. 4257. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice M. 
Dourney ; 

H. R. 4823. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
G. C. MacFarlane; ` 

H. R. 9887. An act granting a pension to George Saxe; 

H. R. 10322. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
W. Calhoun ; 

s R. 11196. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Joslyn; 

H. R. 11557. An act granting an increase of pension to Clinton 
A. Chapman; 

H. R. 8642. 
Crandell ; 

H. R. 9127. 
Rerick ; 

H. R. 7547. 
W. Allison ; g 

H. R. 6508. An aet granting an increase of pension to John P, 
Moore ; 

H. R. 6177. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Haack; 

H. R. 10827. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Crittenden ; 

H. R. 4989. An act granting an increase of pension to Domi- 
nick Arnold ; 

H. R. 11259. An act granting an increase of pension to Barnes 
B. Smith; 


An aet granting an increase of pension to Henry 
An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac L. 
An act granting an inerease of pension to George 
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H. R. 10047. An act granting an increase of pension to George H. R. 3384. An act granting a pension to Benjamin H. Decker: 


W. Ellicott; H. R. 2006. An act granting a pension to Florence B. Knight; 
H. R. 10920. An act granting a pension to Mary Edna Cam- H. R. 1997. An act granting an increase of pension to Sanford 
meron ; C. H. Smith; 
H. R. 11071. An act granting an increase of pension to Allen H. R. 1205. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
E. Williams; P. Bigger; 
eas 11408. An act granting an increase of pension to George | II. R. 1058. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
. Reed; E A H. Harvey; 
ae R. 11625. An act granting a pension to William C. Robi- H. R. 3685. An act granting an increase of pension to James O. 
n; be Tobey; 
re ooh 8 05. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry H. R. 3698. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
„Terkins: E. Miller; 
II. R. 1137. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- H. R. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Harriet 
ham M. Kaufman; E. Grogan ; 
1 R. wa An act granting an increase of pension to William H. R. 2100. An act ting an increase of ion to Hiram 
. Keech; f gun Dens 
ola Wilde; 
Paar 10677. An act granting a pension to Maria Elizabeth | II. R. 1912. An act granting an increase of pension to Julia A. 


Powell; 
H. R. 484. An act granting a pension to William Mayer; SaNa 
H. R. 485. An act granting an increase of pension to William | II. R. 11353. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac M. 
H. Bantom; Woodworth ; 


H: R. 1569. An act granting a pension to Elizabeth Murray ; H. R. 11000, An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 


II. R. 2245. An act granting an increase of pension to ‘Troy | J. Wilson; 
Moore; a S , 7. II. J. Res. 115. Joint resolution amending joint resolution in- 


H. R. 2736. An act granting a pension to William Merideth; | Structing the Interstate Commerce Commission to make exami- 
II. R. 2244. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred nations into the subject of railroad discriminations and monopo- 


Dilg; . a and report on the same from time to time, approved March 
H. R. 2088. An act granting an increase of pension to Sewall 1906; and 
A. Edwards; H. R. 14515. An act making it a misdemeanor in the District 
H. R. 2080. An act granting an increase of pension to Sydney of Columbia to abandon or willfully neglect to provide for the 
A. Asson; support and maintenance by any person of his wife or of his or 
H. 8.1962, An act granting an increase of pension to George | ber minor children in destitute or necessitous circumstances. 
C. Myers; The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
H. R. 2991. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry | Of the following titles; in which the concurrence of the House 
F. Landis; of Representatives was requested : 
H. R. 4219. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. S. 1302. An act granting an increase of pension to William A. 
Keener; Murray; 
II. R. 1553. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey S. 2540. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
J. Fulmer; S. Miller; 
II. R. 11416. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie S. 2973. An act granting an increase of pension to Minard 
Belk ; Van Patten; 
H. R. 12565. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- S. 563. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
miah Kincaid; Martin; 
H. R. 13165. An act granting a pension to Martin Nolan; S. 3566. An act granting an increase of pension to John Car- 


H. R. 13161. An act granting a pension to Cynthia A. Embry; ` penter ; 

H. R. 13166. An act granting an increase of pension to William 18 = 3284. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles B. 
Evans; 

H. R. 1566. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 1 3 3817. An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Lowry; | 1 

II. R. 12955. An act granting a pension to Lyman Critchfield; S. 1952. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse Alder- 

H. R. 12516. An act granting a pension to James S. Randall; | man; 


H. R. 12494. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Crane; 


S. 4228. An act granting an increase of pension to Joel S. 
Weiser; 


H. R. 2614. An act granting a pension to General M. Brown; S. 3584. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 

H. R. 13282. An act granting a pension to Lydia B. Bevan; Quermbeck ; 

H. R. 628. An act granting a pension to David L. Finch; S. 2667. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 

H. R. 14358. An act granting an increase of pension to William | W. Valentine; 
H. Morrow ; S. 4606. An act granting an increase of pension to Kate Gill- 

II. R. 7412. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah more: 
Collins; S. 3222. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 

H. R. 6395. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel | Golder; 
Ward; S. 520. An act granting an increase of pension to William D. 

H. R. 1775. An act granting a pension to Alexander Kinnison; | Johnson; 

H. R. 3081. An act granting an increase of pension to John S. 4424. An act granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
McKeever ; Tolles; 

H. R. 2435. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas ony 4106. An act granting an increase of pension to Katherine 
W. Sallade ; S; 

H. R. 3553. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi j S. 337. An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia Ann 
Pick ; ones; 

H. R. 3557. An act granting an increase of pension to James S. 4180. An act granting an increase of pension to William C. 
B. Wilkins; Quigley ; 

H. R. 14123. An act granting an increase of pension to Gott- 8. 3035. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles W. 
lieb Spitzer, alias Gottfried Bruner ; Shedd ; 

H. R. 2763. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony S. 4124. An act granting an increase of pension to Alden 
Sherlock ; Fuller ; 

H. R. 2766. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace S. 2209. An act granting a pension to Milford W. Oxley; 
E. Brown; S. 1614. An act granting a pension to Kate E. Young; 

H. R. 2982. An act granting an increase of pension to Ansel K. S. 3618. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha E. 
Tisdale ; ! Wardlaw ; 

H. R. 3284. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- S. 2351. An act granting an increase of pension to Antoinette 
miah Callahan ; A. Darnall; 

H. R. 2060. An act granting an increase of pension to John S. 2725. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Farrell: Mather; 

H. R. 1331. An act granting an increase of pension to Roswell 5 “apg An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas E. 
J. Kelsey ; eith ; 


S. 3484. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob A. 
Field; 
8. 1415. An act granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
Esler; 
S. 3532. An act granting an increase of pension to Anna K. 
Carpenter; 
S. 1910. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore 
McClellan; 
S. 3524. An act granting a pension to John N. Henry; 
S. 3987. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel H. 
Hancock ; 
8. 2033. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Trimble; 
S. 8254. An act granting an increase of pension to Anna 
Frances Hall; 
S. 4301. An act granting an increase of pension to Louisa 
Arnold ; 
8. 2077. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice A. 
Arms; 
8. 1354. An act granting a pension to Lydia Jones; 
S. 1012. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
H. Foster; 
er eee granting an increase of pension to A. J. 
Burge 
8. 4 4877 An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda 
O. Webber; 
S. 3296. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick Burk; 
S. 3297. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Conklin ; 
S. 3835. An act granting an increase of pension to Luther M. 
Royal; 
S. 3257. An act granting an increase of pension to Walter 
Green; 
S. 2102. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Lucas; 
S. 975. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Shaffer; 
S. 4689. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Brown; 
S. 4146. An act granting a pension to John W. Hall; 
S. 4233. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward M. 
Barnes ; 
S. 829. An act granting an increase of pension to James Gan- 
non; 
S. 3641. An act granting an increase of pension to William P. 
Marshall; 
S. 3766. An act granting an increase of pension to Lyman J. 
Slate; 
S. 1349. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel C. 
Earle; 
S. 3419. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph H. 
Beale; 
S. 3520. An act granting a pension to Ada A. Thompson; 
S. 1667. An act granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Stockwell ; 
S. 4324. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Noble; 
S. 4325. An act granting an increase of pension to Jabez 
Miller; 
S. 3839. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
Brothers; 
S. 4817. An act granting an increase of pension to Delight T. 
Allen; 
S. 1435. An act granting an Increase of pension to L. T. Davis; 
S. 4551. An act granting an increase of pension to John F. 
White; 
Sa 8811. An act granting an increase of pension to Ephraim 
inters ; 
8. 1203. An act granting a pension to Albert B. Lawrence; 
S. 2638. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas B. 
Whaley; 
S. 4386. An act granting a pension to George Thomas; 
S. 306. An act granting a pension to Cassy Cottrill; 
S. 1434. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Derry ; 
a An act granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
Tolles; 
S. 4106. An act granting an increase of pension to Katherine 
Wills; 
> S. 337. An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia Ann 
ones; 
S. 4180. An act granting an increase of pension to William C. 
Quigley ; 
eee An act granting an increase of pension to Francis J. 
er; 
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S. 4717. An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen A, 
Gibbon; 

TE 3893. An act granting an increase of pension to David ©. 
oward; 

S. 249. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred F. 
Sears; 
aa 1837. An act granting an increase of pension to Philip 

avin; 

S. 4409. An act granting an increase of pension to James W. 
Linnaham ; 

S. 1338. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Claiborne; 

S. 2736. An act granting an increase of pension to James Wil- 
liams; 

S. 1919. An act granting an increase of pension to Louise M. 
Wynkoop; 

S. 3676. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
McCorkle; 

S. 2953. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary L. 
Burr; 

S. 1105. An act granting a pension to Harriet Williams; 

S. 4473. An act granting a pension to Hannan Caroline Peter- 
son; 

S. 4288. An act granting an increase of pension to William E. 
Anderson ; 

S. 3232. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary Jane 
Schnure ; 

S. 4612. An act granting a pension to Jesse A. Thomas; 

S. 2577. An act granting an increase of pension to F. M. 
Lynch; 

S. 4775. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas A. 
Maulsby ; 

S. 2574. An act granting an increase of pension to Parker 
Pritchard; 

S. 2575. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas W. 
Waugh; 

S. 334. An act to correct the military record of Joseph A. 
Blanchard; 

S. 97. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas F. 
Carey; 

S. 2188. An act granting to the city of Durango, in the State 
of Colorado, certain lands therein described for water reservoirs; 

S. 4957. An act to correct the military record of Alexander J. 
McDonald; 

S. 4954. ‘An act authorizing Capt. Ejnar Mikkelsen to act as 
master of an American vessel ; 

S. 4885. An act relating to tonnage-tax exemptions; 

S. 4726. An act permitting the building of a dam across the 
Mississippi River at or near Pike Rapids, in Morrison County, 
Minn. ; 

S. 4423. An act granting an increase of pension to C. E. 
Du Bois; and 

S. 4541. An act granting an increase of pension Benson H. 
Bowman. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 1056) granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger. ~ 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 4180. An act granting an increase of pension to William C. 
Quigley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4228. An act granting an increase of pension to Joel S. 
Weiser—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4233. An act granting an increase of pension to Edward M. 
Barnes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4288. An act granting an increase of pension to William E. 
Anderson—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 4301. An act granting an increase of pension to Louisa Ar- 
nold—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4324. An act granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Noble—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4325. An act granting an increase of pension to Jabez Mil- 
ler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4886. An act granting a pension to George Thomas—to the 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 4409. An act granting an increase of pension to James W. 
Linnahan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4424. An act granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
Tolles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4473. An act granting a pension to Hannah C. Peterson 
to the Committee on Pensions, 
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S. 4541. An act granting an increase of pension to Benson H. 
Bowman—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 4551. An act granting an increase of pension to John F. 
White—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4606. An act granting an increase of pension to Kate Gil- 
more—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4612. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse A. 
Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4689. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4691. An act granting an increase of pension to Aaron J. 
Burget—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4717. An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen A. 
Gibbon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4775. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas A. 
Maulsby—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 4817. An act granting an increase of pension to Delight A. 
Allen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4877. An act granting an increase of pension to Amanda O. 
Webber—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 4. An act to amend section 3646, Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as amended by act of February 16, 1885; and 

H. R. 15649. An act extending the time for the construction 
of the dam across the Mississippi River authorized by the act 
of Congress approved March 12, 1904. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled bills, re- 
ported that this day they bad presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 4469. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the public hay 
scales; 

H. R. 15085. An act to set apart certain lands in the State of 
South Dakota, to be known as the “ Battle Mountain Sanitarium 
Reserve; 5 

I. R. 4459. An act authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make regulations respecting the rights and 
privileges of the fish wharf; 

H. R. 431. An act to open for settlement 505,000 acres of land 
in the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian reservations, in 
Oklahoma Territory ; 

H. R. 13548. An act to authorize the commissioners’ court of 
Baldwin County, Ala., to construct a bridge across Perdido River 
at Waters Ferry ; 

H. R. 11783. An act for the establishment of town sites, and 
for the sale of lots.within the common lands of the Kiowa, Co- 
manche, and Apache Indians in Oklahoma; and 

H. R. 10101. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell and convey to the State of Minnesota a 
certain tract of land situated in the county of Dakota, State of 
Minnesota. 

LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 
` The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I have very little concern 
with the parliamentary question as to what committee should 
investigate and report upon the matters which the gentleman 
from Maine has been discussing. I have a very strong conyic- 
tion, however, that the Committee on Appropriations has shown 
that great inequalities exist in the Departments; that unwar- 
ranted extravagances are found there, and that it is the duty 
of this House to remain in session until these inequalities are 
corrected and these abuses and extravagances wiped out. 

The lenders of this House can always devise ways and means 
to carry into effect their purposes. If you want to correct these 
abuses you can do it. You can find the appropriate committee; 
you can find the appropriate ways and the proper remedies. 

Two or three days ago I inquired of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Livineston] if the Committee on Appropriations 
had done anything to equalize the salaries in the various De- 
partments and bureaus—if they had made any provision in this 
appropriation bill to correct the abuses which they have dis- 
covered—:nd the gentleman from Georgia replied that it would 
take three months to straighten out all those matters, and asked 
me the question if I was willing to stay here three months to 
do it. I want to say, as I said then, es, I am willing that 
the American Congress should sit until next December rather 
than it should adjourn and leave undisposed of the business 
that devolves upon it.” 

¥ou have decided long ago that the tariff can only be revised 
by its friends. You have decided that you will not revise it at 


this session of the Congress. Then if you go away from here 
without correcting the abuses that the Appropriations Commit- 
tee has developed, you deliberately say that you will not correct 
them for at least two years. 

Now, I want to ask you what business man, what man on 
this floor, if acting in a matter concerning his private affairs, 
discovered abuses and extrayagances, and the wrongs that the 
Appropriations Committee has brought to our attention, would 
not proceed instantly to correct them? If you had a private 
business which was suffering from bad management and from 
extravagance, you would proceed instantly to correct the eyils. 
You are sitting here as trustees of the American people; you 
hold the purse strings of the Treasury; you are bound by 
every principle of law, you are bound by every principle that 
governs honorable men, to exercise yourselves in the public 
behalf more readily than you would in your own. It would 
be an insult to the intelligence of any man who is responsible 
for the management in his house to say that that man would 
quietly let the abuses in his private business go uncorrected for 
two years. Yet if you adjourn this Congress without correcting 
these abuses, that is what it means—that you are willing to 
let the public business go without your attention. A court of 
chancery can not reach you. If it could it would hold you to a 
stricter responsibility for your conduct in the management of 
trust affairs than it would in the management of your indi- 
vidual affairs. Why, I read in the paper this morning that the 
Speaker of this House, in a Republican conference, stated that 
you had three months that you could spend here in order to force 
the unholy alliance between Arizona and New Mexico. 

Yet gentlemen of the House of Representatives, are you not 
willing to stay here three months in order to protect the public 
Treasury? Are you not willing to be faithful to the trust that 
has been imposed upon you? What does this showing reveal? 
Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, in the multiplicity of our duties 
few Members read the hearings. But these hearings show that 
in every bureau there are clerks sitting side by side performing 
similar service, some getting a salary of $900 a year and others 
a salary of $1,800 or $2,000 a year. They show that in every 
Department and every bureau these inequalities exist. Yet 
we are told that they must go on because, forsooth, we lack 
time; that it would take time to correct this abuse. These re- 
ports show another thing, and if they do not show it the fact 
can be easily ascertained, that they have bureaus and chiefs 
and assistant chiefs and chief clerks and janitors in every De- 
partment of the Government until they are positively in one 
another’s way. There is not a first-class business man in all 
the country who would not reduce the force in every bureau 
almost from 25 to 50 per cent, and yet year after year the 
heads of these Departments go before the Committee on Appro- 
priations with the same old song; they want an increase in the 
force and an increase in pay. I was reading in the hearings 
the other day the remarkable statement from some of the heads 
of these Departments that unless the salaries were increased 
they could not keep their help. I wondered if by some chance 
the Civil Service Commission, that great body which the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor] admires so much, had 
snatched from the American stage the grimmest humorists that 
the world ever knew. These heads of bureaus one by one testi- 
fied before the Committee on Appropriations that unless the 
salaries were raised they could not keep their force. You gen- 
tlemen over there who have something to do with patronage will 
enjoy the joke, but a little further investigation revealed the 
fact that it was not humor but that it was solemn truth. How 
does it become so? It is because one bureau is bidding against 
another. In every bureau of every Department of this Govern- 
ment the United States is the only employer of labor, and yet 
these bureaus are competing with one another. One bureau 
goes to clerks in some other Department and offers to increase 
their wages if they will come over to that bureau. Now, I do 
not know what you are going to do, I do not know how you are 
going to do it, but, as I have said, the leaders of this House 
know how to do what they want to do. You ought to stop these 
bureaus and Departments from competing one against the other. 
You ought to stop one bureau chief from taking the help out of 
some other bureau. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will permit 
me, if he has read this bill he has observed that the committee 
has reported a provision for the accomplishment of that iden- 
tical purpose by prohibiting the transfer from one Department 
to another Department until the clerk desiring the transfer has 
served at least three years in the Department from which he 
desires to be transferred. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Minnesota. My remarks are based on the hearings. I intended 


before I took my seat to express my appreciation of his indus- 


1906. 


try and zeal in this matter. The only complaint that I have to 
make—and that is not against the Committee on Appropria- 
tions—is that the committee has not gone far enough toward 
the correction of this abuse; but they have submitted the mat- 
ter to this House, and I believe that if the House will show a 
disposition to accept the reforms that they have recommended, 
we can then go forward with other reforms. Now, I want to 
say further, in response to what the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Tawney] has said, that we ought not only to prohibit 
clerks from being transferred from one Department to another, 
so as to break up this abuse, but we ought- to equalize the com- 
pensation of the clerks so that they will have no incentive to 
go from one Department to another. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Reorganize and reclassify. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Reorganize and reclassify the whole sery- 
ice—wipe out these disbursing officers. Every place they can 
get three or four or a half dozen clerks together to attend to 
some correspondence or something else, they come to Congress 
and want us to make a bureau out of it. Then, when it is 
made a bureau, they want a chief and an assistant chief and a 
chief clerk and a disbursing officer, and so it goes all along the 
line. I want some committee of this House to reorganize and 
reclassify all the Departments and all the employees. We 
should wipe out these various disbursing oflicers and let money 
be paid from the Department in which the clerks are employed. 
Certainly one disbursing officer in charge of a Department 
would be ample. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman certainly knows that that is 
the system at the present time. The disbursements made by 
each Department are made by a disbursing officer appointed by 
the head of the Department, or who has been promoted by him 
to that office. 

Mr. PALMER. Does the gentleman think that that is good 
practice? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not. I think the practice is subject to 
criticism. I think we ought to have a central disbursing bureau 
under the jurisdiction and responsible to the head of the 
Treasury Department, and that disbursing office ought not to be 
responsible to the head of the administrative Department which 
expends the money. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a good sug- 


gestion. It seems to me that one officer ought to be able to pay 
everybody. 
Mr. TAWNEY. I will say this: There is this criticism that 


you would meet, and I question whether any committee could 
put through a provision of that kind, and for the reason that 
all of the Department clerks here insist that they should be 
paid their monthly or semimonthly compensation in currency 
and not in checks. With a central disbursing office it would be 
necessary to disburse in the form of checks, which, in my judg- 
ment, the Government ought to do. But the sentiment of this 
city would be so overwhelmingly against it it would be a ques- 
tion of whether or not the Members would have the courage to 
stand up against it. 

Mr. JOHNSON. In response to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota, I admit it may be more convenient -for the clerks, but 
what I want to do is that thing which is best for the American 
people and the public Treasury, and I do not think anybody 
will resign because he has to receive a check instead of cur- 
rency. If so, I am satisfied we could fill his place from the 
State of Maryland. [Applause.] There are a thousand appli- 
eations for every vacancy. Now, Mr. Chairman, in these re- 
marks I haye not imputed anything to the Departments except 
negligence and extravagance. I read in the hearings before 
the Appropriations Committee where a gentleman who draws 
a salary of $4,500 from the United States Treasury, and how 
much outside I do not know, testified that he paid $900 a year 
for the hire of a horse for the use of the Library. Well, gen- 
tlemen, that is at least a want of common business sense. Nine 
hundred dollars for the hire of a horse! Now, when such 
things as that are taking place, do you not think it is time for 
somebody to go down and find out how this money is being 
spent and why it is being spent? That is what I want this 
House to do. I said a while ago that every chief and every 
head of a Department, almost without exception, who comes 
before a committee asks for two things, an increase in his 
force and an increase in pay. I believe it would paralyze the 
Committee on Appropriations if a man coming down before 
them told them he had more force than he needed. You gen- 
tlemen will remember that in 1898 the United States engaged 
in a little spat with Spain. We increased the Army very sud- 
denly from about 25,000 to 100,000 men. It was necessary to 


place a large temporary force in the War Department, several 
hundred clerks, not under the operation of the civil service. 
We did not have time to get them that way. The war with 
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Spain is over, the Army has been reduced to 60,000 men, and 
yet the temporary force which was put in the War Department 
in 1898 remains there to this day, and more than that, in addi- 
tion to that they have had an increase in foree—— 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. May I suggest to the gentleman from 
South Carolina that that temporary force has been covered 
into the regular force a while ago? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Oh, I understand that. 

Mr. PALMER. What odds does it make whether they are 
covered in or not? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I want to say in addition to that there 
have been no appointments made in the War Department for 
quite a while. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I should think not. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Where resignations and deaths occurred 
they were filled a long while ago from that temporary roll. I 
want to say another thing in connection with it, that the Sec- 
retary of War is on record as saying that that temporary force 
was one of the best forces he ever had there. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, that is an argument against civil serv- 
ice; I am not talking about civil service now. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, when I got up here I did not know what I was going to 
say, but I want to say I want this Congress to do its duty, and 
you know if you do not do it at this time you can not do it at 
the short session, and I presume at the long session of the Six- 
tieth Congress you will want to revise the tariff, and you will 
not have time to do it then. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I would like to suggest to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina that another party will probably 
revise the tariff in the long session of the Sixtieth Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSON. My friend from Kentucky suggests, and it 
is a very happy suggestion, as he makes that kind always, that 
another party in the Sixtieth Congress will revise the tariff. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] I hope that this Fifty- 
ninth Congress will relieve us of the great burden of haying to 
revise both the tariff and the Departments. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, there is another thing to which I want to call attention— 
I do not know to what extent it is carried on, but it is imma- 
terial whether it is great or small, it is wrong. The testimony 
before the Committee on Appropriations shows that some people 
are farming out offices. Now, if there is one principle that is 
obnoxious to all good people it is for a man to farm out a public 
office; yet the testimony shows that some of these Capitol em- 
ployees, who get $60 a month to discharge certain duties, go 
down and pay some darky a dollar and a half a week to dis- 
charge those duties for them. You can all find out if you will 
read this testimony. 

One other thing, Mr. Chairman, and that is the age limit. 
The papers have criticised it very severely. It seems to me, 
Mr. Chairman, that if a man knew when he went into the public 
service that at the end of a certain time, whether it be two 
years or seven years or twenty years, he would be compelled 
to step out and mingle again with the private citizenship of 
this country, it would be a good thing for him. Not in any 
spirit of unfriendliness to the people in the Departments, but 
because my observation told me that many of them became 
mere machines and absolutely lost their individuality and their 
personality, I have invariably advised young men in my dis- 
trict to stay out of these Departments. 

I think it is a good thing for them to know that some day they 
will go out. It will teach them self-reliance; teach them econ- 
omy. They will make some provision for old age and a rainy 
day. The only trouble is that when this civil-service law was 
first enacted it did not provide a fixed period of eight or ten 
years, after which an employee would go out; and then, if they 
could work their way back, let them do it. 

Sometimes people tell me, talking about Members of Con- 
gress, that two years is too short a time; it looks like it ought to 
be four. My reply to them is that the men who founded this 
Government were wise in their day and generation. They pro- 
vided that the representatives of the people should constantly 
go back to the people and give an account of their stewardship. 
If the people have succeeded in electing a public servant of 
high mind and high character, who is faithful, they can return 
him as often as they will. If, on the other hand, they are being 
misrepresented, it is fortunately so that they will not be mis- 
represented long. So that every two years we go back to our 
people to give an account of our stewardship; to let the people 
pass on our fitness for office. Why, in this great democracy 
of ours, where equality of opportunity is held out to every man, 
why should one class of people hold office for life? One of the 
Presidents of the United States, after he had served in that 
great office, went back to the State of Virginia and accepted 
the humble position of a country magistrate, and in doing so he 
enrobled the Presidency of the United States and he ennobled 
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American citizenship. But we have got a class around here 
who absolutely believe that they ought to be held in office for 
twenty, thirty, forty, or fifty years—as long as they live— 
whether they render any service or not. 

Now, this committee has acted in a humanitarian way. It has 
provided a time in the future. They are not cutting off these 
old people now, but at a time in the future the ax will fall. 
That gives them seven years in which to make preparation for 
coming years. Joseph, down in the land of Egypt, having fore- 
sight of the intention and purposes of the Almighty, laid up 
during seven years of plenty enough to feed all the world in 
seven years of want. Let them prepare in the years of plenty 
for the years to follow. Let those who are now in the Depart- 
ments or who may hereafter go there understand that in this 
great democracy of equal citizenship they must some day go 
back to the body of the people whence they came. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I have taken just thirty-five minutes more 
than I intended. I am obliged to the committee for its atten- 
tion. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, if there is nobody that wishes 
to occupy any time now, I will move that the committee rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker hnving re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 16472— 
the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill—and 
bad come to no resolution thereon. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts, by unanimous consent, ob- 
tained leave to withdraw from the files of the House, without 
leaving copies, the papers in the case of Warren V. Howard 
(H. R. 15926, Fifty-eighth Congress, third session), no adverse 
report having been made thereon. 

GALON 8. CLEVENGER. 


Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit a 

—— report, and to have it printed in the Recorp under 
rule. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1056) granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT. í 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
1056) granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger, having met, 
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendment. 


LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, by agreement with the gentle- 
man from Georgia, I ask unanimous consent that general de- 
bate on the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill 
be concluded on Monday at half past 2 o'clock. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. With the understanding that the time 
between 12 and half past 2 is not to be consumed by some other 
foreign matter. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will call the attention of gentle- 
men to the fact that Monday is suspension day. However, the 
House may dispense with that. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will change the form of my request, Mr. 
Speaker, and ask unanimous consent that when the House goes 
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the further consideration of the legislative, executive, and 
judicial appropriation bill that general debate be concluded in 
two hours thereafter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


LIEUTENANT-GENERAL OF THE ARMY, 


Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman demands the regular order, 
which is the call of committees. 

The Committee on Military Affairs was called. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I call for the consideration of 
the pending measure, and move the previous question upon the 
bill and amendments to and including the passage. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman agreed that 
I should have the right to offer an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. One moment. The Clerk will report the 
title of the bill. The Chair is under the impression that it is the 
unfinished business, 

The er read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 15744) to abolish the office of Lieutenant-General of the 
Army of the United States. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. I raise the question of consideration 
against that bill. 

The SPEAKER. The recollection of the Chair is that the 
question of consideration was pending, and a division was being 
taken. As many as are in favor of considering the bill will say 
“aye;” those opposed, “ no.” 

The question being taken, on a division (demanded by Mr. 
GROSVENOR) there were—ayes 70. 

Pending the taking of the negative vote— 

Mr. PRINCE said: Mr. Speaker, so that there may be no 
misunderstanding, I do not care to call the previous question 
upon the bill and amendments. If anybody desires to offer an 
amendment to the bill, I am perfectly willing that the amend- 
ment or amendments may be submitted to the House for its 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER. But this is the question of consideration. 

Mr. PRINCE. I think there was a misunderstanding, and I 
want to be fair with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor]. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, let us take the vote. 

The negative vote was taken. 

The SPEAKER. On this question the ayes are 70 and the 
noes are 28. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. No quorum, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently not a quorum present. The doors 
will be closed 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, a call of the House is in order. 

The SPEAKER. But the gentleman from New York moves 
that the House do now adjourn. That vote will have to be 
taken first. 

The question being taken, the Speaker announced that the 
noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LITTAUER and Mr, COCKRAN demanded a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 43, noes 88. 

Accordingly the House refused to adjourn. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, there is so much noise and con- 
renon in the House that I fear Members do not understand the 
situation. 

The SPEAKER. By unanimous consent, the Chair will again 
say that the order is under the rule in the absence of a quorum, 
question being as to whether the bill called up as unfinished 
business shall be considered. Upon that motion the want of a 
quorum was developed, and under the rule the Chair has or- 
dered the doors to be closed, the Sergeant-at-Arms to bring in 
absentees, and the Clerk to call the roll. Those favoring con- 
sideration will vote “ aye,” and those opposing consideration will 
yote “ no, 


Managers on the part of the House. 
P. J. MOOUMBER, 
N. B. Scorr, 
Jas. P. TALIAFERRO, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


Statement to accompany report of committee of conference on 
disagreeing vote of the two Houses on the bill (H. R. 1056) 
granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger. 

This bill originally passed the House with the provision that 
the claimant should be pensioned subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, as provided by section 4720 of 
the Revised Statutes, United States, according to the degree of 
his disability, but was amended in the Senate so as to allow a 
rating of $20 per month. 

The result of the conference is that the Senate recedes from 
its amendment at $20 per month, and your conferees recommend 
that the bill pass as it originally passed the House. 

H. C. LoupDENSLAGER, 
Geo. R. PATTERSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


FINAL DISPOSITION OF THE AFFAIRS OF THE FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES 
IN THE INDIAN TERRITORY. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present the conference 
report on the bill H. R. 5976, to have it printed in the RECORD 
under the rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


ä agp teenth VTV 
be Fr — ue babes in the Tadian Territory, and for other pur- 


The SPEAKER. The conference report will be printed under 
the rule. 
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The question was taken; and there were—yeas 140, nays 32, 
answered “ present“ 21, not voting 191, as follows: 


Bell, Ga. 
Bennett, Ky. 
Bonynge 
Brantley 
Broocks, Tex. 
Broussard 
Brownlow 
Burke, Pa. 
Burleson 
Butler, Pa. 
Byrd 


y 
Campbell, Kans. 
Capron 
Chaney 
Chapman 
Clark, Fla. 
Clark, Mo. 
Clayton 
Cooper, Pa. 
Cooper, Wis. 
Crumpacker 
Da 


le 
Darragh 
Davey, La. 
Dawson 
De Armond 
Dixon, Ind. 
Edwards 
Ellerbe 
Fieid 
Floyd 


Adams, Pa. 
Bennet, N. Y. 


Brooks, Colo. 
Brown 
Cockran 
Conner 


Burton, Ohio 
Curtis 

Davis, Minn. 
Deemer 
Finley 

Foss 


Acheson 
Adams, Wis. 
Adamson 
Alexander 
Allen, N. J. 
Ames 
Andrus 
Babcock 
Bankhead 
Bannon 
Barchfeld 
Bartholdt 


Calderhead 
Campbell, Ohio 


Dixon, Mont. 
Dovener 
Draper 
Dresser 


EAS — 140. 
Foster, Vt. Lee 
Gaines, Tenn. Lever 
Gaines, W. Va. Lewis 
Garner Littauer 
Garrett Littlefield 
Gill Livingston 
Gillespie Lloyd 
Glass Lovering 
Graff McCleary, Minn. 
Granger McCreary, Pa. 
Gregg McKinney 
Hamilton McLain 
Hay MeMorran 
Hayes Macon 
Hedge Madden 
Heflin Mann 
Henry, Conn. Miller 
Henry, Tex. Mondell 
Higgins Moore 
Hogg Mouser 
Houston Mudd 
Howard Needham 
Howell, N. J. Norris 
Howell, Utah Otjen 
Hunt Padgett 
Jones, Va. Pa 
Kennedy, Nebr. Palmer 


Kennedy, Ohio 


Ketcham Patterson, Pa. 

Kinkaid Patterson, S. C. 

Kitchin, Wm. W. Perkins 

Knopf Pollard 

Lacey Pou 

Landis, Chas. B. Prince 

Lawrence Rainey 

NAYS—32. 

Cousins Hepburn 

Cushman Hughes 

Dalzell Keifer 

Denby Longworth 

Driscoll Lou 

Gardner, N. J. Murdock 

Graham Olcott 

Grosyenor Olmsted 

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—21. 

Gillett, Mass. Robertson, La. 

Jenkins Shackleford 

Johnson Sheppard 

Loudenslager Smith, Samuel W. 

McGavin Sperry 

Meyer Steenerson 
NOT VOTING—191. 

Dunwell Kahn 

Dwight Keliher 

Ellis Kitchin, Claude 

Esch Kiepper 

Fassett Kline 

Fitzgerald Knap 

Flack Knowland 

Fletcher Lafean 

Fleod Lamar 

Fordney Lamb 

Foster, Ind. Landis, Frederick 

Fowler Law 

French Le Fevre 

Fulkerson Legare 

Fuller Lester 

Garber Lilley, Conn, 

Gardner, Mass. Lilley, Pa. 

Gardner, Mich. Lindsay 

Gilbert, Ind. Little 

Gilbert, Ky. Lorimer 

Gillett, Cal. McCall 

Goebel McCarthy 

Goldfogle McDermott 

Goulden McKinlay, Cal. 

Greene McKinley, III. 

Griggs McLachlan 

Gronna MeNary 

Gudger Mahon 

Hale Marshall 

Hardwick Martin 

Haskins Maynard 

Haugen . Michalek 

Hearst Minor 

Hermann Moon, Pa. 

Hill, Conn. Moon, Tenn, 

Hill, Miss. Morrell 

Hinshaw Murphy 

Hitt Nevin 

Hoar Parker 

Holliday Parsons 

Hopkins Patterson, Tenn. 

Hubbard Pearre 

Huff Powers 

Hull jo 


Patterson, N. C. 


Pu 
Humphrey, Wash. Ransdell, La. 
Humphreys, Miss. ner 
e 


James 
Jones, Wash. 


Rixey 


Randell, Tex. 
Reynolds 
Rhinock 

Rhodes 
Richardson, Ala. 
Richardson, Ky. 


Smith, Cal. 
Smith, III. 
Smith, Ky. 


Snapp 
Southall 
Southwick 
Spight 
Stephens, Tex. 
Sterling 
Sullivan, Mass, 
Tawney 
Thomas, N. C. 
'Tirrell 
Underwood 
Wachter 
Wallace 

Webb 

Weisse 

Wiley, Ala. 
Wiley, N. J. 
Williams 
Wilson 

Wood, N. J. 


Overstreet 
Payne 
Samuel 


Weems 
Wood, Mo. 


Wanger 
Wharton 
The Speaker 


Roberts 
Robinson, Ark. 
Rodenberg 
Rucker 
Ruppert 
Russell 

Ryan 
Schneebeli 
Scott 

Scrog: 

Sharte 
Sherman 

Sible 

Slayden 

Peay 4 

Smith, Wm. Alden 
Smith, Pa. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stanley 
Stevens, Minn. 
Sullivan, N. Y. 
Sulloway 
Sulzer 

Talbott 
Taylor, Ala. 
Taylor, Ohio 
Thomas, Ohio 


Tyndall 
Van Duzer 
Van Winkle 
Volstead 


Williamson 
Woodyard 
Young 
Zenor 


During the calling of the roll the following occurred: 


Mr. GROSVENOR. 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 


that the question of consideration be agreed to and that the de- 
mand for the call of the House be withdrawn. The question 
will then be upon the passage of the bill. 


3931 


Mr. PRINCE. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. OLMSTED). The gentleman 
will state it. A 

Mr. PRINCE. If the question of consideration is withdrawn, 
does it leave the question of a quorum in the House pending? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. There is a quorum. 

Mr. PRINCE. The question I desire to ask is this: Assuming 
that the request of the gentleman from Ohio is granted by the 
House, that it still leaves this measure unfinished for disposi- 
tion in the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The present occupant of the 
Chair thinks that the Speaker, having declared that there was 
no quorum, and the rule now being in operation to secure a 
8 no other business is in order until a quorum is devel- 
oped. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Is not there a quorum present now by 
the roll call? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not so far. 

Mr. PRINCE. Then I call for the regular order. 

The Clerk proceeded and completed the calling of the roll. 

The following pairs were announced: 

For the session: 

Mr. Currter with Mr. FINLEY. 

Mr. MonnkL with Mr. SULLIVAN of New York. 

Mr. WANGER with Mr. ADAMSON. 

Mr. SHERMAN with Mr. Ruppert. 

Mr. BRADLEY with Mr. GOULDEN. 

Until further notice: 

Mr. DovENER with Mr. SPARKMAN. 

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan with Mr. JOHNSON. 

Mr. Hrrr with Mr. LITTLE. 

Mr. FREDERICK Lanpis with Mr. BRuNDIDGE. 

Mr. Jones of Washington with Mr. Ranspetr of Louisiana, 

Mr. Cromer with Mr. ZENOR. 

Mr. Anprus with Mr. SULZER. 

Mr. RODENBERG with Mr. REI. 

Mr. Dayipson with Mr. Humpnreys of Mississippi. 

Mr. Burton of Ohio with Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee. 

Mr. Meal with Mr. Rosertson of Louisiana. 

Mr. ALEXANDER with Mr. Lamar. 

Mr. GIBERT of Kentucky with Mr. Littey of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Littey of Connecticut with Mr. SHEPPARD. 

Mr. BaRrRorbr with Mr. SHACKLEFORD. 

For this day: S 

Mr. BuUrRLEIGH with Mr. CLARK of Florida. 

Mr. LAFEAN with Mr. RUCKER. 

Mr. HI of Connecticut with Mr. RIXEY. 

Mr. Greene with Mr. McNary. 

Mr. Gerr, of California with Mr. LAMB. 

Mr. Fassett with Mr. JAMES. 

Mr. DwicHt with Mr. HOPKINS. 

Mr. Woopyarp with Mr. TRIMBLE. 

Mr. Dresser with Mr. Hur of Mississippi. 

Mr. Dürrn with Mr. HEARST. 

Mr. Dawes with Mr. GUDGER. 

Mr. Burke of South Dakota with Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama. 

Mr. Bares with Mr. GoLpFoGLe. 

Mr. BANNON with Mr. GARBER. 

Mr. ACHESON with Mr. Bowers. 

Mr. Bancock with Mr. BANKHEAD. 

Mr. Powers with Mr. Pogo. 

Mr. Scorr with Mr. HARDWICK. 

Mr. Tuomas of Ohio with Mr. LESTER. 

Mr. BARCHFELD with Mr. FITZGERAIÐ. 

Mr. Deemer with Mr. KLINE. 

Mr. Kaun with Mr. Linpsay. 

Mr. CALDER with Mr. WATKINS. 

Mr. HorLpay with Mr. FLOOD. 

Mr. Hurr with Mr. CANDLER. 

Mr. Hutt with Mr. ROBINSON. 

Mr. Warpo with Mr. BURNETT. 

Mr. Knapp with Mr. MAYNARD. 

Mr. Frencu wtih Mr. KELIHER. 

Mr. BoutTELL with Mr. Grices. 

Mr. Wu. ALDEN SmitH with Mr. Moon of Tennessee, 

Mr. JENKINS with Mr. BOWIE. 

Mr. Casset with Mr. Davis of West Virginia. 

Mr. Curtis with Mr. TALBOTT. 

Mr. Foss with Mr. MEYER. 

Mr. Watson with Mr. TOWNE. 

Mr. VREELAND with Mr. Van DUZER. 

Mr. Pearre with Mr. SLAYDEN. 

Mr. McKrntey of Illinois with Mr. RYAN. 

Mr. Le Fevre with Mr. RUSSELL. 
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On this vote: 

Mr. Hate with Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

Until Monday : 

Mr. WEEKS with Mr. STANLEY. 

Until Tuesday : 

Mr. Townsenp with Mr. LEGARE. 

For ten days: 

Mr. Bis nor with Mr. BURGESS. 

Pending the announcement of the vote, the following occurred: 

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. ; 

The SPEAKER. . The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I would inquire, if it is proper, 
how many are now present? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is informed that 192 are now 
present. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Then, Mr. Speaker, I make the point that 
that constitutes a quorum of the House, and if the Chair will 
indulge me for a moment, I desire to be heard. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, how can the gentleman raise that 
point until the vote is announced? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has stated that there are 192 

who have answered to their names, voting aye, no, or present. 
~ Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, the statute fixing the number 
of Members provides for the election of 386, and I understand 
that 386 were chosen. Two of those Members, one from Penn- 
Sylvania, Mr. Castor, and one from Virginia, Mr. Swanson, 
are not now Members of Congress. The gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania is dead, and the gentleman from Virginia, who was 
sworn in, has resigned. They are clearly no longer Members 
of this House. Two persons who were chosen to be Members 
have never been sworn. They have never qualified. They 
have not become Members of this House. That, therefore, leaves 
the membership of this House at 382, of which number 192 con- 
stitute a quorum. The Constitution provides that a majority 
of each house shall constitute a quorum. That, of course, raises 
the question, what is the House?“ That question has been 
discussed frequently here in earlier days and in the other 
Chamber. The question arose during the civil war, when a 
certain section of the country did not elect and send Representa- 
tives to the United States Congress. The statute provided for 
a much larger number, but only 183 Members had been chosen, 
of whom 92 were present. Mr. Speaker Grow announced that 
92 constituted a quorum. Mr. Vallandigham, of Ohio, made the 
point of order that it did not, but after debate and after ruling 
by Mr. Speaker Grow, Mr. Vallandigham concurred. Mr. 
Speaker Grow did not go so far as to decide whether a Member 
who had been chosen, but had not been sworn, would be con- 
sidered a Member of the House. In the ascertainment of a 
quorum it was necessary that he should decide for the purposes 
of the case before him, but I understand that after debate it 
was held in a similar case in the Senate that a person elected 
but not sworn is not to be considered. The present rule of the 
Senate, originally adopted upon the recommendation of a com- 
mittee of very able Senators, including Senator Edmunds, of 
Vermont, distinctly specifies that “a majority of Senators duly 
chosen and sworn” shall make a quorum. Three hundred and 
eighty-four Members have been “ chosen and sworn,” but one hay- 
ing died and one having resigned, there are living but 382, and a 
majority, or 192, constitutes a quorum. Much more might be 
said, but it seems unnecessary to consume time at this late hour. 
I submit, Mr. Speaker, that the House now consists of 382 
Members and that 192 is a constitutional quorum. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, this question came up in a 
former House when Mr. Reed was the Speaker, following a rul- 
ing that had been made by the speaker of the house of repre- 
sentatives in Ohio, which was upheld by the supreme court of 
the State, being the rule just stated by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED], which now stands. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend for a moment. 
The gentleman from Mississippi, Mr. Byrrp, having entered the 
Chamber, makes 193 present. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Well, Mr. Speaker, that settles the ques- 
tion. I was going to say that I believe the gentleman is right, 
but that I hope the Chair would not have to make a ruling. 

The SPEAKER. If the House will indulge him for a moment, 
the Chair will say that he would be glad to hear the gentleman 
if the question was presented, and that he is inclined to believe 
that he would be prepared to rule upon the question when it 
arises. [Laughter.] 

The result of the vote was then announced, as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Prince] 
is recognized. : 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 


Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, if I should yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor] for the sole and express pur- 
pose, without debate, to offer an amendment to the bill, would I 
lose control of the floor? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman will 
not put such a question as that. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is informed that the bill has not 
yet been reported to the House. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the office of Lieutenant-General of the Army 
of the United States shall be, and the same is hereby abolished. 


With the following amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following: 

“That when the office of Lieutenant-General shall become vacant it 
shall not hereafter be filled, but said office shall cease and determine.” 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois is entitled to 
the floor for one hour. In that time he can make any motion 
that he sees proper to make during his hour. If he yields the 
floor for an amendment 

Mr. PRINCE. I will yield one minute 

The SPEAKER. One moment; in answer to the parlia- 
mentary inquiry of the gentleman from Illinois the Chair has 
been referred to the following precedent: A Member who yields 
the floor to another to offer an amendment loses his right to 
reoccupy. Now, the gentleman, it occurs to the Chair, may yield 
the floor to the gentleman from Ohio on the condition that it is for 
an amendment only without the right to occupy his hour. The 
gentleman from Ohio would have to agree to accept the floor on 
that condition, or the gentleman can yield the floor absolutely, 
an then the Chair would have to recognize the gentleman from 

0. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, as I have the floor I do not want 
to take any chances. [Laughter.] I move the previons ques- 
tion on the bill and amendment up to and including its final 
passage and ask unanimous consent 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I wish to ask whether under the rules 
it would be in order to ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Illinois might yield for the purpose indicated to the 
gentleman from Ohio without waiving his right to the floor? 

The SPEAKER. Why, surely. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I then ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Illinois have leave to yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio for the purpose of offering an amendment, without 
surrendering the right of the gentleman from Illinois to the 
floor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And to that request I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi objects. 

Mr. PRINCE. I move the previous question upon the bill and 
the amendment up to and including its final passage, and pend- 
ing that motion I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio may submit to the House for its consideration his 
amendment, or I will offer the amendment myself. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. If the gentleman will hear my statement 
there is no need of that. If the gentleman will yield to me one 
minute of time. 

Mr. PRINCE. You can have it on the understanding I do not 
lose the floor. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. In that time I can say all that I desire 
to say about it, and then you can retake the floor and do what 
you please. 

Mr. PRINCE. With that understanding I will yield one 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois yields one min- 
ute of time to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ment to the amendment proposed by the committee: 

In line 5 of the printed bill, after the word “ when,” insert the words 
“after October 12, 1906.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment to 
the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

After the word when” insert “ after October 12, 1906.“ 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, Mr. Speaker, the whole effect of 
this amendment, if it is agreed to, is to put an end to the 
Lieutenant-General’s office after the 12th day of October. The 
effect of that bill will be to permit General Corbin to take the 
place to which he is already designated on the 12th day of April 
and retire, as he will do, in the early days of August, and then 
permit General MacArthur to take the place of Lieutenant- 
General, and then the office ceases. That is all I have to say. 
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The SPEAKER. Upon this bill and amendments the gentle- 
man from Illinois moves the previous question to the final pas- 
sage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the previous question was or- 
dered. 

The SPEAKER. Now, there are twenty minutes on a side for 
debate, and if gentlemen care to occupy the time the Chair will 
recognize the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not want any debate. I am willing 
to have a vote now. [Cries of Vote!” Vote! “ 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I understand there are twenty 
minutes on a side for discussion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to address myself to 
the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Mississippi; although, if he claims it, the Chair will recog- 
nize the gentleman from Illinois. The gentleman does not seem 
to claim the time. 

Mr. PRINCE. I reserve my time, and yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Mississippi, if he desires that much. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I hope that the amendment 
of the gentleman from Ohio will not be accepted by the House. 
The gentleman from Ohio has just disclosed the fact that the 
only motive behind his amendment is to make an exception of 
two men. If it is right in principle to abolish the Lieutenant- 
Generalcy, it ought to prevail; if it is a wrong idea, it ought 
to go down by the votes of this House. The declaration that 
we are opposed to the further continuance of the office of Lieu- 
tenant-General, with a condition that a couple of pets of the 
gentleman from Ohio or anybody else, or eyen parliamentary 
pets, shall have an opportunity to occupy the office for a little 
while and retire with the rank on half pay, seéms to be a self- 
stultification. I hope if the amendment of the gentleman from 
Ohio is aecepted, that this amendment as amended may be 
voted down by the House; because if it be right to abolish this 
Lieutenant-Generalcy—and I think it is—as a general proposi- 
tion in the name of general righteousness and the discipline of 
the Army, then it is wrong to continue it for a certain limited 
time in order that certain parliamentary pets may enjoy the 
office and its emoluments. {Cries of “ Vote! “] 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Just a few words in reply. I want to 
say that General Corbin has been ordered home from the Philip- 
pines. He has come home and has been ordered to take com- 
mand of the department at St. Louis, with a notification to him 
from the War Department that at once upon the retirement of 
General Bates he will be promoted to the office of Lieutenant- 
General in confromity with the command that he has already 
assumed. Now, then, MacArthur follows. The last two major- 
generals of the yolunteer service who will occupy this position, 
and they will both of them be promoted in a very few months. 
Now, a vote of this House to cut off this promotion to these gen- 
tlemen, to these grand soldiers in the Army, will amount to a 
yote of condemnation and rebuke. If these men had not been 
designated, if the War Department had not given official notifi- 
cation to the world, there could not have been very much said 
upon this point, and then the suggestion of the gentleman from 
Mississippi would be correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What right had the War Department to 
forestall legislative action by giving that sort of notice? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I can only say that it is a long-estab- 
lished custom. General Corbin was in command in Manila, 
and the War Department certainly has a right to use the ordi- 
nary means that an individual would who was about to move 
from one place to another. Now, there is nothing else in this 
amendment. Just that. I certainly have presented it fairly to 
the House, and I hope that the House will not take the rugged 
course of cutting off these officers, these two fine officers, now, 
under these circumstances, but will put in the law just what I am 
entirely willing shall go into it, to repeal the Lieutenant-General- 
ship. [Cries of Vote! “] 

The SPEAKER. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment to the amendment. 

The question was taken; 
the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Division! 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 79, noes 100. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I make the point of no quorum, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. PRINCE. We may as well get at it. I call for a call of 
the House. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I will withdraw that, and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 


and the Speaker announced that 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois demands the 
yeas and nays. f 

Mr. PRINCE. Let the Speaker first see the number in the 
House. I will withdraw that for a moment. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I would renew it anyway. 

The SPEAKER. This gives the yeas and nays and the call of 
the House at the same time. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is the well-established 
rule in this House that when the roll has just been called and 
the Speaker has just announced that a quorum is present, that 
it is then to be assumed that a quorum is still present. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I demand the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state, in reply to that state- 
ment of the gentleman from Alabama, that there was only one 
in excess of a quorum, if that was the number, and that one 
might drop out in fifteen minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was that many. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I withdraw the point of no quorum and 
demand the yeas and nays upon the vote. 

The yeas and nays were ord 

The question was taken: and there were—yeas 77, nays 88, 
answered “present” 16, not voting 202, as follows: 


YEAS—7T. 
Adams, Pa. Denby Loud Payne 
Allen, Me, Driscoll Lovering F e 
Bates Gardner, N. J. McCleary, Minn. Pollard 
Bennet, N. Y. Graf McCreary, Pa. Rives 
Birdsall Graham McGavin uel 
Bonynge Grosvenor McKinney Small 
Brooks, Colo. Hamilton McMorran Smith, Cal 
Brownlow edge Madden Smith, III. 
Burke, Pa. Henry, Tex. Miller Smith, Samuel W. 
Burton, Ohio Higgins Mondell Southwick 
Campbell, K onser Sterling 
Capron Howell, Utah Mudd Sulloway 
Chapman Keifer urdock Tirrell 
Cockran Kennedy, O Needham Weems 
Conner Ketcham orris Wharton 
Cooper, Wis. Knopf Olcott Wilson 
Cousins Lace: Olmsted Wood, N. J. 
Dalzell pee Chas. B. Otjen 
Dawes Littauer Overstreet 
Dawson Longworth Patterson, Pa. 

NAYS—88. 

en ra ee Nebr. 
Bartlett Ellerbe Kinkai Richardson, Ala. 
Beall, Tex. Field Kitchin, Wm. W. Richardson, Ky. 
II. Ga. Floyd Lawrence 
Brantley Foster, Vt. Lee S 
Broocks, Tex. Gaines, Tenn. Lever Smith, K 
Broussard Gaines, Wr Va. Lewis Smith, Md. 
Brown arner Livingston Smith, Tex. 
Burleson Garrett Idoyd pp 
Byrd 1 M Southall 
Chaney Gillespie Macon Spight 
Clark, Fla. lass Moore 5 Tex. 
Clark, Mo. Granger Padgett Sullivan, Mass. 
Clayton rege j Page ‘Tawney 
Crumpacker Hay Patterson, N.C. Thomas, N. C. 
Cushman Hayes Patterson, S. C. Underwood 
Dale Heflin Pou Wallace 
Darragh Henry, Conn. Prince Webb 
Davey, La. Houston Rainey Weisse 
Davis, Minn. Howard Randell, Tex. Wiley, Ala. 
De Armond Howell, N. J. Reynolds Wiley, N. J. 
Dixon, Ind. Jones, Va. Rhinock Will 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—16. 
Brick Deemer Jenkins Robertson, La. 
Cooper, Pa. Finley Johnson Shackleford 
Curtis Foss epee Sheppard 
Davidson Hunt Palmer Wanger 
NOT VOTING - 202. 

Acheson Burton, Del. Fowler Hoar 
Adams, Wis. Butler, Pa. French Holliday 
Adamson Butler, Tenn, Fulkerson Hopkins 
Alexander Calder ller Hubbard 
Allen, N. J. Calderhead Garber Huff 
Ames Campbell, Ohio Gardner, Mass. Hughes 
Andrus Candler Gardner, Mich. Hull 
Babcock Cassel Gilbert, Ind Humphrey, Wash. 
Bankhead Cocks Gilbert, K; Humphreys, 
Bannon Cole Gillett, Ca ames 
Barchfeld Cromer Gillett, Mass. Jones, Wash. 
Bartholdt Currier Goebel Cahn 
Bede Davis, W. Va. Goldfogle Keliher 
Beidler Dic „III. ulden Kitchin, Claude 
Bennett. Dixon, Greene Klepper 
Bingham Dovener Grig; Kline 
Bisho Draper Gronna Enapo 
Black Dresser Gudger Knowland 
Boutell Dunwell ale Lafean 
Bowers Dwight Hardwick Lamar 
Bowersock Ellis askins Lamb 
Bowle Esch Haugen Landis, Frederick 
BRO Fassett Hearst Law 
Brundidge Fitzgerald Hepburn Le Fevre 
Buckman Flack Hermann Legart 
Burgess Fletcher Hill, Conn. Lester 
Burke, S. Dak. Flood Hill, Miss. Feu. Conn. 
Burleigh Fordney Hinshaw “Laney, Pa. 
Burnett Foster, Ind. Hitt Lindsay 
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Little Nevin Sherman Townsend 
Littlefield Parker Sible Trimble 
Lorimer Parsons Slayden Tyndall 
. Patterson, Tenn. Slem an Duzer 
McCall Perkins Smith, Iowa Van Winkle 
MeCarthy Powers Smith, ya: Alden Volstead 
McDermott Pujo Smith, Vreeland 
McKinlay, Cal. Ransdell, La. Sinyser Wachter 
McKinley, III. Reeder Southard Wadsworth 
eLachlan Reid Sparkman aldo 
McNary Rixey Sperry Watkins 
Mahon- Roberts Staford atson 
Mann ; Robinson, Ark. Stanley Webber 
Marshall Rodenberg Steenerson Weeks 
Martin Rucker Stevens, Minn. Welborn 
Maynard Ruppert Sullivan, 4 Williamson 
Michalek Russell ulzer ood, Mo. 
Minor Ryan Talbott Woodyard 
Moon, Pa. Schneebell Taylor, Ala. Young 
Moon, Tenn. Scott Taylor, Ohio Zenor 
Morrell Sero; Thomas, Ohio 
Murphy Sha Towne 


No quorum. 

The following additional pairs were announced: 

For balance of this day: 

Mr. WACHTER with Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee. 

Mr. Mann with Mr. McDrermorr. 

Mr. Butter of Pennsylvania with Mr. Woop of Missouri. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. Mr. Speaker, I understand I am paired 
with the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. HUMPHREYS]. I 
want to withdraw my vote and to answer “ present.” 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am advised that I am paired 
for the rest of the day. If so, I desire to withdraw my vote 
and to vote “ present.” 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. No quorum, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LonewortH). The gentle- 
man will state it. 

Mr. PAYNE. The previous question haying been ordered on 
this bill to its passage, will it come up on the next legislative 
day as unfinished business? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion that 
it would. 

Mr. PAYNE. Then, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, upon that vote I call for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. PAYNE. It will come up Monday anyway. 

Mr. PRINCE. We might just as well finish it now as at any 
other time. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 68, nays 92, 
answered “ present“ 9, not voting 214, as follows: 


YEAS—68. 
Adams, Pa. Dawson Knowland Olmsted 
Bates Denby coy tjen 
Bennet, N. X. Driscoll Landis, Chas. B. Overstreet 
Birdsall Foster, Vt. Littauer Palmer 
Bonynge Gaines, W. Va. Longworth Payne 
Brick Gillett, Mass. Loud Sniith, Iowa 
Burke, Pa. Graft Lovering Smith, Samuel W. 
Burton, Ohio Graham McCleary, Minn. Smyser 
Campbell, Kans. Grosvenor McCreary, Pa. Southwick 
Capron Hamilton McKinney Steenerson 
Cockran Hedge MeMorran Sulloway 
Cooper, Wis. Henry, Conn. Madden Tawney 
Cousins Hepburn Miller TIrrell 
Crumpacker Higgins Mouser Wanger 
Cushman Keifer Mudd Weems 
Dale Kennedy, Ohio Murdock Wilson 
Daizell Ketcham Olcott Wood, N. J. 
NAYS—92. 
Aiken Gaines, Tenn, Lever Richardson, Ky. 
Allen, Me. Garner Lewis Rives 
Bartlett Garrett Livingston Sherley 
Beall, Tex. Gill roe Sims 
Bede Gillespie McGavin Small 
Bell, Ga. lass McLain Smith, III. 
Broocks, Tex. Granger Macon Smith, Ky. 
Broussard Jregg Moore Smith, Md. 
Brown ay Norris Smith, Tex. 
Burleson Hayes Padgett Snapp 
Byr Heflin x.. Southall 
Pheady Henry, Tex. Patterson, N. C. Spight 
Chapman Hogg Patterson, Pa. Stafford 
Clark, Mo. Houston Patterson, 8. C. e Tex. 
Clayton Howard Pollard Sullivan, Mass. 
Darragh Howell, Utah Pou Thomas, N. C. 
Davey, La. Hunt Prince Underwood 
Davis, Minn. Jones, Va. Rainey Webb 
De Armond 3 Nebr. Randell, Tex. Weisse 
Dixon, Ind Kinkai Reynolds Wharton 
Ellerbe Kitchin, Wm. W. Rhinock Wiley, Ala. 
Field Knopf Rhodes Wiley, N. J. 
Floyd Lee Richardson, Ala. Williams 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—9. 
Cooper, Pa Deemer Johnson Shackleford 
Curtis Finley Robertson, La. Sheppard 


Davidson 


NOT VOTING—214. 


Acheson Edwards Kitchin, Claude Robinson, Ark. 
Adams, Wis. Ellis lepper Rodenberg 
Adamson Esch Kline Rucker 
Alexander Fassett Knapp Ruppert 
Allen, N. J. Fitzgerald Lafean Russell 
Ames Flack Lamar Ryan 
Andrus Fletcher Lamb Samuel 

Ba k Flood Landis, Frederick Schneebeli 
Bankhead Fordney Seott 
Bannon Foss Lawrence Scrog; 
Barchfeld Foster, Ind. Le Fevre Shartel 
Bartholdt ‘owler Legare Sherman 
Beidler French iter Sible 
Bennett, Ky. Fulkerson Lilley, Conn. Slayden 
Bingham Fuller lley, Pa Slem 

Bisho Garber Lindsay- Smith, Cal. 
Blackburn Gardner, Mass. Little Smith, Wm. Alden 
Boutell Gardner, Mich. Littlefield Smith, Pa. 
Bowers Gardner, N. Lorimer Southard 
Bowersock Gilbert, tna Loudenslager Sparkman 
Bowie Gilbert. Ky. McCall Sperry 
Bradley Gillett, * McCarthy Stanley 
Brantley Goebel McDermott Sterling 
Brooks, Colo. Goldfogle SARIRA Cal. Stevens, Minn, 
Brownlow Goulden McKinley, Ill. Sullivan, N. Y. 
Brundidge reene McLachlan Sulzer 
Buckman Griggs McNary Talbott 
Burgess Gronna Mabon Taylor, Ala. 
Burke, S. Dak. Gudger Mann Taylor, Ohio 
Burleigh Hale Marshall Thomas, Ohio 
Burnett Hardwick Martin Towne 
Burton, Del. Haskins Maynard ‘Townsend 
Butler, Pa. Haugen Meyer Trimble 
Butler, Tenn, Hearst Michalek Tyndall 
Calder Hermann Minor Van Duzer 
Calderhead Hill, Conn, Mondell Van Winkle 
Campbell, Ohio Hill, Miss, Moon, Pa Volstead 
Candler Hinshaw Moon, Tenn. Vreeland 
Cassel Hitt Morrell Wachter 
Clark, Fla. Hoar Murphy Wadsworth 
Cocks 1 rot ain Needham Waldo 

Cole Hopkin Nevin Wallace 
Conner Howell, N. J. Parker Watkins 
Cromer Hubbard Parsons Watson 
Currier Huft Patterson, Tenn. Webber 
Davis, W. Va. Bunes Pearre Weeks 
Dawes Hull Perkins Welborn 
Dickson, III. Humphrey, Wash. Powers Williamson 
Dixon, Mont. Humphreys, Miss. Pujo Wood, Mo. 
Dovener James Ransdell, La. Woodyard 
Draper Jenkins Reeder Young 
Dresser Jones, Wash, Reid Zenor 
Dunwell Kahn Rixey 

Dwight Keliher Roberts 


So the House refused to adjourn. 
The following additional pairs were announced: 
For the balance of the day: 
Mr. Brooks with Mr. BRANTLEY. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Upon this question the 
yeas are 68, the nays are 92, answering present 9, and the 
House declines to adjourn. The House having refused to 
adjourn, the question recurs on the amendment to the amend- 
ment. A quorum having failed to vote on that question, the 
Chair, in accordance with the rules, directs the doors to be 
closed, the Sergeant-at-Arms to bring in absentees, and the 
Clerk will call the roll. As many as are in favor of the amend- 
ment to the amendment, will, when their names are called, an- 
swer “aye,” and those opposed will answer no; “ those not 
voting will answer “ present.” 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 78, nays 82, 
answered “ present“ 14, not voting 210, as follows: 


YEAS—78. 
Adams, Pa. Driscoll Littauer Rives 
Allen, Me. Gaines, W. Va. Longworth Smith, III. 
Babcock Gardner, N. J Loud Smith, lowa 
Bates Gilbert, Ind. Lovering Smith, Samuel W. 
Bennet, N. Y. Graft . McCleary, Minn. Smyser 
Birdsall Grosvenor McCreary, Pa. Southard 
Bonynge r McGavin Southwick 
Brick edge McKinney Steenerson 
Burton, Ohio Hep urn MeMorran Sterling 
Campbell, Kans. Higgins Miller Sulloway 
Capron tome Mouser Tawney 
Chapman Hog; udd Taylor, Olrio 
Cole Howell, Utah Murdock Tirrell 
Cooper, Wis. Keifer orris Weems 
Cousins Kennedy, Ohio Olcott Wharton 
Crumpacker Ketcham Olmsted Wood, N. J. 
Dalzell SADE Overstreet Woodyard 
Dawson Knop 8 Pa. The Speaker 
Denby Lacey 2 
Dickson, III. Landis, Chas. B. Pollard 
NAYS—82, y 
Aiken Clark, Fla. Floyd Hay 
Bartlett Clark, Mo. Foster, Vt. Hayes 
Beall, Tex. Clayton Fulkerson Heflin 
Bell, Ga. Cushman Gaines, Tenn. Houston 
Broocks, Tex. Darragh Garner Howard 
Broussard Davis, Minn. Garrett Howell, N. J. 
Brown De Armond Gillespie Jones, Va. 
Burleson Dixon, Ind lass Kennedy, Nebr. 
Barmett Dixon, Mont, Granger Kinkai 
Ellerbe regg Kitchin, Wm. W. 
e Ba Field Hardwick Lamb 
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Lee 
Lester 


Coopen; Pa. 
Curtis 
Davey, La. 
Deemer 


Acheson 
Adams, Wis. 
Adamson 
Alexander 
Allen, N. J. 
Ames 


Andrus 
Bankhead 
Bannon 
Barchfeld 
Bartholdt 
Bed 


e 
pence Ky 
ennett, Ky. 
Bingham 
Bisho 
Blackburn 
Boutell 


Burleigh 
Burton, Del. 
Butler, Pa. 
Butler, Tenn. 
Calder 
Calderhead 
8 Ohio 
Can 


Dwight 
No quorum. 


Page Richardson, Ky. 
Patterson, N.C. Sherley 
Patterson, S. C. Sims 
Pou Smith, Ky. 
Prince Snapp 
Rainey ie 5 
Randell, Tex. pigh 
Reynolds Stafford 
Rhinock Stephens, Tex. 
Rhodes Sullivan, Mass. 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—14, 
Finley Hunt 
Foss Johnson 
French Robertson, La, 
Gillett, Mass. Shackleford 
NOT VOTING—210. 
Edwards Knowland 
Ellis Lafean 
Esch Lamar 
Fassett Landis, Frederick 
N Law 
‘lac Lawrence 
Fletcher Le Fevre 
Flood e 
Fordney Lilley, Conn. 
Foster, Ind. illey, Pa 
Fowler Lindsay 
Fuller Little 
Garber Littlefield 
Gardner, Mass. Lorimer 
5 1 
silbert, Ky. a 
Gill McCarth, 
Gillett, Cal. McDermott 
Goebel McKinlay, Cal. 
Goldfogle McKinley, Ill. 
Goulden McLachlan 
Graham McLain 
Greene McNary 
Griggs Madden 
Gronna Mahon 
Gudger Mann 
Hale Marshall 
Haskins Martin 
Haugen Meyer 
Hearst Michalek 
Henry, Conn. Minor 
Henry, Tex. Mondell 
Hermann Moon, Pa. 
Hill, Conn. Moon, Tenn, 
Hill, Miss. Morrell 
Hitt Murphy 
Hoar N am 
Holliday Nevin 
Hopko 2 — 
Hubbard Palmer 
Huff Parker 
Hughes Parsons 
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Patterson, Tenn. 


Humphrey, Wash. Pearre 


Humphreys, Miss. Perkins 

James Powers 

Jenkins Pujo 

Jones, Wash Ransdell, La. 
Kahn Reeder 

Keliher Reid 

Kitchin, Claude Richardson, Ala. 
Klepper Rixey 

Kline Roberts 


The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
For the session: 
Mr. LOUDENSLAGER with Mr. Ricuarpson of Alabama. 
For this question: 
Mr. Davey of Louisiana with Mr. Cockran. 
For the balance of the day: 
Mr. Gurerr of Massachusetts with Mr. LESTER. 

During the call of the roll the following occurred: 


Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to know just on 


what the roll is now being called. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the amendment to the 


amendment, a quorum not having voted. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 


Mr. PRINCE. As I understand it, Mr. Speaker, the last roll 


call was upon the motion to adjourn. 


The SPHAKER pro tempore. But we have had a roll call 
prior to that, and that roll call disclosed the fact that a quorum 


was not present. 


Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask that for the information of 


Thomas, N. C. 
Underwood 


Sheppard 
Wanger 


Robinson, Ark. 
Rodenberg 
pure 1 

upper 
Russell 


Smith, Pa. 
Smith, Tex. 
Sparkman 
Sperry 
Stanley 
Stevens, Minn. 


Sullivan, N. X. 


Sulzer 
Talbott 
Taylor, Ala. 
Thomas, Ohio 
Towne 
Townsend 
Trimble 
Tyndall 
Van Duzer 
Van Winkle 
Volstead 
Vreeland 
Wachter 
Wadsworth 
W. 


Wood, Mo. 
Zenor 


the House the Speaker announce the purpose of this roll call. 


Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 
The SPHAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio de- 


mands the regular order. 
Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 


Mr. PRINCE. When the names are called, do I understand 
that those voting “yea” are voting in favor of the amendment 


submitted by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR]? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


ment? 


The Chair so understands it. 
Mr. PRINCE. And those voting “ no” are against the amend- 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Has the Sergeant-at-arms been ordered to 
bring in the absentees? - 

ae SPEAKER. The order was made when the doors were 
closed. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House do now adjourn, and pending that motion I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may be permitted to make a brief state- 
ment, n 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from West Virginia that he be permitted to make a 
brief statement. [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I voted against 
the amendment to the amendment. I desire to say, and I think 
others feel the same way, that we have not feeling enough on 
this matter to justify keeping us here any longer, and I am con- 
strained to warn gentlemen that they would better let the House 
adjourn. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. A parliamentary inquiry can only be by 
unanimous consent; nothing can interrupt a roll call except by 
unanimous consent. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. If the House should adjourn now what 
would be the parliamentary status of the bill? 

The SPEAKER. The bill is out of the morning hour when the 
previous question is ordered. It would be the first order of 
business after the reading of the Journal on Monday. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Speaker. Did not the Speaker state that next Monday would be 
suspension day and presumptively nothing else could be done? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to the gentleman the 
Chair supposes that a motion might be made to suspend the rules 
and come in ahead of this, but it would require recognition for 
that purpose. X 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I simply repeat what the Speaker 
repeated to the House more than an hour ago warning us that 
Monday was suspension day. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
say one word 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the gentleman will pro- 
ceed. [After a pause.] The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I desire to say one word in reply to the 
gentleman from West Virginia. I would feel very much about 
this as the gentleman from West Virginia expressed himself, 
but I know that the same—or rather I think, at any rate, that 
the same—influence will inaugurate another filibuster later on, 
and we might as well have it out now. 

Mr. DALZELL. Regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the motion to adjourn, 
and that requires under the rule a second. All gentlemen will 
be seated. As many as are in favor of seconding the motion 
to adjourn will rise and stand until counted. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER. Upon this motion for a second the ayes 
are 74, and the noes are 74, and the Chair votes aye to authorize 
a second. 

So the motion to adjourn was seconded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is upon the motion to adjourn. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is in doubt. As many as are 
in fayor of the motion will rise and stand until counted. 
[After counting.] Upon this vote the ayes are 76 and the 
noes are 75, and the House stands adjourned—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Tellers, Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. The Chair 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Chair was a little quick, but I was a 
little quicker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair was about to declare the House 
adjourned, and practically the sentence was finished when his 
ear caught, it seemed, a demand for tellers and it seems to the 
Chair that it is in time. [Laughter and applause.] As many 
as are in favor of taking a vote by tellers will rise and stand 
until counted. [After counting.] Evidently a sufficient num- 
ber, and the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. GAINES] and 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIILIAus!] will take their 
places as tellers. 

The House divided ; and the tellers reported—ayes 63, noes 87. 

So the House refused to adjourn. [Applause.] 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PRINCE. Is there any way by which unanimous con- 
sent can be obtained that this House can now adjourn and let 
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this be the pending measure, without any disposition to delay 
it, and to take a straight vote on Monday morning? 


The SPEAKER. If the House adjourns, the first matter that 
would come up Monday. morning would be upon this motion, 
because the previous question has been ordered on the bill to 
its passage. x 

Mr. PRINCE. Then I move that the House do now adjourn. 
I do not want to punish anybody. This is not a life-and-death 
matter. I have not brought this trouble on. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves that the 
House do now adjourn. That requires a second, As many as 
favor seconding the motion to adjourn will rise and stand until 
counted. 2 

The question was taken; and there were—ayes 94, noes 13. 

So the motion to adjourn was seconded. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, and in accordance with the order heretofore 
adopted, the House (at 6 o'clock and 53 minutes p. m.) ad- 
journed until Monday, March 19, 1906, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive commu- 
nications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred, as 
follows: 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Acting Attorney-General, sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for publication of Opinions 
of the Attorney-General—to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia submitting an estimate of appropriation for collection 
and disposal of garbage, ashes, etc.—to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, submit- 
ting an estimate of appropriation for scales at ports of entry— 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
St. Andrew’s Lodge, No. 18, Free and Accepted Masons, of Cyn- 
thiana, Ky., against The United States—to the Committee on 
War Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol- 
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered 
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 

named. as follows: 

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15737) to em- 
power the Court of Claims to determine the value of certain 
legal services to Cherokee Indians by blood, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2337); which 
said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. FRENCH, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15506) authoriz- 
ing the patenting of certain lands to school district No. 57, Nez 
Perces County, Idaho, reported the same with amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2338); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of California, from the Committee on the Public 
Lands, to which was referred the House joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 118) accepting the recession by the State of California of 
the Yosemite Valley grant and the Mariposa Big Tree Grove, and 
including the same, together with fractional sections 5 and 6, 
township 5 south, range 22 east, Mount Diablo meridian, Cali- 
fornia, within the metes and bounds of the Yosemite National 
Park, and changing the boundaries thereof, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2339); which 
said joint resolution and report were referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of 
the Senate (S. 1830) for the remoyal of the quarantine station 
at San Diego, Cal., and to acquire a new site, and for other pur- 
poses, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2341); which said bill and report were referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. VREELAND, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5276) relating 
to appointments to the Naval Academy, and for other purposes, 


reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2343); which said bill and report were referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to which was referred the bill of the Senate 
(S. 2623) for the extension of Euclid street, in Meridian Hill, 
District of Columbia, reported the same without amendment, ac- 
companied by a report (No. 2348); which said bill and report 
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. . 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole Iouse, as follows: 

Mr. DAWES, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2997) for the 
relief of Capt. Sidney F. Shaw, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2342); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 


ADVERSE REPORTS. 


Under clause 2, Rule XIII, adverse reports were delivered to 
the Clerk, and Jaid on the table, as follows: 

Mr. SLAYDEN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4589) for the 
relief of James G. Clay, reported the same adversely, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2340) ; which said bill and report were 
ordered laid on the table. 

Mr. PRINCE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8170) for the 
relief of James J. Bennett, reported the same adversely, accom- 
panied by a report (No. 2344) ; which said bill and report were 
ordered laid on the table. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 9198) to amend and correct the records 
of Company D, Seventh Regiment Provisional Enrolled Missouri 
Militia, by including the name of Valentine Fraker therein, with 
the dates of his enlistment and discharge, reported the same ad- 
versely, accompanied by a report (No. 2345) ; which said bill and 
report were ordered laid on the table. 

Mr. DAWES, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5818) to correct 
the military record of David Hurlburt, reported the same ad- 
yersely, accompanied by a report (No. 2349) ; which said bill and 
report were ordered laid on the table. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of 355 following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. VAN WINKLE: A bill (H. R. 16861) to adjust sal- 
aries of postmasters—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. OLMSTED: A bill (H. R. 16862) to provide for the 
cancellation of certificates of naturalization fraudulently pro- 
cured or improperly issued, and prescribing a penalty for the 
use of such canceled certificates or issuing a duplicate thereof— 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 16863) to remodel and enlarge 
the Government building at Springfield, Ohio—to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 16864) to reduce the du- 
ties on works of art imported into the United States—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16865) affecting duties on hides, leather, 
harness, and other articles made of leather—to the Committee 
ou Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16866) to prohibit the 
shipment of gunpowder and other explosive or inflammable 
substance on railroads engaged in interstate commerce by de- 
ceptive marking, invoice, or shipping order, and providing pen- 
alties therefor—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

By Mr. PATTERSON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16867) 
appropriating $10,000 to enlarge and improve the public build- 
ing at Pottsville, Pa.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 16868) for the prevention 
of scarlet fever, diphtheria, measles, whooping cough, chicken 
pox, epidemic cerebro-spinal meningitis, and typhoid feyer in 
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the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16869) increasing the limit 
of cost of the public building at Little Falls, N. Y.—to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 16870) declaring a portion 
of the Scioto River, Ohio, nonnavigable—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WANGER: A bill (H. R. 16871) to secure the Govern- 
ment of the United States against unjust demands by postmas- 
ters to be paid or credited with the amount of losses resulting 
from burglary, fire, or other unavoidable casualty—to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Post-Office Department. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16872) to promote economy in the admin- 
istration of the Post-Office Department—to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Post-Office Department. 

By Mr. WACHTER: A bill (H. R. 16873) to establish addi- 
tional aids to navigation in Fort McHenry channel from Chesa- 
peake Bay to Baltimore—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: A bill (H. R. 16874) granting a pen- 
sion to Edward Woward—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. BRICK: A bill (H. R. 16875) granting an increase of 
pension to J. K. Hart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16876) grant- 
ing a pension to James Boone—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CHANEY: A bill (H. R. 16877) for the relief of the 
heirs of John Bowling, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 16878) granting an increase 
of pension to James B. Adams—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DICKSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 16879) for the 
relief of Peter Helfman—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16880) granting an ingrease of pension to 
Samuel E. Tuttle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16881) granting an increase of pension to 
Joel R. Youngkin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16882) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac F. Morrison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16883) for the relief 
of Alva C. Peckham—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ESCH: A bill (H. R. 16884) granting an increase of 
pension to William D. Woodcock—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16885) for the 
relief of William K. Whitsett—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16886) granting a pension to James W. 
Murray—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 16887) granting 
an increase of pension to Darwin Johnson—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 16888) 
granting an increase of pension to Susan G. Maken—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By Mr. HALE: A bill (H. R. 16889) for the relief of George 
Marion Gaut—to the Committee on War Claims, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16890) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert A. Patterson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16891) granting an increase of pension to 
Theodore S. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16892) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander Arnold—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16893) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew G. Kitts—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16894) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Fielden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16895) granting an increase of pension to 
William M. Baker—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16896) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Arms—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16897) granting an increase of pension to 
A. J. Pedigo—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16898) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Hubble—to the Committee on Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 16899) to remove the charge ot desertion 
against George Washington—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 16900) granting an increase 
of pension to Robert B. Vermilya—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H. R. 16901) for the relief of 
Matthew McDaniel—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: A bill (H. R. 16902) granting an 
increase of pension to Dennis Winn—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. : 

By Mr. HUNT: A bill (H. R. 16903) for the relief of Charles 
H. Sloan—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS: A bill (H. R. 16904) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William H. Little—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LORIMER: A bill (H. R. 16905) granting a pension 
to Anna E. Marble—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16906) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles Malm—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16907) granting an increase of pension to 
Clarke S. Cole—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16908) granting an increase of pension to 
William P. Burdick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McNARY: A bill (H. R. 16909) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary J. Litchfield—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MILLER: A bill (H. R. 16910) granting an increase 
of pension to Robert C. Miller—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. $ 

By Mr. MURDOCK: A bill (H. R. 16911) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John L. Bower—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16912) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph E. Norris—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16913) granting an increase of pension to 
Roman Wolf—to the Comittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16914) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Reed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16915) granting an increase of pension to 
Orange Bugbee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16916) granting an increase of pension to 
Laban H. Johnson—to. the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PAGE: A bill (H. R. 16917) for the relief of the 
estate of L. G. Smith, deceased—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. PAYNE: A bill (H. R. 16918) granting a pension to 
Matilda J. Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 16919) granting a pension to 
Mary H. Newman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 16920) for the relief of 
Abram Cullin and Robert Barclay—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16921) granting an increase of pension to 
J. B. Stalb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16922) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Hawkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16923) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Augustus Thomas—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16924) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Richard Mowry—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. RHODES: A bill (H. R. 16925) granting a pension to 
Johanne Lange—to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16926) 
granting a pension to Lue Grundy—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SAMUEL: A bill (H. R. 16927) granting a pension to 
Caroline Gottshall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16928) granting an increase of pension to 
Margaret Horncastle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCROGGY: A bill (H. R. 16929) granting an in- 
crease of pension to James H. Scott—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 16930) granting a pension 
to Virginia A. Hilburn—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SLAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 16931) granting a pension 
to Cornelia Mitchell—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of California: A bill (H. R. 16932) granting 
an increase of pension to Washburn Underhill—to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16933) granting an increase of pension to 
Louis Weiland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 16934) granting an increase of pension to 
Manasses M. Flory—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 16935) for the 

relief of John H. Cox and John H. Ford, copartners, trading as 
Ford, Cox & Co.—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 16936) granting 
an increase of pension to Sherwood F. Culberson—to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WACHTER: A bill (H. R. 16937) granting an in- 
erease of pension to Eliza Mills—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 16938) granting a pension to 
Patty Ray—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16939) granting an increase of pension to 
Patterson Reese—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16940) to correct the military record of 
John Shelton—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WOOD of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 16941) granting a 
pension to Thomas H. Hogan—to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16942) granting a pension to Freda Burow— 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16943) granting an increase of pension to 
John C. Farrell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Claims was 
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 1459) for 
the relief of the heirs of Asa O. Gallup, and it was referred to 
the Committee on War Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of Springfield (Mass.) Board of 
Trade, favoring the passage of S. 1545—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Philadelphia 
Naval Veterans’ Association, for bill H. R. 3814—to the Commit- 
tee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of Federal Council, No. 19, Daughters of Lib- 
erty, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petitions of Melissa J. Couch; Volunteer Council, No. 13, 
and General John C. Fremont Council, No. 32, Daughters of 
Liberty, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee 
or Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BABCOCK: Petition of George Fitzsimmons, for the 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Also, petition of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
for investigation as to woman’s industrial condition in the 
United States—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 
8780) granting an increase of pension to Abraham M. Barr—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: Petition of R. J. Redding, director of 
the Georgia experiment station, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROWN: Petition of Henry Hamden Camp, Sons of 
Veterans, against bill H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
William B. Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of Judson W. Cur- 
rler to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURLESON: Petition of citizens of Texas, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of John Pound—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: Petition of Local Union No. 
311, A. F. M., of Wilmington, Del., for bill H. R. 8748—to the 
Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of citizens of Delaware, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CHANEY: Petition of William McCoy et al., against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of W. M. Dawley et al., against religious leg- 
islation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 


By Mr. CHAPMAN: Petition of C. L. Weaver et al., of INi- 
nois, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. $ 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of the Woman's 
Christian Temperance Union of Portage, Wis., for repeal of rev- 
enue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of Katherine L. Purnell, of Kenosha Chapter, 
for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Kirk W. Tanner— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COUSINS: Petition of citizens of Olin, Iowa, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: Petition of the Tippecanoe County 
Medical Society, for the Hepburn pure-food bill—to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CURRIER: Petition of Claremont Grange, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DALZBLL: Petition of citizens of Alachua County, 
Fla., for bills H. R. 8104 and 8105—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DAVIDSON: Petition of E. V. Higgins, against re- 
ligious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Henry Hamden Camp, No. 2, against bill 
H. R. 8131—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of Hand in Hand Lodge, No. 183, 
favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. DEEMER: Petition of citizens of Burtville, Pa., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: Petition of John A. Polk and the 
Cochran Chair Company, for repeal of reyenue tax on denatur- 
ized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DIXON of Montana: Petition of citizens of Montana, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of the Buffalo Chamber of Commerce, 
relative to the merchant marine, fayoring the Gallinger bill—to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Wisconsin Lumber Dealers’ Association, 
of Sauk City, Wis., for repeal of the duty on white-pine lumber 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of John Van Loon et al., for a parcels-post law 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of the Garfield Republican 
Club, of Minneapolis, favoring restriction of immigration—to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petition of Bridport (It.) 
Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Bridport (Vt.) Grange, for national aid for 
highways—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Bridport (Vt.) Grange, for a parcels post— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Bridport (Vt.) Grange, for retention of the 
tax on imitation butter—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Neshobe Grange, of Brandon, and Prospect 
Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of L. M. Chamberlin, of Ottawa, 
III., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the National Board of Trade, for bill H. R. 
529—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of the Massa- 
chusetts legislature, for an amendment to the postal laws for 
third and fourth class mail matter—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Springfield Board of Trade, for the con- 
sular bill (S. 1345) and for a larger appropriation for clerk hire 
in the postal service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Warren Avenue Baptist Church, of Boston, 
relative to the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of the Warren 
Avenue Baptist Church, of Boston, relative to matters in the 
Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Also, petition of Royalston (Mass.) Grange, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 
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By Mr. GILLESPIE: Petition of citizens of Texas, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GOLDIFOGLE: Petition of many citizens of New 
York and vicinity for relief for heirs of victims of General 
Slocum disaster—to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of citizens of Allegan County, 
Mich., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HARDWICK: Petition of Local Union No. 25, Broth- 
erhood of Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of America, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Edwin D. Clayton et al., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Petition of the New Haven 
Chamber of Commerce, favoring bill S. 1545—to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
for forest reservations in the White Mountains and the Appa- 
lachinn Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HERMANN: Petition of citizens of Lane County, 
Oreg., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of citizens of Windham, Conn., 
against bills II. R. 3022 and 10510—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: Petition of citizens of Aurora, Nebr., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Paper to accompany bill for re- 
lief of Dennis Winn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of the National 
Grange, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LANDIS: Petition of citizens of Sheridan, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: Petition of the Warren Avenue Bap- 
tist Church, of Boston, Mass., relative to matters in the Kongo 
Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petitions of Shelburne and Heath granges, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. ‘ 

By Mr. LEVER: Petition of business firms of St. Louis, Mo., 
to revoke the fraud order by the Postmaster-General—to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of R. T. Wilson & Co., of New 
York, for bill H. R. 15846—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Comnierce. 

Also, petition of St. Martin’s Church of the Most Holy Trin- 
ity, against bill H. R. T0G7—to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs, 

Also, petition of John Young, against free distribution of 
seeds—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of business houses and individuals, relative to 
the fraud order by the Postmaster-Genera]—to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also# petition of R. J. Caldwell, against the Gilbert bill—to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Manufacturers’ Association of Brooklyn, 
N. Y., for bill H. R. 10091—to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of the Central Confederated Union of New 
York, in behalf of the construction of battle ships at the navy- 
yard in Brooklyn—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of T. Howard Mason and the Buffalo Chamber of 
Commerce, for the Gallinger bill—to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Maud Nathan, of New York, for the Hepburn 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 5 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: Petition of citizens of the United 
States, for purchase of the painting of Joint Commission of the 
Senate and House on the Construction of the Congressional 
Library—to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Petition of Franklin MeVeagh & Co., for 
Senate bill relative to Oklahoma and Indian Territory—to the 
Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of R. C. Sherrard, for admitting the United For- 
ester as second-class mail—to the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the National Bank of the Republic and Car- 
son, Pirie, Scott & Co., for the Senate bill for the admission of 
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Oklahoma and Indian Territory—to the Committee on the Ter- 
ritories. 

By Mr. McGAVIN: Petition of the Chicago Historical So- 
ciety, for preservation of the U. S. frigate Constitution to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Chicago Commercial Association, for an 
appropriation for an Indian supplies warehouse in Chicago— 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: Petition of the Chicago His- 
torical Society, for preservation of the U. S. frigate Constitu- 
tion—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. McNARY: Petition of the Massachusetts State Board 
of Trade, for repeal of the duty on hides—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MAHON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
Rourke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: Petition of N. A. Hoisington, for the 
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of North Dakota, relative to affairs 
in the Kongo Free State—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTIN: Petition of citizens of South Dakota, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MILLER: Petition of citizens of Eureka, Kans., 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MOUSER: Petition of Wyandott Council, No. 95, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, for restriction of im- 
. the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of R. A. Hunsinger and Charles M. Miller, of 
Fremont, Ohio, against bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Mirror, against the tariff on linotype ma- 
chines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MURDOCK: Petition of citizens of Kansas, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of the Concrete Stone Company, 
of Nebraska, for continuance of the investigation by the Goy- 
ernment of structural material—to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. : 

Also, petition of the Nebraska State Association of Commer- 
cial Clubs, against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the 
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Also, petition of citizens of Nebraska, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. OLMSTED: Petition of the Woman's Club, of Me- 
chaniesburg, Pa., for preservation of Niagara Falls to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers andlarbors. 

Also, petition of the Wednesday Club, of Millersburg, Pa., for 
forest reservation in the White Mountains and the Appalachian 
Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Wednesday Club, of Millersburg, Pa., for 
preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Wednesday Club, of Millersburg, Pa., and 
the Fortnightly Club, of Carlisle, Pa., for forest reserves in 
Minnesota—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Woman's Club, of Mechanicsburg, Pa., for 
forest reservation in New Hampshire and the Appalachian 
Mountains of the South—to the Committee on Agriculture. : 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Club, of Mechanicsburg, Pa., for 
forest reseryes in Minnesota—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Star Independent, against the tariff on 
linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Fortnightly Club, of Carlisle, Pa., for 
forest reservation in New Hampshire and the South—to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of Pierre Van Sickle and 
A. A. Chamness, of Mooreland, Ind., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAGE: Paper to accompany bill for relief of L. G. 
Smith—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of C. L. Weaver et al., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Jacob Chamberlain—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Hollidaysburg (Pa.) Book Club, for 
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F of Niagara Falls to the Committee on Rivers and 
arbors. 

Also, petition of the Hollidaysburg (Pa.) Book Club, for 
forest reservation in the White Mountains—to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Abram Cullin and 
Nobert Barclay—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of the Massachusetts State 
Board of Trade, for repeal of the tax on hides—to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: Petition of citizens of Cass County, 
Tex., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SLAYDEN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Cornelia Mitcheil—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMYSHR: Petition of Joseph Gunther Camp, No. 514, 
Sons of Veterans, of Glenmont, Ohio, against bill H. R. 8131— 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. ` 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of mates, owners, and navigators 
of vessels of New Haven, Conn., for dredging in Quinnipiac 
River a channel 12 feet deep and 200 feet wide between the 
Ferry street and Grand avenue bridges—to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for consular reorganization—to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for Government forest reserves in the White Mountains, 
and the Appalachian Mountains of the South—to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. g 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven, 
Conn., for the creation of a staff of commercial attachés to 
diplomatic service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. STERLING: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
E. P. Chadwick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Durand, III., for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. TAWNEY: Petition of citizens of Dodge Center, 
Minn., against religious legislation in the District of Columbia 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. TIRRELL: Petition of many citizens of New York and 
yicinity, for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum dis- 
aster—to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, petition of the National Association of Brass Manu- 
facturers, against the Gilbert bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: Petition of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Buffalo, N. Y., for the Gallinger shipping bill—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. WANGER: Petition of the Montgomery County Wo- 
man’s Suffrage Association, for preservation of Niagara Falls 
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
for Government forest reservations in the, White Mountains and 
the Appalachian Mountains of the South—to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the State Federation of Pennsylvania Women, 
favoring passage of the Norris law—to the Committee on Agri- 


culture. 


SENATE. 


Monpay, March 19, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed- 
ings of Thursday last, when, on request of Mr. GALLINGER, and 
by unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 

ENGAGEMENT AT MOUNT DAJO. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in response to 
a resolution of the 14th instant, all reports and other communi- 
cations between the War Department and the officials of the 
Philippines respecting the recent attack by troops of the United 
States on Mount Dajo; which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed. 

PENSIONS FOR INSANE SOLDIERS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Secretary of the Interior, relative to the pay- 
ment and disposition of pension moneys due to inmates of the 
Government Hospital for the Insane; which was referred to 
the Committee on Pensions, and ordered to be printed. 


FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit- 
ting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the court 
in the cause of Charles Shroeder, administrator of Samuel G. 
City, deceased, v. The United States; which, with the accom- 
panying paper, was referred to the Committee on Claims, and 
ordered to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the as- 
sistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting a certified 
copy of the findings of fact filed by the court in the cause of 
The Trustees of the Trinity Lutheran Church, of Stephens City, 
Va., v. The United States; which, with the accompanying paper, 
was referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be 
printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the as- 
sistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting a certified 
copy of the findings of fact filed by the court in the cause of 
The Trustees of the Methodist Episcopal Church South, of Kerns- 
town, Va., v. The United States; which, with the accompanying 
paper, was referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered ta 
be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the as- 
sistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting a certified 
copy of the findings of fact filed by the court in the cause of 
The Trustees of the Cumberland Presbyterian Church of Clif- 
ton, Tenn., v. The United States; which, with the accompany- 
ing paper. was referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered 
to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the as- 
sistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting a certified 
copy of the findings of fact filed by the court in the cause of 
The Trustees of the Methodist Episcopal Church South, of Suf- 
folk, Nansemond County, Va., v. The United States; which, 
with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on 
Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


FRENCH SPOLIATION CLAIMS, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from fhe assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit- 
ting the conclusions of fact and of law filed under the act of 
January 20, 1885, in the French spoliation claims set out in the 
findings by the court relative to the vessel ship Liberty, William 
Caldwell, master; which, with the accompanying paper, was 
referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from. the as- 
sistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting the conclu- 
sions of fact and of law filed under the act of January 20, 1885, 
in the French spoliation claims set out in the findings by the 
court relative to the vessel ship Bristol, Edward Smith, master; 
which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the as- 
sistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting the conclu- 
sions of fact and of law filed under the act of Jannary 20, 1895, 
in the French spoliation claims set out in the findings by the 
court relative to the vessel schooner Union, Micajah Lunt, mas- 
ter; which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the 
Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the 
assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting the conelu- 
sions of fact and of law filed under the act of January 20, 1885, 
in the French spoliation claims set out in the findings by the 
court relative to the vessel sloop Abigail, Silas Jones, master; 
which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownino, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6009) to reg- 
ulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED, — 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolution, and 
they were thereupon signed by the Vice-President : 

H. R. 4. An act to amend section 3646, Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as amended by act of February 16, 1885; 

H. R. 15649. An act extending the time for the construction 
of the dam across the Mississippi River authorized by the act of 
Congress approved March 12, 1904; and 

H. J. Res. 97. Joint resolution authorizing assignment of pay 
of teachers and other employees of the Bureau of Education in 
Alaska, 
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The VICH-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Massa- 
chusetts State Board of Trade, of Boston, Mass., praying for the 
repeal of the duty of 15 per cent ad valorem on imported hides; 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. PLATT presentedga petition of the Independent Order of 
Good ‘Templars of Jeddo, N. Y., and the petition of James P. 
Knowles, of Smyrna, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; which were 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of New York 

City, N. Y., praying for the passage of the so-called “ Philippine 
tariff bill; ” which was referred to the Committee on the Phil- 
ippines. 
Pe also presented a petition of Local Union No. 13, Musi- 
cians’ Protective Union, of Troy, N. Y., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to prohibit Government musicians from 
competing with civilian musicians; which was referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

He also presented a memorial of the Woman's Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Berkshire, N. Y., and a memorial of the 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Bethlehem, N. Y., re- 
monstrating against the repeal of the present anticanteen law ; 
which were referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of the New York Florists’ Club, 
of New York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to prohibit the free distribution of seeds; which was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented the petition of D. C. Remich, of 
Littleton, N. H., and the petition of Caroline M. Martin, of 
Doyer, N. H., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove 
the duty on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance, 

He also presented petitions of the Woman’s Club of Ply- 
mouth, of the New Century Club of New Boston, of the Woman’s 
Club of Hillsboro Bridge, and of the Woman’s Club of Tilton 
and Northfield, all in the State of New Hampshire, praying that 
an appropriation be made for a scientific investigation into the 
industrial conditions of women in the United States; which 
were referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the New Hampshire State Fed- 
eration of Women's Clubs, praying that an appropriation be 
made for the training of teachers to instruct deaf children 
before they are of school age; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the Michigan Audubon So- 
ciety, of Detroit, Mich., praying for the enactment of legislation 
to prohibit the killing of wild birds and animals in the District 
of Columbia; which was referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. SCOTT presented a memorial of the Clarksburg Bar 
Association, of Clarksburg, W. Va., remonstrating against the 
enactment of legislation authorizing the holding of semiannual 
sessions of the district court for the northern district of West 
Virginia at Philippi, in that State; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Fortnightly Club, of Wheel- 
ing, W. Va., and a petition of the Woman's Literary Club of 
Parkersburg, W. Va., praying for an investigation into the 
industrial conditions of women in the United States; which 
were referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. KEAN presented a memorial of Ellsworth Camp, No. 32, 
New Jersey Division, Sons of Veterans, United States Army, 
of Union Hill, N. J., remonstrating against the enactment of 
legislation to prohibit the wearing of the uniform of the Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, or Revenue Service; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

He also presented petitions of the New Jersey State Federa- 
tion of Women's Clubs, of Jersey City, N. J.; of the Athenian 
Club, of Rahway, N. J., and of the Clio Club, of Roselle, N. J., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to investigate the 
industrial conditions of women in the United States; which 
were referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First 
Congregational Church of Verona; of F. R. Austin, of Tucker- 
ton; of R. B. Moore, of Vineland, and of S. O. Rusly, of Mt. 
Freedom, all in the State of New Jersey, praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to remove the internal-reyenue tax on dena- 
turized alcohol; which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the American Sawmill Ma- 
chinery Company, of Hackettstown, N. J., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation authorizing the Government to assume charge 
of the quarantine regulations of the Gulf ports; which was re- 


ferred to the Committee on Public Health and National Quar- 
antine. 

He also presented the memorial of John Schmalz Sons, of 
Hoboken, N. J., and the memorial of R. J. Caldwell, of New York 
City, N. Y., remonstrating against the passage of the so-called 
“anti-injunction bill;” which were referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of Local Division No. 387, Broth- 
erhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Camden, N. J., and a peti- 
tion of Liberty Lodge, No. 99, Brotherhood of Railroad Train- 
men, of Jersey City, N. J., praying for the passage of the so- 
called“ employers’ liability bill,“ and also the “ anti-injunction 
bill; ” which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. 

He also presented a petition of the New Jersey Congress of 
Mothers, of Riverton, N. J., praying that an appropriation be 
made for the training of teachers to instruct deaf children be- 
fore they are of school age; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a memorial of the Essex Trade Council, of 
Newark, N. J., remonstrating against any reduction of the tariff 
on harness and saddlery ; which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented the petition of Frank D. Esterbrooks, of 
Perth Amboy, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
apply a portion of the proceeds of the sales af public lands to 
the endowment of schools or departments of mines and mining 
in connection with State colleges; which was referred to the 
Committee on Mines and Mining. 

Mr. BURNHAM presented a petition of the Woman's Chris- 
tian Temperance Union of Hollis, N. H., and a petition of the 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Wilton, N. H., praying 
for an investigation of the charges made and filed against Hon. 
REED Smoor, a Senator from the State of Utah; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented the petition of Elizabeth A. Marsh, of North 
Nottingham, N. II., praying for the adoption of a certain amend- 
ment to the postal laws relative to fraud orders; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented the petition of George E. M. Carleton, of 
Malden, N. H., praying for the enactment of legislation granting 
an increase of pension to pensioners in certain classes; which 
was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented a petition of Good Will Council, No. 4, Junior 
Order of United American Mechanics, sof Plaiston, N. H., pray- 
ing for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration; 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented petitions of D. C. Reinich, of Littleton; of 
D. H. Goodell, of Antrim; of the Young Men’s Christian Asso- 
ciation of Keene; of Rev. V. G. Langdale, of Epping, and of 
Caroline M. Martin, of Dover, all in the State of New Hamp- 
shire, praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the 
duty on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the New Hampshire Federa- 
tion of Women’s Clubs, praying that an appropriation be made 
for the training of teachers to instruct deaf children before they 
are of school age; which was referred to the Committee on Edu- 
eation and Labor. 

He also presented petitions of the Woman’s Club of Tilton 
and Northfield; of the New Century Club, of New Boston; of the 
Woman’s Club of Hillsboro Bridge; of the Woman’s Club of 
Plymouth, and of the New Hampshire Federation of Women’s 
Clubs, of Concord, N. H., praying that an appropriation be made 
for a scientific investigation into the industrial conditions of 
women in the United States; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. GAMBLE presented petitions of Rey. Charles W. Zech 
and sundry other citizens of Groton, S. Dak., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to remove the duty on denaturized alco- 
hol; which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the National Constimers’ 
League, of New York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to regulate child Jabor in the District of Columbia; 
which was referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

He also presented a paper to accompany the bill (S. 4784) 
granting an increase of pension to Lemuel Cross; which was 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PERKINS presented a petition of the Presbyterian Minis- 
terial Association of Los Angeles, Cal., praying for the 
enactment of legislation prohibiting the sale of intoxicating 
liquors in Government buildings and grounds; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 


3942 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE. 


Marcu 19, 


= 


He also presented a memorial of the board of supervisors of 
Tehama County, Cal, remonstrating against the diversion 
of water from the Sacramento River to such an extent as to 
interfere with navigation; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Irrigation. 

He also presented petitions of the Board of Trade of Red- 
lands, the Board of Trade of Carona, the Citrus Protective 
League of California; the Board of Trade of Huntington Beach, 
the Chamber of Commerce of Azusa, the Riverside Fruit Ex- 
change, of Riverside; the Ontario-Cucamonga Fruit Exchange, 
of Upland; the San Antonio Fruit Exchange, of Pomona, and 
of sundry other organizations of fruit growers, all in the State 
of California, praying for the passage of the so-called “Hep- 
burn railroad-rate bill;” which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 
San Diego, Cal., praying for the enactment of legislation au- 
thorizing loans to be made to the Reclamation Service; which 
was referred to the Committee on Irrigation. 

He also presented petitions of Local Union No. 1496, United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, of Fresno, 
Cal.; of Richard Marshall, Joseph C. Heymen, G. H. Flint, B. A. 
Terry, W. L. Rowbey, Daniel J. McHugh, and Charles Marshall, 
all of San Francisco; of W. H. Smith, and sundry other citi- 
zens of San Jose, all in the State of California, praying for 
the enactment of: legislation to restrict immigration; which 
were referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. BURROWS presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Branch County, Mich., praying for an investigation of the 
charges made and filed against Hon. REED Smoor, a Senator 
from the State of Utah; which was referred to the Committee 
on Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented a petition of the Brotherhood of Locomo- 
tive Firemen of Alpoena, Mich., praying for the passage of the 
so-called “employers’ liability bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Essex Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Maple Rapids, and a petition of sundry citizens 
of Wolverine and Moshervilie, all in the State of Michigan, 
praying for the passage of the so-called “railroad rate bill;“ 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Olivet, 
Mich., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to 
establish a parcels-post system; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. x 

He also presented a petition of Royal Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Corey, and a petition of sundry citizens of 
Mosherville, in the State of Michigan, praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to establish a parcels post; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of Royal Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Corey, Mich., and a petition of sundry citizens of 
Mosherville, Mich., praying for the retention of the present tax 
on oleomargarine; which were referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a petition of Essex Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Maple Rapids, and a petition of sundry citizens 
of Resparia, in the State of Michigan, praying for the removal 
of the tax on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Franklin Avenue Presby- 
terian Church and of the First Methodist Episcopal Church, of 
Lansing, Mich., praying for an investigation of the existing 
conditions in the Kongo Free State; which were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Lansing, 
Mich.. remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to 
establish a postal sayings bank system; which was referred to 
the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of the Racine Boat Manufac- 
~ turing Company, of Muskegon, Mich., remonstrating against the 
enactment of legislation providing for the licensing of motor 
beats; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce, 

He also presented a petition of the City National Bank, of 
Lansing, Mich., praying for the enactment of legislation to en- 
able national banks to loan one-tenth of their capital stock and 
surplus; which was referred to the Select Committee on 
National Banks. 

He also presented a petition of Local Division No. 1, of Delta, 
Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Escanaba, Mich., praying that 
an appropriation be made for the erection of a monument to 
the memory of the late Commodore John Barry; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Library. 

Mr. WARNER presented sundry papers to accompany the 
bill (S. 5032) granting a pezsion to Daisy Crowninshield 
Stuyvesant; which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 


Mr. DRYDEN presented a memorial of Ellsworth Camp, 
No. 32, New Jersey Division, Sons of Veterans, of Union Hill, 
N. J., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to 
prohibit the wearing of the uniform of the Army, Navy, Ma- 
eas Corps, or Revenue Service; which was ordered to lie on the 

e. 

He also presented the petition of Rev. John R. Pratt, of 
Verona, N. J., and a petition of sundry citizens of Mount Free- 
dom, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove 
the duty on denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the State Board of Agriculture, 
of Trenton, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
preyent the spread of the gypsy and brown-tail moths from 
Massachusetts and other States; which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented the memorial of R. J. Caldwell, of New 
York City, N. Y., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called“ anti-injunction bill;“ which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Medical Society of New 
Jersey, of South Orange, N. J., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to establish a laboratory for the study of the crimi- 
nal, pauper, and defective classes; which was referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the General Federation of 
Women's Clubs of New York City, N. Y., praying that an appro- 
priation be made for a scientific investigation into the indus- 
trial conditions of women in the United States; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the New Jersey Congress of 
Mothers, of Riverton, N. J., praying that an appropriation be 
made for the training of teachers to instruct deaf children be- 
fore they are of school age; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 306, United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, of Newark, 
N. J., and a petition of the legislative committee of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor, of Washington, D. C., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to restrict immigration; which were 
referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. FORAKER presented petitions of Honor Council, No. 9, 
of Dayton; Warwick Council, No. 117, of Tuscarawas; Youngs- 
town Council, No. 51, of Youngstown; Helping Hand Council, 
No. 31, of Springfield; Andrew Jackson Council, No. 6, of 
Goshen ; Fidelity Council, No. 215, of Fidelity; Middle Branch 
Council, No. 262, of Middle Branch; Bookwalter Council, No. 
263, of Bookwalter; Bethlehem Council, No. 79 of Bethlehem; 
Western Star Council, No. 340, of Sidney; Brookville Council, 
No. 325, of Brookville; Arcanum Council, No. 149, of Arcanum: 
Pride of the Northwest Council, No. 32, of Findlay; General 
Fremont Council, No. 14, of Beallsville; Shelby Council, No. 
64, of Shelby; Clifton Council, No. 217, of Clifton; Attica 
Council, No. 317, of Attica; Ludlow Council, No. 175, of Lud- 
low; Star City Council, No. 277, of Miamisburg: Newtown 
Council, No. 230, of Newtown; Lincoln Council, Ne. 16, of 
Massillon; James G. Blaine Council, No. 33, of Trimble; James 
A. Garfield Council, No. 118, of Canton; Williamsburg Council, 
No. 114, of Williamsburg; Lebanon Council, No. 19, of Lebanon; 
Kyger Council, No. 154, of Kygerville; High Cliff Council, No. 
183, of Antiquity; Sunshine Council, No. 34, of Osborn; Me- 
Dermott Council, No. 266, of McDermott; Gallipolis Council 
No. 269, of Gallipolis; Magnetic Council, No. 21, of Bellbrook; 
Woodstock Council, No. 201, of Woodstock; Pleasant Hill 
Council, No. 86, of Pleasant Hill; Grand Council, No. 336, of 
Bellefontaine; Degraff Council, No. 139, of Degraff; Washing- 
ton Council, No. 12, of Canton; Rushsylvania Council, No. 
296, of Rushsylvania; Star Spangled Banner Council, No. 170, 
of New Richmond; Muskingum Council, No. 40, of Marietta; 
West Manchester Council, No. 128, of West Manchester; Im- 
perial Council, No. 88, of South Solon; Wyandot Council, No. 
95, of Nevada; Fairfield Council, No. 237, of Highland; Falls 
Council, No. 221, of East Monroe; Potsdam Council, No. 176, 
of Potsdam; Vienna Royal Council, No. 15, of Vienna; Wayne 
Township Council, No. 227, of Good Hope; Nova Council, No. 
235, of Nova; Seneca Council, No. 53, of Fostoria; Addyston 
Council, No. 91, of Addyston; Seneca Chief Council, No. 292, 
of Melmore; Price Hill Council, No. 210, of Cincinnati; High- 
land Council, No. 204, of New Petersburg; Tremont City Coun- 
cil, No. 111, of Tremont City; Camp Washington Council, No. 
49, of Cincinnati; Norwalk Council, No. 159, of Norwalk; 
Thomas Jefferson Council, No. 100, of North Industry; Cin- 
cinnatus Council, No. 8, of Cincinnati; Guiding Star Council, 
No. 133, of St. Bernard; Westwood Council, No. 129, of Cin- 
cinnati; Mayflower Council, No. 81, of Jeffersonville; Harri- 
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son Council, No. 148, of Harrison; Capitol City Council, No. 
196, of Columbus; Germantown Council, No. 243, of German- 
town; Xenia Council, No. G7, of Xenia; Scipio Council, No. 
332, of Republic; Amity Council, No. 37, of South Lebanon; 
Delisle Council, No. 214, of Delisle; New Straitsville Council, 
No. 223, of New Straitsyille; Favorite Council, No. 200, of 
Piqua; Steubenville Council, No. 144, of Steubenville; Bow- 
ersville Council, No. 246, of Bowersville; Victory Council, No. 
180, of Miami; Lost Creek Couneil, No. 52, of Conover; G. W. 
Hirst Council, No, 132, of New Weston; William McKinley 
Council, No. 218, of Canton; Fairmount Council, No. 155, of 
Cincinnati; Star Council, No. 106, of Galion; Patrick Henry 
Council, No. 24, of Canton, Benton Ridge Council, No. 321, 
of Benton Ridge; Armory Council, No. 50, of Cincinnati; Purity 
Council, No. 98, of Mansfield; Miami Council, No. 7, of Dayton; 
Bethel Council, No. 187, of Donnellsville; New Era Council, 
No. 229, of Cincinnati; Madison Council, No. 17, of Madison- 
ville; Chester Council, No. 127, of West Chester; Joel Hooker 
Council, No. 1, of Clinton; Girard Council, No. 150, of Girard; 
Catawba Council, No. 167, of Catawba; Southern Ohio Coun- 
cil, No. 289, of Cincinnati; Lakeside Council, No. 120, of Perry; 
Eagle Council, No. 4, of Shawnee; Lone Star Council, No. 197, 
of Cincinnati; General Putnam Council, No. 20, of Denni- 
son; Pleasant Ridge Council, No. 212, of Pleasant Ridge; Val- 
ley Council, No. 140, of McConnelsyille; John A. Logan Coun- 
cil, No. 119, of Nelsonville; Star City Council, No. 277, of 
Miamisburg; Troy Council, No. 191, of Troy; Rockwood Coun- 
cil, No, 105, of Rockwood; Addison Council, No. 207, of Chris- 
tiansburg; Harvey Rice Council, No. 211, of Cleveland; Syca- 
more Council, No. 333, of Sycamore; Empire Council, No. 68; 
of Fletcher; Walnut Hills Council, No. 125, of Cincinnati; 
Woodward Council, No. 49, of Cincinnati; Diamond Council, 
No. 5, of Wellsville; Hannibal Council, No. 28, of Hannibal; 
Martins Ferry Council, No. 39, of Martins Ferry; Buckeye 
Council, No. 20, of Senecaville; Laurie Council, No. 185, of 
Nuby; Bucyrus Council, No. 184, of Bucyrus; Lewisburg Coun- 
cil, No. 22, of Lewisburg; Ohio Valley Council, No. 21, of 
Bellaire; Blanchester Council, No. 134, of Blanchester; Raw- 
son Council, No. 46, of Rawson; Samuel J. Randall Council, 
No. 96, of Youngstown; Lime City Council, No. 206, of Marion; 
Wilmington Council, of Wilmington, Junior Order United Amer- 
ican Mechanics; Local Union No. 2, of Cincinnati, and Local 
Union No. 86, of Lancaster, United Brotherhood of Carpenters 
and Joiners of America; Guernsey Council, No. 73, of Cam- 
bridge; Shining Star Council, No. 97, of Coshocton; Victor 
Council, No. 79, of Byesville, Order United American Mechanics ; 
Catawba Lodge, No. 572, of Belfast, and Catawba Lodge, No. 
349, of Catawba, Independent Order of Odd Fellows; Lodge 
No. 61, of Salem, and Lodge No, 98, of Columbus, Iron Molders’ 
Union; Maple City Council, No. 38, of Norwalk; Noble Coun- 
cil, No. 88, of Shelby, Daughters of America; Iron City Union, 
No. 9435, of Itonton, American Federation of Labor; Put-in- 
Bay Subdivision, No. 208, of Springfield, Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Engineers; the Commercial Club of Galion; Local 
Union No. 249, of Mansfield, Journeymen Tailors’ Union of 
‘America; The Glass Bottle Blowers’ Association, Branch No. 
20, of Zanesville; Abadlo Tribe, No. 31, Improved Order of Red 
Men, of Hemlock; Local Union No. 172, of Martins Ferry, 
International Union of Steam Engineers; Galion Tent, No. 
407, of Galion, Knights of the Maccabees; Division No. 98, 
Amalgamated Association of Street and Electric Railway Em- 
ployees of America, of Akron; 59 citizens of Canton; 20 citi- 
zens of Cambridge; 23 citizens of Wellsville; 3 citizens of 
Peebles; 15 citizens of Bell; 6 citizens of Hillsboro; 42 citizens 
of Cincinnati; 6 citizens of Wellston; 2 citizens of Marietta; 
2 citizens of Miamisburg; 2 citizens of North Baltimore; 10 
citizens of Glass; 2 citizens of Williamsburg; 3 citizens of 
Gettysburg; 2 citizens of Nelsonville; 2 citizens of Good Hope, 
and of sundry citizens of Mansfield, Dayton, Gallipolis, James- 
town, North Lawrence, Clarington, Antiquity, Ashland, Troy, 
and Shelby, all in the State of Ohio, praying for the rigid 
enforcement of immigration regulations and the enactment of 
such additional laws as will afford protection against the de- 
pressing industrial effect of the unrestricted admission of 
foreigners to the United States; which were referred to the 
Committee on Immigration, 

Mr. HEMENWAY presented a memorial of Post H, Trav- 
elers’ Protective Association, of Vincennes, Ind., and a memo- 
rial of the Indiana Retail Merchants’ Association of Fort 
Wayne, Ind., remonstrating against the passage of the so-called 
“narcels-post bill; ” which were referred to the Committee on 
Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of the St. John’s Benevolent 
Society, of Vineennes, Ind., remonstrating against the enact- 
ment of legislation to prohibit the use of Indian trust funds for 


the purpose of educating Indian children in sectarian schools; 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

He also presented memorials of the Indianapolis Musicians’ 
Protective Association, the Musicians’ Protective Association of 
Terra Haute, the Musicians’ Protective Association of La Porte, 
and the Musicians’ Protective Association of Marion, all in the 
State of Indiana, remonstrating against the enactment of legis- 
lation authorizing enlisted musicians to compete with civil mu- 
sans; which were referred to the Committee on Nayal Af- 

airs. 

Mr. CULLOM presented petitions of the Ladies’ Education 
Society of Jacksonville, of the Woman’s Club of Decatur, of the 
Woman's Sunday Culture Club of Harrisburg, of the Woman's 
Club of Flora, of the Portia Club of Argyle Park, of Chicago, 
and of the Woman's Club of Wilmette, all of the General Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs in the State of Illinois, praying for 
an investigation into industrial conditions of the working wo- 
men of the country; which were referred to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

Mr. DOLLIVER presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
La Porte City, Iowa, praying for the ratification of interna- 
tional arbitration treaties ; which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented the petition of W. D. Elwell and sundry 
other citizens of Ames, Iowa, and a petition of the congrega- 
tion of the Plymouth Church, of Des Moines, Iowa, praying for 
an investigation of the existing conditions in the Kongo Free 
State; which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

He also presented a memorial of the Commercial Club of 
Keokuk, Iowa, remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called“ parcels-post bill; ” which was referred to the Committee 
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the Pres- 
byterian Church, of Fort Dodge, Iowa, praying for the adoption 
of an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy; 
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Academy of Sciences of 
Davenport, Iowa, praying for the enactment of legislation to 
create the Mesa Verde National Park, in the State of Colorado; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented petitions of Kate Shelley Lodge, No. 204, 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Boone; of Sanhorn Divi- 
sion, No. 117, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Mason 
City; of Lakeview Lodge, No. 28, Brotherhood of Railroad 
Trainmen, of Creston, and of Local Lodge No. 737, Brotherhood 
of Railroad Trainmen, of Ottumwa, all in the State of Iowa, 
praying for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability 
bill” and also the“ anti-injunction bill; ” which were referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented petitions of the Postville Cooperative Com- 
pany, of Postville; of the Farmers’ Institute, of Graettinger, 
and of the Farmers’ Grain Dealers’ Association, of Mason City, 
all in the State of Iowa, praying for the passage of the so-called 
“Hepburn-Dolliver railread rate bill;” which were ordered to 
lie on the table. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Willington ; of the congregation of the First Baptist Church of 
Waterford, and of the congregation of the Methodist Church of 
Willimantic, all in the State of Connecticut, praying for the 
enactment of legislation to prevent nullification of State liquor 
laws and no license ordinances by original packages and other 
interstate commerce acts; which were referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Club of Sey- 
mour, Conn., and a petition of the Wednesday Club, of Nor- 
wich, Conn., praying that an appropriation be made for a scien- 
tific investigation into the industrial conditions of women in the 
United States; which were referred to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the National Consumers’ 
League, of New York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to establish a children’s bureau in the Department 
of the Interior; which was referred to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of Preston City Grange, Patrons 
of Husbandry, of Preston, Conn., and a petition of the Master 
House Painters and Decorators’ Association of Massachusetts, 
praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the duty on 
denaturized alcohol; which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Orange Grange, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Orange, Conn., praying for the passage of the 
so-called “Hepburn railroad rate bill,” and also the so-called 
“ parcels-post bill;” which was ordered to lie on the table. 
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INTERNATIONAL EXPOSITION AT MILAN, ITALY. 


Mr. GALLINGER. I present some matter in reference to the 
intended International Exposition at Milan, Italy, which is of 
public interest. I move that it be printed as a document. 

The motion was agreed to. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. HANSBROUGH, from the Committee on the Library, to 
whom was referred the bill (II. R. 13783) to provide souvenir 
medallions for the Zebulon Montgomery Pike Monument Asso- 
ciation, asked to be discharged from its further consideration, 
and that it be referred to the Committee on Finance; which was 
agreed to. 

He also, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 4284) granting to the State of 
Wisconsin the residue of unappropriated and unreserved public 
lands within said State as an addition to the State forest re- 
serve of said State, asked to be discharged from its further con- 
sideration, and that it be referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands; which was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 11275) increasing 
the penalty for certain offenses in the District of Columbia, re- 
ported it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. GALLINGER. There is on the Calendar, Order of Busi- 
ness 1181, being Senate bill 2877, increasing the penaity for 
certain offenses in the District of Columbia. ‘The bill is identi- 
cal with the one I have just reported, and I move that it be in- 
definitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to whom was referred the bill (S. 4833) to amend an 
act entitled “An act permitting the Washington Market Com- 
pany to lay a conduit and pipes across Seventh street west,” ap- 
proved February 23, 1905, reported it with an amendment, and 
submitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 8482) to provide for the paving of a portion of Florida 
avenue between P and Q streets NW., city of Washington, D. C., 
reported it with amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming, from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, to whom was referred the bill (S. 586) amending the act 
of August 3, 1892, clause 361, entitled “An act fixing the fees of 
jurors and witnesses in the United States courts in certain 
States and Territories” (27 Stat. L., p. 347), reported it with 
amendments, and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. DRYDEN, from the Committee on the Library, to whom 
was referred the Senate concurrent resolution (No. 16) accept- 
ing the invitation to attend the celebration of the two hun- 
dredth birthday anniversary of Benjamin Franklin and appoint- 
ing representatives to the same, reported it with an amendment, 
and submitted a report thereon. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4360) granting an increase of pension 
to John P. Dunn, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally with amendments, and 
submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 3300) granting an increase of pension to Lorenzo 
D. Huntley ; 

A bill (S. 4279) granting an increase of pension to Fannie E. 
Malone; and 

A bill (S. 1975) granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 
Dugger. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4186) granting an increase of pension to Samuel G. 
Roberts ; 

A bill (S. 487) granting an increase of pension to William 
Sprouse ; 

A bill (S. 2790) granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Millett; 

A bill (S. 3525) granting an increase of pension to Robert G. 
Harrison ; 

A bill (S. 4110) granting an increase of pension to Absalom 
Wilcox ; 

A bill (S. 3985) granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
E. Nattinger; and 

A bill (S. 3984) granting an increase of pension to Sarah E. 
Yockey. 

Mr. McCUMBER (for Mr. ALGER), from the Committee on 
Pensions, to whom were referred the following bills, reported 
them each with an amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 


A bill (S. 4917) granting an increase of pension to Alfred B. 
Chilcote ; 

> bill (S. 4309) granting a pension to Adele Jeanette Hughes; 
an 

A bill (S. 4622) granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
McDaniel. 

Mr. McCUMBER (for Mr. ALGER), from the Committee on 
Pensions, to whom were referred the following bills, reported 
them severally with amendments, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4102) granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
Broadwell ; 

A bill (S. 3024) granting an increase of pension to David 
S. Trumbo; 

A bill (S. 4088) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
E. Chapman; 

A bill (S. 4258) granting an increase of pension to James F. 
Hackney ; 

A bill (S. 1407) granting a pension to John McCaughn; 

A bill (S. 4432) granting an increase of pension to James 
Drewry; and 

A bill (S. 2832) granting a pension to Susan Pennington. 

Mr. McCUMBER (for Mr. ALGER), from the Committee on Pen- 
sions, to whom were referred the following bills, reported them 
severally without amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1406) granting an increase of pension to Moses Hill; 
5 A bill (H. R. 14086) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 

ence; 

A bill (H. R. 14098) granting a pension to Mary Winfrey ; 

A bill (H. R. 13697) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Shoemaker ; 

A bill (H. R. 12443) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathaniel Southard ; 

A bill (H. R. 14642) granting a pension to James P. Himes; 

A bill (H. R. 15062) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Sparrow ; 

A bill (H. R. 14834) granting an increase of pension to Ruth 
J. MeCann; and 

A bill (H. R. 13028) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
E. Bennett. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them each with an amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 3465) granting an increase of pension to John T. 
Vincent ; 

. 9 1 (S. 3493) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
A bill (S. 5016) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
G. Polk; and 

A bill (S. 524) granting an increase of pension to Lestina M. 
Gifford. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severaily with amend- 
ments, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4548) granting a pension to Hannah Elizabeth Wil- 
mer, widow of Edwin Wilmer, and to the orphan children of 
said soldier; and 

A bill (S. 3821) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Wilhelm. 

Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 15199) granting an increase of pension to John 
T. Cook; 

A bill (S. 5121) granting an increase of pension to James H. 
Haman; 

A bill (H. 
D. Havens; 

A bill (H. R. 12403) granting a pension to Lydia A. Fiedler; 

A bill (H. R. 13584) granting an increase of pension to Anna 
M. Jefferis ; 

A bill (H. R. 14669) granting an increase of pension to Anna 
H. Wagner; 

A bill (H. R. 14092) granting a pension to Frances Coyner: 

A bill (H. R. 14937) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam S. Nagle; 

A bill (H. R. 14287) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha Brooks; and 

A bill (H. R. 15941) granting a pension to Lydia A. Keller. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2689) granting an increase of pension 
to Alonzo M. Bartlett, reported it with amendments, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them each with an amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 


R. 12900) granting an increase of pension to James 
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A bill (S. 2094) granting an increase of pension to Rodney W. 
Torrey ; and 

A bill (S. 4556) granting an increase of pension to William 
Jandro. 

Mr. BURNHAM, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 920) granting an increase of pension to Abraham S. 
Brown; 

A bill (S. 3812) granting an increase of pension to Truman R. 
Stinehour ; 

A bill (H. R. 13610) granting an increase of pension to James 
Hann; s 

A bill (H. R. 14639) granting an increase of pension to Sarah 
J. Merrill; 

A bill (H, R. 10753) granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
Keller ; 

A bill (H. R. 14112) granting an increase of pension to An- 
drew J. Baker; 

A bill (H. R. 14748) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam F. Burks; 

A bill (H. R. 12417) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel G. Raymond ; 

A bill (H. R. 18005) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
R. Wilson; and 

A bill (H. R. 14768) granting a pension to Orlando W. 
Frazier. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them each with an amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4683) granting an increase of pension to William 
McCann; ; 

A bill (S. 2733) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
Crismon; and 

A bill (S. 1250) granting an increase of pension to John W. 

- Halley. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally with amend- 
ments, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 1248) granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Bean; and 

A bili (S. 326) granting an increase of pension to Nancy G. 
Beasley. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (A. R. 14140) granting an increase of pension to Jo- 
sephine M. Cage; 

A bill (H. R. 14988) granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Cox; 

A bill (H. R. 14694) granting an increase of pension to Sam- 
uel R. Dummer; 

A bill (H. R. 13712) granting an increase of pension to Caro- 
line D. Scudder; 

A bill (H. R. 13034) granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick Hildenbrand; 

A bill (II. R. 12584) grantiüg an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam R. Guion; 

A bill (H. R. 13341) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
C. Pate; and 

A bill (H. R. 12578) granting an increase of pension to John B. 
Craig. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3241) to reimburse Ulysses G. Winn for 
money erroneously paid into the Treasury of the United States, 
reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon, 

Mr. BURKETT, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 558) granting an increase of pension to 
Abijah Chamberlain, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 11691) granting an increase of pension to John 
Clark ; 

A bill (H. R. 11690) granting an increase of pension to Lewis 
Lowry ; 

A bill (H. R. 14277) granting an increase of pension to George 
S. Scott; 

A bill (H. R. 14327) granting an increase of pension to Amelia 
Nichols; 

A bill (H. R. 13798) granting an increase of pension to Alida 
King: 

A bill (H. R. 13186) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Gaynor; 


A bill (H. R. 13148) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Davis; 

A bill (H. R. 13587) granting an increase of pension to August 
Frabm; and 

A bill (H. R. 12455) granting an increase of pension to Jobn 
Jacoby. : 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 4972) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah E. Hull, reported it with an amendment, and submitted 
a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally with amendments, 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 98) granting an increase of pension to Doris Flor- 
ence Clegg; and 

A bill (H. R. 18151) granting a pension to Christopher C. 
Harlan. 

Mr. PILES, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 7331) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Porter; 

A bill (H. R. 14258) granting an increase of pension to John 
S. Miles; 

A bill (II. R. 12643) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Franklin ; 

A bill (H. R. 12795) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Stimon ; 

A bill (H. R. 13417) granting an increase of pension to John 
W. Bookman ; 

A bill (H. R. 14653) granting an increase of pension to 
Sophronia Lofton ; 

A bill (H. R. 13826) granting an increase of pension to Frank 
S. Pettingill; and 

A bill (H. R. 14367) granting an increase of pension to 
Lemuel O. Gilman. 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY. 


Mr. KEAN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate, to whom was_referred the reso- 
lution submitted by Mr. Proctor on the 6th instant, reported 
it without amendment; and it was considered by unanimous 
consent, and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry be, and is 
hereby, authorized to employ a stenographer from time to time, as 
may necessary, to report such testimony as may be taken by the 
committee or its subcommitees in connection with matters before them. 
to have the same printed for its use, and such stenographer be paid out 
of the contingent fund of the Senate. à 


BILLS INTRODUCED, 


Mr. PETTUS introduced a bill (S. 5135) for the relief of the 
Mitsui Bussan Kaisha; which was read twice by its title, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Claims. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5136) to amend the act creating 
the Spanish Treaty Claims Commission, approved March 2, 
1901; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5137) granting a pension to Frederick C. R. Reimer; 
and . 

A bill (S. 5138) granting a pension to Jane Metts. 

Mr. LATIMER introduced a bill (S. 5139) granting a pension 
to William D. Willis; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds: 

A bill (S. 5140) providing for the erection of a public building 
at the city of Aiken, S. C.; and 

A bill (S. 5141) to provide for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Sumter, S. C. 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 5142) granting an in- 
crease of pension to William H. Coy; which was read twice by 
its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. McCUMBER introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5143) granting an increase of pension to Eugene V. 
McKnight; and 

A bill (S. 5144) granting an increase of pension to Morgay H. 
Weeks, 
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Mr. RAYNER introduced a bill (S. 5145) for the relief of The 
Hannis Distilling Company; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5146) granting a pension to Mary 
J. McLeod; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

He also (by request) introduced a bill (S. 5147) amending 
section 4886 of the Revised Statutes of the United States of 1901, 
relating to patents; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Patents. 

Mr. FORAKER introduced a bill (S. 5148) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Mildred McCorkle; which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs: 

A bill (S. 5149) to grant an honorable discharge to William 
C. Haskell; and 

A bill (S. 5150) for the relief of Theodore D. McCaddon. 

Mr. KEAN introduced a bill (S. 5151) for the adjudication 
of the claim of Henry A. V. Post by the Court of Claims; 
which was read twice its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Mr. MILLARD introduced a bill (S. 5152) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Holoway W. Kinney; which was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND introduced a bill (S. 5153) granting ad- 
ditional lands adjacent to its site to the University of Utah; 
whieh was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. BURROWS introduced a bill (S. 5154) to refund legacy 
taxes illegally collected; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BURROWS (for Mr. Atcrr) introduced the following 
bills; which were severally read twice by their titles, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5155) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. an Duzen; 

A bill (8. 5156) granting an increase of pension to Granyille 
F. North; 

A bill (8. 5157) granting an increase of pension to Charles F. 
Sanscrainte ; 

A bill (S. 5158) granting an increase of pension to Andrew 
J. Fosdick ; 

A a cs 5159) granting an increase of pension to James W. 
Walsh 

A bill ote 5160) granting an increase of pension to Albert 
Robinson. 

Mr. HEMENWAY introduced a bill (S. 5161) granting an in- 
crease of pension to John Shields; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PERKINS introduced a bill (S. 5162) to provide for the 
purchase of a site for a public building at Honolulu, Hawaii; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. À 

Mr. GAMBLE introduced a bill (S. 5163) granting an increase 
of pension to John Marah; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. FULTON introduced a bill (S. 5164) granting an increase 
of pension to William Favorite; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. CULBERSON introduced a bill (S. 5165) to amend the 
act creating the Spanish Treaty Claims Commission, approved 
March 2, 1901; which was read twice by its title, and, with the 
accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also (by request) introduced a bill (S. 5166) for the relief 
of the heirs of James C. Lipscomb; which was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 5167) granting an hon- 
orable discharge to Jacob W. Demory; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5168) granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
Younger ; 

A bill (S. 5169) granting an increase of pension to James A. 

ice 


A bill (S. 5170) granting an increase of pension to Catherine 


Rice 
A bill’ (S. 5171) granting an increase of pension to Jennie H. 
Marshall; 
A bill (8. 5172) granting an increase of pension to John M. 
Du Puy; 


A bill (S. 5173) granting an increase of pension to William S. 
Garrett; and 

A bill (S. 5174) granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
McCandlass. 

Mr. BURKETT introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5175) granting an increase of pension to J. F 
Kemble; and 
4 A bill (S. 5176) granting an increase of pension to Louis C. 

anes. 

Mr. CULLOM introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by, their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions: 

A bill (S. 5177) granting a pension to Georgia K. Schofield; 

A bill (8. 5178) granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Easton; and 

A bill (S. 5179) granting an increase of pension to Laban S. 
Babbitt (with accompanying papers). 

Mr. SCOTT introduced a bill (S. 5180) for the relief of the 
trustees of Trinity Protestant Episcopal Church, of Martins- 
burg, W. Va.; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. PILES introduced the following bills; which were sev- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Commerce: 

A bill (S. 5181) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Snake River between Whitman and Columbia coun- 
ties, in the State of Washington; 

A bill (S. 5182) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Columbia River between Franklin and Benton coun- 
ties, in the State of Washington; and 

A bill (S. 5183) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Columbia River between Douglas and Kittitas coun- 
ties, in the State of Washington. 

Mr. KITTREDGE introduced a bill (S. 5184) to authorize 
the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River between 
Walworth and Dewey counties, in the State of South Dakota; 
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

Mr. FRYE introduced a bill (S. 5185) granting an increase of 
pension to Blaney C. Allen; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. BRANDEGEDR introduced a bill (S. 5186) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Robert Staplins; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that on 
Thursday next, immediately after the routine morning business, 
with the permission of the Senate, I will speak in regard to the 
amendment which I have offered to House bill 12987. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS, 


Mr. LODGE submitted an amendment providing that the act 
approved April 15, 1904, entitled “An act to regulate shipping in 
trade between ports of the United States and ports or places in 
the Philippine Archipelago, between ports or places in the Philip- 
pine Archipelago, and for other purposes,” shall not take effect 
until July 1, 1909, intended to be proposed by him to the Army 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Military aa and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HEYBURN submitted an amendment proposing t» fix the 
compensation of the clerk to the Committee on Manufactures at 
$2,220 pér annum, intended to be proposed by him to the legis- 
lative, exécutive, and judicial appropriation bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. McCUMBER submitted an amendment proposing to ap- 
propriate $29,200 for the Wahpeton Indian School, North Dakota, 
intended to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

Mr. BURKETT submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $15,000 for the extension of experimental forest planting 
on forest reserves, intended to be proposed by him to the agri- 
cultural appropriation bill; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. KITTREDGE submitted an amendment authorizing the 
issuance of a patent in fee simple to Julia Picotte, Yankton 
Sioux allottee, for land heretofore allotted to her, intended to be 
proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which was re- 


ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 
Mr. FLINT submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
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$10,000 for the relief of the widows and minor children of Capt. 
Charles W. Dakin and Thomas J. Hennessy, members of the 
San Francisco fire department, who lost their lives fighting a 
fire on board the U. S. Army transport Meade, intended to be 
proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$150,000 for completing the equipment of military posts with the 
necessary lighters, launches, and yawls for submarine-mine 
work, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Army appro- 
printion bill; which was referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate 
$100,000 to purchase for the Indians in California now residing 
on reservations which do not contain land suitable for cultiva- 
tion, and for Indians who are not now upon reservations in 
that State, suitable tracts or parcels of land and water rights in 
that State, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Indian 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. LONG submitted an amendment authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue patents in fee, severally, to Massie Chan- 
dler and Nannie Chandler, Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache In- 
dian allottees, for lands heretofore allotted to them in the 
Territory of Oklahoma, etc., intended to be proposed by him to 
the Indian appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue patents in fee, severally, to No-wa-hi, Dar- 
win Hayes, Red Plume and Shoe, Cheyenne and Arapahoe In- 
dians, for not to exceed 40 acres of land heretofore allotted to 
them in the Territory of Oklahoma, etc., intended to be proposed 
by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which was referred to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee simple to Bud Chandler, 
a member of the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache tribes of In- 
dians for lands heretofore allotted to him, etc., intended to be 
proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill; which was 
referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed. 

REVENUE FOR THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS, 

Mr. LODGE. The hearings held before the Committee on the 
Philippines on the bill to amend the act temporarily to provide 
revenue for the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes, haye 
so far been printed only for the use of the committee. I move 
that the hearings be printed as a document. 

The motion was agreed to. 

HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 


Mr. DOLLIVER submitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Education and Labor be, and the 
same is hereby, authorized to employ a stenographer from time to 
time, as may be necessary, to report such hearings as may be had 
on bills or other matters pending before said committee, and to have 
the same printed for the use of the committee. and that such stenogra- 
pher be paid out of the centingent fund of the Senate. 


LIEU FOREST RESERVE LANDS. 


Mr. HANSBROUGH submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
directed to furnish to the Senate, on the first Monday in December, 
1906, the names of the persons, firms, and corporations who con- 
veyed or relinquished to the Government of the United States lands 
within the limits of Government forest reserves, and who duly re- 
corded the same in the proper county, prior to the act of March 3, 1905, 
and who had prior to said act fail to select other public lands in 
lien of the lands so conveyed or relinquished, or who have failed, 
through no fault of their own, to obtain patents to lands selected by 
them in lieu of lands so conveyed or relinquished, as provided by the 
act of June 4, 1897, and who can not on account of said act of March 
3, 1905, make such selection; and also report the number of acres so 
conveyed or relinquished. 

That in order to procure such information, the Secretary of the In- 
terior is hereby authorized and directed to require all such persons, 
firms, and corporations to file in the Land Department, within a time 
to be by him designated, such proofs of their conveyance or relinquish- 
ment as he may prescribe; and he is further authorized and directed 
to make such further orders, rules, and regulations as may be nec- 
essary to procure the information hereby required. 


THE FIVE CIVILIZED TRIBES. 

Mr. CLAPP. I present the conference report on the bill 
(H.. R. 5976) to provide for the final disposition of the affairs 
of the Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territory, and for 
other purposes. I understand that the Senator from Texas [Mr. 


BatLey] desires to address the Senate this morning on the rate 
bill, and if the report will not lose its place I ask that it may 
He on the table and be printed. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The report is a privileged one. It 
will be printed and lie on the table, 
The report is as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5976) to provide for the final disposition of the affairs of the 
Five Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territory, and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free conference have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 3, 8, 
14, 15, 16, 28, 29, 34, 44, and 59. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 17, 22, 23, 
25, 30, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 42, 47, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and 57; 
and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its disa- 
greement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out the 
word “ninety,” in the first line on page 2, and insert in lieu 
thereof the word “ sixty;” strike out the word “ ninety,” in the 
fourth line of page 2, and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“sixty; ” and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 5, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
the words “or freedmen,” on line 16 of page 2; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out all 
after the word “date,” in line 14, on page 3, down to and in- 
cluding the words “ United States,” on line 21, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: “ Provided, however, That the de- 
cision of the Commissioner to the Five Civilized Tribes on a 
question of fact shall be final;” and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Insert after 
the word “ heirs,” in line 24 on page 5, the following: “and in 
case any allottee shall die after restrictions have been removed, 
his property shall descend to his heirs;“ and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 19, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Insert after 
the word “ contests,” in line 10 of the sixth page, the following: 
“pending before the Commissioner to the Five Civilized Tribes 
or the Department of the Interior;” and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 20: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 20, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
all of section 6, commencing with line 11 on page 6, down to 
Her upon fae line 2 on page 8, and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“ Sec. 6. That if the principal chief of the Choctaw, Cherokee, 
Creek, or Seminole tribe, or the governor of the Chickasaw 
tribe, shall refuse or neglect to perform the duties devolving 
upon him, he may be removed from office by the President of 
the United States, or if any such executive become permanently 
disabled, the office may be declared vacant by the President of 
the United States, who may fill any vacancy arising from re- 
moval, disability, or death of the incumbent, by appointment of 
a citizen by blood of the tribe. 

“Tf any such executive shall fail, refuse, or neglect, for thirty 
days after notice that any instrument is ready for his signa- 
ture, to appear at a place to be designated by the Secretary of 
the Interior and execute the same, such instrument may be 
approved by the Secretary of the Interior without such execu- 
tion, and when so approved and recorded, shall convey legal 
title, and such approval shall be conclusive evidence that such 
executive or chief refused or neglected after notice to execute 
such instrument. 

“Provided, That the principal chief of the Seminole Nation 
is hereby authorized to execute the deeds to allottees in the 
Seminole Nation prior to the time when the Seminole govern- 
ment shall cease to exist.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 21, and 
ngree to the same with an amendment as follows: Insert after 
the word “ auction,” in line 11, on page 9, the following: “or by 
sealed bids; ” and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 24: That the Senate recede from the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: Strike out the words “ dissolu- 
tion of the several tribal governments of the Choctaw, Chicka- 
saw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes, all records and files 
of said tribes” and insert in lieu thereof the following: “the 
first day of June, nineteen hundred and six, all records and 
files of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole 
tribes.” And the House agree to the retention of the new mat- 
ter added by the Senate, from line 4 to line 13, inclusive, on 
page 11; and as agreed to the amendment reads as follows: 

“Sec. 9. That upon June 1, 1906, all records and files of the 
Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes 
shall, under direction of the Secretary of the Interior, be re- 
moved and deposited with such Government officer or officers 
as he may designate, and the Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to make such rules and regulations as he may deem 
necessary respecting the removal, deposit, preservation, and 
inspection of such records. If any officer or member of any of 
said tribes, or other person having any of such records or files 
in his possession, fail or refuse to deliver in the manner di- 
rected by the Secretary of the Interior, or shall willfully muti- 
late or destroy any part thereof, such person shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor. 

“Upon dissolution of said tribal governments all causes then 
pending in any tribal court shall be transferred to the United 
States courts in Indian Territory by filing the papers therein 
with the clerk of the proper district, after which such causes 
shall proceed to final determination as if originally instituted 
in said United States court. The disbursements, in the sum 
of one hundred and eighty-six thousand dollars, to and on 
account of the loyal Seminole Indians, by James E. Jenkins, 
special agent appointed by the Secretary of the Interior, and 
by A. J. Brown as administrator de bonis non, under an act 
of Congress approved May thirty-first, nineteen hundred, ap- 
propriating said sum, be, and the same are hereby, ratified and 
confirmed: Provided, That this shall not prevent any individual 
from bringing suit in his own behalf to recover any sum really 
due him.” 

Amendment numbered 26: That the Senate recede from 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: Insert after the word 
“retaining,” in line 9, on page 12, the following: tribal edu- 
cational officers, subject to dismissal by the Secretary of the 
Interior, and;” insert after the word “funds,” in line 15, on 
page 13, the following: “Provided, That hereafter clerks and 
deputy clerks of United States couris in the Indian Territory 
who are ex oflicio recorders of recording districts in said Terri- 
tory shall be allowed, out of the fees received for the recording 
and filing of instruments, twenty-five per cent in addition to the 
sum for compensation and actual expenses for clerk hire now 
provided by law ;” and the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27, incorrectly printed “21:” That 
the Senate recede from the amendment of the Senate numbered 
27, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: 
Insert after the word “ five,” in line 14, on page 14, the follow- 
ing: “and all such taxes levied and collected after the thirty- 
first day of December, nineteen hundred and five, shall be re- 
funded; “ insert after the word “shall,” in line 22, on page 14, 
the words: “willfully and fraudulently;” insert after the 
word “punish,” in the second line, on page 15, the following: 
“by a fine of not exceeding five thousand dollars or by impris- 
onment not exceeding five years, or by both such fine and im- 
prisonment;” and the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, and 

agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Insert after 
the word “law,” in line 12, on page 16, the following: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to ascertain and report by the opening of the next 
session of Congress_if he can secure an agreement with the 
Choctaw and Chickasaw Indian tribes to have said coal lands 
set aside for school purposes, or report a plan for the sale and 
disposition of said lands;” and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 38: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 38, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
the words “ Secretary of the Interior is,” in line 21 on page 17, 
ard insert in lieu thereof the following: “ Principal chief of the 
Choctaw Nation and the governor of the Chickasaw Nation are, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior;” strike out 
the words his direction,” in line 24 on page 17, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: The direction of the Secretary of 
the Interior; “ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 41; That the Senate recede from the 


amendment of the Senate numbered 41, and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: Strike out from lines 19, 20, 
and 21 on page 19 the words “ upon the dissolution of the tribal 
governments of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and 
Seminole tribes;” and the House agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 43, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
the words “one hundred and sixty,” in line 3 on page 21, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: Forty;” and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 45: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 45, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
the words “ and the same may be pleaded by such party defend- 
ants as a counterclaim or set-off,” in lines 6 and 7 on page 23; 
strike out the word “ amount,” in line 7 on said page and insert 
in lieu thereof the word “balance;” insert after the word 
“such,” in line 9 on page 23, the words “tribe or;” and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 46: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 46, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
all of section 19, commencing with line 11 on page 23, down to 
and including line 12 on page 25, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“Sec. 9. That all restrictions upon alienations and leasing of 
lands of Indian allottees of the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Chero- 
kee, Creek, and Seminole tribes of less than full blood are, 
except as to homesteads, hereby removed on and after the first 
day of July, nineteen hundred and six: Provided, That nothing 
in this act contained shall be construed or held to authorize 
the leasing of such lands for oil, gas, or other mineral without 
the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, and no such lease 
shall have any validity until so approved; that no full-blood 
Indian of any of said tribes shall have power to alienate, sell, 
dispose of, or encumber in any manner any of the lands allotted 
to him for a period of twenty-five years from and after the 
passage and approval of this act, unless such restriction shall, 
prior to the expiration of said period, be removed by act of Con- 
gress; and for all purposes the quantum of Indian blood pos- 
sessed by any member of said tribes shall be determined by 
the rolls of citizens of said tribes approved by the Secretary of 
the Interior: Provided, however, That such full-blood Indians 
of any of said tribes may lease any lands other than homesteads 
for more than one year under such rules and regulations as may 
be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior; and in case of 
the inability of any full-blood owner of a homestead, on ac- 
count of infirmity or age, to work or farm his homestead, the 
Secretary of the Interior, upon proof of such inability, may au- 
thorize the leasing of such homestead under such rules and 
regulations: Provided further, That conveyances heretofore 
made by members of any of the Five Civilized Tribes subsequent 
to the selection of allotment and subsequent to removal of re- 
striction, where patents thereafter issue, shall not be deemed 
or held invalid solely because said conveyances were made 
prior to issuance and recording or delivery of patent or deed; 
but this shall not be held or construed as affecting the validity 
or invalidity of any such conveyance, except as hereinabove 
provided; and every deed executed before, or for the making of 
which a contract or agreement was entered into before the 
remoyal of restrictions, be, and the same is hereby, declared 
void: Provided further, That all lands upon which restrictions 
are removed shall be subject to taxation, and the other lands 
shall be exempt from taxation as long as the title remains in 
the original allottee.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 48, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Insert after 
the words “ period of” in line 23 of page 25 the words “more 
than,” and strike out the words “ or more” where they occur in 
said line; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 54: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the.amendment of the Senate numbered 54, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
the word “shall” in line 23 on page 27, and insert in lieu 
thereof the word“ may: and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 55, and 
agree to the same with amendments as follows: 

Strike out the words “electric railway,” in line 4, on page 


+ Insert the word “ purchase” after the word “ condemnation,” 
in line 24, on page 29. 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3949 


Insert, after the word “ act,” in line 11, on page 30, the follow- 
ing: “ Provided, That the purchase from and agreements with 
individual Indians, where the right of alienation has not there- 
tofore been granted by law, shall be subject to approval by the 
Secretary of the Interior.” 

Strike out the words “ electric railway,” in line 12, page 80. 

Insert after the word “ Tribes,” in line 9, on page 31, the fol- 
lowing: “ Whenever any such dam or dams, canals, reservoirs, 
and auxiliary steam works, pole lines and conduits are to be 
constructeed within the limits of any incorporated city or town 
in the Indian Territory, the municipal authorities of such city 
or town shall haye the power to regulate the manner of con- 
struction therein, and nothing herein contained shall be so con- 
strued as to deny the right of municipal taxation in such cities 
and towns.“ 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 56: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 56, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
lines 13 to 25, inclusive, on page 31, all of page 32, and lines 1 
to 5, inclusive, on page 33, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: 

“Sec, 26. That in addition to the powers now conferred by 
Jaw, all municipalities in the Indian Territory having a popula- 
tion of over two thousand, to be determined by the last census 
taken under any provision of law or ordinance of the council of 
such municipality, are hereby authorized and empowered to 
order improvements of the streets or alleys, or such parts thereof 
as may be included in an ordinance or order of the common 
council, with the consent of a majority of the property owners 
whose property, as herein provided, is liable to assessment there- 
for for the proposed improyement; and said council is empow- 
ered and authorized to make assessments and levy taxes, with 
the consent of a majority of the property owners whose property 
is assessed, for the purpose of grading, paving, macadamizing, 
curbing, or guttering streets and alleys, or building sidewalks 
upon and along any street, roadway, or alley, within the limits 
of such municipality, and the cost of such grading, paving, 
macadamizing, curbing, guttering, or sidewalk constructed, or 
other improvements under authority of this section, shall be so 
assessed against the abutting property as to require each parcel 
of land to bear the cost of such grading, paving, macadamizing, 
curbing, guttering, or sidewalk as far as it abuts thereon, and 
in the case of streets or alleys to the center thereof; and the 
cost of street intersections or crossings may be borne by the city 
or apportioned to the quarter blocks abutting thereon upon the 
same basis. The special assessments provided for by this sec- 
tion and the amount to be charged against each lot or parcel of 
land shall be fixed by the city council or under its authority, 
and shall become a lien on such abutting property, which may 
be enforced as other taxes are enforced under the laws in force 


ment or expenditure of any money or affecting any property 
belonging to any of said tribes or nations made by them or any 
of them or by any officer thereof, shall be of any validity until 
approved by the President of the United States;“ and the 
Senate agree to the same. 
8 ane the numbering of the last section of the bill to read 
“Src. 29.“ 

Moses E. CLAPP, 

P. J. MCOUMBER, 

Fnro T. Donols, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 


J. S. SHERMAN, 

CHARLES CURTIS, 

Jno. H. STEPHENS,. 
Managers on the part of the House. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES, 


i To VICE-PRESIDENT. The Calendar under Rule VIII is 
n order. 

Mr. PERKINS. If neither the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
McCreary] nor the Senator from Texas [Mr. Baner] wishes to 
speak at this time, I will ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of House bill 14171, being the bill 
making appropriations for fortifications. 

Mr. McCRHARY rose. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the unfinished business. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will withdraw my request. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from California with- 
draws his request. The question is on the motion of the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Whole, resuñed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 12987) 
to amend an act entitled “An act to regulate commerce,” ap- 
proved February 4, 1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, and 
to enlarge the powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. McCRBARY. Mr. President, the bill under consideration 
demands and should receive calm and serious consideration, It 
presents problems that are difficult to solve, and I shall try in 
a plain and practical way to discuss the merits and the issues 
involved. 

We are living in the greatest age of the world’s history, and 
our Republic ranks among the first, and is recognized as a world 
power. Progress, improvement, and advancement are seen every- 
where throughout our country. 

New conditions and general improyement require new laws. 
The pending bill is to meet the demands of the times. It is 
comprehensive in its bearing on industrial and commercial af- 
fairs and far-reaching in its effect on the interests of the people. 
It proposes legislation to regulate railroad rates for interstate 


in the Indian Territory. The total amount charged against | transportation, and confers upon the Interstate Commerce Com- 


any tract or parcel of land shall not exceed twenty per centum 
of its assessed value, and there shall not be required to be paid 
thereon exceeding one per centum per annum on the assessed 
value and interest at six per centum on the deferred payments. 

“For the purpose of paying for such improvements the city 
council of such municipality is hereby authorizéd to issue im- 
provement scrip or certificates for the amount due for such 
improvements, said scrip or certificates to be payable in annual 
installments and to bear interest from date at the rate of six per 
centum per annum, but no improvement scrip shall be issued or 
sold for less than its par value. All of said municipalities are 
hereby authorized to pass all ordinances necessary to carry into 
effect the above provisions, and for the purpose of doing so may 
divide such municipality into improvement districts.” 

Insert after the word “taken,” in line 18, on page 33, the 
words “ within sixty days.” 

Strike out all of page 34 and lines 1 and 2 of page 35. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 58: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 58, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
lines 14 to 20 inclusive, on page 35, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: That the tribal existence and governments of 
the Choctaw, Chickasaw, Cherokee, Creek, and Seminole tribes 
or nations are hereby eontinued in full force and effect for all 
purposes authorized by law, until otherwise provided by law; 
but the tribal council or legislature in any of said tribes or 
nations shall not be in session for a longer period than th’rty 
days in any one year: Provided, That no act, ordinance, or 
resolution (except resolutions of adjournment) of the tribal 
council or legislature of any of said tribes or nations shall be of 
any validity until approved by the President of the United 
States: Provided further, That no contract involving the pay- 


mission the power to investigate upon complaint a given rate, 
and if the rate is found to be unjust and unreasonable to estab- 
lish a just, reasonable, and fairly remunerative maximum rate 
in its stead, and enforce it. 

Three national Democratic platforms have demanded legisla- 
tion in principle similar to that contained in the bill under 
consideration. The President of the United States, in his last 
annual message, recommended railroad rate legislation on simi- 
lar lines. The United States Houte of Representatives, com- 
posed of 386 Members, almost unanimously passed the bill under 
consideration, there being but seven negative votes, and the 
people, with a unanimity and enthusiasm unprecedented, are 
demanding legislation on the lines indicated. 

The demand for railroad rate legislation on the lines set forth 
in the bill under consideration has been increasing. For years 
the people of the United States have been patient. They know 
that railroads have been and are of immense benefit, and that 
they are indispensable, and that their usefulness can scarcely be 
estimated, and that they have done more than any other indus- 
trial force for the enlightenment of our people and the develop- 
ment of our country. The people also know that they have 
rights, and that they have generously aided the railroads and 
made them profitable; that without their patronage and their 
products and their aid the owners of the railroads would be 
without profit or encouragement; therefore there should be 
justice and fairness to the people and justice and fairness to 
the railroads. Every producer and every shipper should be 
treated alike, and there should be “equal and exact justice to 
all, and special privileges to none.” 

IMMENSITY AND IMPORTANCE OF RAILROADS IN THE UNITED STATES. 


If we deal with the railroad rate question fairly and justly, 
we will promote the happiness and prosperity of millions of 
people, and if we deal with it harshly and unfairly we may 
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cause commercial and financial disaster almost beyond compu- 
tation. There is no other business in our country which ap- 
proximates the magnitude and importance of our railroad trans- 
portation system, and there is no country in the world in which 
railroads have so much power, employ so many men, require so 
much capital, haye such earnings, expenses, and mileage as in 
our country. 

There are more miles of railroads in the United States than 
there are in Europe, Asia, and Africa combined, and nearly one- 
half of the railroad mileage of the world is in our great country. 

In fifty-five years the growth of the present railway system of 
the United States has been marvelous. It reached in 1850 only 
9,021 miles. According to the report of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission of 1905 the total operated railroad mileage 
in the United States on June 30, 1904, was 212,243 miles. The 
gross earnings and income of the railroads in the United States 
for that year were $2,188,108,081, or about $6,000,000 per day; 
locomotives in the service of the railways, 46,743; total number 
of cars of all classes, 1,798,561; the number of persons on the 
pay rolls of the railways of the United States for that year was 
1,396,121, and the wages and salaries paid to railroad officers 
and employees for the year 1904 was $817,598,810, and the par 
value of the amount of railway capital outstanding on June 30, 
1904, was $13,213,124,679, representing the capitalization of 
$64,265 per mile for the railways in the United States, and pay- 
ing an annual taxation of over $60,000,000. 

When it is remembered that the total railway mileage in 
European Russia is 32,967; in Germany, 28,102 miles; France, 
26,950 miles; Austria-Hungary, 22,634 miles; United Kingdom, 
22,634 miles; Japan, 4,495 miles; China, 1,176 miles, and Africa, 
15,560 miles, we see how far the United States leads the great 
nations of the world in railroad mileage and in immense power 
and infiuence of railroads. 

RAILROADS IN AMERICA HAVE HAD FOUR AGES. 


Mr. President, it has been well said that railways in America 
have had four ages, first, the age of construction, next the age 
of competition, then the age of combination, which is to be fol- 
lowed by the age, which the pending bill illustrates, of Govern- 
ment regulation, and we are also confronted by the fifth age 
known as Government ownership of railroads. I predict that if 
we do not meet this question at this time in a broad and just 
manner, the people will find some way to put upon the statute 
books more stringent and more radical laws, not only for Goy- 
ernment rate making and Government regulation, but they may 
seek Government ownership of the great railroad lines conduct- 
ing an interstate commerce business, so that while we are now 
confronted with Government regulation we may be confronted 
soon with Government ownership. 

During the ages of construction of railroads and competition 
the people were much pleased with the improved conditions 
and with the great facilities furnished for travel and trade and 
commerce. They vied with each other in their aid to railroad 
building; cities and counties bonded themselves to raise money 
to build railroads; States gave liberal encouragement; the 
National Government appropriated 190,000,000 of acres of the 
public lands for the benefit of railroads, that they might extend 
their lines across our country from the Atlantic to the Pacific 
Ocean. 

The ages of construction and competition were succeeded by 
combination, and the people became justly alarmed, for the age 
of combination culminated, according to the statement of Hon. 
Martin A. Knapp, chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in seven large systems, known as the Vanderbilt, Hill, 
Harriman, Pennsylvania, Atlantic Coast, Southern, and Rock 
Island system, controlling 70 per cent of the entire mileage, 
and three-fourths of the traffic and of the earnings and of the 
yaluations of our country’s railroads, and the remaining 30 per 
cent, or about one-third of the mileage is made up of short sys- 
tems absolutely dependent upon the main systems for existence 
and practically under their control. 

Mr. President, in order to show how combination has super- 
seded competition in the management of railways in the United 
States, I present the following analysis of railroad systems, 
which has been furnished me: 

1. The Vanderbilt system, comprising the New York Central, 
the Lake Shore and Michigan Southern, the Michigan Central, 
the Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. Louis, the Pittsburg 
and Lake Erie, and the Lake Erie and Western. 

2. The Pennsylvania system, practically controlling the Balti- 
more and Ohio Railroad, the Chesapeake and Ohio Railway, 
and the Norfolk and Western Railway, and holding jointly with 
the New York Central a controlling interest in the Philadelphia 
and Reading, which in turn controls the Central Railroad of 
New Jersey. 

8. The Gould system, comprising the Wabash Railroad; the 


Missouri Pacific Railway; the St. Louis, Iron Mountain and 
Southern; the Texas and Pacific; the St. Louis Southwestern; 
the International Great Northern; the Wheeling and Lake 
Erie; the West Virginia Central; the Denver and Rio Grande, 
and the Western Maryland. 

4. The Harriman lines, including the Southern Pacific, Cen- 
tral Pacific, Union Pacific, Oregon Short Line, Oregon Railway 
and Navigation Company, with large interests in the Illinois 
Central, the Chicago and Alton, and Kansas City Southern. 

5. The Hill system, embracing the Great Northern Railway, 
the Northern Pacific Railroad, and the Chicago, Burlington and 
Quincy Railway. 

6. The Rock Island system, including the Chicago, Rock Island 
and Pacific; the St. Louis and San Francisco; the Chicago and 
Eastern Illinois, and the Choctaw, Oklahoma and Gulf. 

7. The Southern Railway system, the same interests control- 
ling nearly all the important railways of the South. 

Mr. President, it is clear to every thinking man that the time 
has come for more effective and broader supervision of com- 
mon carriers. The great power of railroad corporations, the 
immensity of their business in every department, the fact that 
competition which prevailed in 1887 and which acted as a 
check and a restraint against unreasonable rates, has been to 
a great extent suppressed or destroyed, and that the tendency 
of railroads is toward consolidation into giganti¢ systems, and 
that the result of such consolidation will be the elimination of 
competition, which has done so much for the benefit of the 
people, makes it absolutely necessary for the Federal Govern- 
ment to assert its power and have government regulation as 
provided in the pending bill. 


GOVERNMENT REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 

The movement in regard to Government regulation of railway 
rates is nota new movement. As far back as 1886 the Cullom Com- 
mission was appointed, and that Commission developed some re- 
markable and interesting conditions. The “ act to regulate com- 
merce” was enacted in 1887, and under that law the Interstate 
Commerce Commission proved very beneficial, and many of the 
evils which had existed before were abated or eradicated. For 
ten years the authority of the Commission to modify and reduce 
an established rate and to enforce a reasonable rate for the 
future was not questioned, but in 1897 the Supreme Court of the 
United States decided in the case of Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission against Texas and Pacific Railroad Company (167 U. S., 
479) that no such authority had been granted the Commission 
by the act creating it. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission, however, still had the 
power of investigation, and could hear complaints as to rates 
and declare whether the rate was unreasonable, but had no 
power to make its findings effective. Then came the passage of 
the Elkins Act in 1803, which aimed mainly at rebates and dis- 
criminations, but its enactment did not destroy rebates or give 
the full relief desired. In this connection I may say that the 
marvelous wisdom and foresight of the framers of the Federal 
Constitution again becomes conspicuous. Although at that time 
the steam engine had not been invented, and no one had ever 
dreamed of interstate commerce, by means of the greatest rail- 
road system in the world, the framers of the Constitution fur- 
nished the basis for the legislation we are now seeking to enact 
by declaring, “ Congress shall have power to regulate commerce 
with foreign nations and among the several States.” Under 
this section of the Constitution it is clear that the founders of 
our Government placed the management of interstate commerce 
in all is branches under national control, and all that is required 
now is a proper law to enforce the declarations of the founders 
of our Government. 

The bill under consideration provides— 

First. That every common carrier subject to the provisions 
of this act shall print and keep open to public inspection sched- 
ules showing the rates, fares, and charges for the transporta- 
tion of passengers and property, which any such common carrier 
has established, and which are enforced at the time upon its 
route. 

Second. That the Commission is hereby authorized to require 
annual reports from all common carriers subject to the provi- 
sions of this act and from the owners of all railroads engaged 
in interstate commerce as defined in this act, to prescribe the 
manner in which such reports shall be made, and to require 
from such carriers specific answers to all questions upon which 
the Commissioners may need information. 

Third. All charges made for any service rendered or to be 
rendered in the transportation of passengers or property as 
aforesaid, or in connection therewith, shall be just and rea- 
sonable; and every unjust and unreasonable charge for such 
service or any part thereof is prohibited and declared to be 
unlawful. 
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Fourth. That the power and scope of the Commission is ex- 
tended over such subjects as private cars and refrigerators, 
terminals, private switches, elevator charges, and over the va- 
rious devices now used to grant or secure rebates, drawbacks, or 
discriminations. 

These provisions are important, but need no discussion; and 
they are subordinate to the great pivotal provision, which is the 
power given the Interstate Commerce Commission to fix a just 
and reasonable and fairly remunerative maximum rate and 
make it effective. 

I will read the section of the bill in full, which has been dis- 
cussed so much and around which the contention with refer- 
ence to rate regulation has been so strenuously raging: 

That the Commission is authorized and empowered, and it shall be 
its duty, whenever, after full hearing upon a complaint made as pro- 
vided in section 13 of this act, or upon complaint of any common car- 
rier, it shall be of the opinion that any of the rates, or charges what- 
soever, demanded, charged, or collected by any common carrier or car- 
riers, subject to the provisions of this act, for the transportation of per- 
sons or property as defined in the first section of this act, or that any 
regulations or practices whatsoever of such carrier or carriers affecting 
such rates, are unjust or unreasonable, or unjustly discriminatory, or 
unduly preferential or prejudicial, or otherwise in violation of any of 
the provisions of this act, to determine and prescribe what will, in its 
judgment, be the just and reasonable and fairly remunerative rate or 
rates, charge or charges, to be thereafter observed in such case as the 
maximum to be charged; and what regulation or practice in respect 
to such transportation is just, fair, and reasonable to be thereafter 
followed; and to make an order that the carrier shall cease and desist 
from such violation, to the extent to which the Commission find the 
same to exist, and shall not thereafter publish, demand, or collect any 
rate or charge for such tr: rtation in excess of the maximum rate 
or charge so prescribed, and shall conform to the regulation or practice 
so 8 Such order shall go into effect thirty days after notice 
to the carrier and shall remain in force and be observed by the carrier, 
unless the same shall be suspended or modified or set aside by the Com- 
mission or be suspended or set aside by a court of competent juris- 
diction. 

Mr. President, in support of the power granted to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission in the section just read, I call 
attention to the fact that all the great nations of the earth, ex- 
cept France and the United States, have adopted some Govern- 
ment system for the control of railroad rates. 

In Great Britain the board of trade has control or regulates 
within certain limits the railroads. 

Section 31 of the railway and canal traffle act (1888) provides 
that if a man thinks a railway is charging him an unfair or 
unreasonable rate for the goods he sends by it, or is in any way 
treating him in an unfair or unreasonable manner, he may com- 
plain to the board of trade, and that department, if the com- 
plaint seems reasonable, will call upon the railway for an ex- 
planation of its action. Further, the railway and canal commis- 
sioners, by section 10 of the same act, are empowered to hear 
and determine any dispute as to the legality of any toll, rate, or 
charge for merchandise traffic, and to enforce payment of so 
much as they decide to be legal. 

In France the railroads are operated by private companies, 
which generally have concessions from the state or province. 

In Germany, Russia, Italy, Switzerland, Austria-Hungary, and 
Belgium the railroads are mostly owned and operated by the 
government. There are some private lines, but they are under 
government control. 

SUPREME COURT ON THE POWER OF CONGRESS TO DELEGATE RAILROAD 
RATE MAKING POWER TO A COMMISSION. 

I shall not consume much time in demonstrating the right of 
the Government to regulate railroad rates, The railroads, which 
have so largely taken the place of the highways of ancient times 
and the public roads of modern times, although not built by the 
community, nevertheless perform the functions of the public 
highways, and those who operate tLem are common carriers. 

The Supreme Court of the United States has decided, in the 
case of Smyth against Ames 169 U. S. Reports, p. 467)— 

A railroad is a public highway, and none the less so because con- 


. structed and maintained through the agency of a corporation deriy- 


ing its existence and powers from the State. 
created for public purposes. It performs a function of the State. Its 
authority to exercise the right of eminent domain, and to charge tolls 
was given primarily for the benefit of the public. It is, therefore, 
under governmental control, subject, of course, to the constitutional 
guaranties for the protection of its property. It may not fix its rates 
with a view solely to its own interests and ignore the rights of the 
public; but the rights of the public would be ignored if rates for the 
transportation of persons or property on a railroad were exacted with- 
out reference to the fair value of the property used for the public or 
of the services rendered, and in order simply that the corporation may 
meet operating expenses, pay the interest on its obligations, and de- 
clare a dividend to stockholders. 


In the case of Interstate Commerce Commission v. Rail- 
way Company (167 U. S., 479) the Supreme Court of the United 
States, discussing the right of Congress to appoint a Commission 
to make railroad rates, said there were three obvious and dis- 
similar courses open for consideration. Congress might itself 
prescribe the rate, or it might commit to some subordinate tri- 


Such a corporation was 


bunal this duty, or it might leave with the companies the right 
to fix rates subject to regulations, restrictions, and the rule of 
common law that rates must be reasonable. 

In the Interstate Commerce case just cited the question of the 
constitutional right of Congress to delegate to a commission a 
rate-making power is not directly involved, yet the court holds 
in the words of the opinion that “Congress may commit to 
some subordinate tribunal this power.” 

More than half the States of the United States have statutes 
delegating to commissions rate-making power. Cases arising 
under these statutes haye repeatedly been in the district courts 
and circuit courts and the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and the courts have always held these statutes valid and con- 
stitutional. There are thirty-two State railroad commissions, 
twenty-four of which have power to make rates, as follows: 

Alabama-Arkansas, after giving railroads ten days’ notice. 

California, are effective after twentieth day of service on 
railroads, 

Florida, after giving notice and hearing all parties interested. 

Georgia, joint rates can be made only after hearing, with 
thirty days’ notice. 

Illinois, after furnishing railroads with printed copies of 
schedule. 

Indiana-Iowa, must give two weeks’ notice after revising 
maximum rate. 

Kansas, can raise rates only after six days’ public notice. 

Kentucky, after ten days’ notice and hearings of railroads. 

Louisiana-Maine, after due notice and hearing of railroads. 

Minnesota-Mississippi, after ten days’ notice to railroads. 

Missouri, New Hampshire, and North Carolina, corporation 
commission, with powers to fix rates subject to right of railroads 
to file exceptions within ten days and be heard. 

North Dakota, after notice to all parties and hearing. 

South Carolina, thirty days’ notice before rates become effect- 
ive. 

South Dakota, after ten days’ public notice and hearing. 

Tennessee, after ten days’ notice to railroads. 

Texas, after ten days’ notice to all interested parties, with 
hearing. Emergency freight rates after three days’ notice to 
railroads. 

Mr. President, it has been asserted that if Congress is au- 
thorized to prescribe rates of international transportation it 
must be so by explicit enactment and can not delegate that 
power to a commission. There are many cases in which it has 
been held that a State statute regulating railroad rates and 
charges is constitutional. In the case of Stone v. F., L. & 
T. Co. (116 U. S., 307, 324, and 336) rates were fixed by a com- 
mission. This case was affirmed by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. In this case not only the constitutionality of the 
statute, but the right to delegate the rate-making authority 
was presented. 

In the case of New York and New England Railroad Com- 
pany v. Bristol (161 U. S., 556-571) the court said: 

Railroads are subject to such legislative control as may be necessary 
to protect the public against danger, injustice, and oppression, and this 
control may be exercised through a board of commissioners. 

In the case of Georgia Banking Company v. Smith (138 U. S., 
174) the State railroad commission law was attacked, and the 
Supreme Court of the United States said: 

The supreme court of the State held, on application for an unjunc- 
tion, that this delegation of authority by the legislature to the commis- 
sion to prescribe what shall be reasonable and 75 rates for transpor- 
tation within its limits was a proper exercise of its own power to pro- 
vide protection to its citizens against unjust rates and to prevent un- 
pris iscrimination ; and it was expected, not that the legislature would 
oper charge! ‘bat that it would simply provide ‘the meats 1 which 
ich rate should be ascertained and caterer: pra tld 

The statute of the State of Texas, which gave to the commis- 
sion the right to fix and regulate railroad rates, was vigorously. 
attacked, but the Supreme Court of the United States held, in 
the case of Reagan v. Farmers’ Loan and Trust Company (154 
U. S., 862), that the act was valid and constitutional, and that 
the commission created thereby was an administrative board 
exercising functions properly delegated. 

In the same case the Supreme Court of the United States also 
said: 

There can be no doubt of the general power of a State to regulate 
fares and freights which may be charged and received by railroads or 
other carriers and that this regulation can be carried on by a com- 
mission; such a commission is merely an administrative board created 


by the State for carrying into effect the will of the State as expressed 
by its legislature. 


There are many other cases, but to enumerate them would be 
tedious and unnecessary. 

I think it is clear that if a State legislature can delegate 
railroad rate-making power to a commission and authorize the 
commission to determine and prescribe rates and regulations 
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for railroads in the State, then the delegation by Congress of 
such authority to the Interstate Commerce Commission is lawful. 

It has been well said that“ the Supreme Court of the United 
States has settled as fully as anything can be settled by judicial 
decisions two propositions. First, that as to local commerce a 
State legislature directly or through the intervention of a com- 
mission has, subject to the limitation of the fourteenth amend- 
ment, the full rate-making power; second, that Congress has as 
full and complete power and control over interstate commerce 
as a State legislature has over local commerce, subject to the 
limitations of the fifth amendment, and that this includes the 
rate-naking power as much in the one case as in the other.” 

Mr. President, the only limitation and check on the power of 
Congress is that contained in the fifth amendment to the Con- 
stitution, as follows: 

Nor shall any person be deprived of property without due process 


of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use without just 
compensation. 


But this does not deprive Congress of the power to regulate. 
If Congress can not act through a commission, the power to 
fix rates is for all practical purposes of no avail. Congress as 
constituted, and as the business is conducted, can not manage 
the investigation and look after the numerous details involved 
in rate complaints. 


THE MANNER AND CONDITION OF REGULATING RAILROAD RATES. 


Assuming, therefore, that Congress has the right to prescribe 
rates or to delegate that power to a commission there only re- 
mains for consideration the manner and condition of that regu- 
lation. The bill under consideration prescribes the manner and 
condition by giving to the Commission the right, upon com- 
plaint against any rate, to determine if that rate is just and 
reasonable, and if not, to fix a just and reasonable and fairly 
remunerative maximum rate and to make the same effective. 

There should also be strong and ample power for the enforce- 
ment of the law for the regulation of commerce, and the Presi- 
dent in his last annual message represented public sentiment 
when he declared: 

The Government must, in ah eons 3 degree, supervise and regulate 
the yorkings of the supervision of railw engaged in interstate com- 
merce; and such increasing is the only alternative to an increasing of 
the present evils on the one hand or a still more radical policy on the 
other. The most important legislative act now needed, as regards the 
regulation of corporations, is this act to confer on the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission the power to revise rates and regulations, the revised 
rate to go at once into effect and stay in effect unless and until the 
court of review reverses it. 

In our country at the present time we are confronted by, three 
prepositions : 

Government regulation of railroad rates. 

Government ownership of railroads. 

Indorsement of existing railroad laws as being sufficient for 
the demands of the times. 

I support the first proposition. In my opinion, the just and 
equitable way is for railroad companies to fix their own rates 
and charges and then, by proper legislation, the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission be authorized and empowered to hear all 
complaints and determine what is a just and reasonable and 
fairly remunerative rate, and enforce it according to the provi- 
sions of the pending bill. 

I believe that Congress has the power under the Federal 
Constitution to regulate commerce with foreign nations and 
among the several States, and that Congress possesses under the 
power to regulate commerce the power to fix the rate of trans- 
portation, because transportation is commerce, and that Con- 
gress can delegate this power to fix rates to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission under a statute requiring the Commis- 
sion to fix just and reasonable and fairly remunerative rates, 
The transportation of goods and passengers is, according to 
Justice Miller, commerce; and Chief Justice Marshall says: 

To regulate commerce is to prescribe the rules by which commerce is 
to be governed. 

There are some who say the bill is unconstitutional. I do 
not agree with them. ‘The bill has been carefully considered by 
the Interstate Commerce Commissioners, all of whom are lawyers 
of ability and experience, and most of whom have had much 
experience in considering the questions presented in the bill. 
The bill has also been discussed and considered at length in the 
House of Representatives, and there are many able lawyers in 
that body, and I have confidence in the opinions of the Members 
of the House of Representatives and the members of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, who, with great unanimity, indorse 
the bill now under consideration. 

— NEITHER UNCONSTITUTIONAL NOR DISASTROUS. 

Tbe constitutionality of the bill can be determined by a court 
of competent jurisdiction after it becomes a law. If the bill 
is unconstitutional it should be known as speedily as possible, 
and if our Goyernment is so limited by the Federal Constitu- 


tion that it can not regulate interstate commerce in the man- 
ner provided in the bill so as to protect the rights of the 
people, then the Federal Constitution will have to be amended 
in the interest of the people. I believe, however, the act passed 
will be within the scope of the Constitution. 

It has also been alleged that the passage of this act will bring 
disaster to railroads. I do not believe this. Disaster did not 
ensue in twenty-four States where railroad commissions exer- 
cised powers not only of regulation but also of limitation. Dis- 
aster did not follow the passage of the act to regulate commerce 
in 1887. During the ten years from 1887 to 1897, in which the 
Interstate Commerce Commission actually exercised the power 
of fixing rates, 45,000 miles of railroad were constructed in our 
country, and the fact that for eight years after the passage 
of the act of 1887, the railroad companies did not judicially 
challenge™the powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to fix rates under that act, proves that they did not believe that 
they were seriously injured or hampered by the right of rate 
supervision then claimed and exercised. 

President Ingalls, of the Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and 
St. Louis Railroad Company, who is an authority on the manage- 
ment of railroads, and who has been connected for more than 
a quarter of a century with great and important lines of rail- 
roads, recently said: 

I do not look for any unfavorable effect from Federal rate super- 
vision on the earnings and conditions of the railroads. 

It is a significant fact also that the gross earnings of the rail- 
roads of the United States in 1895 were $1,075,371,662, and the 
gross earnings in 1904 were $1,975,174,091, a net increase of 
58909. 802.629, or an increase in nine years of 83 per cent, and that 
within that time the operating expenses increased from $725,- 
720,415 in 1895 to $1,338,896,253 in 1904, being an increase of 
$613,175,838, or 84 per cent, and that the net earnings in 1895 
were $349,651,047, and in 1904 were $636,277,838, an increase 
of $286,626,791, or 81 per cent. The increased receipts seem to 
be due mainly to the immense increase of business. 

Mr. President, the bill under consideration, if it becomes a law, 
and I am sure it will with but few changes, will be beneficial in 
many respects, some of which I have already tried to enumerate, 
and it will also be beneficial because it will enable a test to be 
made as to the power of Congress over interstate commerce 
and common carriers, and it will give the people an adequate 
forum and a disinterested tribunal where upon complaint they 
can obtain redress from extortions or abuses in making of rates, 
and where the most powerful railroad officials will be subject 
to the same regulations as the humblest citizens. 

REVIEW BY THE COURTS. 

I present no objection to the right of review by the courts if 
it does not interfere with the authority of Congress in the matter 
of rates or hamper the Commission or defeat or render ineffect- 
ive the lawful purposes and orders of the Commission, as pro- 
vided in the pending bill. 

The bill does not in express terms give the right of appeal or 
judicial review. Such right, nevertheless, it is believed, inheres 
and exists to an extent sufficient for all the purposes of justice. 
As the Interstate Commerce Commission is not a court, and 
appeals could not be taken in a judicial form from a lower to 
a higher court, therefore a judicial review of the rate fixed by 
the Commission would be obtained by an original action in- 
stituted in the circuit court of the United States, which court, 
if the matter in dispute exceeds $2,000, would have jurisdiction. 

I agree with the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CuLperson], 
who said in his very able and interesting speech: 

As the grounds of judicial interposition are constitutional, there is 
in my judgment no necessity for 1 the right of judicial re- 


view in this bill. The right of judicial review exists by virtue of the 
Constitution, and a statute may not add to or subtract from it. 


Mr. President, under the fifth amendment to the Constitution, 
unless the rates made by Congress or by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission were of such a character as deprived the 
companies of their property without due process of law or 
amounted to a taking of property for public use without just com- 
pensation, the courts could not interfere, and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CuLBerson] was correct in saying that if the bill 
undertakes affirmatively to limit or deny the constitutional 
right of review, that provision of the bill would be void, al- 
though the other part of the bill might stand and be effective. 

It is a matter of grave concern in considering this bill that 
by interlocutory orders in certain cases the orders of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission may be suspended pending litiga- 
tion, and in this way much delay may ensue, and reviewable 
as well as unreviewable orders of the Commission may be held 
in abeyance until final decree. 

It has been said that the way to avold this danger will be 
found in taking from the Federal courts, created by Congress, 
the right to suspend the orders of the Commission in all cases. 
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This can only be done, if it can be done at all, by depriving the 
court of its right to grant an interlocutory injunction in such 
eases, a right which we have been accustomed to believe is in- 
herent in a court of equity upon a proper showing. If Congress 
can do this, would it be right to do it? Would it be a wise act? 
The authority of Congress in the matter of rates should not be 
interfered with and the lawful purposes and orders of the Com- 
mission should not be unnecessarily delayed or rendered ineffect- 
ive and I want proper legislation on these lines. I have read 
with much interest the cases referred to by the junior Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. Rayner], relating to this question, and I 
now read an extract from the case of Sheldon et al. against Sill, 
in 8 Howard, page 448, which has been affirmed in a case in 18 
Wallace and again reaffirmed by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in 147 United States Reports: 

That “ the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one 
Supreme Court and such inferior courts as the Congress may from time 
to time ordain and establish.” The second section of the same article 
enumerates the cases and controversies of which the judicial power 
shall have cognizance, and, among others, it specifies *‘ controversies 


between citizens of different States.” 
* * * > * * e 


Congress may withhold from any court of its creation jurisdiction 
of any of the enumerated controversies. Courts created by statute can 
have no jurisdiction but such as the statute confers. No one of them 
can assert a just claim to jurisdiction exclusively conferred on another 
or withheld from all. 

The Constitution has defined the Iimits of the judicial power of the 
United States, but has not prescribed how much of it shall be exercised 
by the circuit court; consequently, the statute which does prescribe 
the limits of their jurisdiction can not be in conflict with the Con- 
stitution, unless it confers powers not enumerated therein. 

* * * * * © e. 


Such has been the doctrine held by this court since its first estab- 
lishment. To enumerate all the cases in which it has been either 
directly advanced or tacitly assumed would be tedious and unnecessary. 

The case in 18 Wallace, the case of the Sewing Machine Com- 
panies, contains the following: 

Circuit courts do not derive their 1 power immediately from 
the Constitution, as appears with sufficient explicitness from the Con- 
stitution itself, as the first section of the third article provides that 
the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one Su- 
preme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from time 
to time ordain and establish.” Consequently the jurisdiction of the 
circuit court in every case must depend upon some act of Congress, as 
it is clear that Congress, inasmuch as it the power to ordain 
and establish all courts inferior to the Supreme Court, may also define 
their jurisdiction. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Kentucky a question. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. McCREARY. Certainly. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Instead of taking away from the courts 
entirely this equity jurisdiction, would it not be better and 
fairer to all parties to provide that no interlocutory order should 
be issued by any court upon any ex parte affidavit or any ex 
parte petition without notice being given to the adverse party? 

Mr. McCREARY. The Senator from North Carolina em- 
bodies in his question the substance of an amendment which, 
I understand, he will probably offer to the bill, and I have this 
to say about that amendment: 

Of the amendments on the subject referred to which have been 
discussed, I regard the amendment offered or suggested by the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OverMAN] as one of the 
best that I have heard. His amendment, as I understand, adds 
after the word “jurisdiction,” in line 9, page 11, these words: 

But no interlocutory order or decree shall be made by any court 
until ten days’ notice shall be given to the adverse party, and until 
petition and answer filed, and a full hearing of the whole matter in 
controversy. 

The bill now provides that after complaint has been made and 
after the Commission has determined and prescribed “ what 
will, in its judgment, be the just and reasonable and fairly re- 
munerative rate or rates, charge or charges, to be thereafter 
observed in such case as the maximum to be charged;” and 
after the Commission has made an order that “such order shall 
go into effect thirty days after notice to the carrier and shail 
remain in force and be observed by the carrier, unless the same 
shall be suspended or modified or set aside by the Commission 
or be suspended or set aside by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion.” 

Now, the Senator from North Carolina proposes to add there: 

But no interlocutory order or decree shall be made by any court until 
ten days’ notice shall be given to the adverse party and until petition 
and answer filed and a full hearing of the whole matter in controversy. 

That would mean, of course, that the order of the Commission 
should remain in force until notice was given to the adverse 
party and until petition and answer filed and a full hearing of 
both sides. That is a very important amendment which has been 
suggested by the Senator from North Carolina. I never saw it 
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until last night. I regard it as one of the best amendments that 


I have read or which has been suggested. But it is too impor- 
tant for me, upon short notice and before it has even been pre- 
sented in the Senate, to come to any conclusion on it. 

Mr. President, I do not regard this bill—— 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky 
yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. McCREARY. Certainly. 

Mr. KEAN. Will the Senator from Kentucky kindly tell me 
what that amendment is? 

Mr. McCREARY. I read it before the Senator from New 
Jersey came in, but I will read it again. 

Mr. KEAN. Has the amendment been offered or printed? 

Mr. McCREARY. I stated that it had not been offered. 

Mr. KEAN. Then it is a secret agreement? 

Mr. McCREARY. There has been no agreement about it. It 
has been discussed a good deal, and the Senator from North 
Carolina informed me that he expected to introduce it. 

Mr. KEAN. I should be glad to bear it read again. 

Mr. McCREARY. He proposes to add, after the word “ juris- 
diction,” in line 9 on page 11 of the bill, which the Senator will 
remember is that part of the bill where the order of the Com- 
mission is referred to and where it is said: 

Such order shall go into effect thirty days after notice to the carrier 
and shall remain in force and be observed by the carrier, unless the 
same shall be suspended or modified or set aside by the Commission or 
be suspended or set aside by a court of competent jurisdiction— 

He proposes to add these words: 

But no interlocutory order or decree shall be made by any court until 
ten days’ notice shall ba piren to the adverse party and until petition 
and answer filed and a hearing of the whole matter in controversy. 

That is the amendment to which I referred. 

Mr. President, I do not regard this bill as free from criticism, 
but it is in the right direction, and it provides much needed 
legislation which time and experience will greatly improve. 
There are amendments which if adopted will improve the bill, 
but I desire it to be understood that whether the amendments 
are agreed to or not agreed to I shall vote for the bill under con- 
sideration, which has already passed the House of Representa- 
tives. 

We have before us grave and important legislation. We are 
trying to solve a problem which has been growing in magni- 
tude for years. We are face to face with a gigantic system, 
which though powerful is indispensable to our country’s progress 
and development. There should be harmony and good feeling 
between the people and railroad corporations. They are mutu- 
ally dependent the one upon the other, and there should be jus- 
tice and fairness on both sides. There should be a thorough 
understanding between them as to their relations, their rights, 
and their interests. 

I believe the passage of the pending bill will help to bring 
them more in harmony and accord, and this legislation will not 
injure a legitimate investment nor bring disaster to a solitary 
individual, but will solve problems and regulate interstate com- 
merce in such a way as will please the people and help the rail 
roads to prosper. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I had not intended to discuss 
any phase of this question until a suitable time came for me to 
discuss every phase of it. .But the suggestion which I made in 
the Senate something like ten days ago with respect to the power 
of Congress to limit the right of inferior Federal courts to issue 
preliminary injunctions has been so widely discussed and has 
been so pointedly assailed by some that I feel required to make 
not only a fuller statement of my views, but to bring to the atten- 
tion of the Senate the numerous decisions of the highest court 
in this land sustaining in Congress the power which I have 
urged it to exercise. 

If the matter had simply been discussed throughout the coun- 
try, or if my view had only been combated in the Senate, I 
could very well defer my reply until I come to discuss all of 
the questions involved in the pending bill. But as it seems to 
me that there is a persistent and deliberate effort on the part of 
certain newspapers not only to make it appear that I have ad- 
yanced an unconstitutional proposition, but also to make it 
appear that it is so obviously unconstitutional that a majority 
of the Senators with whom I have the honor to associate on this 
side of the Chamber have rejected it, I have determined to ad- 
dress myself to that question now. 

Only this morning the Washington Post prints something like 
a column account of a social gathering at which it correctly says 
this matter was discussed, and then it incorrectly declares: 

Senator BarLey’s proposition to amend the bill so as to deprive the 


inferior courts of the power to issue restraining orders, pending judi- 
cial review of the rate fixed by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
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did not develop the strength it had been thought it would have. This 
does not necessarily mean that the Texas Senator will not urge his 
roposed amendment, or even that Senator TILLMAN, as the floor 
eader for the majority of the Committee on Interstate Commerce, will 
not support the Bailey proposition. The spirit of the discussion, how- 
ever, seemed to Indicate the likelihood that a majority of the Demo- 
cratic Senators are not favorably inclined to Mr. Batunx's contention 
that Congress can deny to the courts the power to grant temporary 
injunctions. 

Mr. President, I do not question that the reporter who wrote 
that believed it, but I deny that he had any sufficient reason for 
believing it. I am satisfied that he did not derive from any 
Senator any information upon which he could predicate that 
statement, because, as it is precisely the opposite of the truth, I 
assume that no Senator would give him such information. 
Whether the man who wrote that and similar articles is per- 
sistently and deliberately trying to create in the public mind the 
opinion that a majority of the friends of this legislation do not 
believe it competent for Congress to abridge the powers of the 
courts, or whether the reporter believes what he writes, is not 
material to the country. The material fact is that such publi- 
cations are misleading and untruthful. It did not appear yes- 
terday and it will not appear at any stage of this proceeding, 
when the matter is carefully and fairly considered, that a ma- 
jority of this side will doubt or deny the power of Congress to 
abridge the jurisdiction of inferior Federal courts in the issu- 
ance of preliminary injunctions. 

There has been an effort to argue that in some way, which my 
mind has never yet been able to comprehend, there is a differ- 
ence between the power of Congress over what is known as the 
equity jurisdiction of the courts and the power of Congress 
over their jurisdiction in matters at law. I am not unmindful, 
Mr. President, that such an opinion has found a wide accept- 
ance among the lawyers of the country, and I have heard it 
asserted repeatedly in my experience at the bar; but I have 
never known a good lawyer who did not, upon mature con- 
sideration, abandon it, no matter how frequently or how pos- 
itively he had asserted it. 

Sir, there is not one sentence, there is not one line, there is 
not one word in the Constitution which justifies an attempt to 
distinguish between the power of Congress over proceedings in 
equity and the power of Congress over proceedings at law in 
the inferior courts of the United States. 

The third article of the Constitution invests the judicial 
power of the United States in these words: 

The judicial Power of the United States shall be vested in one su- 

reme Court, and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from 
fime to time ordain and establish. The Judges, both of the supreme 
and inferior Courts, shall hold their Offices during Behaviour, and 
shall, at stated Times, receive for their Services a Compensation which 

ll not be diminished during their Continuance in Office. 

The second section of the third article defines and distributes, 
so far as the Constitution itself distributes, the judicial power 
of the United States, and its language is this: 

Section 2. The N power shall extend to all cases, in law and 
equity, arising under this Constitution, the laws of the United States, 
and treaties made, or which shall be made, under their authority; to 
all cases affecting ambassadors, other public ministers, and consuls; 
to all cases of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction; to controversies 
to which the United States shall be a party; to controversies between 
two or more States; between a State and citizens of another State; 
between citizens of different States; between citizens of the same 
State claiming lands under grants of different States, and between a 
State, or the citizens thereof, and foreign States, citizens, or subjects. 

Of course, the Senate will recall that the eleventh amendment 
restricts the jurisdiction in suits against a sovereign State. 

Following that definition of the judicial power and in the 
same section comes the only constitutional effort to distribute 
it, and it is expressed as follows: 

fecti: bassadors, other public ministers, and con- 
— 5 ay N tn which 6. State Shall be a 1 25 the Supreme Court 
shall have original jurisdiction. In all the other cases before mentioned 
the Supreme Court shall have appellate jurisdiction, both as to law 
and fact, with such exceptions under such regulations as the Con- 
gress U make. 


Thus, Mr. President, we discover that the investiture of the 
judicial power, that the definition of the judicial power, and 
that the distribution of the judicial power are precisely the 
same with respect to the law as with respect to the equity 
powers of the courts; and no living man can find in those pro- 
visions any warrant for the claim that Congress may exercise 
a power over one which it can not exercise over the other. 
The power, whatever it may be, is exactly the same. It is 
conferred in the same sentence and in the very same words. 

Mr. President, another remarkable contention must be main- 
tained in order successfully to assail the amendment which I 
have suggested. The objectors must conyince the Senate that 
while Congress has power to change the rule of decision, and 
may alter or repeal the rules of property which that court is 
charged to administer, it stands powerless to change a mere rule 
of practice. To state the proposition is to refute it. 


Fortunately we are not left to decide this question upon the 
weight of such poor argument as I may be able to advance. 
Fortunately there is a line of decisions running from 4 Dallas 
to 106 U. S., in which this precise question has been considered 
by that court in more than a dozen cases, and decided by that 
court the same way in every case, and decided, too, by the 
unanimous judgment of the court. I do not believe that a 
power of Congress has ever before been doubted or denied in 
either House which has been so often, so unanimously, and so 
explicitly recognized and affirmed by the highest court of the 
Republic. 

The first case—in fact, the first two cases—will be found in 
4th Dallas. They were both decided in 1799, and some of those 
who made the law which those cases construed had participated 
in the convention which framed the Constitution under which 
the law was made. In the first judiciary act Congress provided 
that an injunction in certain cases should only be issued upon 
notice. In the case of New York v. The State of Connecticut 
this very question was passed upon by the court, and the court 
begins its brief opinion in these words: 

The prohibition contained in the statute, that writs of injunction 
shall not be granted without reasonable notice to the adverse party or 
his attorney extends to injunctions granted by the Supreme Sourt or 
the cireuit court, as well as to those that may be granted by a single 
judge. (4 Dallas, p. 2, N. Y. v. Conn.) 

Under the common law the court had what is now so freely 
described as the inherent power to issue an injunction without 
notice, but the lawmakers of that day said it should not be 
issued without notice, and the Supreme Court of the United 
States sustained that statute. 

Next comes the case of Turner v. The Bank of North America, 
also reported in this same volume, which contains the reports of 
the supreme court of Pennsylvania, as well as the decisions of 
the Supreme Court of the United States. These cases were 


-decided before the seat of the Government was moved from the 


city of Philadelphia and while the same reporter for the 
Supreme Court of the United States served as the reporter for 
the supreme court of Pennsylvania, and the decisions of the 
two courts are printed in the first four volumes known as Dal- 
las's Reports. 

This very argument of the inherent power of the court to exer- 
cise the jurisdiction as defined in the Constitution was made at 
the bar in the case of Turner v. Bank of North America. The 
two attorneys who argued that case have left imperishable 
names at the American bar. One was Ingersoll and the other 
Rawle, the author of an excellent treatise upon the Constitu- 
tion. In the course of his argument to the court Mr. Rawle 
asserted : 

It is, then, to be remarked— : 

And bear in mind, Mr. President, he was assailing the consti- 
tutionality of an act of Congress limiting the jurisdiction of the 
circuit courts of the United States, and in support of that posi- 
tion Mr. Rawle pressed this argument : 

It is, then, to be remarked, that the judicial power is the grant of 
the Constitution, and Congress can no more limit, than enlarge the con- 
stitutional grant. In the second section of the third article, the Con- 
stitution contemplates the parties to the controversy as alone raising 
the question of jurisdiction, and if the existing controve is “ between 
citizens of different States” the judicial power of the United States 
expresly extends to it. 

The reporter here incorporates a printer’s mark and in a foot- 
note he reproduces the queries addressed by the Chief Justice 
and by Judge Chase to the learned counsel. The query of the 
Chief Justice was in these words: 

How far is it meant to carry this argument? Will it be affirmed 
that in every case to which the judicial power of the United States 


extends the Federal courts may exercise a jurisdiction, without the 
intervention of the legislature, to distribute and to regulate the power? 


Judge Chase interposed in this language, which was after- 
wards quoted with approval by the Supreme Court: 

The notion has frequently been entertained that the Federal courts 
derive their judicial power immediately from the Constitution; but the 

litical truth is that the disposal of the judicial power (except in a 
ew specified instances)— 

And he obviously refers there to the original jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court of the United States— 
belongs to Congress. If Congress has given the power to this court, 
we possess it, not otherwise; and if Congress has not given the power 
to us, or to any other court, it still remains at the legislative disposal. 
Besides, Congress is not bound, and it wouid, perhaps, be inexpedient 
to enlarge the jurisdiction of the Federal courts to every subject in 
every form which the Constitution might warrant. 

I need not tell the Senate that Judge Chase was an ardent 
Federalist, ready always to assert the rights and powers of 
Federal courts. It will be remembered that he administered the 
alien and sedition laws with such severity in his court that the 
House of Representatives presented articles of impeachment 
against him before the Senate. ° 

The question arose again in the case of the United States v. 
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Hudson, reported in 7th Cranch. Hudson was indicted under 
the common law for libeling the President and the Congress of 
the United States. He charged that Congress had voted and that 
the President had approved a payment to Napoleon of $2,000,000 
for the French Emperor’s permission to negotiate a treaty with 
Spain. For this publication he was indicted, and upon a de- 
murer to the indictment the circuit court certified the question 
to the Supreme Court. In the course of its opinion the Supreme 
Court said: 


Of all the courts which the United States may, under their general 
powers, constitute, one only, the Supreme Court, ses jurisdiction 
erived immediately from the Constitution, and of which the legisla- 
tive power can not deprive it. All other courts created by the General 
Government possess no jurisdiction but what is given them by the 
power that creates them and can vested with none but what the 
power ceded to the General Government will authorize them to confer. 


Here the court plainly and unequivocally lays down the doc- 
trine that while Congress can not confer greater jurisdiction 
on the inferior Federal courts than is defined in the Constitu- 
tion it can confer less. 

Another case reported in this same volume is McIntire v. 
Wood. In that ease they sought a mandamus to compel the 
register of a land office to issue final certificates of purchase, but 
the application as denied in the following language: 


This court is of opinion that the circuit court did not the 

wer to issue the mandamus moved for. Independent of the particu- 
ar objections which this case presents, from its involving a question 
of freehold, we are of opinion that the power of the circuit courts to 
issue the writ of mandamus is confined exclusively to those cases in 
which it may be necessary to the exercise of their jurisdiction. Had 
the eleventh section of the judiciary act covered the whole ground of the 
Constitution there would be much reason for exercising this power 
in many cases wherein some ministerial act is necessary to the com- 
pletion of an individual right arising under laws of the United States, 
and the fourteenth section of the same act would sanction the issuing 
of the writ for such a purpose. But although the judicial power of 
the United States extends to cases arising under the laws of the United 
States, the legislature have not thought proper to delegate the exercise 
of that power to its circuit courts, except in certain specified cases. 
When questions arise under those laws in the State courts, and the 
party who claims a right or privilege under them is unsuccessful, an 
appeal is given to the Supreme Court, and this provision the legis- 
lature has thought sufficient at present for all the litical pu 
intended to be answered by the clause of the Constitution which re- 
lates to this subject. (McIntire v. Wood, 7 Cranch, p. 504.) 


The eleventh section referred to defined the jurisdiction of the 
court as to the cases of which it might take cognizance, and the 
fourteenth section authorized the circuit court to issue writs of 
mandamus only in cases where such writs were necessary to the 
exercise of such jurisdiction. The court thus held that writs 
of mandamus could be issued only as and when authorized by 
Congress. 

The question arose again in the case of Cary v. Curtis, re- 
ported in the third volume of Howard’s reports, and it is 
impossible to conceive a case more directly in point. I beg 
the Senate to listen while I read all of the opinion which 
relates to this particular question. Let us remember that they 
were contending in that court then, just as it is being con- 
tended if this Senate now, that the Federal courts derive their 
power from the Constitution and that Congress can not limit 
or abridge it. 


It is contended, however, that the language and the purposes of Con- 
gress, if really what we hold them to be declared in the statute of 1839, 
can not be sustained, because they would be repugnant to the Constitu- 
tion, Inasmuch as they would debar the citizen of his right to resort to 
the courts of justice. The supremacy of the Constitution over all offi- 
cers and authorities, both of the Federal and State governments, and the 
sanctity of the rights guaranteed by it, none will question. These are 
concessa on all sides. The objection above referred to admits of the 
most eee refutation. This may be found in the following posi- 
tions, familiar in this and in most other governments, viz: That the 
Government, as a 2 — ge rule, claims an exemption from being sued in 
its own courts. at although, as being charged with the administra- 
tion of the laws, it will resort to those courts as means of securing 
this great end, it will pos premii itself to be impeaded therein, save in 
instances forming conceded and express exceptions. Secondly, in the 
doctrines so often ruled in this court that the judicial power of the 
United States, although it has its origin in the Constitution— 


Precisely as every other power exercised by any other De- 
partment of this Government has its origin in the Constitution. 


Although it has its origin in the Constitution, is, except in enumer- 
ated instances, applicable exclusively to this court dependent for its 
distribution and organization, and for the modes of its exercise entirely 
upon the action of Congress, who the sole power of creating the 
tribunals (inferlor to the Supreme Court) for the exercise of the judi- 
cial power, and of investing them with jurisdiction either limited, con- 
eurrent, or exclusive, and of withholding jurisdiction from them in the 
exact degrees and character which to Congress may seem proper for the 
public good. To deny this position would be to elevate the judicial 
over the legislative branch of the Government, and to give to the 
former powers limited by its own discretion merely. 

It follows, then, that the courts created by statute must look to the 
statute as the warrant for their authoris certainly they can not go 
beyond the statute, and assert an authority with which Need, ep not 
be invested by it, or which may be clearly denied to them. is argu- 
ment is in no wise impaired by n that the judicial power shall 
extend to all cases arising under the Constitution and laws of the 
United States. Perfectly consistent with such an admission is the 
truth that the organization of the judicial wer, the definition and 
distribution of the subjects of jurisdiction in the Federal tribunals, 


and the modes of their action and authority, have been, and of right 
must be, the work of the legislature. The existence of the judicial 
act itself, with its several supplements, furnishes proof unanswerable 
on this point. The courts of the United States are all limited in their 
nature and constitution, and have not the powers inherent in courts 
existing by prescription or by the common law. (Cary v. Curtis, 3 
Howard, 244, 245, Rapalje's edition.) 


The question arose next in the case of Sheldon et al. v. Sill, 
reported in the 8th volume of Howard. Here again they at- 
tacked the constitutionality of an act of Congress because it 
abridged the power of the Federal court. What answer did the 
court make to that contention? By a unanimous judgment they 
decided against it. The court in that case reiterated what it 
had said in the other cases, and absolutely declared that it 
would be tedious and unnecessary to review all the cases in 
which they had decided this precise question. Here is the 
language of the court: 


It must be admitted that if the Constitution had ordained and es- 
tablished the inferior courts, and distributed to them their respective 
pover; they could not be restricted or divested by Congress. ut as 
t has made no such distribution, one of two consequences must result: 
either that each inferior court created by Congress must exercise all 
the judicial powers not given to the Supreme Court or that Con- 
gress, having the power to establish the courts, must define their re- 
spective jurisdictions. The first of these inferences has never been 
asserted and could not be defended with any show of reason, and if 
not, the latter would seem to follow as a necessary consequence. And 
it would seem to follow, also, that, having a right to prescribe, Con- 
gress may withhold from any court of its creation jurisdiction of any 
of the enumerated controversies. Courts created by statute can have 
no jurisdiction but such as the statute confers. No one of them can 
assert a just claim to jurisdiction exclusively conferred on another 
or withheld from all. 

The Constitution has defined the limits of the judicial power of the 
United States, but has not prescribed how much of it shall be exer- 
cised by the circuit court; consequently the statute which does pre- 
scribe the limits of their jurisdiction can not be in conflict with the 
Constitution, unless it confers powers not enumerated therein. 

Such has been the doctrine held by this court since its first estab- 
lishment. To enumerate all the cases in which it has been either di- 


j rectly advanced or tacitly assumed would be tedious and unnecessary. 


The court then addresses itself to the old case of Turner v. 
The Bank of North America, and quotes with approval the 
interruption of Judge Chase, to which I referred a few mo- 
ments ago. 

The next case is what is known as the Sewing Machine Com- 
panies case, and is reported in the 18th volume of Wallace's re- 
ports. The court there reiterates its former yiews in these 
words: 

Circuit courts do not derive their judicial power immediately from 
the Constitution as appears with sufficient Spree from the Con- 
situation itself, as the first section of the third article provides that 
“the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one Su- 
preme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from time 
to time ordain and establish.” Consequently the jurisdiction of the 
circuit court in every case must depend upon some act of Congress, as 
it is clear that Congress, inasmuch as it possesses the power to ordain 
and establish all courts inferior to the Supreme Court, may also define 
their jurisdiction. Courts created by statute can have no jurisdiction 
in controversies between party and party but such as the statute con- 
fers. Congress, it may be conceded, may confer such jurisdiction upon 
the circuit courts as it may see fit, within the scope of the judicial power 
of the Constitution, not vested in the Supreme Court, but as such 
tribunals are neither created by the Constitution nor is their juris- 
diction defined by that instrument, it follows that inasmuch as they 
are created by an act of Congress it is necessary, in every attempt to 
define their power, to look to that source as the means of accomplish- 
ing that end. Federal judicial power, beyond all doubt, has its origin 
in the Constitution— 


Exactly as all other Federal power has— 
but the organization of the system and the distribution of the subjects 
of jurisdiction among such inferior courts as Congress may from time 
to time ordain and establish within the scope of the judicial power, 
always have been, and of right must be, the work of the Congress. 
(Case of the Sewing Machine Companies, 18 Wallace, p. 577.) 

The question arose again in the case, the Insurance Company 
v. Dunn, reported in 19th Wallace. Here again they were 
assailing an act of Congress upon the ground that it abridged 
the power of the court, and this is the language of the court: 

Of the constitutionality of this act we entertain no doubt. The 
question is not an open one in this court. A few remarks will be 
sufficient to dispose of the subject. The third article of the Con- 
stitution declares that the judicial power of the United States shall be 
vested in one Supreme Court and such inferior courts as Congress 
may from time to time establish, and that it shall extend, among other 
things, to “controversies” “between citizens of different States.” 
As regards the inferior courts authorized to be established, Con- 
gress may give them such jurisdiction, both original and appellate, 
within the limits of the Constitution, as it may see fit to confer. How 
their appelate jurisdiction shall be exercised is not declared. The 
whole subject is reitted to the unfettered discretion of Congress. (In- 
surance Co. v. Dunn, 19 Wallace, p. 226.) 

Mr. OVERMAN. May I interrupt the Senator? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. BAILEY. Certainly. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I am inclined to agree with the Senator 
from Texas on that question, but in reading this morning I saw 
the expression, “courts haye a natural equity jurisdiction.” 
Suppose the act of Congress should give to a court jurisdiction 
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of the snbject-matter and the suitor, in order to protect his 
property, should ask for injunctive relief to save his property 
from irreparable injury. The court having been giyen juris- 
diction over the subject-matter, can not the aid of equity be 
invoked to help adjust the rights fairly and equitably? 

Mr. BAILEY. I will answer the Senator with the decision 
of the Supreme Court in the case of Fink v. O'Neil, reported in 
the 106th volume of U. S., and which presents eyen a stronger 
ease than that suggested by him. 

A judgment had been obtained by the United States against 
O’Neil and others, in the Federal court, and the marshal was 
proceeding to sell the homestead of O'Neil, which, according to 
the laws of Wisconsin, was exempt. It was contended, however, 
by the Government that exemptions could not be pleaded against 
a sovereign. That contention was admitted. But the court held 
that the law of Congress regulating the issuance of executions 
rendered it necessary to follow the law of Wisconsin, and that 
ease distinctly and completely negatives this doctrine of in- 
herent powers, as it is now asserted. It decides that Congress 
can regulate and limit the right of courts to issue final execu- 
tions, and surely the Senator from North Carolina will concede 
that in doing that the court more than supports the view 
which I am presenting. Who can doubt that a power which 
can regulate and restrict the right to issue final executions to 
enforce judgments already rendered can also regulate and re- 
strict the right to issue preliminary injunctions? I especially 
commend to the Senator from North Carolina this language of 
the court. 

This conclusion can not be avoided by the consideration which has 
been urged upon us, that the process acts do not limit the sovereign 
rights of the United States, upon the principle that the sovereign is not 
bound by such laws, unless he is expressly named. ‘These laws are the 
expression of the sovereign will on the subject, and are conclusive 
upon the judicial and executive officers to whom they are addressed ; 
and as they forbid the issue of an execution in every case, except sub- 
ject to the limitations which they mention, and as there is no authority 
to issue an execution In any case whatever, except as conferred by 
them, the sovereign right invoked is left without the means of vindica- 
tion. The Unit States can not enforce the collection of a debt 
from an unwilling debtor, except by judicial process. They must bring 
a suit and obtain a judgment. To reap the fruit of that judgment they 
must cause an execution to issue. The courts have no inherent author- 
ity to take any of these steps except as it may have been conferred 
by the legislative department, for they can exercise no jurisdiction ex- 
cept as the law confers and limits it. 

What does the Senator from North Carolina say to that state- 
ment? 

Mr. OVERMAN. As I stated I am inclined to agree with the 
Senator, aud must confess that the authority he reads rather 
confirms me that he is right in his contention. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. BAILEY. I do. 

Mr. FULTON. I do not wish to disturb the Senator right 
now, but 

Mr. BAILEY. Not at all. 

Mr. FULTON. I wish to invite his attention to a point, and 
the way it impresses me in order, if it does not disturb his line 
of argument, that he may explain the doubt or difficulty that is 
in my mind. It seems to me that the line of cases he has been 
citing and has been reading from go to establish, first, the propo- 
sitions that in the matter of the distribution of power among the 
courts that Congress shall create it is purely within the dis- 
cretion of Congress whether or not it will invest a court it 
creates with this jurisdiction or with that. In other words, 

Congress may say whether the courts shall exercise jurisdic- 
tion in a particular case or not, and then, vesting it with 
the jurisdiction, it may prescribe the manner of practice and 
the mode of proceeding. But that goes simply to regulating 
the practice, which we all understand differs entirely from the 
real questions at issue or the real merits of the controversy. 
The manner of conducting a trial, the mode of practice, is one 
thing; the real heart of the controversy is another. 

By the Constitution judicial power is vested in the courts— 
the Supreme Court and such inferior courts as Congress may 
from time to time create. Judicial power extends to cases at 
law and in equity. Now, if judicial power extends to cases in 
equity, and a party has a ease in equity, and the Congress says 
that a case in equity shall be tried before this court, the ques- 
tion I ask the Senator is this: Is not that party entitled, being 
relegated to that forum, to have his case in equity tried accord- 
i g to the law in such manner as will protect his constitutional 
rights. 

Mr. BAILEY. According to the law of Congress; that is my 
answer. 

Mr. FULTON. But suppose that law of Congress 

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator will permit me to finish read- 

ing this quotation probably it will afford him a better answer. 


Mr. FULTON. I was going to ask for information, if the 
Senator will permit me a moment 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes. 

Mr. FULTON. Suppose the law of Congress says a circuit 
court can try this case in equity, but it can give no relief; could 
Congress do that? 

Mr. BAILEY. Of course it could. Congress could abolish 
every inferior court in the United States to-morrow. 

Mr. FULTON. True; but suppose it gives a court of equity 
jurisdiction, can it deny that court power to grant relief? 

Mr. BAILEY. It only gives it jurisdiction to be exercised in 
such manner as Congress prescribes. 

Mr. FULTON. Suppose it does 

Mr. BAILEY. Let me finish this. 

Mr. FULTON. Very well. 

Mr. BAILEY. I want the Senator to hear this. I see the 
Senator has not examined this case. 

Mr. FULTON. I do not know that I have read that case. 

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator has not, for if he had examined 
it he is too good a lawyer to have missed its point. It decides 
that Congress gave the court the power to hear and determine 
the cause; to render a judgment, and yet it could not issue 
execution on that judgment except in the manner Congress had 
provided. If there is any power more inherent in a court than 
all others, except alone the power to punish for contempt, it is 
the power to issue execution to enforce its judgment; and 
yet the court has expressly declared, in the opinion from which 
I have just read, that Congress can limit or destroy that power. 
The court continues beyond what I had read, when interrupted 
by the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OverMAN] and the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Furron], and repeats the declaration 
of Justice Daniel in the case of Cary v. Curtis. It proceeds as 
follows: 

And If the laws in 8 do not permit an execution to issue upon 
a judgment in favor of the United States, except subject to the bene 
tions which apply to citizens, there are no others which confer authority 
to issue any execution at all. For, as was said by Mr. Justice Daniel 
in Corey v. Curtis (3 How., 236, 245), the courts of the United States 


are all limited in their nature and constitution, and have not the 
powers inherent in courts existing by prescription or by common law. 


Can the Senator from North Carolina or the Senator from 
Oregon ask for authority more directly in point. The Federal 
court had heard and determined the case, and yet no execution 
could issue except in the manner which Congress had prescribed. 

Mr. FULTON. Now, will the Senator allow me to ask him a 


question? 
Mr. BAILEY. Yes. 
Mr. FULTON. I will say to the Senator it seems to me that 


the distinction between that case and the one we have in mind 
is this: What property shall be subject to execution after a 
judgment shall be rendered is purely a matter of public policy, 
to determine which power is reposed in the legislature; and, of 
course, the legislature can limit that, but the Constitution di- 
rectly and specifically protects citizens in the enjoyment of 
certain rights. One of those is that their property may not be 
taken without due process of law. There is a constitutional 
prohibition against certain action. 
Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator 


Mr. FULTON. In a moment. 
Mr. BAILEY. Very well. 
Mr. FULTON. Congress establishes a court and gives to 


that court the power to try suits in equity. One of the known 
powers of equity, indeed the strong arm of the court of equity 
since its foundation, clear back to the very organization of 
courts of equity, is the power of injunction to prevent a threat- 
ened injury. Therefore, in this case, the Constitution prohibits 
the taking of property without due process of law, and prevents 
the taking of priyate property for public use without just com- 
pensation. A party comes into court and says, They are tak- 
ing my property without due process of law, they are taking it 
and appropriating it, and now I appeal to the court to protect 
me by an injunction,” and you answer, “It is true the Consti- 
tution has said that your property may not be appropriated and 
you may not be deprived of it, except by due process of law or 
having just compensation, yet the Congress has rendered the 
court powerless to prevent it because we can not issue an in- 
junction.” Now, then, can Congress accomplish indirectly what 
it can not do directly? Can it so provide that a citizen may be 
deprived of his property without due process of law or with- 
out just compensation by directly depriving the courts of power 
to issue a writ of injunction? 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, the very section of the Con- 
stitution which the Senator invokes, the due process of law 
provision, declares that no person shall be deprived of life, lib- 
erty, or property without due process of law. Does the Senator 
from Oregon hold that it violates that constitutional provision 
for the Government to arrest a man and confine him in jail 
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to await the final judicial determination of whether he is guilty 
or not? They do that nearly every day. They arrest a man 
upon a charge, they imprison him upon an indictment to await 
judicial determination of his guilt or innocence. All I ask is 
that when the railroad commission says “this is a fair rate,” 
that it shall stand until a full judicial inquiry has been made 
and an ascertainment of its injustice found. Will the Senator 
contend that the rights of property are more sacred than per- 
sonal liberty of the citizen? 

Mr. FULTON. No, Mr. President. 

Mr. BAILEY. Then he is not right—— 

Mr. FULTON. A railroad is entitled to exactly the same right 
that any citizen has. 

Mr. BAILEY. Of course, but—— 

Mr. FULTON. And we can not make a different rule applica- 
ble to the railroad on the trial of its case than we can make 
applicable to any citizen. They are entitled to equal protection 
under the law. 

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator confuses the fifth amendment 
with the fourteenth amendment of the Constitution. There is 
no constitutional guaranty of the equal protection of the law by 
the Federal Goyernment. The fourteenth amendment to the 
Constitution forbids a State to deny the equal protection of its 
laws to any person within its jurisdiction, but the fifth amend- 
ment, which controls this matter, imposes no such limitation 
upon the power of Congress. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas yield 
to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. BAILEY. When I finish my reply to the Senator from 
Oregon I will yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

I contend that it is an affront to the common sense of the 
‘American people to tell them that under the law a citizen may 
be apprehended upon a mere charge and lodged in prison to 
await the action of the grand jury, and then upon an indictment 
he may be kept incarcerated in jail to await a judicial inquiry 
into his innocence or guilt—that all of this may be done without 
violating the citizen’s guaranty against the deprivation of his 
liberty without due process of law; and yet that it deprives a 
railroad of its property to compel it to wait for a full and fair 
judicial inquiry. The railroad, like everybody else, is entitled 
to a trial, but they can be made to wait for a full and fair trial. 

Now I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, the Senator seems to have 

for the time being at least, the consideration of the 
point to which I desired to direct an inquiry ; and that was as to 
the source of the power vested in the Supreme Court and in the 
other courts of the United States. It is, perhaps, the primary 
question for consideration in determining how much and of 
what character the review in this case shall take, or rather how 
much power of review shall be given and the character that it 
shall take. 

I understood the Senator to say—I may have misunderstood 
him—that whatever power the Supreme Court had it derived 
from Congress. 

Mr. BAILEY. Oh, no; I did not say anything of the kind. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Well, in substance. 

Mr. BAILEY. No; I did not say it in substance. I did not 
approach saying it in substance or in shadow. The Senator 
probably has used the words “ Supreme Court” when he meant 
the inferior courts. 

Mr. WEYBURN. Well, I was going to call the attention of 
the Senator and the Senate to the language in reference to the 
two classes of courts and to the construction that Justice Story 
placed upon that language in the Virginia case of Martin v. 
Hunter. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am familiar with that case. I know enough 
of it to know that it does not apply to this question at this 
point. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Of course, if the Senator does not desire 
to be interrupted, I will not interrupt him, but I will reserve 
the presentation of this idea until I can do it in my own time. 
It seemed, however, to be pertinent to the consideration that 
the Senator was giving to the question at that time. 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the Senator from Idaho for that pur- 


pose. 

Mr. HEYBURN. The question has been made, you might say, 
taken up or mooted, several times, and Senators have expressed 
themselves upon this principle, and it seems to me that we might 
just as well give it a little consideration at this time in passing. 
There is no other case reported that so clearly draws the dis- 
tinction between the divided-we may say divided—jurisdic- 
tion of the United States Supreme Court as does this case of 
Martin v. Hunter, in which Justice Story had under considera- 
tion the direct question as to the character of its jurisdiction, 
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and he expressed it in this way. The question was whether 
or not Congress was bound to confer the jurisdiction upon thè 
inferior courts that is provided for in section 2 of Article III 
of the Constitution, and the Supreme Court held it was not 
optional with Congress to create these courts and establish their 
jurisdiction, but that Congress must do it. That is what Jus- 
tice Story says. Here is his language: 

Let this article be carefully weighed and considered— 

Referring to this article of the Constitution 

Let this article be carefully weighed and considered. The language 
of the article throughout is manifestly designed to be mandatory upon 
the legislature. 

They spoke of Congress as the legislature in those days, as 
they did all through the proceedings of the convention that 
framed the Constitution. 

Its obato force is so imperative that Congress could not, without 
a violation of its duty, have refused to carry it into operation. 

That is, this power of creating such inferior courts as Con- 
gress was authorized to create by the Constitution and pre- 
seribe their jurisdiction. The court says: 

The judicial power of the United States shall be vested— . 

Those last three words being italicized— 

The judicial power of the United States shall be vested (not may be 


vested) in one Supreme Court and in such inferior courts as Congress 
may, from time to time, ordain and establish. 


Those are the courts that are to have original jurisdiction 
for the purpose of enforcing the provisions of the legislation 
which is proposed at this time—those inferior courts that Justice 
Story says it is obligatory upon Congress to create, not optional. 
Then he proceeds: 

Could Congress have lawfully refused to create a Supreme Court, or 
to vest in it the constitutional jurisdiction? 

The principal subjects of the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court are not to be vested in it by Congress, but they are vested 
in it in specific terms by the Constitution. But, in addition to 
that power, Congress may invest the Supreme Court with certain 
powers and functions both as to the power to hear and deter- 
mine, as well as to the manner of doing it. Justice Story says 
further: 

The judges, both of the Supreme and inferior courts, shall hold— 

And he emphasizes it— 
their offices during good behavior, and shall at stated times— 

Mr. BAILEY. I do not really want that case injected into 
my speech, because the Senator misapprehends what Judge Story 
meant. Judge Story merely meant that it was the duty of Con- 
gress to do this, but he did not mean that, if Congress did not 
do it, there was any power in the courts to enforce it. I will 
thank the Senator to withhold that decision. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I will only say then—and I shall not inter- 
rupt the Senator longer than to say it— 

„ The Senator from Texas declines 
to yie 

Mr. HEYBURN. I understood the Senator yielded for the 
purpose of allowing me to round out what I was going to say. 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I only desire to say that I think upon a 
proper occasion I shall be able to make clear to the mind of the 


what I say he meant to say; and I shall take occasion to inject 
this decision into the argument, because it is a complete an- 
swer to the position that the Senator has taken this morning. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, of course the Senator from 
Idaho thinks what he says, but upon a better reflection he will 
change even his mind about that. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Well, Mr. President—— 

Mr. BAILEY. The truth of it is—— 

Mr. HEYBURN. I hope the Senator will yield long enough 
for me at least to answer that reflection. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is no reflection. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Well, it is that class of reflection that is in- 
tended, and succeeds in bringing a little laugh from the galleries. 
The Senator from Idaho is not a novice in the consideration of 
these questions, and is entitled to be considered as understand- 
ing, or, at least, is presumed to understand, these legal ques- 
tions perhaps as well as his juniors at the bar. 

Mr. BAILEY. Well, it is not age that determines wisdom. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, I do not intend to engage in a political dis- 
cussion as to whether it was the duty of Congress to confer 
upon the courts all the jurisdiction which the Constitution 
authorizes it to confer. I am confining myself to the judicial 
contention that the inferior courts can exercise no power not 
conferred upon them by Congress, 

The Senator from Idaho, I take it, will not complain that 
the present law denies the right of a suitor to resort to a Fed- 
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eral court where less than $2,000 is involved; and yet the Con- 
stitution says the jurisdiction “shall extend to all cases,’—not 
to all cases involving $2,000 and more, but “to all cases.“ The 
original judiciary act drew the line at $500, but the Constitu- 
tion draws no line; it fixes no limitation upon the jurisdiction 
of the Federal courts according to amount; but every judiciary 
act in the history of the Government has recognized the power 
of Congress to exclude from judicial cognizance in the Federal 
courts cases below a certain amount. : 

Now, Mr. President, I return from this digression to the ques- 
tion whether Federal courts have inherent powers. That they 
have inherent powers in a sense is true; that is, if you create 
a Federal court, and do not expressly forbid it to exercise certain 
powers, it possesses them by virtue of its creation. Such is 
the power to issue an execution to enforce its judgment; such 
is the power to punish summarily for contempt; and yet the 
books are full of cases which affirm the power of Congress to 
prohibit this right of the court to issue execution or to punish 
for contempt, except according to the statute. 

When the Supreme Court expressly has decided that Congress 
can regulate the power of a circuit court to issue an execution, 
in God's name how can a lawyer contend that Congress can not 
regulate the right of that court to issue a mere interlocutory 
decree? How vastly more important to the due administration 
of justice that the court shall issue executions to enforce its 
final and deliberate judgment than it is that they issue a mere 
interlocutory decree! The opinion which holds that Congress 
can prescribe and limit the court’s right to issue executions was 
unanimous. It was not by a vote of 5 to 4 nor 6 to 3, but all— 
the entire court—concurred in saying that the courts of the 
United States have no inherent power to enforce their own 
judgments against the limitations imposed by the act of 
Congress. 

But, Mr. President, conclusive as that, in my judgment, is, 
there is yet a stronger case. In 19th Wallace is reported the 
case of Ex parte Robinson, and here is the language of the court, 
the opinion being delivered by Mr. Justice Field; 

The power to punish for contempts is inherent in all courts; its 
existence is essential to the preservation of order in judicial proceed- 
ings, and to the enforcement of the judgments, orders, and writs of the 
courts, and consequently to the due administration of justice. The 
moment the courts of the United States were called into existence and 
invested with jurisdiction over any subject they became possessed of 
this power. But the power has been limited and defined by the act of 
Congress of March 2, 1831. The act, in terms, applies to all courts; 
whether it can be held to limit the authority of the Supreme Court, 
which derives its existence and powers from the Constitution, ma 
e be a matter of doubt. But that it applies to the circuit an 

istrict courts there can be no question. These courts were created by 
act of Congress. Their powers and duties depend upon the act calling 
them into existence, or subsequent acts extending or limiting their 
jurisdiction. The act of 1831 is, therefore, to them the law specifying 
e Sni in which summary punishment for contempts may be in- 

Can anything be plainer? The court declares the power to 
punish contempt is inherent in all courts; and yet it sustains a 
most important abridgment of that power. When it describes 
the power to punish for contempt as inherent the court plainly 
and only means that it is power which the court possesses by 
virtue of its creation, but which may be limited and controlled 
by statute. 

Mr. President, within the memory of all here the Senate has 
passed, by a practically unanimous vote, a bill to take from the 
courts of the United States the power to punish summarily in 
all cases of constructive contempt, and to confer upon the 
citizen so accused the right of a trial by jury. That was when 
the labor organizations of the country were protesting against 
the denial of the right of a trial by jury through the agency of 
the Federal courts, which issued injunctions in order that they 
might punish summarily for contempt, instead of trying men 
by a jury for conspiracy. This matter had reached a stage of 
such gross abuse that, as I recall it, the Judiciary Committee 
of the Senate, at the head of which then stood the venerable 
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Hoar, long honored for his 
great learning not only in the Senate but throughout the entire 
country, preceived the necessity of some check. 

My recollection is that a unanimous report from the Judiciary 
Committee affirmed the power of Congress to withdraw from the 
Fedleral court the right to punish for constructive contempt, 
and committed such offenses to trial by a jury of the country. 
Senators concede the power of Congress to restrict and control 
the issue of execution; they concede the power of Congress to 
restrict and control the right to punish for contempt, yet they 
deny the power of Congress to regulate the issuance of pre- 
liminary injunctions. The court says that the act of 1831 lim- 
ited the power of all Federal courts to punish for contempt, 
and yet it holds that act to be a valid exercise of the power of 
Congress. 

That act of 1831 has a curious history. A Missouri judge 


punished a St. Louis lawyer oppressively and unjustly for criti- 
cising through the public press some of his opinions. He pro- 
ceeded so outrageously and so oppressively that the spirit of self- 
respect and love of justice. which dominates always the American 
bar, revolted, and they brought the conduct of the judge to the 
attention of the House of Representatives, where they asked that 
he be impeached in the name of justice. The House preferred 
articles of impeachment against him. The Senate tried him. 
Of course the Senate acquitted him. Except in two instances it 
has acquitted every man who has been tried upon articles of 
impeachment, and of the two excepted cases one was a crazy 
man while the other was absent. They tried Judge Peck. He 
was acquitted, but his conduct was so monstrous and unjust 
that the American Congress testified its abhorrence of the abuse 
of the power to punish for contempt by enacting the law of 1831. 
That act has passed under judicial review in other cases, and has 
been sustained. In the case of Savin, reported in 131 U. S., the 
court declared : 

The act of 1789 did not define what were contempts of the authority 
of the courts of the United States in any cause or hearing before them, 
nor did it prescribe any special pr ure for determining a matter 
of contempt. Under that statute the question whether particular acts 
constituted a contempt, as well as the mode of proceeding against the 
offender, was left to be determined according to such established rules 
and principles of the common law as were applicable to our situation. 
The act of 1831, however, materially modified that of 1789, in that it 


restricted the power of the courts to inflict summary punishments for 
contempt. 


Again, in the same volume and in almost the very next case, 
where Cuddy was the petitioner, the court said: 


The only effect of this limitation is to narrow the field for the exer- 
cise of their general power, as courts of superior jurisdiction, to punish 
contempts of their authority. 


Mr. President, it is neither true as a matter of law, nor is it 
true as a matter of fact, that I am seeking to deprive any 
railroad of its property without a just compensation. All I 
am contending for is that the rate which the Commission, after 
a full hearing, has said is a fair one shall stand until con- 
demned by the final judgment of a court upon a full investiga- 
tion of the case. 

What rate is more apt to be just and fair—the rate fixed by 
the railroad, inspired by its selfish desire to increase its earn- 
ings, or the rate established by an impartial tribunal? The 
railroad managers, under their view of their duty and their 
situation do not owe as much to the public in the way of just 
rates as they owe to their stockholders in the way of dividends 
and profits. 

Let us suppose that they have abandoned the old, remorseless, 
and indefensible rule of laying all that the traffic will bear, and 
that they now employ the juster practice of demanding only a 
fair compensation for their service. Let us assume that they 
are both honest and diligent in striving to arrange their charges 
with a view of doing justice to the public as well as to their - 
stockholders, we can not still be blind to the fact that the men 
who fix those rates have a selfish interest which will lead the 
most enlightened and most upright among them to favor them- 
selves against their patrons. á 

On the other hand, here is a great Commission constituted 
by the law, composed of men of high character and great ability, 
charged with the high duty of doing justice—justice alike to the 
railroad and to the shipper. No thought of self enters into 
their calculation; all they do is done in the name of the Govern- 
ment and for the sake of justice. And yet we are told that the 
rates fixéd by such a tribunal may be and perhaps ought to be 
suspended by a judge and the railways left to collect the rate 
imposed by their own selfishness and measured too often by 
their own greed. 

Again, Senators, I put the question to you—what rate is 
more apt to be right—the one fixed by the railroad or the one 
fixed by the Commission? If the rate fixed by the Commission 
is more apt to be right, in the name of justice and on behalf 
of the people, I demand that that rate shall stand until finally 
adjudged by the court to be unjust. 

They tell us that we ought not to confer this rate-making 
power on the Commission because it is a task of surpassing 
difficulty and delicacy. I agree that it is a difficult and delicate 
task. I agree that it ought to be performed only by men quali- 
fied for such a work; and yet with an argument like that on 
their lips they demand that a Federal judge, who, though he 
may know everything about the law may know nothing af all 
about freight rates, shall have the right to set aside a schedule 
fixed by a commission of experts, and that he may do so upon 
an ex parte hearing and without any investigation of the case. 

Ah, Senators, you had better be candid with the people. If 
when they ask for bread you intend to give them a stone, be 
brave and honest with them and refuse to give them anything. 
Give what they want or give them nothing, and let us try this 
issue anew before that great jury of American voters. 
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That the courts will abuse the power which you propose to 
leave with them is a moral certainty. Mr. President, I have 
here a letter written to me by a reputable lawyer in the State 
of Florida, whose knowledge especially qualifies him to speak 
upon the subject, and I ask the Senate to hear how a Federal 
judge has despised and trampled upon the plainest principles 
of justice. This lawyer says: 

The Florida railroad commission enforces its orders by mandamus 
instituted originally in the supreme court of the State, and yet tee 
Pardee has enjoined the Florida railroad commission and all of the 
State officials from instituting suit in the supreme court of the State 
by mandamus to compel the Louisville and Nashville Railroad Com- 

y to reduce its ger fare from 4 cents to 3 cents per mile in 
“lorida, and this M parra was granted upon the afidavit of the vice- 
resident of the Louisville and Nashville Railroad to the effect that the 

uisville and Nashville proper in Florida is worth at least 

200,000—this high valuation being essential to their case—and the 
State produced an affidavit made by the same man one month and 
twenty-eight days prior to his swearing to the bill, in which affidavit 
he had sworn that the identical property was not worth exceeding 
$1,700,000; and yet on this man's affidavit the State was temporarily 
restrained from instituting mandamus proceedings in the supreme court 
of Florida to enforce compliance with the rate. 


Not only, Mr. President, has this inferior Federal court de- 
nied the right of the State to enforce an unjust rate, but they 
have restrained the State from resorting to its highest court 
to settle the question of whether a given rate is just or not; 
and that restraining order was issued upon the bill of the rail- 
road, sworn to by its vice-president. Because I seek to with- 
hold from a judge an oppressive and extraordinary power like 
that, shall I be arraigned before the country and charged with 
having proposed to violate the Constitution, and to deprive a 
carrier of its property without the due process of law? 

Mr. President, I have no desire to oppress the railroads. My 
whole object is to prevent the railroads from oppressing the 
people, and that I believe to be the unanimous desire of Sena- 
tors who sit on this side of the Chamber. I do not know what 
view others may take about this question, but if I stand alone 
I intend to submit to the Senate the question whether it will al- 
low a Federal court to exercise such an arbitrary, extraordinary, 
and oppressive power as has been exercised by Judge Pardee, 
as related in the letter which I have read. It can do no man 
any harm, or at least it can do no man any injustice, to say 
that until there shall be a full and fair judicial determination 
of the question, the rate established by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission shall be the lawful one. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator from Texas allow me to 
ask him a question? 

Mr. BAILEY. Certainly. 

Mr. ALDRICH. As I understand the views of the Senator 
from Texas, he is in favor of having a full and fair judicial de- 
termination finally of the question whether the rates fixed fur- 
nish just compensation or not? 

Mr. BAILEY. Iam. I have never seen the hour, and I sin- 
cerely trust I will never see the time, when I can be clamored 
into closing the doors of the courts against any person, natural 
or corporate. The right to a trial is not only sacred under the 
Constitution, but it was sacred before the Constitution was 
adopted. If you could destroy the Constitution, and if by burn- 
ing its parchment you could release us from our obligation to 
obey its limitations, I should still stand here contending for the 
right of every man to have his day in court. But, Mr. President, 
the right to a day in court, the right to have a fair and an im- 
partial trial, does not embrace the right of allowing an arbitrary 
Federal judge to set aside without sufficient inquiry the deliber- 
ate judgment of a competent and impartial board. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH] and every 
other Senator in this Chamber, I trust, credits me with a proper 
respect for the law. I not only respect the law, but I respect 
the courts, and I sometimes think I go too far in yielding my 
own opinion to theirs. That I should yield obedience to their 
decrees is to be expected, but I doubt if good citizenship re- 
quires us to receive their reasoning as conclusive, although we 
must accept their conclusions as binding. 

After all the judge, when elevated to the bench, is still the 
Same man, with the same infirmities and limitations, both of 
character and intellect, that he was when he sat in the Senate 
or served his country in an humbler sphere. I believe that the 
man who for selfish or political purposes creates a distrust of 
the courts does his country an irreparable injury; and yet the 
injury he does is not half so great as the injury done by that 
man who would teach us a debasing belief in the infallibility of 
courts, 

Courts make mistakes; they make honest mistakes; and self- 
respecting American citizens are entitled to examine them and 
candidly to express their opinion about them. While I rejoice 
to say that I do not believe there is to-day a man on our 
Supreme Bench who would prostitute his great office to an un- 
worthy purpose, I do not extend that confidence to the entire 


judiciary of the United States. I frankly declare my belief 
that there are inferior judges who will abuse this great power 
if you leave it with them, and therefore I insist that it shall be 
taken from them. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. RAYNER] has kindly called my attention to two opinions 
of mel Supreme Court which the Senator from Texas has not 
quo 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator permit me? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. BAILEY. I will say that there are not less than six or 
eight which I have not quoted. I would not have the Senate 
or the Senator suppose that I have exhausted all of them, be- 
eause there are still six or eight, all affirming the doctrine, 
which decisions I could have laid before the Senate. 

Mr. TILLMAN. We want to put that doctrine or heresy or 
whatever it is to sleep. So we will pile up opinions. Here is 
7 ype oy Sewing Machine case, October term, 1873 (18 Wal- 
ace, 5 


Circuit courts do not derive their judicial power immediately from 
the Constitution, as appears with cient explicitness from the Con- 
stitution Itself, as the first seetion of the third article provides that 
“the judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one Su- 
preme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from 
time to time ordain and establish.” Consequently the jurisdiction of 
the circuit court in 8 case must depend upon some act of Con- 
gress, as it is clear that Congress, inasmuch as it possesses the power 
to ordain and establish all courts inferior to the Supreme Court, may 
also define their jurisdiction. Courts created by statute can have no 
jurisdiction in controversies between party and party but such as the 
statute confers. Congress, it may be conceded, may confer such juris- 
diction upon the circuit courts as it may see fit, within the scope of 
the judicial power of the Constitution, not vested in the Supreme 
Court, but as such tribunals are neither created by the Constitution 
nor is their pee ee defined by that instrument, it follows that In- 
asmuch as they are created by an act of Congress it is necessary, in 
every attempt to define their poren, to look to t source as the means 
of accomplishing that end. ederal judicial power, beyond all doubt, 
has its origin in the Constitution, but the organization of the system 
and the distribution of the ged ee of jurisdiction among such inferior 
courts as Congress may from time to time ordain and establish, within 
the scope of the judicial power, always haye been, and of right must be, 
the work of the Congress. 


Here is another, from 147 United States, October term, 1892: 


It must be admitted that if the Constitution had ordained and es- 
tablished the inferior courts and distributed to them their respective 
3 they could not be restricted or divested by Congress; but, as 
t has made no such distribution, one of two consequences must re- 
sult—either that each inferior court created by Con must exercise 
all the judicial powers not given to the Supreme Court, or that Con- 
gress, having the power to establish the courts, must define their 
respective jurisdictions. ‘The first of these inferences has never been 
asserted, and could not be defended with any show of reason, and if 
not, the latter would seem to follow as a necessary consequence. And 
it would seem to follow also that, having a right to preseribe, Con- 
gress may withhold from any court of its creation jurisdiction of any 
of the enumerated controversies. Courts created by statute can have 
no jusisdiction but such as the statute confers. No one of them can 
assert a just claim to jurisdiction exclusively conferred on another or 
withheld from all. (Holmes v. Goldsmith, 147 U. S., p. 158.) 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I agree with the conclusion 
of the Senator from Texas [Mr. Barry] as to the thing to be 
done. The first consideration which confronts us is how to do 
it; what will effectuate the purpose to be accomplished. That 
is the important question at this time. I think there is practi- 
cally a unanimity of opinion here that there is to be legislation 
which will authorize the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
fix and regulate railroad tariff rates. I think that is agreed 
upon. I think there is an overwhelming sentiment, not only 
in this body, but in the country, that this shall be done. 

Now, when we face a proposition of that kind, the first thing 
is to determine what we can do; to determine the extent of our 
power. Any cautious man in entering upon an enterprise, 
whether it be business or whether it be of this character, must 
first know the limitations that surround him. 

I believe that Congress can invest the Interstate Commerce 
Commission with power to fix rates for transportation com- 
panies doing an interstate business; I believe that as an ab- 
stract proposition. But that is not the whole question. The 
question then is, To what extent shall we exercise this power? 
and that must be followed by, In what manner will we exercise 
it? It is, I think, conceded that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission is to be vested with the power of fixing maximum rates 
of transportation. The difference of opinion seems to center 
around the method of exercising that right—the details. That 
the decision of the Interstate Commerce Commission can be 
made final I do not believe for a moment. In the absence of 
any legislation on cur part, the Supreme Court of the United 
States has the inherent power to enforce or protect the personal 
rights and the property rights conferred by the Constitution 
upon the individual or the combination of individuals, It has 
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We can neither extend it nor take it away 


that inherent right. 
from the court. 
For convenience we have established minor courts, but if we 
were to abolish them to-day, we could not destroy the right that 
is given to the people under the provision of the Constitution 
which creates the third of the coordinate branches of the Goy- 


ernment. We appeal to the circuit courts to-day because we 
have created them as a medium of convenience, but had we not 
created them, the enforcement of the rights of the individual 
would haye remained where the Constitution placed it—in the 
Supreme Court; and if the rights of the individual were in- 
yaded, in the absence of other courts the party whose rights 
were thus invaded would go into the Supreme Court for their 
enforcement. Otherwise what function does this third of the 
coordinate branches of the Government perform? It would be 
a mere name. Its powers are defined and its purpose is defined 
in the Constitution. 

fection 1 of Article III says: 

The judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one Su- 


preme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from time 
to time ordain and establish. 

The first is an absolute grant and creation of power. The 
second clause of the sentence is an alternative one, resting upon 
the action of Congress. Then section 2 says: 

The judicial power shall extend to all cases in law and equity— 

What judicial power? The judicial power which has just 
been vested in the Supreme Court of the United States. 

The judicial gre shall extend to all cases, in law and equity, aris- 
ing under this Constitution, the laws of the United States, and treaties 
made, or which shall be made, under their authority; to all cases 
5 ambassadors, other public ministers and consuls ; to all cases 

Ti 


of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction; to controversies to which the 
United States shall be a party— 


We are proposing by this legislation that the United States 
shall be a party in every case of litigation. We are providing 
that the controversies shall be between the United States and 
the shipper, so that this second section of Article III of the Con- 
stitution has a direct reference to the class of cases that we are 
providing for. 

To controversies between two or more States; between the State and 
the citizens of another State; between citizens ‘of different States. 

Enumerating the jurisdiction that is conferred by the Con- 
stitution, that jurisdiction, so far as the United States Supreme 
Court is concerned, is vested by the Constitution and Congress 
can neither extend it nor diminish it. It is coordinate in author- 
ity with us. It derives no part of its virility, no part of its exist- 
ence, none of its power from a coordinate branch. Its powers 
were conferred by the Constitution, 

But the same sections of the Constitution provide that we 
may create other courts and that we may confer jurisdiction 
upon them. That was merely the exercise of farsight, that as 
the country grew and controversies multiplied it would be nec- 
essary to relieve this main tribunal of the burdens of interpret- 
ing and applying the law in all cases in all parts of the country. 
The necessity was so obvious that it was left te Congress to deal 
with as a growing proposition. 

Now, Mr. President, as to this right and the manner of exer- 
cising it, as has been suggested by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Bar], there is a clamor which goes to the extent of 
demanding that we shall deprive the litigants in these contro- 
versies over the reasonableness and unreasonableness of a 
freight rate of the right to appeal to a court to determine 
whether or not the parties are within their legal rights. That 
is the clamor. We are not here to yield to public clamor. We 
are here to exercise a responsible judgment, to be guided by 
the individual intelligence that is possessed by each member of 
this body. We are here to legislate within the limitations of 
our constitutional rights. We are here to give heed to the call 
of the people, but we are not here to be led beyond the lines 
of our power or our jurisdiction by reason of any call or 
clamor. 

Without any legislation upon this question an individual who 
had been wronged or deprived of his right to fair treatment 
at the hands of a common carrier had a right to go into the 
courts of either the United States or the State and recover 
damages against the party infringing his rights. That was his 
common-law right. The statute added nothing to the right of a 
party who had been wronged in this way. 

Mr. President, all that the statute did was to pits the 
method, to provide the machinery for more conveniently ex- 
ercising the right of the individual. The proposition to-day, 
crystallized, is, Shall we make a more adequate provision 
for the enforcement of a right that existed at common law?” 
That is all there is before this body or before Congress in 
regard to this class of legislation. The question is, Shall we 
provide a more adeguate manner, a more convenient method 


for the enforcement of a right that has always existed under 
civilized government such as ours, and if we shall, to what 
extent shall we go? 

Now, the courts have the inherent constitutional power to en- 
force their orders. Having jurisdiction, we can not deprive a 
court that has jurisdiction of a subject-matter by virtue of 
the Constitution of the right to enforce its decrees. Cases have 
been read, instances have been cited, where courts have said, in 
speaking of the particular case before us, that it had or had not 
the right because Congress had or had not given it the power. 
But those cases are to be distinguished from a case where the 
subject-matter of the controversy is whether or not the party 
is being deprived of his constitutional right. 

Of course, as every lawyer knows, you must in every instance 
know the subject-matter before the court before you can cor- 
rectly apply or interpret the decision of the court. Some of the 
cases that have been read this morning were cases where the 
matter in controversy was not the determination of the rights 
the individual or the party litigant had under the Constitution, 
but were cases where the subject-matter of the controversy was 
a statutory right that had been conferred subject to the statu- 
tory limitations contained in the act. 

Mr. President, legislation upon the subject of the regulation of 
commerce between the States is rather a forced consideration. 
The framers of the Constitution never for a moment dreamed 
that that provision would be used for the purposes for which we 
are seeking to use it to-day. There were no railroads, and there 
was no question of rates before the people. The discussion in 
the Constitutional Convention centered around the question 
whether or not the people of one State should be allowed to im- 
pose a duty upon the goods and merchandise coming from 
another State over their borders. The questions that are being 
discussed to-day, the principles that are being invoked to-day, 
never glinted in the discussion of that question for a moment. 

But as Chief Justice Marshall has said, it was the intention 
of the framers of the Constitution that it should be sufficiently 
elastic and expanding and growing to meet the changing condi- 
tions of a growing civilization. That is true. I think the man 
would be narrow, indeed, who in this age would undertake to 
oppose the application of a principle of deduction from the pro- 
visions of the Constitution simply because the like conditions 
did not exist at that time. 

Mr. President, we can not deprive the court haying jurisdic- 
tion of the constitutional rights of a party from staying the 
hand that attempts to take them from the party. We can not by 
legislation or by failing to enact any law say that the court, 
vested by the Constitution with the interpretation and the appli- 
cation of the law of the country, shall not prevent the provi- 
sions of the Constitution from being violated so far as it prohibits 
the taking of private property from the individual. We may 
pass a law and place it upon the statute books, saying that the 
court shall not restrain the destruction of a man’s rights under 
the Constitution, and the court will say that our act was void. 
The court will say, “ We are the guardians of the constitutional 
rights of the parties, and whenever they inyoke our aid for their 
enforcement we invest them with that power.” 

Congress may enact laws, but it must enact them within the 
limitations of the Constitution, and when Congress forgets or 
fails to perform that duty the court will say, “ Your enactment 
is void.” The court will say to Congress, Certain rights are 
invested or certain powers are given the courts by the Consti- 
tution; you can not and may not take them from the court. 
You can not prevent us by any law that you may enact from 
exercising jurisdiction over the subjects that are intrusted to 
our jurisdiction by the Constitution. They are enumerated. 
This right is within that class.” 

Now, I think it is usually admitted—and it was admitted by 
Senators who are in favor of the pending bill—that these con- 
stitutional rights are probably sufficient of themselves. I think 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dotiiver] assented to the propo- 
sition, if he did not confess it, that in the absence of any legis- 
lation the right of review exists and that we might rest upon 
that and be content with it. 

The question is, Shall we do it? The question is, Shali we 
rest upon the constitutional right of inquiry and control over 
this question or shall we at the demand of the people be more 
specific and formulate and even at the expense of reasserting 
the constitutional questions express a method for the enforce- 
ment of this law? Now, that is the question. 

Mr. President, even though it be conceded that the constitu- 
tional provisions are in themselves sufficient to enable the 
courts to protect the individual rights of property, I see no 
reason why Congress may not on this occasion, under the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the consideration of this question, rein- 


corporate in the proposed law the principles of the Constitution 


1906. 


as they are found within that document and as they are ex- 


pressed in the decisions of the courts of this law. That will 
relieve the people of any uncertainty or doubt as to the inten- 
tion of Congress. It will probably save the necessity of going 
to the Supreme Court for the purpose of learning that which 
we can just as well tell them in the text of this statute. 

With me it is more a question of expediency in legislation than 
anything else. Believing, as I do, that the constitutional power 
of the courts to review the acts of the administrative body is 
already sufficient and would meet every emergency, I am will- 
ing, I am more than willing, in the abundance of caution, if I 
may apply that term, upon the appeal of the people for a definite 
statement of their rights, to relieve them from the necessity of 
inquiring again of the courts as to what they are. I am will- 
ing and I belieye that it is the part of wisdom on the part of 
Congress to clearly express the right of review, and then, hay- 
ing done that, to prescribe such limitations as will insure 
against delay, and as will insure against a miscarriage of justice 
by reason of the length of time which must elapse for the con- 
sideration of such a question by the courts. 

I do not think it proper or appropriate to provide for an 
appeal from an executive or administrative body to a court. I 
do not think it appropriate to provide a remedy through the 
medium of an appeal. It must be provided through the medium 
of that other class of writs, more mandatory in character, more 
prompt in their action—the writ of mandamus, or the writ of 
injunction, or the writ of review. 

Now, those writs came into use for the purpose of expediting 
matters originally. That was their purpose. The writ of in- 
junction is intended to stay the hand of the spoiler until the 
law can act with more deliberation. The writ of mandate 
was intended to command an executive officer, or an officer sub- 
ject to such a writ, to do something without waiting to deter- 
mine whether or not it ought to be done as a matter of last con- 
sideration. The writ of review was to avoid the necessity and 
inconvenience of the delay incident to an appeal. 

So I say the right of appeal here is not necessary and it is 
not an appropriate remedy. But we should give by express 
provisions in this bill the right to consider the action of the 
board of commissioners through the medium of a writ of a 
mandate, a mandamus rather, or a writ of injunction, or a writ 
of review. 

Then the next consideration is how prompt shall that be. I 
would be in favor of limiting it to the shortest practicable time 
for the preparation and consideration of that kind of a question. 
When we have done that we will have met the requirements of 
the people of this country. 

I do not know, Mr. President, whether the people are going to 
derive as much profit and satisfaction and happiness from the 
enactment of this legislation as they think they are. I am 
afraid they are going to be disappointed. But we are here as 
the representatives of the people. We owe them a certain meas- 
ure of concession, even though we may be sure that we are right. 
When not violating our principles or doing violence to our judg- 
ment, it is appropriate as their representatives that we should 
give beed to their cry for relief. 

It is conceded that to a certain extent a condition of evil 
exists; that to a certain extent the people’s rights are being in- 
fringed by these agencies that were created by the law for the 
purpose of serving the people. 

Now, it only follows that we shall, as I said, without doing vio- 
lence to our conscience or our duty, within those limitations, 
grant them the greatest measure of relief. Let the bill provide 
that, upon the decision of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
that board, in the name of the United States, at the expense of 
the United States, shall represent the injured party, and that 
they may do it by an appropriate remedy—by injunction, if in- 
junction is necessary, to stay the hand of the spoiler; by a writ 
of mandamus, if the parties are obdurate and refuse to act, or 
by a writ of review, if it is merely a question of bringing it up, 
as by certiorari—but let the bill provide that this remedy shall 
be, as I said, exercised by the officers of the United States in 
the appropriate jurisdiction; and I would provide that those 
steps should be taken and consummated with thirty days from 
the rendition of the decision. 

The only difference between that and existing conditions is 
that it would be done at the expense of the United States and 
in the name of the United States, and that the Government would 
be a party to the litigation. It would come within that provi- 
sion I have just read—section 2 of Article III of the Constitu- 
tion. Suits wherein the Government is a party have a status 
peculiar to themselves in the courts. They have rights, so far 
as convenience and procedure are concerned, that are valuable 
to them and tend to expedite the hearing. 

Let this statute, when it is enacted, provide that these suits, 
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brought in the name of the Government of the Unied States and 
at its expense, for the benefit not only of the party whose inter- 
ests were particularly before the board, but of all persons be- 
longing to that class, shall be brought into the court by this 
speedy procedure and a rule established, and after the rule is 
established as to a certain class of shippers or a certain class 
of merchandise or a certain condition or set of conditions, the 
law can be enforced by writ of mandate, because the principle 
will be established and the court will hold it res adjudicata, as 
having been passed upon. 

There is a great evil which has been permitted by Congress 
that has grown up. I had not intended to discuss it at this 
time, but I want to refer to it as a part of my remarks. I haye 
taken some pains to gather some data in regard to it that ought 
to be of interest to any legislative body considering this question. 
I telegraphed for it and received it only since last Saturday. I 
have it here. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission has not been a benefit to 
the people of this country. It has not been a benefit to the con- 
sumers of this country. It may have been a convenience to the 
shippers; it may have been at times a convenience to the trans- 
portation companies; but it has not been of any benefit to the con- 
sumers, and they constitute about 90 per cent of all the people. 
It has resulted in converting the seaboard towns in this country 
into tollgates. It has resulted in accumulating around the mar- 
gin or border of this country an undue proportion or share of 
the wealth of the country by its discrimination under the long 
and short haul clause; by that ruling which enabled the trans- 
portation companies to charge the people in the State which I 
represent on this floor the rate to the Pacifie coast plus the local 
rate back—700 or 800 or even a thousand miles—to some of our 
shipping points. Under the plea that this discrimination was 
necessary because of the enforced competition between water 
and rail navigation the Interstate Commerce Commission, with 


-its varying personality, has construed the laws of Congress as 


they were never intended to be construed; the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission and the courts having an imperfect under- 
standing of the question. Congress undertook to cure existing 
evils, and instead of curing them—the existing evils, resting 
upon the then decision of the courts—they emphasized them. 
They gave them not only the prestige of the courts’ decision 
before the enactment of the law, but they gave them the prestige 
of the interpretation which the courts placed upon the enactment 
of Congress. 

Let me call your attention to what they are doing under the 
guise of avoiding the evils of competition between water and 
rail. I could have obtained this information perhaps here in 
Washington, I wanted it from the ground. 

Take hardware. In a country like ours that is a very large 
item. It amounts to a vast traffic in our country. Sometimes 
in the equipment of a single mill it will amount to a quarter of a 
million dollars; there will be train loads of this material. From 
Cincinnati and common points to our central point of shipment 
the rate is $1.25 per hundred, and to the Pacific coast 80 cents. 
Where is the water competition between Cincinnati and coast 
points? 

Take canned goods—an article of consumption to a very large 
extent. From Chicago to our points of shipment the rate is 
$1.35; to the coast 95 cents. I am merely calling attention to 
this matter that we may see how the present legislation bas 
operated in the interpretation that has been placed upon it. 

Take dry goods. From Chicago to Spokane the rate is $3.60 
per hundred, while from Chicago to the coast it is $3 per hun- 
dred; on agricultural implements from Chicago to Spokane the 
rate is $1.65, while from Chicago to the coast it is $1.35. 

Now take Boise. While the rate on first-class freight from 
Chicago to Portland is $3, the rate from Chicago to Boise is 
$3.30 per hundred. There is not even railroad competition there, 
for there is only one transcontinental railroad. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. How do they explain that? 

Mr. HEYBURN. They do not explain it. They simply say, 
“We have the power.” 

Now, while wé are regulating freight rates, let us see to it 
that we legislate wide enough and broad enough to prevent that. 
This difference in freight amounts to millions of dollars to our 
people every year. You-take the difference of 80 cents a hun- 
dred in rates on standard articles, in which the shipments are 
so large, and figure that up on a carload 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for just a moment? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Would the fact that these goods that go out 
there would go to New York or to the coast have anything to do 
with the fixing of the rate from Chicago to the coast? Migbt 
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not that arise out of the competition between New York and 
Chicago? 

Mr. HEYBURN. But how is there any competition between 
New York and Chicago with Boise, Idaho? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I refer to the rate to the coast. 

Mr. HETBURN. I know that the rate to the coast would, of 
course, be based upon the rate to New York by water transpor- 
tation. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. What I want to get at is, is there any rea- 
son in basing the rate from Chicago to the coast upon the rate 
from New York to the coast? For example, if it costs more for 
dry goods from Chicago to the coast than it does to New York, 
would not that operate to transfer Chicago’s business to New 
York? 

Mr. HEYBURN. That is one of the reasons they give; but 
there is absolutely no foundation for it, because that presup- 
poses that these goods could and would go by water from New 
York, by the way of Panama or by the way of Cape Horn, to the 
Pacific coast. But you take the class of goods here that can not 
possibly be shipped that way, and you would have to ship them 
from New York, plus the freight from Chicago to New York, in 
order to compete with the other rafe to Seattle or Portland or 
any other coast point. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. I would say to the Senator that I have 
often been struck with those rates as entirely wanting in what 
appeared to me to be equity and fairness toward those in- 
terior points; but I find that most of them have been justified 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, and I think that many 
of them, the most extreme cases, have been justified by the 
courts. What I wanted to get at was what explanation was 
given to the people in the intermountain country regarding this? 

Mr. HEYBURN. They have not deigned to give any explana- 
tion, except such as the people of that intermountain country 
get through the newspapers and through the discussion of these 
questions in Congress and elsewhere. We are inquiring why 
it is in that country, and have been for a long time, and we 
should like to have an answer. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, referring to the pending bill, 
I would say that it is entirely adequate to protect Boise, Idaho, 
upon the showing that the rate from Chicago to Boise is ex- 
orbitant. The power under this bill is expressly confided to the 
Commission to reduce that rate to a reasonable maximum. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; but I want to be sure that this bill is 
going to afford an adequate remedy. That is the reason I 
have injected this question at this time. I want to be quite 
sure that that Commission is equipped by the provisions of this 
bill to remedy these evils, evils which enable the carriers to haul 
oil from Chicago to Portland for 90 cents, and from Chicago 
to Boise, 515 miles this side of Portland, for 81.533. We want 
the Commission te be clothed with power, and we want them to 
be blessed with the disposition to grant relief against that condi- 
tion. 

Those are only instances. I have here complete schedules of 
freights I have received from out there of comparative rates. 
Why is it, and where is the competition that justifies them in 
charging us a higher rate per hundred from Boise to Chicago, 
than they do from Portland to Chicago? Chicago is not a seaport 
town ; Chicago does not present the proposition of competition be- 
tween water transportation and railroads, nor even that be- 
tween competing railroads, because there is only one railroad 
to Boise, and there is not another competing railroad within 
about 500 miles of Boise, and yet they do it. 

I want to be quite sure that when we have enacted this law 
it will be sufficient to meet the necessities of the people. We 
want the provision as to review to the elements of 
promptness and certainty, and that it shall be limited within 
a period that the courts usually consider sufficient in which to 
deal with these questions, such as injunctions, mandamuses, 
and that class of relief. I want the bill to express it. Not- 
withstanding the fact that I believe, as was said in the de- 
cision I started to read during my interruption of the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Barrer], that the Constitution itself is broad 
enough, yet inasmuch as it would necessitate that the people 
should go to the court to have that right again defined and 
limited and applied, let the statute say so. It can do no harm. 
We have reenacted the Constitution of the United States in the 
Revised Statutes over and over again, perhaps fifty times; and 
there was never at all any delicacy about doing it. It does not 
hurt the Constitution, and it certainly is a balm of relief to 
the minds of the people. 

The people are demanding it. I do not say that because of 
the frenzy of the country upon this question. I have not been 
much influenced by that; but I belleve the people are entitled 
to have their representatives sometimes give heed to their 


homely wisdom, which represents the composite knowledge and 
intelligence of the entire country. 

Just what provision will best do that is something to be yet 
determined in this body; but I hope to see those in charge of 
of this bill that has been reported by the committee, known as 
the Hepburn-Dolliver bill,” agree to the incorporation in the 
bill of a provision that will meet the suggestions that I have 
made of a quick, prompt, and efficient review, that shall not be 
by appeal, but which shall be through the medium of those 
quicker processes known to the courts for the enforcement of 
the orders of a board. 

As I have said before, an appeal is no appropriate remedy 
for reviewing the order of an executive or a legislative tribunal, 
because an appeal implies the going up from one judicial 
tribunal to another. But let us review their action, inasmuch 
as we are going to have legislation upon this subject, by the 
most y method that will respect in the fullest measure the 
constitutional rights of the transportation companies and of 
the people. 

I say again a word of warning. The people are going to be 
very much disappointed in the result of this legislation. But 
that is not new. That condition has often presented itself to 
the people of this country. The people—and when I say “ the 
people” I mean the consumers of this country—are going to 
be much disappointed oyer the result of this legislation. Why 
do I say that? In the neighboring State of Washington—we 
live only 125 miles from that State—for years the political 
parties of that State have been disrupted over the question of a 
railroad commission; it has divided conventions; it has broken 
up political affiliations; there have been many heartburnings 
and dissensions and charges of corruption and rapacity. 

In the last campaign the issue was fought out and the people 
secured the election of a legislature favorable to the creation 
of a railroad commission that should have just such powers as 
this bill is going to confer upon the Government railway com- 
mission, It was said during the campaign that the people were 
in agony because of the injustice, the discrimination, and the 
oppression under which they were living. They were told that 
these rates were exorbitant, and such rates were pointed out 
with circumstantial particularity during the campaign, and it 
was explained how the rates between these points and other 
points should be adjusted. You would have supposed that as 
soon as the commission was installed in office the people would 
be found standing in line at its doors asking for a redress of 
their complaints and wrongs, and yet that commission met at 
the city of Spokane, the very hotbed of this agitation, remained 
in session eight days, and there was not a single complaint pre- 
sented to them. Their presence there was advertised in the 
papers; the commission went to the leading merchants and 
shippers and said, “ We are here to do what we can to redress 
your wrongs,” but there was not in eight days a single com- 
plaint made to the commission, and they adjourned and went 


away. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 
to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator please inform us what that 
commission was? 

Mr. HETBURN. The railroad commission of the State of 
Washington. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Oh! 

Mr. HEYBURN. An ex-Senator from the State of Washing- 
ton is here. I saw him in the Chamber a little while ago, and 
I think he will confirm the statement I have just made. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I do not doubt it at all. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I have talked with that gentleman about 
it. It was a source of astonishment only to those people who 
had been carried away by the enthusiasm of agitators. That 
was all. The people were led to believe that they were suffer- 
ing from great wrongs, until they felt all the pain and agony 
that would have accompanied the existence of such wrongs; 
each man thought that his neighbor was sick, and when you 
came to sift it down and the doctor was in the household ready 
to apply the remedy there was nobody sick, and he went home, 

I do not mean to say that there are not many questions to be 
settled and determined by a commission such as that or such 
as the Interstate Commerce Commission. I do not mean to 
say that there is not a field of usefulness within which such a 
commission may act, but I do mean to say that we do not want 
te be carried away by any false wave of enthusiasm in legis- 
lating upon this question. We do not want to believe or allow 
ourselyes to believe that the people are suffering in the death 
throes of their prosperity for this class of legislation and have 
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our minds agitated and act as though there was reason for pre- 
cipitate haste in doing this. 

Let us consider it well. First, establish the primary object 
to be attained, then determine on the best method of attaining it. 
That is the orderly way to proceed. Let us give the people leg- 
islation upon this subject; let us prescribe the character of re- 
view that shall be given to the action of that board, and then 
let us see to it that, so far as it lies within our power, that 
board shall be composed of men who are capable and competent 
to deal with this question. 

I do not know that I shall have anything further to say during 
this discussion; but I did feel impelled to-day, because of the 
discussion of the intricate legal problems that are wrapped 
around and around this main consideration until the spirit of it 
is hid and smothered within words and theories—I felt impelled 
to unwrap it from those bandages, and, if I could, do something 
toward laying bare the real issue, the real question that we have 
got to decide. 

Mr. President, the power is beyond doubt. 
question of how we shall exercise it. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, if the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. TLLNMANI does not desire to go on with the pending 
bill any further to-day, and as I understand the Senator from 
California [Mr. Perkins] does not want to go on with the for- 
tifications appropriation bill, I shall move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of executive business. 

Mr. TILLMAN. That is perfectly agreeable to me. I wish to 
conform to the wishes of Senators who desire to speak, and as 
nobody else has signified an intention to speak to-day, I shall 
not object to the Senator's proposition. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator from New Jersey with- 
hold his motion for a moment? 

Mr. KEAN. Certainly. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, the only opportunity we 
have in this body to legislate for the District of Columbia is on 
oveasions such as this. In the other House they have one day 
in each week for the consideration of District business, but 
here we have no set time. I now ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of Order of Business 1413, being Sen- 
ate bill 4426. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I ask that the unfinished business may be 
temporarily laid aside, so that it will retain its place. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


INSANE CRIMINALS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Mr. GALLINGER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 4426) to amend section 927 of the 
Code of Law for the District of Columbia, relating to insane 
criminals. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to amend 
section 927 of an act entitled “An act to establish a Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia, approved March 3, 1901, as 
amended by the acts approved January 31 and June 30, 1902, 
so as to read as follows: 


Sec. 927. Insane criminals.—When any person tried upon an indict- 
ment or information for an offense is acquitted on the sole ground that 
he was insane at the time of its commission, that fact shall be set forth 
by the jury in their verdict; and whenever a person in indicted or is 
charged by an information for an offense, and before trial or after a 
verdict of guilty, prima facie evidence is submitted to the court that 
the accused is then insane, the court may cause a jury to be impaneled 
from the jurors then in attendance on the court or, if the regular 
jurors have been discharged, may cause a sufficient number of jurors 
to be drawn to inquire into the insanity of the accused, and said in- 
quiry shall be conducted in the presence and under the direction of the 
court. If the jury shall find the accused to be then insane, or if an 
accused person shall be acquitted by the jury solely on the ground of 
insanity, the court may certify the fact to the Secretary of the In- 
terior, who may order such person to be confined in the hospital for 
the insane, and said person and his estate shall be charged with the 
expense of his support in the said hospital. The person whose sanity 
is in question shall be entitled to his bill of exceptions and an appeal 
as in other cases. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


It is merely a 


FISH-CULTURAL STATION IN NEBRASKA. 


Mr. BURKETT. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (S. 4236) to establish a fish-cultufal 
station at Neligh, Nebr. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
by the Committee on Fisheries with an amendment, in line 8. 
after the word “at,” to strike out“ Neligh, Antelope County, 
Nebr.,” and insert “a point to be selected by the Secretary 
of Commerce and Labor; “ so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $25,000, or so much thereof as 
may be necessary, be, and the same is hereby, appropriated for the 
establishment of a fish-cultural station in the State of Nebraska, in- 


cluding purchase of site, construction of buildings and ponds, and 
equipment, said station to be located at a point to be selected by the 
Secretary of Commerce and Labor. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to establish a 
fish-cultural station in the State of Nebraska.” 


ARTHUR A. UNDERWOOD. 


Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4850) for the relief of Arthur A. 
Underwood. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes to appro- 
priate $277.48 to pay Arthur A. Underwood, for expenses in- 
curred en route to and from the national rifle competition, which 
was held at Sea Girt, N. J., August 24 to September 9, 1905, and 
while in attendance there. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. KEAN. I renew the motion that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent 
in executive session, the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock 
and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Tuseday, March 20, 1906, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 19, 1906. 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY. 


Charles S. Francis, of New York, to be ambassador extraor- 
dinary and plenipotentiary of the United States to Austria-Hun- 
gary, vice Bellamy Storer, recalled. 

INDIAN INSPECTOR. 


Walter B. Hill, of Concord, N. H., to be an Indian inspector 
(irrigation engineer), vice Charles F. Nesler, resigned. 


REGISTERS OF LAND OFFICES. 


Clarence W. Leininger, of California, to be register of the 
land office at Redding, Cal., vice Frank M. Swasey, term ex- 
pired. 

Louis J. Cohn, of Reno, Ney., to be register of the land office 
at Carson City, Nev., vice Oliver H. Gallup, term expired. 

RECEIVERS OF PUBLIC MONEYS. 

Earl W. Tremont, of Manhattan, Nev., to be receiver of public 
moneys at Carson City, Nev., vice David H. Hall, term expired. 

Lloyd L. Carter, of California, to be receiver of public moneys 
at Redding, Cal., his term having expired. (Reappointment.) 


LIEUTENANT-COLONEL ON RETIRED LIST. 


Maj. Allen Allensworth, chaplain Twenty-fourth Infantry, to 
be placed on the retired list of the Army, with the rank of 
lieutenant-colonel from the date on which he shall be retired 
from active service. 

POSTMASTERS. 
ARIZONA. 

Laura G. Crable to be postmaster at Tombstone, in the 
county of Cochise and State of Arizona, in place of Laura G. 
Crable. Incumbent’s commission expired March 7, 1906, 

CALIFORNIA. 

T. E. Dimock to be postmaster at Lompoc, in the county of 
Santa Barbara and State of California, in place of Alexander 
McLean. Incumbent's commission expires March 21, 1906. 

Stephen F. Kelley to be postmaster at San Bernardino, in the 
county of San Bernardino and State of California, in place 
of Stephen F. Kelley. Incumbents commission expires April 
29, 1906. 

GEORGIA. 

Robert S. Middleton to be postmaster at Vienna, in the county 
of Dooly and State of Georgia, in place of Robert S. Middleton. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 17, 1906. 

ILLINOIS. 

Henry C. Claypool to be postmaster at Morris, in the county 
of Grundy and State of Illinois, in place of Henry C. Claypool. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Peleg A. Coal to be postmaster at Gibson City, in the county 
of Ford and State of Illinois, in place of Peleg A. Coal. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 
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William G. Dustin to be postmaster at Dwight, in the county 
of Livingston and State of Illinois, in place of William G. Dus- 
tin. Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

George S. Faxon to be postmaster at Plano, in the county of 
Kendall and State of Illinois, in place of George S. Faxon. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

J. H. Firebaugh to be postmaster at Abingdon, in the county 
of Knox and State of Illinois, in place of Albert R. Maginnis. 
Incumbent's commission expired March 14, 1906. 

John T. Gantz to be postmaster at Oregon, in the county of 
Ogle and State of Illinois, in place of Thomas A. Jewett. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Edward F. Ledoyt to be postmaster at Sandwich, in the 
county of Dekalb and State of Illinois, in place of Edward F. 
Ledoyt. Incumbent's commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Henry W. Lynch to be postmaster at Peoria, in the county of 
Peoria and State of Illinois, in place of William E. Hull, re- 
moved. 

John R. Marshall, to be postmaster at Yorkville, in the county 
of Kendall and State of Illinois, in place of John R. Marshall. 
Incumbent's commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Henry Mayo to be postmaster at Ottawa, in the county of 
Lasalle and State of Illinois, in place of Henry Mayo. Incum- 
bent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

George R. Palmer to be postmaster at Onarga, in the county 
of Iroquois and State of Illinois, in place of George R. Palmer. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Michael F. Walsh to be postmaster at Harvard, in the county 
of McHenry and State of Illinois, in place of Michael F. Walsh. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Frank Yeager to be postmaster at Lanark, in the county of 
Carroll and State of Illinois, in place of Frank Yeager. Incum- 
bent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

INDIANA. 

John W. Henderson to be postmaster at Greenwood, in the 
county of Johnson and State of Indiana, in place of John W. 
Henderson. Incumbent’s commission expires April 22, 1906. 

Albert H. Leist to be postmaster at Michigan City, in the 
county of La Porte and State of Indiana, in place of Albert H. 
Leist. Incumbents commission expired March 15, 1906. 

Joseph H. Miller to be postmaster at Syracuse, in the county 
of Kosciusko and State of Indiana, in place of Joseph H. Miller. 
Incumbent's commission expires April 22, 1906. 


INDIAN TERRITORY. 


John K. Hannah to be postmaster at Sallisaw, in District 
11, Indian Territory, in place of Charles O. Frye, resigned. 


IOWA. 

E. H. Allison to be postmaster at Grundy Center, in the county 
of Grundy and State of Iowa, in place of E. H. Allison. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Charles H. Anderson to be postmaster at Anamosa, in the 
county of Jones and State of Iowa, in place of Charles H. An- 
derson. Incumbent's commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Denton Camery to be postmaster at Toledo, in the county of 
Tama and State of Iowa, in place of William D. Lee. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 5, 1906. 

Henry A. Perrin to be postmaster at Monroe, in the county of 
Jasper and State of Iowa, in place of Henry A. Perrin. In- 
cumbent's commission expired March 5, 1906. 

William G. Power to be postmaster at Mount Vernon, in the 
county of Linn and State of Iowa, in place of Wallace M. Moore. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Don W. Rathbun to be postmaster at Marion, in the county of 
Linn and State of Iowa, in place of Don W. Rathbun. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 1, 1906. 

John L. Waite, to be postmaster at Burlington, in the county 
of Des Moines and State of Iowa, in place of John L. Waite. 
Incumbent's commission expires April 10, 1906. 

KANSAS. 

Harry E. Glenn, to be postmaster at Kiowa, in the county of 
Barber and State of Kansas, in place of John H. Nichols, re- 
signed. 

Andrew McClellan, to be postmaster at Onaga, in the county 
of Pottawatomie and State of Kansas. Office became Presi- 
dential January 1, 1906. 

William H. Mcintyre, to be postmaster at Ashland, in the 
county of Clark and State of Kansas. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 

David W. Naill, to be postmaster at Herington, in the county 
of Dickinson and State of Kansas, in place of Charles N. Hull. 
Incumbent’s commission expired January 16, 1906. 

Frank H. Roberts, to be postmaster at Oskaloosa, in the 
county of Jefferson and State of Kansas, in place of Frank 
H. Roberts. Incumbent's commission expired January 16, 1906. 


KENTUCKY. 

Arthur M. Hughes, to be postmaster at Louisa, in the county 
of Lawrence and State of Kentucky, in place of Arthur M. 
Hughes. Incumbent's commission expires April 5, 1906. 

LOUISIANA. 

Frank C. Labit to be postmaster at Crowley, in the parish 
of Acadia and State of Louisiana, in place of Frank C. Labit. 
Incumbent's commission expired February 28, 1906. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

Benjamin F. Martin to be postmaster at Marblehead, in the 
county of Essex and State of Massachusetts, in place of Benja- 
80 F. Martin. Incumbent's commission expires March 24, 

John W. Richardson to be postmaster at Winchester, in the 
county of Middlesex and State of Massachusetts, in place of 
3 Richardson. Incumbent's commission expired January 

Nathan H. Sears to be postmaster at Millbury, in the county 
of Worcester and State of Massachusetts, in place of Nathan H. 
Sears. Incumbent’s commission expires April 1, 1906. 

Albert G. Thompson to be postmaster at Lowell, in the county 
of Middlesex and State of Massachusetts, in place of Albert G. 
Thompson. Incumbent’s commission expires April 17, 1906. 

Luther Wait to be postmaster at Ipswich, in the county of 
Essex and State of Massachusetts, in place of Luther Wait. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 22, 1906. 

MICHIGAN. 

Elliott O. Bellows to be postmaster at Stanton, in the county 
of Montcalm and State of Michigan, in place of S. Perry Youngs. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 7, 1906. 

Fred A. Hutty to be postmaster at Grand Haven, in the county 
of Ottawa and State of Michigan, in place of Fred A. Hutty. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 19, 1906. 

Walter D. Sharp to be postmaster at Litchfield, in the county 
of Hillsdale and State of Michigan, in place of Walter D. Sharp. 
Incumbent’s commission expired January 21, 1906. 

Aaron R. Wheeler to be postmaster at St. Louis, in the county 
of Gratiot and State of Michigan, in place of Aaron R. Wheeler. 
Incumbent’s commission expired January 21, 1906. 

MINNESOTA. 

Ziba ©. Goss to be postmaster at Wabasha, in the county of 
Wabasha and State of Minnesota, in place of Ziba C. Goss. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 30, 1906. 

John A. Henry to be postmaster at Janesville, in the county 
of Waseca and State of Minnesota, in place of John A. Henry. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 5, 1906. 

Bennie H. Holte to be postmaster at Starbuck, in the county 
of Pope and State of Minnesota. Office became Presidential 
January 1, 1906. 

William H. Nichols to be postmaster at Belleplaine, in the 
county of Scott and State of Minnesota, in place of Edward 
Chard, resigned. 

Edmund W. Thayer to be postmaster at Spring Valley, in the 
county of Fillmore and State of Minnesota, in place of Edmund 
W. Thayer. Incumbent's commission expires April 26, 1906. 

MISSOURI. 

Judson M. Boyd to be postmaster at Tipton, in the county of 
Moniteau and State of Missouri, in place of William F. Quigley. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 

I. D. Elliot to be postmaster at Humansyille, in the county of 
Polk and State of Missouri, in place of Samuel J. George. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired January 22, 1906. 

George C. Greenup to be postmaster at Pleasant Hill, in the 
county of Cass and State of Missouri, in place of George C. 
Greenup. Incumbent’s commission expired January 22, 1906. 

Hugh E. McCune to be postmaster at New London, in the 
county of Ralls and State of Missouri. Office became Presiden- 
tial January 1, 1906. 

George W. Reed to be postmaster at Albany, in the county of 
Gentry and State of Missouri, in place of Malcolm M. Campbell. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 25, 1906. 

Robert T. Stickney to be postmaster at Carthage, in the county 
of Jasper and State of Missouri, in place of Thomas B, Tuttle. 
Incumbent's commission expires June 24, 1906. 

Henry F. Wolters to be postmaster at St. James, in the county 
of Phelps and State of Missouri, in place of Henry F. Wolters. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 12, 1906. 

MONTANA. 

George W. Irvin to be pastmaster at Butte, in the county of 
Silver Bow and State of Montana, in place of George W. Irvin. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 15, 1906. 

Augusta C. Sheridan to be postmaster at Bigtimber, in the 
county of Sweet Grass and State of Montana, in place of John 
E. Sheridan, deceased, 
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NEBRASKA. 

Percy A. Brundage to be postmaster at Tecumseh, in the 
county of Johnson and State of Nebraska, in place of Percy A. 
Brundage. Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

NEVADA. 

Dwight A. Dawson to be postmaster at Reno, in the county 
of Washoe and State of Nevada, in place of Dwight A. Dawson. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 29, 1906. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE. 

Walter H. Stickney to be postmaster at Epping, in the county 
of Rockingham and State of New Hampshire, in place of 
George W. Tilton. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
16, 1906. 

NEW JERSEY. 

Chester A. Burt to be postmaster at Helmetta, in the county 
of Middlesex and State of New Jersey, in place of Chester A. 
Burt. Incumbent’s commission expired March 10, 1906. 

John T. Kanane to be postmaster at Kenilworth (late New 
Orange), in the county of Union and State of New Jersey. 
Office became Presidential April 1, 1905. 

James D. Mackay to be postmaster at Lambertville, in the 
county of Hunterdon and State of New Jersey, in place of 
Charles A. Skillman. Incumbent's commission expires March 
20, 1906. 

NEW YORK, 

Frank I. Hadaway to be postmaster at Montgomery, in the 
county of Orange and State of New York, in place of John F. 
Wilkin. Incumbent’s commission expired January 21, 1906. 

Egbert L. Hodskin to be postmaster at Fairport, in the county 
of Monroe and State of New York, in place of Egbert L. Hod- 
skin. Incumbent’s commission expires March 21, 1906. 

Moses T. Horton to be postmaster at Southold, in the county 
of Suffolk and State of New York, in place of Moses T. Horton. 
Incumbent’s commission expired December 17, 1905. 

Stott Mills to be postmaster at Warwick, in the county of 
Orange and State of New York, in place of Stott Mills. Incum- 
bent’s commission expired March 14, 1906. 

Harry H. Nichols to be postmaster at Elizabethtown, in the 
county of Essex and State of New York, in place of John D. 
Nicholson. Incumbent’s commission expired January 21, 1906. 

Fred E. Payne to be postmaster at Clinton, in the county of 
Oneida and State of New York, in place of Fred E. Payne. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 30, 1906. 

John H. Stephens to be postmaster at Clifton Springs, in the 
county of Ontario and State of New York, in place of Roderick 
L. Leland. Incumbent's commission expires March 21, 1906. 

OHIO. 
Charles R. Brent to be postmaster at McConnelsyille, in the 
county of Morgan and State of Ohio, in place of Charles R. 
Brent. Incumbent's commission expired March 13, 1906. 

Frank M. Martin to be postmaster at Woodsfield, in the 
county of Monroe and State of Ohio, in place of Oliver M. 
Greenbank. Incumbent's commission expired February 13, 1906. 

Orlando P. Mason to be postmaster at Bellaire, in the county 
of Belmont and State of Ohio, in place of John R, Gow. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 13, 1906. 

Henry S. Mooney to be postmaster at Cardington, in the 
county of Morrow and State of Ohio, in place of Henry S. 
Mooney. Incumbent’s commission expires March 21, 1906. 

Herbert Newhard to be postmaster at Carey, in the county of 
Wyandot and State of Ohio, in place of Herbert Newhard. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires March 21, 1906. 

Jobn J. Robinson to be postmaster at Port Clinton, in the 
county of Ottawa and State of Ohio, in place of John J. Robin- 
son. Incumbent's commission expired March 5, 1906. 

OKLAHOMA, 

William E. Johnston to be postmaster at Tecumseh, in the 
county of Pottawatomie and Territory of Oklahoma, in place of 
William E. Johnston, Incumbent’s commission expires April 22, 
1906. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 

Harley J. Barns to be postmaster at Albion, in the county of 
Erie and State of Pennsylvania. Office became Presidential 
October 1, 1905. 

James Bickerton to be postmaster at Duquesne, in the county 
of Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania, in place of James 
Bickerton. Incumbent’s commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Robert Carns to be postmaster at Ridley Park, in the county 
of Delaware and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Francis B. 
Harrison. Incumbent’s commission expires March 19, 1906. 

Clark Collins to be postmaster at Connellsville, in the county 
of Fayette and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Clark Col- 
lins. Incumbent’s commission expired March 7, 1906. 

Frank R. Cyphers to be postmaster at East Pittsburg, in the 


county of Allegheny and State of Pennsylyania, in place of 
week R. Cyphers. Incumbent’s commission expires April 10, 
1 

Addison Eppehimer to be postmaster at Royersford, in the 
county of Montgomery and State of Pennsylvania, in place of 
8 08 Eppehimer. Incumbent's commission expires March 

1, 1906. 

Joseph E. Euwer to be postmaster at Natrona, in the county 
of Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Joseph E. 
Euwer. Incumbent's commission expired March 5, 1906. 

Jonathan C. Gallup to be postmaster at Smethport, in the 
county of McKean and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Jona- 
than C. Gallup. Incumbent’s commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Isaac P. Garrett to be postmaster at Lansdowne, in the county 
of Delaware and State of Pennsylrania, in place of Isaac P. 
Garrett. Incumbent's commission expired January 13, 1906. 

Hamilton Kennedy to be postmaster at Crafton, in the county 
of Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Mary S. 
Murphy, resigned. 

Charles Sutter to be postmaster at McKees Rocks, in the 
county of Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania, in place of 
Charles Sutter. Incumbent's commission expires April 10, 1906. 

Nathan Tanner to be postmaster at Lansford, in the county of 
Carbon and State of Pennsylvania, in place of Nathan Tanner. 
Incumbent’s commission expires March 19, 1906. 

I. Newton Taylor to be postmaster at Mount Union, in the 
county of Huntingdon and State of Pennsylvania, in place of 
1 Taylor. Incumbent's commission expired March 10, 
Frederick W. Ulrich to be postmaster at South Bethlehem, in 
the county of Northampton and State of Pennsylvania, in place 
of Frederick W. Ulrich. Incumbent's commission expires March 


20, 1906. 
SOUTH CAROLINA. 

Maggie M. Moore to be postmaster at Yorkville, in the county 
of York and State of Carolina, in place of Maggie M. Moore. 
Incumbent’s commission expires April 30, 1906. 

SOUTH DAKOTA, 

J. Melroy Staley to be postmaster at Clear Lake, in the 
county of Deuel and State of South Dakota, in place of William 
G. Arnold. Incumbent's commission expired February 13, 1906. 

TENNESSEE. 

Archelaus M. Hughes to be postmaster at Columbia, in the 
county of Maury and State of Tennessee, in place of Archelaus 
M. Hughes. Incumbent’s commission expired March 1, 1906. 

Charles S. Moss to be postmaster at Franklin, in the county 
of Williamson and State of Tennessee, in place of Charles S. 
Moss. Incumbent’s commission expired February 7, 1906. 

Alexander Ragan to be postmaster at Newport, in the county 
of Cocke and State of Tennessee, in place of Alexander Ragan. 
Incumbent’s commission expired January 13, 1906. 

Zeph Roby to be postmaster at Erin, in the county of Houston 
and State of Tennessee. Office became Presidential January 1, 
1906. 

Albert L. Scott to be postmaster at Dickson, in the county of 
Dickson and State of Tennessee, in place of Albert L. Scott, In- 
cumbent’s commission expired February 7, 1906. 

Harry Swaney to be postmaster at Gallatin, in the county of 
Sumner and State of Tennessee, in place of Harry Swaney. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired March 5, 1906. 

TEXAS. 

Florence Burke to be postmaster at Elgin, in the county of 
Bastrop and State of Texas, in place of Florence Sheasby, whose 
name has been changed by marriage. 

Thomas J. Darling to be postmaster at Temple, in the county 
of Bell and State of Texas, in place of Thomas J. Darling. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires April 5, 1906. 

Carlton A. Dickson to be postmaster at Cleburne, in the 
county of Johnson and State of Texas, in place of Carlton A, 
Dickson. Incumbent's commission expires April 30, 1906. 

Edwin Fore to be postmaster at Pittsburg, in the county of 
Camp and State of Texas, in place of Edwin Fore. Incumbent's 
commission expires April 5, 1906. 

Charles J. Hostrasser to be postmaster at Hearne, in the 
county of Robertson and State of Texas, in place of Charles J. 
Hostrasser. Incumbent’s commission expires April 5, 1906. 

Harry Martin to be postmaster at Bonham, in the county of 
Fannin and State of Texas, in place of Harry Martin. Incum- 
bent’s commission expires March 25, 1906. 

VERMONT. 

David A. Perrin to be postmaster at White River Junction, 
in the county of Windsor and State of Vermont, in place of 
David A. Perrin. Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 
1906. 
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VIRGINIA. 

Stith Bolling to be postmaster at Petersburg, in the county of 
Dinwiddie and State of Virginia, in place of Stith Bolling. In- 
cumbent’s commission expires April 26, 1906. 

Charles T. Holtzman to be postmaster at Luray, in the county 
of Page and State of Virginia, in place of Charles T. Holtzman, 
Incumbeut’s commission expired March 4, 1906. 

John O. Jackson to be postmaster at Blackstone, in the 
county of Nottoway and State of Virginia, in place of John O. 
Jackson. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1906. 

WEST VIRGINIA, 

Richard A. Hall to be postmaster at Weston, in the county 
of Lewis and State of West Virginia, in place of Richard A. 
Hall. Incumbent’s commission expired March 3, 1906. 

Alonzo E. Linch to be postmaster at Moundsville, in the 
county of Marshall and State of West Virginia, in place of 
Alonzo E. Linch. Incumbent's commission expired March 4, 
19058. 

WISCONSIN, 

Edith E. Baker to be postmaster at Shell Lake, in the county 
of Washburn and State of Wisconsin, in place of James P. 
Baker. Incumbent’s commission expired March 18, 1906. 

Frank J, Boyle to be postmaster at South Milwaukee, in the 
county of Milwaukee and State of Wisconsin, in place of John 
C. Williams. Incumbent’s commission expired February 28, 
1906. 

Matthew J. Connors to be postmaster at Hurley, in the county 
of Iron and State of Wisconsin, in place of Matthew J. Connors. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 5, 1906. 

D. B. Gorham to be postmaster at Shawano, in the county of 
Shawano and State of Wisconsin, in place of D. B. Gorham. 
Incumbent’s commission expired March 18, 1906. 

Frank E. Riley to be postmaster at Two Rivers, in the county 
of Manitowoc and State of Wisconsin, in place of Frank E. 
Riley. Incumbent's commission expired March 18, 1906. 

Joel L. Stewart to be postmaster at Clintonville, in the county 
of Waupaca and State of Wisconsin, in place of Joel L. Stewart. 
Incumbent’s commission expired February 7, 1906. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 19, 1906. 
INDIAN AGENTS. 


John P. Blackmon, of Oklahoma, to be agent for the Indians 
of the Kiowa Agency in Oklahoma. 

William L. Belden, of Steele, N. Dak., to be agent for the 
Indians of the Standing Rock Agency, in North Dakota. 


APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY. 


Lieut. Col. Lorenzo W. Cooke, Twenty-sixth Infantry, to be 
brigadier-general from March 9, 1906. 

Lieut. Col. Joseph M. Califf, Artillery Corps, to be brigadier- 
general. 

Lieut. Col. Henry S. Turrill, deputy surgeon- general, to be 
brigadier-general. 

Lieut. Col. Crosby P. Miller, deputy quartermaster-general, to 
` be brigadier-general. 

Lieut. Col. Charles F. Powell, Corps of Engineers, to be briga- 
dier-general. 

Col. John W. Bubb, Twelfth Infantry, to be brigadier-general. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 


Col. William Stanton, United States Army, retired, to be 
placed on the retired list of the Army with the rank of briga- 
dier-general from March 7, 1906. 

Maj. William P. Duvall, Artillery Corps, to be lieutenant- 
colonel from February 24, 1906. 

Lieut. Col. Alexander Rodgers, Fifteenth Cavalry, to be colonel 
from March 7, 1906. 

Maj. Francis H. Hardie, Thirteenth Cavalry, to be lieutenant- 
colonel from March 7, 1906. 

Capt. Joseph T. Dickman, Eighth Cavalry, to be major from 
March 7, 1906. 

First Lieut, Reginald E. McNally, detailed in Signal Corps, to 
be captain of cavalry from March 7, 1906, 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


Lieut, Commander Richard M. Hughes to be a commander in 
the Navy from the 28th day of February, 1906. 

Boatswains Frank Carall and William Johnson to be chief 

. boatswains in the Navy from the Ist day of March, 1906, upon 

the completion of six years’ service. 

Carpenter William H. Squire to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy from the 9th day of February, 1906, upon the completion 
of six years’ service. 
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Carpenters Jacob Jacobson and Lewis S. Warford to be chief 
carpenters in the Navy from the 20th day of February, 1906, 
upon the completion of six years’ service. 


WITHDRAWAL. 
Executive nomination withdrawn March 19, 1906. 


John Hiller, jr., to be postmaster at Kenilworth (late New 
Orange), in the State of New Jersey. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Monpay, March 19, 1906. 


The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by Rey. A. B. CHURCH, president of Buchtel College, 
Akron, Ohio. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Friday last was read and 
approved. 
LIEUTENANT-GENERAL OF THE ARMY. 


The SPEAKER. There comes up from Friday, as unfinished 
business, the bill of which the Clerk will report the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 15744) to abolish the office of Lieutenant-General of 
the Army of the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will report the 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend, in line 5 of the amendment, after the word “ when,” by in- 
serting the words “after October 12, 1906.” 

The SPEAKER. Upon this amendment the House was divid- 
ing; the yeas and nays had been ordered upon the amendment 
to the amendment, which the Clerk has by unanimous consent 
reported. Those in favor of the amendment to the amendment 
will, as their names are called, answer “yea,” those opposed 
will answered “nay,” and the Clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, there is so much confusion we 
did not hear what the question is; and I ask that the amend- 
ment be reported again. 

The SPEAKER, Without objection, the Clerk will again re- 
port the amendment to the amendment. 

The amendment was again reported. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 138, nays 103, 
answered“ present“ 20, not voting 122, as follows: 


YBAS— 138. 
Acheson Dalzell poar Overstreet 
Adams, Pa. Davidson Hog; Parsons 
Alexander Dawes How vel, Utah Led So 
Allen, Me. Dawson Hughes Pollard 
Babcock Deemer Humphrey, Wash. Richardson, Ala. 
Bannon Denby Jenkins Rives 
Bates Dickson, III. Keifer Shartel 
Bede Draper Kennedy, Ohio Sherman 
Bennet, N. Y. Driscoll Ketcham Sible, 
Bingham Dunwell Klepper Smal 
Birdsall Dwight 2 Smith, Cal. 
Bishop Ellis 2 Smith, III. 
Bonynge Esch Smith, Iowa 
Boutell Fassett tant is, Chas. B. Smith, Samvel W. 
Brick Flack Littauer Smyser 
Brooks, Colo. French Littlefield Southard 
Brownlow Fulkerson Longworth 5 
Burke, Pa. Fuller Lorimer ates 
Burke, S. Dak. Gardner, N. J. Loud Sterling 
Burleigh Gilbert, Ind. Loudenslager Sulloway 
Burton, Del. Gillett, Mass, McCleary, Minn. Tawney 
Burton, Ohio Graft McGavin Tay lor, Ohio 
Calderhead Graham McKinlay, Cal, Tirrell 
Campbell, Kans, Greene McKinley, Ill. Tyndall 
Campbell, Ohio Grosvenor McKinney Volstead 
Capron Hale MeMorran Vreeland 
Cassel Hamilton Mahon Watson 
Chapman Haskins Miller Webber 
Cole Hedge Mondell Weems 
Conner Henry, Tex Mouser Welborn 
Cousins Hepburn Mudd Wiley, Ala. 
Crumpacker Hermann Murdock Wilson 
Currier Higgins Needham Woodyard 
Curtis Hill, Conn. Olmsted 
Cushman Hinshaw Otjen 

NAYS—103. 
Aiken Chaney Gaines, Tenn, Hopkins 
Bartlett Clark, Fla. Garner Houston 
Beall, Tex. Clark, Mo. Garrett Howard 
Bell, Ga. Clayton Gillespie Humphreys, Miss, 
Bennett, Ky. Davis, W. Va. Goebe James 
Bowersock De Armond Granger Keliher 
Broocks, Tex. Dixon, Ind. Gregg Kitchin, Claude 
Broussard Edwards Gronna Kitchin, Wm. W. 
Brown Ellerbe udge Lamb 
Burgess Field Hardwick Lawrence 
Burleson Finle Haugen Lee 
Burnett Fl Hay Lewis 
Butler, Pa. Floyd Ha Livingston 
Byrå Foster, Ind. Heflin Lloyd 
Candler Foster, Vt. Hill, Miss. McLachlan 
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McLain Prince Sims Thomas, N. C. Mr. Apams of Wisconsin with Mr. BRANTLEY. 
Macon Rainey Slayden Underwood Mr. Coorer of Pennsylvania with Mr. Ryan. 
Madden Randell, Tex. Smith, Ky. Waldo Mr. Hurr with Mr. FITZGERALD. 
Mann Reeder So, Tex, Wallace . u Mr. i * 
Marshall Rhodes Snapp Watkins Mr. Bis nor with Mr. BURGESS. 
Minor X Richardson, Ky. Southall nee Mr. TowNSEND with Mr. LEGARE. 
oon, ER; wheat 8 Mr. Berpter with Mr. BUTLER of Tennessee. 
9 Stafford Wiley, N. J. . 

5 5 1 88 Ste hens, Tex. Williams Mr. Pearre with Mr. Smrru of Maryland. 
Page Itussell 'Faltott se Young Mr. Wu. ALDEN Surrn with Mr. KLINE. 
Patterson, S. C. Sherley FAOT 5 r Mr. Hunnanůb with Mr. GILL. 

„ S 2 RENNI —20. Pujo Mr. Lovertne with Mr. GOLDFOGLE. 
Bradley 088 ohnson Mr. DarracH with Mr. LAMAR. 

3 „W. J Wash. Robertson, La. 5 
Bals paie 881888270 bi Lilley, Pa. Shackleford Mr. W EEKS with Mr. STANLEY. 

Davey, La. Henry, Conn. Heyer Sheppard Mr. DOVENER. Mr. Speaker, I find that I am paired with 
Dovener Hunt Patterson, N. C. Wanger the gentleman from Florida [Mr. SparKMAN]. I desire to with- 
NOT VOTING—122, draw my vote and to answer “ present.” 

Adams, Wis. Gardner, Mich. 123 Samuel Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to know whether the 
Allen, N. 2 u = McCarthy Scott. gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Loverine] has been re- 

mes Gillett, Cal. McCreary, Pa. Scroggy corded. 
Andros a 33 eS ue SERP Ma The SPEAKER. He did not vote. 
Barchfeld Griggs Martin Smith, Wm. Alden Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I am paired with the gentleman, and I 
Bartholdt Hearst Maynard Smith, Pa. desire to be recorded present. 
Beidler Hitt Michalek 1 sa The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
Bowes Holliday, J. orpey Steenerson The amendment as amended was agreed to. 
Bowie Hubbard Nevin Stevens, Minn. Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
Brantle Hut Norris Sullivan, Mass. to strike out the word “hereafter” and to insert the word 
8 ge “ay ¥ poe Seen: N.Y. “ thereafter.” 

ulzer á 5 
Butler, Tenn. Kahn’ ee pi Thomas, Ohio The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
Calder chee Nebr. Parker ‘Towne consent to make the following change, which the Clerk will 
Cockran a al Latterson, Pa. Townsend report. 
Cocks line Patterson, Tenn. Trimble 
Cooper, Wis. Knowlanā Pearre Van Duzer The Clerk read as follows: 
ores Lafean Perkins Van Winkle In line 6 of the amendment change the word “ hereafter” to“ there- 
Davis MI lands: Womack Eon Wadsworth Sessi 
> rs vadswor' 

Deer Mest. e ene The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Dropar 1 rs Fevre Rela 1 8 There was no objection. 

gerad egare eyno Eulen The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
ace pean 8 1 Mo third time; and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 
Fordney Lever Roberts „N. J. 
Fowler Lilley, Conn. Robinson, Ark. Zenor On motion of Mr. Prince, a motion to reconsider the yote by 
Garber Lindsay Rodenberg which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
Gardner, Mass. Little Ryan 


So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

For the session: 

Mr. Parrerson of Pennsylvania with Mr. PATTERSON of North 
Carolina. 

Mr. MorRELL with Mr. SULLIVAN of New York. 

Mr. WanceER with Mr. ADAMSON. 

Mr. BRADLEY with Mr. GOULDEN. 

On this vote: 

Mr. Powers with Mr. Pogo. 

Mr. Garnes of West Virginia with Mr. WACHTER. 

Mr. Davey of Louisiana with Mr. COCKRAN. 

Until further notice: 
. BARTHOLDY with Mr. SHACKLEFORD. 
Dal with Mr. BOWIE. 
. Littey of Connecticut with Mr. SHEPPARD. 
„Mell with Mr. Roserrson of Louisiana. 
. Lintry of Pennsylvania with Mr. GILBERT of Kentucky. 
. RopENBERG with Mr. REI. 
. ANDRUS with Mr. SULZER. 
. CromER with Mr. ZENOR. 
. Jones of Washington with Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana, 
„ FREDERICK LANDIS with Mr. BRUNDIDGE. 
„ Hrrr with Mr. LITTLE. 
. GARDNER of Michigan with Mr. JOHNSON. 
Mr. Dovener with Mr. SPARKMAN. 
For this day: 
. Scorr with Mr. Woop of Missouri. 
. Roperts with Mr. VAN Duzer. 
. REYNOLDS with Mr. TRIMBLE. 
. McCreary of Pennsylvania with Mr. Towne. 
. Le Fevre with Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. 
. LAFEAN with Mr. Grass. 
KINRKAm with Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. 
. Kann with Mr. RHINOCK. 
. Howe of New Jersey with Mr. Pov. 
„ Hornipay with Mr. PADGETT. 
. Dresser with Mr. MAYNARD. 
. Woop of New Jersey with Mr. McNary. 
„ VAN WINKLE with Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
THOMAS of Ohio with Mr. LINDSAY. 
. Stevens of Minnesota with Mr. Lever. 
. Foss with Mr. MEYER. 
Davis of Minnesota with Mr. LESTER. 
. CALDER with Mr. Jones of Virginia. 

r. BUCKMAN with Mr. BOWERS. 
Mr. BARCHFELD with Mr. BANKHEAD, 


JICARILLA APACHE INDIAN RESERVATION. 


Mr. HOGG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 15848) authorizing the 
sale of timber on the Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation for 
the benefit of the Indians belonging thereto. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of a bill, which will 
be reported by the Clerk. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, let us bave order. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to state that this and 
several succeeding bills of importance will be brought to the 
attention of the House, this being suspension day, and the Chair 
will ask Members not to indulge in conversation on the floor, 
and to be seated. The Clerk will proceed. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized, under such rules and regulations as he may pre- 
scribe, to sell or otherwise dispose of any or all of the timber on the 
Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation in New Mexico, whether allotted 
or unaliotted ; if allotted, with the consent of the allottee, the proceeds 
to be used by 'the Secretary of the Interior in the purchase of stock for 
the benefit Of all of said Indians, or for such other purpose as in his 
poradni will tend to promote their welfare and advance them in civili- 


With the following committee amendments : 


In line 8 strike out the word “used” and pene 3 Sr the 
words “ deposited in the United States N 

In line 9 strike out the words “in th ina — ot ‘stock 7 gt the 
bf ie 3 Interior and strike out the wo. of all” after the word 
“ benefi 

In iine 10 strike out the words “or for such other purpose" and 
insert instend thereof the words “in such manner,” and as so amended 
the committee recommend that the bill do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time; and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hoce, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
was laid on the table. 

REORGANIZATION OF THE CONSULAR SERVICE. 


Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus- 
pend the rules and pass the bill (S. 1345) to provide for the 
reorganization of the consular service of the United States, 
and amendments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there a substitute or amendments? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves to 
suspend the rules and pass the following Senate bill, with 
amendments, and the Clerk will report the bill. 
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The Clerk read the bill as amended, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consular system of the United States be 
reorganized in the manner hereinafter provided in this act. 

Suc. 2. That the consuls-general and the consuls of the United States 
shall hereafter be classified and ded as hereinafter specified, with 
the salaries of each class herein aflixed thereto. 


CONSULS-GENERAL, 


Class 1, $12,000.—London, Paris. 

Ciass 2. $5,000.— Berlin, Habana, Hongkong, 
Janeiro, Shanghai. 

Class 3, $6,000.—Calcutta, Ca 
Mexico City, Montreal, Ottawa, Vienna, Yokohama. 

Class 4, $5,500.—Antwerp, Barcelona, Brussels, Canton, Frankfort, 
Marseille, Melbourne, Panama, St. Petersburg, Seoul, Tientsin. 

Class 5, $4,500.—Auckland, Beirut, Buenos Ayres, Callao, Chefoo, 
Coburg, Dresden, Guayaquil, Halifax, Hankau, Mukden, Munich, Niu- 
chwang, Rome, Rotterdam, St. Gall, Singapore. 

Class 6, $3,500.—Adis Ababa, Bogota, 8 Guatemala, Lisbon, 
Monterey, San Salvador, Stockholm, Teheran, Tangier. 

Class 7, 83,000.— Athens, Christiania, Copenhagen. 

CONSULS, 

Class 1, $8,000.—Liverpool. 


Hamburg, Rio de 
Town, Constantinople, Manchester, 


Class 2, $5,000.—Bremen, Dawson, Belfast, Havre, Kobe, Lourenço 
Marquez, Lyon, Pretoria. 

Class 3, $4,500.—Amoy, Amsterdam, Birmingham, Cienfuegos, Fuchau, 
Glasgow, ingston (Jamaica), Nottingham, Santiago, Southampton, 
Veracruz, Valparaiso. 

Class 4, $4,000.—Bahia, Bombay, Bordeaux, Colon, Dublin, Dundee, 
Harbin, Lei zig, Nanking, Naples, Nuremberg, Para, Pernambuco, 


Plauen, Reichenberg, San 
Victoria. 

Class 5, $3,500.—Apia, Barmen, Barranquilla, Basel, Berne, Brad- 
ford, Chemnitz, Chungking, Cologne, painy, urban, Edinburgh, Geneva, 
Genoa, Georgetown, Lucerne, Mannheim, Montevideo, Nagasaki, Odessa, 
Palermo, Port Elizabeth, Prague, Quebec, Rimouski, San Juan del Norte, 
past eons Smyrna, Three Rivers (Quebec), Vladivostok, Winnipeg, 

urich, 

Class 6, $3,000.—A\ix la Chapelle, Annaberg, Barbados, Batavia, Burs- 
lem, Calais, Carlsbad, Colombo, Dunfermline, Dusseldorf, Florence, Frei- 
burg, Ghent, Hamilton (Ontario), Hanover, Huddersfield, Iquitos, Jerusa- 
lem, Kehl, La Guaira, Leghorn, Liege, Mainz, Malaga, Managua, Nantes, 
Nassau, Newcastle (New South Wales), Newcastle (England), Port An- 
tonio, Port au Prince, Sandakan, St. John (New Brunswick), St. Mich- 
aels, St. Thomas (West Indies), San Jose, Shefield, Swansea, Sydne; 


Stuttgart, Toronto, Tsingtau, Vancouver, 


(Nova Scotia), Sydney (New South Wales), Tabriz, Tampico, Tamsul, 
Trieste, Trinidad. 
Class 7, $2,500.—Acapuleco, Aden, Algiers, Alexandretta, Bamberg, 


Batum, Belize, Bergen, Breslau, Brunswick, Cardiff, Chihuahua, Ciudad 
Juarez, Ciudad Porfirio Diaz, Collinwood, Cork, Crefeld, Curacao, 
Eibenstock, Gothenburg, Hamilton (Bermuda), Harput, Hull, Jerez de 
la Frontera, La Rochelle, Leeds, Madrid, Magdebur a Malta, Maracaibo, 
Martinique, Matamoros, Mazatlan, Milan, Moscow, Nice, Nogales, Nuevo 
Laredo, Orillia, Plymouth, Port Hope, Port Limon, Prescott, Puerto 
Cortez, Rheims, rio, Roubaix, St. Johns (Newfoundland), St. 
Etienne, Sarnia, Sault Ste. Marie, Seville, Stettin, Tamatave, Teguci- 
galpa, Teneriffe, Trebizond, Valencia, Weimar, Windsor (Ontario), Yar- 
mouth, Zanzibar, Zittau. 

Class 8, $2,000.—Aguascalientes, Antigua, Asuncion, Bagdad, Belle- 
ville, Belgrade, Bristol, Campbellton, Cape Gracias, Cape Haitien, Carta- 

ma, Castellamare di Stabia, Catania, Ceiba, Charlottetown, Coaticook, 

‘ornwall, Durango, Ensenada, Fort Erie, Funchal, Gaspe, Gibraltar, 
Glauchau, Goree-Dakar, Grenoble, Guadeloupe, Hermosillo, Hobart, Iqui- 
que, Jalapa, Jamestown, Kingston (Ontario), La Paz, Limoges, Manza- 
nillo, Maskat, Messina, Moncton, Niagara Falls, Patras, Port Louis, 
Port Rowan, Port Stanley, Progreso, Puerto Cabello, Puerto Plata, 
Riga, Rouen, Saigon, St. Christopher, St. Hyacinthe, St. Johns (Que- 
bec), St. Pierre, St. Stephen, Saltillo, Sierra Leone, Sivas, Stavanger, 
Suva, Tahiti, Turin, Turks Island, Tuxpam, Utilla, Venice, Warsaw, 

Nova Scotia), Woodstock. 

Sec. 3. That the offices of vice-consuls-general, deputy consuls-general, 
vice-consuls, and deputy consuls shall be filled by appointment, as here- 
tofore, except that whenever, in his judgment, the good of the service 
requires it, consuls may be designated by the President without thereby 
changing their classification to act for a period not to exceed six months 
as vice-consuls-general, corey consuls-general, vice-consuls, and deputy 
consuls; and when so acting they shall not be deemed to have vacated 
their offices as consuls. Consular agents may be appointed, when neces- 
ey as heretofore. The grade of commercial agent is abolished. 

Sec. 4. That there shall be five inspectors of consulates, to be desig- 
nated and commissioned as consuls-general at large, who shall receive 
an annual say of $5,000 each, and shall be paid their actual and 
necessary traveling and subsistence expenses while traveling and in- 
specting under instructions from the Secretary of State. They shall be 
appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
from the members of the consular force possessing the requisite quali- 
fications of experience and ability. They shall make such inspections 
of consular offices as the Secretary of State shall direct, and shall re- 
port to him. Each consular office shall be inspected at least once in 
every two years. Whenever the President has reason to believe that 
the business of a consulate or a consulate-general is not being properly 
conducted and that it is necessary for the public interest, he may au- 
thorize any consul-general at large to suspend the consul or consul- 

eneral and administer the office in his stead for a period not exceed- 
fox ninety days. In such case the consul-general at large so authorized 
shall have power to suspend any vice or deputy consular officer or clerk 
in said office during the period aforesaid. The provisions of law relat- 
ing to the official bonds of consuls-general, and the provisions of sec- 
tions 1734, 1735, and 1736, Revised Statutes of the United States, shall 
apply to consuls-general at large. 

Bec. 5. No person who is not an American citizen shall be appointed 
hereafter In any cape int che or consulate to any clerical position 
the salary of which is $1, a year or more. 

Sec. 6. Sections 1699 and 1760 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States are hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 1699. No consul-general, consul. or consular agent receiving a 
salary of more than $1,000 a year shall, while he holds his office, be 
interested in or transact an usiness as a merchant, factor, broker, 
or other trader, or as a clerk or other agent for any such person to, 
from, or within the pore place, or limits of his jurisdiction, directly 
or indirectly, either his own’ name or in the name or through the 
agency, of any other person; nor shall he practice as a lawyer for com- 
pensation or be interested in the fees or compensation of any lawyer; 


and he shall in his official bond stipulate as a condition thereof not to 
violate this 8 

“Sec. 1700. All consular officers whose respective salaries exceed 
$1,000 a year shall be subject to the prohibition against transacting 
business, protin as a lawyer, or pene interested in the fees or com- 

nsation of any lawyer contained in the preceding section. And the 

resident may extend the prohibition to any consul-general, consul, or 
consular agent whose salary does not exceed $1,000 a year or who may 
be compensated by fees, and to any vice or deputy consular officer or 
consular agent, and may require such officer to give a bond not to vio- 
late the prohibition.” 

Sud. 7. That every consular officer of the United States is hereby re- 
quired, whenever application is made to him therefor, within the limits 
of his consulate, to administer to or take from any person any oath, 
affirmation, affidavit, or deposition, and to perform any other notarial 
act which any notary public is required or authorized by law to do within 
the United States; and for every such notarial eo ig Sagopa he shall 
charge in each instance the appropriate fee prescri by the President 
under section 1745, Revised Statutes, 

Sec. 8. That all fees, official or unofficial, received by any officer in 
the consular service for services rendered in connection with the duties 
of his office or as a consular officer, including fees for notarial services, 
and fees for taking depositions, executing commissions or letters roga- 
tory, settling estates, receiving or paying out moneys, caring for or 
disposing 3 shall be accounted for and paid into the Treasury 
of the United States, and the sole and only compensation of such officers 
shall be by salaries fixed by law; but this shall not apply to consular 
agents, who shall be paid by one half of the fees receiver in their offices, 
up to a maximum sum of $1, in any one year, the other half bein 
accounted for and paid into the Treasury of the United States. An 
vice-consuls-general, deputy consuls-general, vice-consuls, and deputy 
consuls, in addition to such compensation as they ma entitled to 
receive as consuls or clerks, may receive such portion of the salaries of 
ee aoe or consuls for whom they act as shall be provided by 

ation. 

Sec. 9. That fees for the consular certification of Invoices shall be, 
and they hereby are, included with the fees for official services for 
which the President is authorized by section 1745 of the Revised Stat- 
utes to 8 rates or tariffs; and sections 2851 and 1721 of the 
Reyised Statutes are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 10. That every consular officer shall be provided and kept sup- 
plied with adhesive official stamps, on which shall be printed the 

ulvalent money value of denominations and to amounts be deter- 
mined by the Department of State, and shall account quarterly to the 
Department of State for the use of such stamps and for such of them 
as shall remain in his hands. 

Whenever a consular officer is required or finds it necessary to per- 
form any consular or notarial act he shall prepare and deliver to the 
party or parties at whose instance such act is performed a suitable and 
appropriate document as prescribed in the consular regulations and 

x thereto and duly cancel an adhesive stamp or stamps of the de- 
nomination or denominations equivalent to the fee prescribed for such 
consular or notarial act, and no such act shall be legally valid within 
the jurisdiction of the Government of the United States unless such 
stamp or stamps is or are affixed and canceled. 

Sec. 11. That this act shall take effect on the 30th day of June, 


Sec. 12. That all acts or parts of acts inconsistent with this act are 
hereby repealed. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to correct a clerical error. On page 2, line 12, strike 
out the word “ Teheran.” 

Mr. MANN. What becomes, then, of the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania modifies 
his motion to suspend the rules, the bill having been read, by 
striking out the word“ Teheran.” 

Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary. inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HEPBURN. Is it necessary to demand a second? 

The SPEAKER. A second is necessary. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I ask unanimous consent that 
a second be dispensed with. 

Mr. MANN. Has a second been demanded, Mr. Speaker? I 
demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that a second be considered as ordered. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ApAms] is entitled to twenty 
minutes and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann] is en- 
titled to twenty minutes. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I may be par- 
doned for expressing a little personal pleasure and satisfaction, 
that after sixteen years of labor in and out of this honorable 
House, I have this morning the first opportunity to submit for 
its consideration on the floor, the consular reorganization bill, a 
measure which, in the opinion of those who have looked into it 
most carefully, is one of great importance to the country at 
large, and will do much for the building up of our foreign com- 
merce. 

The fact that for the first hundred years of its existence our 
country was engaged in developing its internal resources for the 
supply of the home markets is the explanation of the apparent 
lack of interest on the part of Congress and of the country at 
large to this important business branch of our Government sery- 
ice, whose purpose was to develop our commerce abroad. 

The service was instituted by the acts of July 1, 1790, and 
April 14, 1792. Eyen at its inception Washington called atten- 
tion to its purpose and importance. A half century elapsed be- 
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fore Congress showed any further interest in our consular 
service, when the act of 1856 was passed, which slightly en- 
larged the service and corrected certain abuses therein by closer 
supervision of the fees. The shipping statute of 1883 swept 
away the whole schedule of fees for services to American ves- 
sels, which up to that time had been a lucrative emolument to 
the consuls, but little or nothing has since been given to them in 
compensation for their loss with any view to the universality of 
its application. 

The continual shifting of the lines of our commercial activity 
makes great changes in the relative importance of our consul- 
ates at different points. This creates a strong demand for the 
rearrangement of both the grade and the compensation of the 
various consulates. The great inequalities of the compensation 
to the consuls at the different posts is another evil that for many 
years has been demanding a remedy. 

A careful supervision of the various consulates, either by the 
consulates-general or by a corps of inspectors, has been a long- 
felt want, and the existence of nonoflicial fees, the rates of 
which have been left largely to the discretion of the consuls, 
has proved an evil from which our citizens abroad have greatly 
suffered and made much complaint. 

This bill far from fulfills the desires of those who have 
worked long and earnestly for the reorganization of our con- 
sular service, but it embodies four points of great importance in 
that direction—the classification of the consulates-general and 
consulates, the turning of all fees into the United States Treas- 
ury, the provision that all consuls receiving a salary of a thou- 
sand dollars or more must be American citizens, and the estab- 
lishment of a corps of inspectors to see that the incumbents 
properly perform their duties. 

The advantage of a reorganization of our consular service 
has been called to the attention of Congress from time to time 
by those who saw the growing necessity for some legislation in 
that regard. The Department of State has long recognized 
the inadequacy of the consular service to the growing needs of 
the country and to the proper protection of the business and 
property of our citizens residing abroad, either for business or 
the pleasure of travel. 

Secretary of State Livingston, in 1833, and Secretary of State 
Buchanan, in 1846, called attention to the evils existing in the 
service, but it was not until 1884, when Secretary of State 
Frelinghuysen discussed the subject in his admirable and ex- 
haustive report, transmitted to Congress by President Arthur 
March 20 of that year, that the strong necessity for action was 
made apparent, In it he said: 

Until recently the demands of Europe, which consumed the greater 
portion of our epore and the condition of the producing countries 
were such as to give us control in the supply of certain products, such 
as breadstuffs, provisions, cotton, and petroleum, etc. The demands of 
Europe for all these products and of the other continents for petro- 
leum especially were so positive, and our producing condition so 
favorable, as to give us practically a monopoly for their supply. 

These conditions of international demand and supply are undergoing 
radical changes, which the near future will intensify. 

The efforts which have been made and which are being made by 
Europe to enlarge the field of supply in the above-mentioned products, 
aided by the ambition which prevails in all countries for the develop- 
ment of natural and artificial resources to meet their own wants and 
to supply the wants of others, have resulted in awakening competition 
for the supply even of those products which we have heretofore con- 
trolled. It is true that thus far this competition has not affected our 
trade to any appreciable extent, but the desire for development which 
is now abroad and the ambition which 8 to increase the produc- 
tion (outside of the United States) of the foregoing articles render 
consular supervision of absolute importance. The complex commercial 
relations and industrial interests which now prevail in Europe have 
originated hostility to American products in many countries and afford 
additional reasons for the enlargement and perfection of the consular 
8 3 

Assistant Secretary Rockhill, in an article in the Forum for 
the month of February, 1897, sums up the eyils of our consular 
system as follows: 

(1) Imperfect mode of selection of consular officers. 

(2) No permanency of tenure. 

8) Inadequate compensation, resulting in (a) the exaction of excess- 
ive fees and (b) the creation of consular agencies to increase salaries. 
Excessive number of fee consulates and commercial agencies. 

(5) Imperfect enforcement of regulations, especially as regards 
amounts of fees and their collection. 

This judgment from a late Assistant Secretary of State, 
who had especial charge of the consular service, is certainly de- 
serving of great weight upon this subject. 

This bill proposes that all grades of consuls shall be citizens 
of the United States and shall be placed under a salary; does 
away with consular or commercial agencies, and provides that 
all fees of all kinds must be accounted for and covered into the 
United States Treasury. Of the advantages of this system over 
the present one abundant evidence is presented by those most 
conversant with the needs of the service. In 1871 Inspector 
Keim reported : 
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The act of 1856 was doubtless designed to correct the most conspicu- 


ous abuses which prevailed. * The evils prior to that date 
may have been mitigated or may have suffered 9 abatement. 
+ + è They were certainly not eradicated; and these abuses 
a * have been perpetuated in most cases by each succeeding 
officer. 


Again, in 1879, Gen. Julius Stahel, then consul at Hiogo, 
Japan, wrote to the Department of State: 


The permission granted to consular officers of receiving unofficial fees 
for notarial acts, etc., is liable to abuse, and is the root of many evils 
and irregularities. * I suggest that the permission to charge 
unofficial fees be withdrawn, and that all fees received by consular 
officers, for whatsoever service rendered, be considered as official, and 
so accounted for. * * * In this way one of the greatest evils of 
our service would be remedied and dignity added to the representation 
of the United States in foreign countries. 


Secretary Frelinghuysen, in his report of 1884 on the consular 
service, said: 


In the opinion of the Department the present system of compensa- 
tion by fees, either official or unofficial, should be abolished. Whatever 
money comes into the consul's hands should be turned into the Treas- 
ury of the United States, and he shoald depend for his support entirely 
upon the salary allowed by Congress. 


In 1885, writing on -the same subject to the Department, 
Gen. John S. Mosby, consul at Hongkong, expressed himself 
even more emphatically: 


Consular fees should, in my opinion, be altogether abolished. 
* +» œ= The best way to secure honesty in the public service is to 
make it impossible for officers to be dishonest. I can see no sound rea- 
son for sending consuls abroad to collect revenue for the Goyernment. 
You might as well send the Navy to do it. 


The Hon. Robert Adams, jr., when United States minister to 
Brazil in 1889, wrote in the North American Review: 


The method by which the men are chosen for the positions necessarily 
brings forth poor candidates, while the short tenure of office, which is 
generally limited to the Presidential term, almost certainly so if a 
change of party takes place, and the meager salaries paid—in some 
posts hardly sufficient to support life in a respectable manner—deters 
competent men from entering the service. It should also be remembered 
that there is no promotion for efficient service; that a consul can not 
hope for a change of climate from a trying to a more healthful and 
genial one after a given period of service, and that there is always the 
pros t of returning to the United States broken down in health, un- 

tted to resume private business, and without prospect of further em- 
ployment at the hands of the Government. 

His excellency the Chinese minister, in a recent address be- 
fore the University of Pennsylvania, says: 

Most European y hedgers send young men to the East to learn the 
language and study the customs of the country. After a residence of 
two or three apes when they have proved themselyes proficient, after 
passing a strict examination, they are then placed in responsible posi- 
tions as student interpreters, consular assistants, etc. Merit is awarded 
by promotion. Thus those governments have competent men specially 
fitted for service in the Orient. It might not be unwise for your Gov- 
ernment to adopt a similar system. 

President McKinley, in his message to Congress in 1902, im- 
pressed upon it the necessity of legislation on this subject. He 
said: 

The consular service is now organized under the provisions of a law 
paos in 1856, which is entirely inadequate to existing conditions. The 
nterest shown by so many commercial bodies throughout the country in 
the reorganization of the service is heartily commended to your atten- 
tion. Several . for a new consular service have in recent 
years been submitted to Congress. They are based upon the just prin- 
ciple that bt angry to the service should be made only after a 
practical test of the applicant's fitness, that promotion should be gov- 
erned by trustworthiness, adaptability, and zeal in the performance of 
duty, and that the tenure of office should be unaffected by partisan 
considerations. 

The guardianship and fostering of our rapidly expanding foreign com- 
merce, the protection of American citizens resorting to foreign countries 
in lawful pursuit of their affairs, and the maintenance of the dignity of 
the nation abroad combine to make it essential that our consuls should 
be men of character, knowledge, and enterprise. It is true that the 
service is now, in the main, efficient, but a standard of excellence can 
not be permanently maintained until the principles set forth in the bills 
on submitted to the Congress on this subject are enacted into 
aw. 

This bill will accomplish three great points. Those who have 
had long legislative experience—I have had twenty-three years 
know that all proposed legislation ends in compromise, and haye 
had it beaten into them that a half loaf is better than no bread. 

The first great point accomplished is the classification of the 
consular service. The inequalities heretofore have been very 
great. This classification is based largely on the present sal- 
aries of consuls—not the most perfect method, I will admit— 
but here is where practical utility comes in. If you attempt to 
reduce the salaries of any of the present incumbents you at 
once fortify the opposition with a sufficient number of votes to 
defeat the bill in the House of Representatives. 

To illustrate: The State Department thought it would be a 
good idea to reduce the number of consuls-general. The term 
“ consul-general ” in our service is an anomaly. My own idea 
on that question would be to take a certain area of consulates, 
and somewhere in the center of that area have a consul-general. 
Then give him the power to inspect the neighboring consulates 
and hold him responsible, as you do in business, government. or 
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other administration; but such a storm was raised on the ques- 
tion whether a man should eliminate from his visiting card the 
title “ consul-general ! — that was all it amounted to—that I as- 
sure you the seven consuls-general that were affected thereby 
could almost haye succeeded in defeating the bill. In some 
instances, I am free to say, there was some reason against their 
reduction, as at Munich and Dresden, where there are minor 
German courts, and where we have no diplomatic representa- 
tives. There seemed to be some justification that at such points 
the consul should have the higher title for whatever functions 
had to be performed by him. 

The next great improvement in the service is the equalization 
of salaries. I do not know whether all of you know it, 
but the fact is that the consul-general in London gets much 
more compensation than our ambassador “near the Court of 
St. James.” So, also, at Paris. The compensation at those 
places will be reduced by this bill. The consuls are given 
$12,000 a year, a very great cut, which I must say will bear 
hardly upon our present incumbents, for they naturally had a 
right to expect that during their terms of oflice they should re- 
ceive the same compensation as they received at the time they 
entered the service. 

On the other hand, when you find men in tropical countries, 
who have to take their lives in their hands in order to represent 
their Government and perform their duties; when you find that 
such men were receiving mere pittances, disgraceful to our coun- 
try, we may be somewhat reconciled in our personal feelings 
for those whose salaries have been reduced. 

The next great eyil that is cured by this bill is that all fees, 
official and unofficial, must be turned into the Treasury of the 
United States. One of the greatest causes of complaint by our 
merchants abroad and by the traveling public has been the im- 
positions that have been placed upon them by our consuls for 
nonofficial fees. These nonofficial fees were not mentioned in 
the schedule of the Department, and so the consuls could charge 
pretty much what they chose. In addition to that, consuls were 
allowed to practice law and perform other duties, such as taking 
charge of estates, and for those services they charged fees fixed 
by themselves, and therefore properly founded complaints came 
in to the Department. This will be entirely done away with. 
All fees, official and unofficial, must be turned into the Treas- 
ury of the United States. In lieu therefor we propose to raise 
the salaries of those consuls to be somewhere near what they 
have been getting. 

The third good provision in this bill, that no person who is 
not an American citizen shall be appointed hereafter in any 
consulate or consulate-general to any clerical position the sal- 
ary of which is $1,000 or more a year, will remedy an evil which 
has been much complained of by our merchants and business 
men generally. The fact that foreigners were employed in 
positions where they coul gain a knowledge of our business re- 
lations with foreign countries which could be useful to their 
governments or their merchants to the detriment of our own 
was a very serious matter. It also tended to the giving of in- 
formation to one firm to the prejudice of a competitor, thereby 
creating unfair conditions instead of equality for all. Be- 
sides this we have a plenty of our own citizens both capable and 
patriotic enough to serve their country in these minor positions 
abroad. 

A fourth point, which the Secretary of State considers of 
equal if not greater importance, is the creation of five inspect- 
ors. These are to be placed, one in Asia, one in Africa, one 
in Europe, one in America, and one in Australia. Up to this 
time there has been no provision in our service for the in- 
spection of consulates. The function of inspection hitherto has 
not attached to consuls-general. Individuals have been sent 
out from the State Department. The Secretary two years ago 
sent out a representative, who made a very efficient inspection, 
the result of which was that several consuls were dismissed 
from the service. These inspectors, living near the scene of 
complaint, will be easily reached, will be on the ground to 
make the inspection. And, aside from actual complaints made, 
their duty would be every two years to visit the consulates in 
rotation, to inspect the offices, look at the books and accounts, 
and see that everything is in proper order. This, in my judg- 
ment, will be a very great addition to the efficiency of the serv- 
ice, for, as the Secretary said before our committee, even the 
best men, in the lassitude of tropical climates, removed from 
home and American influence, and especially being kept there 
a great many years, will sometimes fall from grace, so to 
speak, and acquire lazy habits, immoral habits, if you will, 
that are very disgraceful in men acting as representatives of 
our country. Of course this is a matter that can not be cured 
absolutely and entirely, but biennial inspections will certainly 
serve to discover the habits of men in their daily lives, and 


the inspectors can secure information from people in the neigh- 
borhood and those doing business at the consulate. This will 
certainly tend, like the inspection of the Army and the Navy, 
to keep up discipline. 

I wish further to assure the House most emphatically and 
beyond dispute, that there is no civil service embodied in this 
bill as it now stands, nor is there any tenure of office. Those 
are two leading objections which the Members of this House 
haye heretofore adyanced in opposition to this bill. As I have 
said, there are four good purposes to be accomplished by this 
legislation: First, consuls are classified and put on a closer 
equality in regard to compensation; second, all the fees are to 
be turned into the Treasury of the United States and accounted 
for, both official and unofficial; third, every appointment in 
the consular service with a salary of more than $1,000 must be 
an American citizen, which up to this time has not been the 
law, and, fourth, there are to be five inspectors, whose duty it 
shall be to inspect the various consulships that exist in the 
service. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Will the gentleman allow me a 
question? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman will pardon 
me, I have not the time to answer now. The gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Densy] will answer all questions. Now, in the 
opinion of the State Department and those familiar with the 
service, this provision is one of the most important features of 
the bill. While the personnel of our service is good, still there 
are times when men sent into a foreign country, removed from 
their influences of home, become careless in their habits, care- 
less in their work, and it is therefore necessary to have this 
inspection. Heretofore where consulships haye been inspected 
they have been found, some of them, derelict, and therefore 
this is urged strongly for the consideration of the House. 

These are the salient features that are to be accomplished by 
this bill, and, the time being so short, I will not undertake to go 
further into details. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, 
answer a question or two about the bill? 
Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Yes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The only provision that is calculated 
to improve the character of the service is this provision for in- 
spection? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Oh, no; the great feature of 
the bill, as I have tried to explain, is that the fees are all to be 
turned into the United States Treasury. One of the great 
evils of the service has been the unofficial fees, which the con- 
suls could charge any price they chose for. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And the bill provides now that all fees 
of all kinds in all consulates where receipts are below $1,000 
shall be turned into the Treasury, and puts the consular officers 
entirely upon the basis of salaries? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Entirely. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER,. In determining the salaries I notice 
it is said in the report here that it will amount to a saving of 
one hundred and odd thousand dollars a year to the Govern- 
ment. Is adequate provision in the way of increase of salaries 
made for those consulates where the consular officers have been 
depending largely on the fees? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Entirely so. That is the way 
the classification has been made. It has been made very largely 
on the salaries. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Where will the saving of money 
come in? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I will explain that to the gen- 
tleman. Some of the consulates at the important posts have 
been cut down, and that will make a saving to the Government. 
It is also proposed in one of the clauses of the bill that the 
charge for certifying invoices, instead of being fixed for all 
invoices irrespective of amounts, shall be charged on a sliding 
scale. That will make up the difference. The total increase is 
only $159,000, with the inspectors and everything charged up. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I have in mind particularly the con- 
sulate at Calais, France. I know the consul there, and I have 
had the impression that he has been receiving upward of $4,000 
in the way of fees and salaries. This bill gives him a salary of 
$3,000. The business at that consulate, it seems to me, is one 
of considerable importance. He certifies invoices from which 
the Government receives from five to six or eight million dol- 
lars of revenue annually. Is the salary of $3,000 there based 
upon the receipts of that office, or is the gentleman informed in 
respect to that particular consulate? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. That and all other consulates 
are tried to be equalized in this bill. Some were getting too 
much and others were getting too little. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. DENBY]. 


will the gentleman 
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Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the gentleman from Michigan in- 
form me on that point? 

Mr. DENBY. The consul at Calais under this bill, if it passes, 
will receive an increase of $350. The attempt of the bill is to 
equalize the salaries to-day. Under the proposed bill that is 
what the salary plus the unofficial fees now amount to. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. So that there will be an increase there? 

Mr. DENBY. So that in the case of Calais there is a slight 
increase. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think there ought to be at that point. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, this bill was reported from the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs with the unanimous indorsement 
of the members of that committee. It represents an evolution 
in the consular service. It makes a step forward. This service 
was instituted by the act of July 1, 1790, and April 14, 1792, and 
half a century elapsed before Congress showed any further in- 
terest in our consular service. When the act of 1856 was passed 
it slightly enlarged the service and corrected certain abuses 
therein by closer supervision of the fees. No legislation of im- 
portance in reference to this service has been enacted since 
that time. 

The pending bill provides, first, for the classification of the 
consular service; second, for the appointment of inspectors to 
regularly and carefully inspect the consulates; third, to abolish 
all fees and fix a stipulated salary for all consuls; fourth, to 
Americanize the service; fifth, to prohibit consuls from being 
interested in the practice of law; and, sixth, to equalize the fees 
for invoices. 

It has other minor changes. It does not completely reor- 
ganize the service, but it goes a long way in that direction. 

One feature which will undoubtedly prove of value to Ameri- 
ean interests and prestige is the requirement that clerks in 
American consulates shall be American citizens—that is, wher- 
ever the salary of the clerk exceeds $1,000. At present many of 
these clerks are citizens of the country in which the consulate 
is located, and it is apparent that it may often be to the personal 
ndvantage of these clerks as well as to the feelings of loyalty 
to their own nation to impede rather than promote the foreign 
commerce and the general interests of this country. It fre- 
quently happens that when consuls are new at their posts the 
clerks are much better informed in reference to the business 
of the consulate than the consuls themselves, so it results that 
the commercial interests of this country are committed to the 
hands of people who are alien to her by birth and in sentiment, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield for a question, 
Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Has any provision been made in this bill 
for the salaries of clerks attached to the consulates? 

Mr. FLOOD. No. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is there any provision of law for the 
gradation of salaries of clerks? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. That is done in the appropria- 
tion bill under contingent expenses. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What salaries do clerks receive that are 
attached to the consulates? 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gentleman that 
that will be fixed by the regular appropriation bill, and is not 
dealt with at all in this bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Why should it not have been dealt with, as 
clerical services are part of the service attached to the con- 
sulates? 

Mr. FLOOD. Because the purpose of this bill was to classify 
the consulates and not to go into the details of those employed 
in those consulates. 

Mr. STAFFORD. -Can you give the salaries that are paid to 
the clerks? Are there any grades with specified salaries? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes; there are grades, but I have not time now 
to go into that, as I have only a few minutes. That will come 
up for consideration when the diplomatic and consular appro- 
priation bill is brought in for consideration. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The purpose of my question, if the gentle- 
man will pardon me, is section 5 of the bill as reported by the 
committee; that limits the clerical positions which pay a thou- 
sand dollars or more to American citizens, and the query arises 
whether consuls-general or consuls could obtain the services of 
American citizens if the salary limitation established was as 
low as $1,000. 

Mr. FLOOD. Well, they are only limited in case the salary 
is $1,000 or more. The gentleman may be correct in saying that 
we can not get American clerks for $1,000, but I do not think 
so; but if the gentleman is correct, he should try to amend the 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. You are providing in this bill by special 


provision of law that no person except American citizens shall 
fill clerical positions where the salary is $1,000 or more. You 
might cripple the service if the consuls could not obtain Amer- 
ican citizens to fill those positions. 

Mr. FLOOD. I do not think that would be the case. I think 
this is a wise provision. It would Americanize the consulates 
all over the world, but if it is found that there is danger of the 
service being crippled, this trouble:can be corrected in the an- 
nual appropriation bills. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill further proposes to pay all consuls a 
salary fixed on the basis of the commercial importance of the 
place, the cost of living there, and the present salary received, 
and requires all fees collected by the consul to be turned into 
the Treasury. There is no doubt about the fact that the fee 
system has made some of the consulates scandalously profitable 
and scandalous in other ways. 

It is the policy of this Government to abolish the fee system 
in all of its branches, and there never was a branch of the serv- 
ice in which this reform was more needed than it is in the con 
sular service. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Virginia yield? 

Mr. FLOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I would like to ask the gentleman if this bill, 
which I have only just received and looked at casually, provides 
anywhere the manner of appointment of consuls hereafter and 
the tenure of office? 

Mr. FLOOD. No; it does not change the present system. 
The consuls can be changed at the end of each Administration— 
just as they are now. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. It simply fixes the compensation? 

Mr. FLOOD. Oh, no; it does this, but it does much more. 
It classifies the consulates and has other important provisions. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. There is no provision for getting rid of con- 
suls they have in the service who have not reflected credit upon 
our Government? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes; there is such a provision, and it is a very 
important part of this bill. Inspectors are provided to inspect 
the consulates once a year and make report to the State De- 
partment, and the consuls who have not reflected credit upon 
our country can be removed and the inspector put in charge of 
the consulate until a full investigation is had. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Has the committee under consideration any 
bill providing for the fixing of a permanent tenure of office? 
Mr. FLOOD. There was such a provision in the bill when it 
was introduced in the Senate. That provision was stricken out 
by the Senate, and there is no such bill now pending before the 
committee of this House. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I will say to the gentleman that the bill does 
not have the importance that I thought it had. 

Mr. FLOOD. We thought we would meet very much less 
opposition by eliminating that provision. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Virginia a question. 

Mr. FLOOD. I will answer it if I have the time. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I would like to know about what 
difference this change in system will make from the fee sys- 
tem to the salary system? Has the gentleman from Virginia 
made any estimate so as to know whether the Government will 
be out more money? 

Mr. FLOOD. About $170,000 more. : 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. MANN. I yield to the gentleman a part of my time. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I hope the gentleman frora 
Illinois will take some of his time now. 

Mr. MANN. I want the gentleman from Virginia to take 
some of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Does the gentleman say it will 
cost the Government $170,000 more? 

Mr. FLOOD. It will cost the Government in the next year 
about $170,000. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Per year. 

Mr. FLOOD. Per year. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I would like to say, for the 
further information of the gentleman, that there is a provision 
in one clause of the bill which provides that the certificates of 
invoice shall be charged hereafter on a sliding scale, in pro- 
portion to the amount of the invoice instead of, as at present, 
a fixed fee of $2.50, which will raise sufficient revenue, in the 
3 of the Department, to make up any increase in the 
charge. 
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Mr. MANN. Now will the gentleman from Virginia yield to 
a question? 

Mr. FLOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. MANN. As I understand the position of the committee 
in reporting the bill, the first is that they have fixed salaries? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes. 

Mr. MANN. Now the first proposition we meet in the bill 
is an amendment offered by the House Committee, inserting 
for the consul at Manchester, England, a salary of $6,000 a 
year. Will the gentleman say what the salary of that office 
was before? If the gentleman can not inform the House, I can. 

Mr. DENBY. If the gentleman will allow me. 

Mr. MANN. In the appropriation bill for last year we pro- 
vided a salary for the consul at Manchester of $3,000. 

— FLOOD. But he got the fees in addition to the 83,000 
salary. 

Mr. MANN. But what was the amount of the fees? 

20060 FLOOD. The fees and the salary amounted to about 

Mr. MANN. Is not the consul provided for in class 3, and 
you propose to make a consul-general of him? 

Mr. FLOOD. He is a consul-general now, having been ap- 
pointed by the President since the last appropriation bill was 


Mr. MANN. The President had no authority to appoint bim. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Nobody but the President has 
authority to appoint a consul under the Constitution. 

Mr. MANN. And the President can not appoint him unless 
Congress authorized him to do so. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Under the Constitution the 
President has the right, and Congress can not create any per- 
son consul without being guilty of an infraction of the Constitu- 


tion: 
What are we doing if we are not creating them 


Mr. MANN. 
now? 

Mr. FOSTER of Vermont. We are not creating them; we are 
fixing the salaries. 

Mr. MANN. You are creating them. You are creating this 
consul-general. 

Mr. FLOOD. We are classifying the service and fixing the 
salaries. 

Mr. MANN. That is what I want to get at. Now, here is 
this position which the committee submits, and I ask the com- 
mittee why they have a consul-general there? 

Mr. FLOOD. Because there is a consul-general there now. 
The grade was changed by the Senate and we thought it proper 
to restore it. 

Mr. MANN. I find that we make an appropriation for a con- 
sul there at $3,000. 2 

Mr. FLOOD. And since that appropriation was made the 
consulate has been raised by the President to a consulate-gen- 
eral, with salary and fees amounting to about $6,000. The 
policy of the Administration is to raise the grade to consul-gen- 
eral at any post where European countries have this grade. 

Mr. MANN. Now, why does the committee propose here to 
appropriate $6,000 for a salary of a consul-general at this place? 
He has no authority outside of Manchester. 

Mr. DENBY. Let me answer. The consul-general at Man- 
chester 

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman from Virginia can not answer, 
I will allow the gentleman to answer. 

Mr. FLOOD. I believe I have answered the gentleman fully. 

Mr. DENBY. In answer to the gentleman from Illinois, I 
will say that the net increase in the salary by the present bill 
will be $402. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. That is, over the amount of the fees, it will 
be that much more? 

Mr. DENBY. That is, for the last year the fees as reported 
to the State Department, plus the salary, considering that in 
comparison with the salary allowed in this bill; in the future 
it will be $402 more than by the last fiscal report. 

Mr. MANN. For the last year? 

Mr. DENBY. It has only been in operation one year. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for the appoint- 
ment of five inspectors, to be known as “ consuls-general,” to be 
located in different territories, to make annual inspections of all 
of our consulates. 

There can be no doubt about the imperative necessity of such 
a provision in order that the State Department can become ac- 
quainted with the character and competency of our multitudi- 
nous consuls, to prevent incompetent, dishonest, and disreputa- 
ble consuls from bringing dishonor on our nation. Instances 
where consuls have done this for long periods of time without 
the knowledge of the State Department are numerous, and 
under the present law the State Department has no method of 


ascertaining these conditions, except by casual reports sent in 
by travelers or people who have business with the consuls. 
This is a long-felt need of the consular service and will result 


I would like to ask the gentleman from Virginia 
a few questions. 

Mr. FLOOD. I yield. 

Mr. LACEY. This bill does not require consuls to settle 
estates, but you do provide that any money they receive for 
settling estates shall be turned into the Treasury. What is to 
prevent the consuls from declining to settle estates? You re- 
quire him, if he does settle an estate, to turn the money into 
the Treasury, but you do not require him to do it. 

Mr. FLOOD. I will say to the gentleman that that question 
was not carefully considered by the committee. It was assumed 
that any consul would take pleasure in doing any proper and 
reasonable service for a countryman. I do not know that the 
settlement of estates is a proper function of a consul. 

Mr. LACEY. The statute requires them to take a deposition. 
They are required to take it by section 7. They ought to be 
made to do that and the fees should be turned in, but you do 
not require them to settle estates. 

Mr. FLOOD. The gentleman from Iowa is right about that. 

Mr. LACBY. Well, it is a convenience to get a consul to 
settle an estate, because you want some one you have confi- 
dence in. 

Mr. FLOOD. The information before the committee was that 
many consuls do not now do such work as settling estates, but 
that they refer all parties interested to some native lawyer who 
would charge a large enough fee to divide with the consul, and 
for that reason a provision was inserted in this bill prohibiting 
a consul from practicing law or being interested in any way in 
the practice of law. 

Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS. In other words, he uses the 
office as a means of graft. 

15 FLOOD. That was the conclusion reached by the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. LACEY. Section 8 says that all fees received for set- 
tling estates should be accounted for. What I am trying to 
get at is this: A few days ago I sent a power of attorney to 
Frankfort-on-the-Main, directing the consul-general to go to the 
bank and draw some money for a constituent. Now, under the 
custom, he would charge a reasonable amount for that, but he 
can decline to perform that duty under this bill because he is 
not reguired to, and if he does perform this duty on that account 
he must turn the proceeds into the Treasury, consequently he 
declines to perform the duty. I think the bill should be 
amended so as to require that the consuls should not only take 
depositions but he should settle estates. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. MANN. I yield a few minutes more to the gentleman. 

Mr. FLOOD. I thank the gentleman from Illinois for his 
courtesy. I do not agree with the gentleman from Iowa. I do 
not think any consul would refuse such a request as he made of 
the consul-general just referred to, and therefore do not think 
his amendment important. 

Mr. Speaker, while most of the provisions of this bill are 
important, undoubtedly the most important of all is the classi- 
fication of the consular service. 

This classification makes a new departure, a distinct forward 
step in our national career. 

The history of the country from the beginning to the present 
day has been a series of forward movements, making an evolu- 
tion, so to speak, in our career as a nation. The Constitution 
under which we live was the first instance of the process of 
evolution. The Articles of Federation under which the war of 
the Revolution was fought were found sufficiently strong as 
long as the cohesive power of a common danger held the colonies 
together, but when independence was accomplished they proved 
to be a rope of sand. When “in order to form a more perfect 
union” the convention at Philadelphia framed the Federal com- 
pact or Constitution of Government, a great stride was made, 
for it was, as Lord Chatham declared, the most consummate 
achievement of statecraft that ever emanated from the human 
brain. The thirteen original States have grown to be forty-five 
in number, and yet such is the adaptability of the Constitution, 
that as State after State has been admitted it has included them 
all, extending its ægis across the continent, as— 

You have seen on high 
The rainbow, based on oceans, span the sky. 

Advancing as we now are into the second century of our 

national existence, if from a mount of observation we look back 


upon the road which we have traveled we shall see that it is 
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marked by successive steps of growth or eyolution of nation- 
ality. 

This evolution has been chiefly along three lines—commercial, 
belligerent, and political. The commercial evolution is told in 
few figures. In 1805 our imports amounted to $120,000,000 and 
our exports to $95,000,000, the balance of trade being against 
us to the extent of $25,000,000. In 1855 our imports amounted 
to $257,000,000 and our exports to $218,000,000, a great increase, 
but the balance of trade was still against us. In 1904 our im- 
ports were $991,000,000 and our exports amounted to $1,460,- 
000,000, the balance of trade being in our favor by $469,000,000. 
These figures show a most remarkable development in our com- 
merce, 

In order to secure to an American citizen as much security 
upon an American ship as he enjoyed upon American soil we 
fought the war of 1812 with England. The successful termina- 
tion of that war gave us prestige and Increased consideration in 
the eyes of the world. 

As a consequence of the annexation of Texas, we fought the 
Mexican war, carrying our victorious flag from the Rio Grande 
to the halls of the Montezumas, and acquired by the terms of 
peace the vase territory of New Mexico and California. This 
gave us a new sense of power and still greater consideration in 
the family of nations. 

The last display of our military prowess was when we went 
to war with Spain in order to deliver the neighboring island 
of Cuba from the unendurable oppression of a foreign yoke. I 
am not able to contemplate the sequel of that war with much 
satisfaction. It introduced into our nomenclature the phrase 
“a world power,” a phrase that is fraught with dangerous possi- 
bilities. If to account ourselyes “a world power” means to 
forget the admonitions of the fathers and founders of the Repub- 
lic against intermeddling with the affairs of European nations 
and to enter upon a scheme of foreign conquest and territorial 
acquisition, then indeed the sequel of that war was most deplor- 
able. By the treaty of Paris, in an evil hour we laid our grasp- 
ing hand upon a savage archipelago 10,000 miles away, in the 
very sight of the domes and turrets of Asiatie cities. Now, to 
hold it and to preserve the peace our soldiers are engaged in 
the barbarous work of massacring women and children. 

As the silver queen of night passed over this continent she 
looked down upon State after State, extending from the stormy 
Atlantic to the yellow sands of the Pacific. As in her westward 
journey she passed through the Golden Gate, we should have bid 
her adieu, and not have followed to where she held midnight 
court with her Australian stars. 

In the evolutionary steps along political lines are those that 
appertain to our diplomatic service. The creation in 1894 of 
plenipotentiaries with the rank of ambassador to represent us in 
the most important foreign countries marked a forward step in 
our diplomatie service. Inasmuch as the representatives of 
other governments at these courts enjoyed this title, being one 
of precedence over that of minister, it was necessary that our 
representatives at these courts should possess this rank in order 
that they might enjoy an equal consideration with the plenipo- 
tentiaries of other nations. 

This bill, if enacted into law, will constitute a similar im- 
portant forward step in the consulate service. While the evolu- 
tion of progress has characterized other branches of our Gov- 
ernment, this has not been the case with the consular service. 
This service has not kept pace with the progress and develop- 
ment of the country. 

I believe the changes in the present system are needed. The 
President and Secretary of State believe it. Commercial bodies 
all over the country are asking for the passage of this bill. The 
commercial interests of the country demand it. The press, that 
mirror of public sentiment, is almost a unit for it. 

I have heard but two objections urged to its passage. One is 
that it would cut down the compensation of some overpaid, con- 
suls; the other that it would deprive some Members of the 
other side of this House of the political patronage which they 
now exercise. These are hardly objections that could be se- 
riously urged. It is not claimed that the consuls whose com- 
pensation will be reduced will not, under this bill, be well paid 
for their services, and surely the time has not come when “ the 
guardianship and fostering of our rapidly expanding foreign 
commerce, the protection to American citizens resorting to for- 
eign countries in the lawful pursuit of their affairs, and the 
maintenance of the dignity of our nation” should be subordi- 
nated to the petty desire for political patronage. 

I am glad to say that no such considerations as I have indi- 
cated will infiuence a single yote on this side of the House. The 
Democrats will support this measure because they believe it is 
right and that it is necessary. 

In examining this question I haye been surprised to learn 
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that the South is practically unrepresented in the consular 
service. Notwithstanding this fact, which is a great injustice 
to that section, the southern Members are supporting this bill— 
supporting it because its passage will advance the commercial 
interest of the whole country. We trust, however, that this 
injustice to our section will be remedied. Many of the States 
of the South, such as Georgia and Alabama, are without any 
representation in this service, and such is practically true of 
the State which I haye the honor in part to represent upon 
this floor. 

Is the Republican party of these States so poor in material 
that there can not be found in them any man belonging to that 
party whom a Republican President would trust with a com- 
mission of this kind? [Applause.] If this is the case, is it 
expecting too much of a National Administration to put aside 
party politics and, rising to a higher plane of patriotism, ap- 
point some men whom it could trust though they belong to the 
opposite political party—men who know the South’s history, 
her struggles, her interests, and her vast development during 
the past quarter of a century? The South is advancing in 
commercial prosperity more rapidly than any other section of 
this country. It is striding forward to that splendid destiny 
which we have every reason to believe a kind Providence, 
aided by the energies of man, has in store for her. A few fig- 
ures will show how tremendous this progress of a quarter of a 
century has been: 


Table showing the commercial development of the South from 1880 to 1903. 
EE SAA T...... .... ̃ ̃ ͤ . lens ce tion tod 


1880. 1903. 

Capital invested in cotton mills_...............-..--- 000,000 | $200, 600, 000 
Number of spindles 63 667,000 8, 250, 200 
Bales of cotton consumed in southern 225, 000 2, 000, 000 
Value of cotton erop - 313, 696, 000 660, 000, 000 

TPO is tou castakcaouns REVENEA AN tons 37, 000 8, 800, 000 
COOL EE on oe sa a aa a do. _ 6,000,000 62, 000, 000 
Value of lumber products. .-..----------------------- 87,000,000 | 200,000, 000 
Capital invested in manufacturing -| 257,000, 000 | 1, 200,000,000 
Value of manufactured products -| 457,000,000 | 1, 600,000,000 
Foreign exports through southern ports -| 261, 000, 000 508, 000, 000 
Value of agricultural produets -| 660,000,000 1, 700, 00, 000 


This magnificent progress, with greater promise for the fu- 
ture, is entitled to more consideration than it has received from 
the present Administration. Secretary Root admits this, but it 
remains to be seen whether the President will recognize by his 
consular appointments in the future this stupendous increase of 
southern products and exports and the commanding place they 
occupy in our foreign commerce. 

In the rapid evolution or development which I have described 
our country is differentiated from all other nations. The two 
great republics of antiquity knew no such experiences of fre- 
quent stages of expansion, nor has any modern nation expe- 
rienced them. 

The march of nations through history has been akin to the 
stately steppings of the gods in Homer—a stride is taken and 
centuries pass between. How different it is in this Republic! 
In the first century of our existence we have developed into a 
great power and have carried our prowess in arms and our 
achievements in commerce to the point where we possess the 
respect and deference that belongs to the foremost nation of the 
world. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. MANN. Now, Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SLAYDEN]. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, the very beautiful and eloquent 
peroration with which my friend from Virginia has just closed 
his speech suggests the intense interest in this question, that 
is based either upon the personal equation or upon the denial 
to him and to me of the right of selection for these places, and 
it touches directly upon the point I had in my mind, concerning 
which I want to interrogate the acting chairman of the com- 
mittee [Mr. Apams]. 

I thought from his cry of jubilation when he got the floor that 
we were to have a consular bill that would reform the entire 
administration of our commercial representation abroad. It 
develops now, however, under the close questioning of the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Mann}, that this is almost exclusively 
confined to a classification of the consuls and to the fixing of 
their compensation, the net result of which is an additional 
charge upon the people of the United States of $170,000 a year. 
I have yet been unable to find any compensating advantage for 
that increased cost. I had hoped, Mr. Speaker, that this com- 
mittee would bring forward a measure for the complete reor- 
ganization and reformation of the consular service. It has been 
my fortune, sir, to travel somewhat throughout the world, and 
in the course of my business career I have had considerable 
experience in foreign countries. I regret to say that in too 
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many instances it causes shame to any respectable American 
to be brought into contact with or knowledge of existing con- 
ditions so far as the consular service of this country is con- 
cerned. In my own experience I have frequently found the 
consular service wholly inadequate for the demands of commerce 
and of traveling Americans. I have seen representatives of this 
Government accredited to our neighboring Republic of Mexico 
who, if I may judge by their conduct there, were sent away 
from their own country for their country’s good. 

Mr. FLOOD. I should like to ask the gentleman a question. 
Does not the gentleman think it would be wise to have such 
service inspected by intelligent and competent gentlemen and, 
wherever that condition prevails, to let the State Department 
here know about it? 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I have only once read this 
paragraph providing for inspectors at $5,000 a year. I have not 
yet been able to catch the full import of that paragraph. I 
have not yet been able to determine what would be their powers 
under this bill. 

- Mr.. CHARLES B. LANDIS. They would correct the very 
evils which the gentleman speaks of. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. No doubt they would make recommenda- 
tions. 

Mr. FLOOD. They can stop such things. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Yes; but suppose their recommendations 
come back here and come in conflict with the wishes of an emi- 
nent Senator who has sent some friend of his to a consular 
post? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit 
me? 

Mr, SLAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. The result of the last inspec- 
tion by a special inspector was the removal of three consuls in 
China. Therefore, when these inspectors do report to the De- 
partment, the Department acts. At least, that has been our 
experience heretofore, and I think we may assume that that 
will be the conduct of the State Department in the future. 
Hence the importance of these inspectors. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the gen- 
tleman’s impression is correct. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. 
ence of the immediate past. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. I think some reformation of that kind is 
due to the country and the people who have business abroad. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the committee 
upon one good feature of this bill. That is section 4, providing 
for five inspectors of consulates. I offered that provision in 
the bill as an amendment to the last diplomatic and consular 
appropriation bill, and met with the objection of the committee, 
which since that time seems to have reformed its views and 
gained information. I thank it for that compliment. However, 
the merit of it is due to Mr. Frederick Emery, formerly con- 
nected with the Department of State; and if the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs in the House would sit at the feet of Mr. Emery 
for some time longer, they would be able to bring in a bill of 
some value to the country outside of this one section. 

There has been a demand on the part of the business interests 
of the country for the reformation of the consular service. 
The people who transact business with representatives of the 
United States in foreign countries desire that there shall be 
an efficient and proper consular service abroad, capable of 
transacting the business of this country and protecting the in- 
terests of our business people. 

That demand culminated in a bill introduced in Congress for 
a reformation and reorganization of the consular service. It 
was hoped that it might result in a law which would create 
a consular service which would be the pride of the country; 
but what has been the result? Almost every good provision in 
the bill as it was first introduced has been taken out of the 
bill. The bill as it stands now, outside of the provision which 
I have referred to, is a bill mainly to increase salaries under 
the guise of reorganizing the salary list. The gentleman froin 
Iowa [Mr. Lacey], just called attention to a provision which 
will render this bill of great hardship as it now stands, to the 
foreign people of this country. Every Member of the House 
knows that constantly or frequently a constituent of his in- 
terested in some estate in a foreign land, appeals to him for in- 
formation as to how to get help in having the estate settled in 
the foreign land, and he is referred to the consular representa- 
tive of the Government. Now, under the existing law, the con- 
sular representative is not required to render that service. He 
does it because he is paid for it, unofficially. Under this bill 
he can not take the pay without turning it into the Government. 
The result will be that he will not do the work. 


It is founded on the experi- 


Mr. OTJEN. Does the gentleman not think it is a good 
provision to do away with all fees and fixed salaries for the 
consuls? 

Mr. MANN. I certainly do. 

1 OTJEN. Well, that is another good provision of the 

Mr. MANN. That is another good provision of the bill. My 
objection to the bill is not that it does not contain some good 
features, but that it is brought in here on suspension day with 
no opportunity to amend it, and put in additional good provisions. 
Instead of being a complete measure, it is a very small crust 
from the loaf. We ought to have a bill which could be con- 
sidered in the House. The Members of the House ought to have 
an- opportunity to amend the bill. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I understand very well that under the 
circumstances this bill will pass the House, under suspension 
of the rules, but it will not meet the demand of the country for 
a proper consular reorganization. I know the Members of the 
House are yery largely afraid of civil service reform in the 
consular service. I have no such fear. If I had my way about 
it, I would have a school for consular representatives, and for 
diplomatic representatives, as we have schools for the Navy 
and for the Army. I believe it is just as important, or more 
so, to educate the men we send abroad to represent us as it is 
to educate the Army and the Navy. 

Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman from Illinois why it is that we are to be represented 
at Manchester by a consul-general and at Liverpool by a consul? 
I notice in the bill as prepared by the Secretary of State, if it 
was prepared by that gentleman, that originally Manchester 
was but a consulate. It is now to be represented by a consul- 
general. 

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HEPBURN] un- 
doubtedly did not hear the colloquy which took place over here 
a little while ago when I asked the identical questions of the 
members of the committee and without any answer. 

. FLOOD. But the gentleman from Illinois is mistaken. 
. MANN. No explanation has been given. 

. FLOOD. But here is an explanation. 

. MANN. There is no explanation for it. 

. FLOOD. But the gentleman will not hear an explana- 
. There is an explanation, but the gentleman from Illinois 
persists in not hearing it. 

Mr. MANN. Why, Mr. Speaker, I gave the gentleman seven 
minutes to make an explanation, through my courtesy, and if 
he made one I did not hear it. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. But who pretends to answer 
questions.on this measure? 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Why, Mr. Speaker, there are 
plenty of questions that have been answered. The gentleman 
has been answered, and he will be answered again. 

Mr. DENBY. The condition with regard to Manchester is 
simply this—— 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DENBY. Will the gentleman from Illinois permit an 
answer to the question? 

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Illinois has already yielded 
seven minutes to the gentleman’s side of the question, and he 
should now take a little of his own time. Otherwise I would 
be glad to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I yield five 
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DENBY]. 

Mr. DENBY. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Illinois in- 
sinuates there is some crooked work in regard to the classifica- 
tion of this service, and he began by picking 

Mr. MANN. I did not insinuate anything of the sort 

Mr. DENBY. Pardon me, now; it is our time. And he began 
by picking out Manchester. Now, the only reason why Manches- 
ter was restored by the committee to the position of consulate- 
general, which it held before, and from which the Senate low- 
ered it to a consulate, was because there were three or four 
other places so treated, concerning which a great protest went 
up throughout the country from various persons because there 
seemed no reason why we should take consulates which had 
been consulate-generals and lower them to consulates. 

Mr. PERKINS. Will the gentleman permit me to ask a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. DENBY. Certainly. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will be glad for the gentleman to state for 


the information of the House what is the difference between a 
consulate-general and a consulate. 
amount to? 

Mr. DENBY. The difference, as I understand it, between a 
consulate-general and a consulate is none whateyer in power, 
It is simply in dignity, and the only reason the consulate-gen- 


In a word, what does it 
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eral is maintained in the American service is because our sery- 
ice conforms to the usage of the world with regard to the 
consular service. 

Mr. HEPBURN. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. DENBY. Certainly. 

Mr. HEPBURN. Is not that distinction a matter of very 
great importance abroad, however? 


Mr. DENBY. It is a matter of great importance abroad, 

Mr. HEPBURN. Now, will the gentleman kindly answer as 
to the relative importance of Manchester and of Liverpool, as 
to our interest in those two places, and the necessity of having 
a greater dignity in our representatives abroad at those places? 

Mr. DENBY. I will say in regard to Manchester that under 
the bill it receives an increase of $402. In regard to Liverpool 
it receives an increase of less than $25. Liverpool is, of course, 
very much more important than Manchester. The population 
of Manchester is 534,000, and the exports to the United States 
are over $10,000,000 annually and the notarial fees amount to 
$1,597. We did not, however, take Manchester and create a 
consulate-general out of it. We simply restored what we 
found existing and what the Senate of the United States had 
reduced to a consulate. 

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a 


question? 
Mr. DENBY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MAHON. Taking it from a commercial standpoint, is 


not Liverpool a hundred times greater than Manchester? 

Mr. DENBY. The commercial standing of Liverpool is less 
than double that of Manchester, according to the reports made 
to the United States. 

Mr. MAHON. But the exports? 

Mr. DENBY. Liverpool exports to the United States 
$18,000,000. 

Mr. MAHON. How about Manchester? 

Mr. DENBY. Manchester exports $10,000,000. 

Mr. MAHON. Then why do you not give a consulate-general 
to Liverpool? 

Mr. DENBY. Because, as I stated before, we did not create 
a consulate-general at Manchester. We found it in the sery- 
ice, and we restored it because there seemed 

Mr. MAHON. Then why did you take the consulate-general 
from Liverpool? 

Mr. DENBY. Because we did not find it a consulate-general. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield to 
a question? 

Mr. DENBY. Certainly. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman from 
Michigan please tell us what the receipts were at Bordeaux 
last year? 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, may I make a suggestion to the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. DENBY. Certainly. 

Mr. FLOOD. Is it not a fact that the Administration fixes 
the title of consulate or consulate-general in order to meet the 
consular offices of other countries? 

Mr. DENBY. I have so intimated, and stated our system 
conforms to the system of the countries abroad, and our serv- 
ice would lose in dignity if we attempted to abolish the office 
of consulate-general. The exports to the United States from 
Bordeaux amounted to $4,800,000. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. How about Antwerp? 

Mr. DENBY. I would like 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I am very sorry to break in 
on the gentleman’s time. I understand we have but one hour on 
each side for the discussion of this bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. Only twenty minutes. 

i ur. MANN. I yield to the gentleman such time as I have 
eft. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania (continuing). Without any 
opportunity to amend it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. MANN. I yield to the gentleman such time as I have 
remaining. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I ask now in all fairness—— 

Mr. DENBY. I will tell the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
anything I can in reference to the bill. The exports to the 
United States from Antwerp amount to over $11,000,000 by the 
last fiscal report. 

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Four million dollars at Bor- 
deaux, and $11,000,000 at Antwerp. 

Mr. DENBY. Yes. Now, I would like, if I may, say I am 
very glad to answer any questions I can in reference to the 
bill. If I might add a few words in reference to what the gen- 
tleman from Illinois says, that we should not take half a loaf 


because we can not get a whole loaf, I have only to say that it 
has been notorious that all the business interests of the United 
States have been in favor of consular reform for a great many 
years. The gentleman from Illinois says that this bill does not 
meet the demand of the business interests. There sat in the 
city of Washington last week a consular-reform association, 
composed of business men of the highest standing from all over 
the United States, and they indorsed this bill as it came from 
the committee. 
1 MANN. After they had been told they could not do any 
ter. 

Mr. DENBY. They indorsed it with regret that it did not 
contain the section of the bill passed by the Senate. However, 
they indorsed it and asked that it pass. That is the answer of 
the business interests of the country with reference to this bill. 
In regard to this bill, specifically, it does four great things that 
are regarded.as very necessary. It makes a system of consular 
inspection, the need of which has been felt ever since the sery- 
ice has been founded, because the consuls are often appointed 
to places of obscurity and left without supervision; and every 
other branch of the service of the country is under a system 
of inspection quite as drastic as that of consular inspection as 
proposed. As to the expense of the seryice, it is the cheapest 
service in all the world, and it would not be becoming as great 
a country as this to hesitate to increase the pay of the consular 
service $169,000, if by so doing we can greatly benefit that 
service. It is a matter of absolute certainty that the abolition 
of the fee system will destroy the most fruitful source of diffi- 
culty and disorder in our service, and it is a matter of absolute 
certainty that the inspection system will add so greatly to the 
efficiency of the service that within three years, I venture to 
predict, the service will not alone be self-supporting, but will 
return revenue. . 

Mr. FLOOD. Does the gentleman mean to be understood that 
our representatives abroad are men who for a fee would do any- 
thing wrong? 

Mr. DENBY. Not the slightest. I say in regard to our pres- 
ent consular service, it is the best in the world, and I think 
there are in the service many men looking after the interests 
of their fellow-citizens in the obscurity of foreign ports who are 
absolute heroes, and who have carried the flag for us under 
inadequate salaries and under very great discouragement for 
years. [Loud applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has 
expired. A 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, in the two min- 
utes’ time that I have remaining I wish to say to my colleagues 
that this legislation is before this House entirely for the bene- 
fit of the business interests of this country. ‘There were certain 
forces opposed to this legislation, and, as I said before, for six- 
teen years efforts haye been made to secure the proposed legis- 
lation. It does not go as far as the believers in consular reform 
would haye it go, but it does and will accomplish a great deal 
in the direction of the improvement of our consular service. 
For that reason I urge and hope that this House will respond 
to the demand of the business interests of this country and pass 
this bill. It will go a long way in the movement that is now 
occupying the time of our merchants for the enlargement of our 
foreign commerce, for these are our advance pickets, sent 
throughout the world to furnish the merchants the necessary 
information to enlarge their business abroad. It will be a great 
service to them and to our country, and I hope this House will 
pass this bill, as it has already passed the Senate. 

The question was taken; and, in the opinion of the Chair, 
two-thirds having voted in favor thereof, the rules were sus- 
pended, and the bill as amended was passed. - 

Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania. I ask unanimous consent that 
all gentlemen who have spoken may have leave to extend their 
remarks in the RECORD. 

There was no objection. 


POST-OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. OVERSTREET, from the Committee on the Post-Office 
and Post-Roads, reported the bill (H. R. 16953) making appro- 
priation for the service of the Post-Office Department for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, and for other purposes, which 
was read a first and second time, referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with the ac- 
companying report, ordered to be printed. 

Mr. OVERSTREET. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Moon] had intended to ask that all points of order 
be reserved. 

Mr. PAYNE. I reserve all points of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York reserves all 
points of order. 
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EXPENDITURES IN THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 


Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the resolution which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 

Resoived, That the Committee on rd re re had in the De ment of 

e 


Agriculture be authorized to have su rinting and binding done as 
may be required in the transaction of its business. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Speaker, pending the right to object, I 
should like to ask the gentleman if this is preliminary to an in- 
vestigation of the expenditures in that Department? 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. This is offered with the expectation that 
there will be material to print. 

Mr. CHARLES B. LANDIS. I should like to ask the gentle- 
man the character of the printing. 

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, It will be matter for the use of the com- 
mittee. The first thing to be printed, I will say to the gentle- 
man, is the list of expenditures made by the Department of 
Agriculture, when that list shall be submitted to the committee. 
We wish it printed for the use of the committee.. Whether there 
will be any other items will depend on what is developed before 
the committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 


SHOSHONE INDIAN RESERVATION, WYO. 


Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
present consideration of the joint resolution which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. à 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of a joint resolution which 
will be reported by the Clerk. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 117) extending the time for 
opening to public entry the unallotted lands on the ceded por- 
tion of the Shoshone or Wind River Indian Reservation, in 
Wyoming, was read, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the time for opening to public entry the ceded 
portion of the Shoshone or Wind River Indian Reservation, in Wyo- 
ming, having been fixed by law as the 15th day of June, 1906, it 
is hereby provided that the time for opening said reservation shall be 
extended to the 15th day of August, 1906, unless the President shall 
determine that the same may be opened at an earlier date. 


Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, this resolution is introduced at 
the request of the Department. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Lacey, a motion to reconsider the last vote 
wos laid on the table. 

DELEGATE FROM ALASKA. 


Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House in- 
sist on its amendment to the bill S. 956—the Alaska Delegate 
bill—and agree to the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. The bill does not seem to be at the Clerk’s 
desk. While search is being made for it the Chair will recog- 
nize the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Brooxs]. 


LA PLATA COUNTY (COLO.) LAND GRANTS. 


Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 16381) leasing and demising 
certain lands in La Plata County to the P. F. U. River Com- 
pany. As the bill has been read once, I move that the reading 
be dispensed with. 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I demand a second on this 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. The bill was read on Friday last, when 
unanimous consent was asked for its consideration. 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, my recollection is that the 
Chair then stated that unanimous consent had not been given. 

The SPEAKER. Precisely; but the gentleman from Colorado 
now moves to suspend the rules and pass the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that a second be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani- 
mous consent that a second be considered as ordered. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. Brooxs] is entitled to twenty min- 
utes and the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Burnerr] to twenty 
minutes. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, this is the bill 
which was brought up on Friday by unanimous consent. The 
House was pretty well advised with regard to it at that time. 
The purpose of the bill is indicated in the report. It is to lease 
for a period of ten years to a rubber company certain lands in 


La Plata County, Colo., with the privilege of purchasing at the 
termination of the lease. There is very little to say in addition 
to what was said at that time. The necessity for the develop- 
ment of the rubber industry in this country is something pretty 
well recognized. The demand has increased very much more 
rapidly than the supply, and meanwhile no new sources of ade- 
quate supply are being found. Last year we imported about 
75,000,000 pounds of crude rubber, and in the last few years 
the price of rubber has increased so rapidly that the pure rubber 
itself has become very expensive and is a most important article 
of commerce. New uses are constantly arising, and the develop- 
ing of a domestic supply would be of very great value to the 
whole country. 

The various departments to which this bill was submitted have 
unanimously approved of the passage of the bill making certain 
recommendations, every one of which have been incorporated 
into the bill. The land that is sought to be affected is nonagri- 
cultural and nonirrigable lands, lying up on the foothills of 
the mountains beyond the possibility of any useful purpose as 
far as agriculture is concerned, except grazing to a limited 
extent. There are no minerals thereon and the provisions of 
the bill exclude the grant of mineral found to be contained in 
the lands. 

To render this restriction effective there is a further provision 
in the bill that during the ten years duration lease the Interior 
Department shall have the lands examined to determine the 
presence or absence of minerals. The Department of Agricul- 
ture has recognized the importance of this development, the 
Department of Indian Affairs has cordially consented to it, 
and the Department of the Interior approves of it. The pro- 
visions of the bill direct that the proceeds of the land be devoted 
to the southern Utes who originally held the title, and further 
stipulate that in the operations to be carried on under the bill 
for this period of ten years preference shall be given, so far 
as may be, to the Indian labor. Mr. Speaker, I think I do not 
care to say anything more at this time. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Certainly. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. What are the terms of the lease? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. The rental is to be not less than 
3 cents an acre, in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the proceeds of this rental are to be paid to the Department 
for the use of the Indians. I will say that that is about the 
ordinary rental price of such land in that section of the country, 
perhaps a little lower, but there is much land leased at 5 cents 
an acre, 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Only 3 cents an acre? I would give it to 
them before I would take as little as that. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I think the gentleman from Geor- 
gia is, in a measure, correct, because there is very little present 
rental yalue to that land. That figure is based largely on the 
rentals of State lands similarly situated and of as little value. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. What is the situation of the lands at the 
end of the lease? Can they leave them in any state they please? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. It will simply be cultivated; that 
is all. There is nothing that can be done to it that will injure 
it. It is a high, elevated mesa, above the line of any irrigation 
ditch, beyond the possibility of irrigation, beyond any possi- 
bility of being watered by artesian wells. It is simply a high 
foot-hill mesa, as it is called. It is covered with this weed, 
the initials of which are indicated in the name of the company, 
which grows in very many places, from New Mexico to Dakota, 
but which is utterly worthless for any other purpose. This is 
the weed from which the rubber is to be extracted. The neces- 
sity for the development and experimentation is due to the fact 
that very little is known about the culture of this plant, Its 
reproduction is slow and rather uncertain, and at present it has 
an irregular rubber content, some specimens having 3 and 4, 
some 10, and some as high as 20 or 30 per cent of rubber. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I understand that. Are they limited to 
the growing of this weed or can they graze the land? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. They are limited to the develop- 
ment of this experiment. Everything is to be under the control 
of the Secretary of the Interior—all the improvements, all the 
roads, buildings, and everything of that sort are under the con- 
trol of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. At the expense of the company? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. At the expense of the company. 
This lease puts no charge whatever upon the Government. It 
involves the possibility of the development of a very important 
industry without any expense at all to the Government. On the 
contrary, it becomes an immediate source of revenue to the 
wards of the Government, for whom this land is now held. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. It is not expected that the plant will be cul- 
tivated? 
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Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. This plant is a perennial weed. 
It is a little shrub; it is pulled by the roots; there are small 
rootlets left in the ground, and these roots reproduce the plant. 
The period of reproduction is about three years. Now, the ex- 
periment is to see if the plant can not be reproduced from a 
seed, more certainly, in an improved form, with a larger and 
more regular rubber content, and in a quicker time. 

Mr. SLAYDEN. Then there is to be some cultivation? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. -Oh, yes; a very extensive culti- 
vation if the experiment is successful. The whole experiment is 
based upon plant selection and careful cultivation. 

A MEMBER. How much is asked for an appropriation? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. There is no grant of anything 
from the Treasury. All that is granted is a ten years’ lease at a 
small rental, with the option. I reserve the balance of my time, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state candidly that 
I think with a little amendment this is a really meritorious 
proposition. It was shown to the Committee on Public Lands 
that this was land that was perhaps unsuited for almost any- 
thing else, and that these gentlemen were proposing to develop 
and exploit this rubber plant. It was shown to the committee 
that before there could be anything remunerative gotten out of 
the land to the company it would take three years’ cultivation 
and development. An amendment was placed upon the Dill 
making the minimum rental of 3 cents per acre, beginning at 
the time of the contract with the Secretary of the Interior. I 
believe these men who are proposing to operate it intend to do 
it in good faith. There is one proposition involved in it, and it 
is that alone that I desire to interpose my objections to, but I 
understand that the gentleman who offered the bill will not 
object to unanimous consent to the amendment that I desire to 
propose. That objectionable proposition in the bill is that any 
time they may go and buy this land from the Government at 
$1.25 per acre. In the hearings before the committee I asked 
gentlemen if they would lay out the land now and take the 
chances and pay $1.25 an acre. That they would not do. It 
seems to me it was unfair to demand all from the Government 
in dealing with the Government, and if the land should be found 
to be worth more than $1.25 an acre after these developments 
were made, I think the company should pay more for it. My 
desire is that it should be amended in line 24, on page 4, by 
saying that the President may, in his discretion, convey all of 
said lands, or any part thereof, by patenting the same to said 
rubber company, its successors and assigns, in fee and abso- 
lutely without restrictions, upon payment to the United States 
of such price as the Secretary of the Interior may fix, not less 
than $1.25 an acre, and thus leave it to the discretion of the 
Secretary of the Interior to charge more than a dollar and a 
quarter an acre if it should be found to be worth more than 
that. I understand, from the intimation of one of the gentle- 
men from Colorado a moment ago, that they would accept this 
amendment. If so, I have nothing further that I desire to say. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask 
the gentleman a question. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURNETT. Yes. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I would like to ask the gentleman 
if it would be agreeable to him if the period during which the 
Secretary had his discretion to increase the price should be 
limited to the last five years of the lease, so that if these people 
should buy this land in the first five years they could get it 
at a better price? 

Mr. BURNETT. Oh, I hardly think so, Mr. Speaker, because 
that fact might well be ascertained before that time, and I 
think all the chances ought not to be against the Government. 
I desire to say further in that connection that if this would 
not set a precedent, which I regard as a bad one, I would not 
interpose the objection I do to the passing of the bill; but 1 
believe if this bill passes with that kind of a clause that every 
company and individual who desires to exploit lands of similar 
character in that country for any purpose whatever will come 
here with a similar bill and ask Congress to pass it, and refer 
to this bill as a precedent in favor of their bill. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Will the gentleman please restate 
his amendment? 

Mr. BURNETT. In line 24, page 4, after the word “at,” 
insert “such price as the Secretary of the Interior may fix, not 
less than $1.25 per acre.” 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, while I do not 
think the amendment is really necessary or entirely proper, I 
am willing to defer to the gentleman on the committee, and I 
accept the amendment. 


Mr. MANN. Let us see what the amendment is. I under- 


stood the gentleman to say that he wanted to let anybody come 
in there for any purpose. 

Mr. BURNETT. Oh, no; only for this company and for this 
particular land at such price as the Secretary of the Interior 
may fix, not less than $1.25 an acre—this particular land and 
company. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will state the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 24, page 4, after the word “at,” insert the words “such 
price as the 5 the Interior may flx; so that it will read 
“such price as the retary of the Interior may fix, not less than 
$1.25 an acre.” 

The SPEAKER. This would have to be by unanimous con- 
sent. Is there objection? 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would ask if this bill authorizes the sale of this land now to 
these people? 

Mr. BURNETT. Yes; I will-read the second clause: 

Src. 2. That the President of the United States may at any time 
during said period of ten years, at his discretion, terminate and cancel 
this lease by revoking the same and the annulling thereof in case the 
said experiment proposed or the use to be made of said lands shall be 
unsatisfactory to the Secretary of the Interior; or the President may, 
in his discretion, convey all of said lands, or any part thereof, by 
patenting the same. 

As I understand, that is within the ten years. I would ask 
the chairman of the committee whether that is not his under- 
standing? 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, that is my under- 
standing—that it is limited to the operation of the ten years. 

Mr. MANN. The sale, as well. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I would say to my colleague on 
the committee that the title of this land is in rather a peculiar 
situation. It is the Ute Reservation, and under the treaty by 
which it was opened to settlement it was open to cash settle- 
ment only. No homesteads were allowed on it. It was open 
to cash settlement at a dollar and a quarter an acre without 
limit, and that law is still in force; but two years ago a bill 
was passed also opening it to homestead settlement. This land 
could now be bought by these parties for $1.25 an acre by pay- 
ing cash for it. They simply want to experiment to see if any- 
thing can be done with this rubber plant. 

Mr, BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say that the com- 
mittee guarded the proposition as to the mineral deposits in the 
bill. 

Mr. LACEY. All mineral rights are excluded. 

Mr. BURNETT. Yes; that is correct. i 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the modification pro- 
posed? 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, do I 
understand that this amendment proposes to sell it at a dollar 
and a quarter an acre? 

Mr. BURNETT. No; at such price as the Secretary of the 
Interior may fix; not less than $1.25 an acre. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I now yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAINES]. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday I re- 
ceived information that this is coal property, and while in a 
general sort of way, possibly, this bill guards the mineral rights 
of the Government, yet I doubt the wisdom of this lease with 
the new lights I now haye. The information which I bave in 
my hand, stating that this is coal land, was not before the com- 
mittee a few days ago when this bill was first considered. Nota 
word was said then about coal. I was not present when it was 
finally considered, as I was ill and absent. Nothing was said 
Friday last about coal when this bill was being considered in 
this House. ; 

Mr. LACEY. I will answer my friend 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Just wait a minute; I think I 
have a little later information than the gentleman has. I tele- 
phoned a few minutes ago to the Geological Survey to find out 
what the facts were about this being coal land, and now I have 
a special message, which I have received since this bill was 
taken up, which telegram is addressed as follows: 

Hon. JOHN WESLEY GAINES : 


In 8 to your telephone inqui 
west, Colorado, is classified as coal lan 
now being mined directly north of the northeast corner of the town- 
ship. The coal lies deep and has not been developed so far as we know. 
Mr. Campbell visited the region in 1905. 


CHas. D. WALCOTT, Director. 
I cited Mr. Walcott to this bill, printed on page 4003 of 
the Recorp, telling him he would there see the land in question, 
and he then sent me this written message in reply. 


, township 34 north, range 11 
by our coal experts. Coal is 


er . 


just returned from out there, he said. 
Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Pardon me 


and going to hatch out all of this rubber material. 


So I offered this amendment to help him to stand up against 
and defy the trust. I will read my proposed amendment: 


That all rights acquired hereby shall revest in the United States in 
the event that said company, or its successor or successors, sh. 
into, directly or indirectly, any trust, combine, company, or other con- 
cern operating or existing contrary to the antitrust act of Jul 
entitled “An act to protect trade and — against unlawful re- 


straints and monopolies,” and its amendmen 


Now, why did I do this? Because when this rubber trust 
comes up to this young infant and says, You have got to sell to 
us,” that infant can rise up and say, “ The Government has made 
it impossible for me to do so; the Government has made me as 
big as you; the Government will not let me do it.” 
proceed to sell, perforee or otherwise, to the rubber trust, the 
act is unlawful, and the right here given by this amendment 
revests in the United States for the benefit of the Indians, yet 
I am told to-day the gentleman declines to accept the amend- 
ment. Now, I ask the gentleman if he will accept it? I offer 
it in perfect good faith, absolutely in good faith, to help this 


young infant in its fight for life and success. 


tion of the city of Detroit. 


Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. But the gentleman representing 
this concern said he would accept and wanted the amendment. 
Mr. DENBY. The gentleman from Tennessee says that I 


said on Friday—— 


Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. On Saturday, that you would 


accept the amendment. 
Mr. DENBY. On Friday, during the debate. 


Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. On Friday—yes, Friday—in a 


private conversation. 


Mr. DENBY. During the debate I said I would accept the 
amendment, and would have accepted the amendment at that 
time, in order to get the objection to the passage of the bill 
removed. May I ask the gentleman what the amendment pro- 


vides? 
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Mr. Walcott by phone stated to me, Everybody believes that 
land is valuable coal land.” Mr. Speaker, the committee re- 
ported the bill here without this late information before it. 
“This survey is very recent,” Mr. Walcott said. His men have 


Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I would like to state, further- 
more, Mr. Speaker, that land out there has been selling at 
$1.25 and $1.50 and $2 an acre which is worth five, ten, thirty, 
fifty, and sixty dollars an acre. The President and Secretary 
of the Interior and several commissions have recommended the 
repeal of certain laws, the stone and timber laws—which I ex- 
pect ought to be repealed and better ones enacted simultane- 
ously, but I am not fully advised of all the facts, but am in- 
vestigating—to protect the Government rights in these lands, 
prevent them being sacrificed at $1.25 per acre, and yet the 
committee in this case, without this information, certainly 
not this definite and late information I have just received, 
have reported a bill here to give away this land at no more 
than d dollar and u quarter an acre; but by the wisdom 
and the industry of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Bun- 
NETT] we have now opened a gap, so it is possible the Govern- 
ment can sell it for more. Now, if you will read this bill you 
will see that it contains language which gives exclusive rights 
to these lands to this company and withdraws them from the 
public land laws. Can we properly sell these coal lands thus en- 
-cumbered? Why not sell them, if at all, just as they stand, to 
the highest and best bidder? Mr. Speaker, why should we 
agree to sell to this company and no other company, not sell to 
the highest bidder, not open to the world these coal lands of the 
West, when coal is scarcer out in the West than chicken teeth? 
I say, with this new evidence before us, the bill to that extent 
is absolutely vicious. Why not sell it, and as gum and coal 
land? We know to-day they are coal lands. Last week we did 
not. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DENBY] agreed privately to an amendment which I wanted 
to propose and did propose, and in the best of faith. He came 
to my desk and did so during the debate. The gentleman who 
represents this concern and was before the committee came 
to me at the Willard Hotel yesterday and said he was in the 
gallery when I proposed this amendment and was extremely 
anxious for the gentleman who has this bill in charge to accept 
my amendment. Why? The gentleman said to me, on inquiry, 
his concern was not a part of the rubber trust. I asked him 
the naked question, and he said furthermore that he was afraid 
the rubber trust would crush him out, or swallow vi et armis 
this rich infant, this “ golden egg,” that is out here in the West 


Mr. DENBY. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has asked me 
whether or not I would accept a certain amendment. Now, the 
bill is not my bill, but the company behind the bill is a corpora- 
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Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. The amendment provides exactly 
this. It is in the Recoxrp. ` 

Mr. DENBY. Then may I change the form of my question? 
Does not the amendment provide that they may not unlawfully 
alienate this land? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I will read it again: 

That all rights acquired hereby shall revest in the United States in 
the event that said com y, or its successor or successors, shall enter 
into, directly or indirectly, any trust, combine, company, or other con- 
cern operating or existing contrary to the antitrust act of July 2, 1890, 
entitled “An act to protect trade and commerce against awful re- 
straints and monopolies,” and its amendments. = 

If this company disobeys this condition, all rights revert to 
the United States. 

Mr. DENBY. Then, Mr. Speaker, in effect the amendment is 
simply that the company shall not unlawfully alienate their 
land after once coming into possession of it? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Not at all. I do not want the 
gentleman to take up all my time. 

Mr. DENBY. I wish to explain the matter. You have 
brought my name in question. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I would like to yield to the gen- 
tleman, but you can get time from your side and answer me. 

Mr. DENBY. Did you not call me to my feet? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I did, and you decline to accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. DENBY. So far as I am concerned, and speaking for the 
company, I decline to accept the amendment. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Well, all right; you agreed here 
Friday to accept it. 

Mr. DENBY. I did. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Now, the gentleman in the 
Willard stated voluntarily and unqualifiedly that he would ac- 
cept it and wanted it. This amendment is to prevent this com- 
pany from selling out to an unlawful monopoly, and prevents 
the monopoly from swallowing him and having his property 
transferred to this great rubber trust, that has been described 
by gentlemen from Colorado with such forensic and fiery elo- 
quence. 

Mr. DENBY, I have no knowledge of what the gentleman 
in the Willard may have said to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee, nor do I understand that the gentleman inthe Willard 
has a right to control the legislation of this House. 

Mr, GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman please let 
me use my time and make his speech in the time of the gentle- 
man from Colorado, who has the matter in charge? 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I say first that this bill ought to be de- 
feated, and I say it to my friend from Alabama, for I believe 
that if he had had this coal information, that we now have re- 
ceived since this debate begun, that he would not agree to pass 
this bill; but we should strike out the provision of the bill which 
confines the Government of the United States to selling this 
rubber concern only or to any other at the price of $1.25 with this 
great coal possibility now known. For that reason, Mr. Speaker, 
and because the gentleman declines to accept this ounce of pre- 
vention that I offered on Friday, when he agreed to accept it 
as did this company’s representative yesterday. I hope the bill 
will not pass. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. How much time have I remain- 
ing, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has ten minutes remaining. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I yield ten minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call the attention of my 
colleague on the committee, the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Garnes], to an apparent oversight on his part. The original 
bill was not in the form of the bill reported. A provision was 
inserted in the new bill introduced to be reported by the com- 
mittee in order to meet this question about coal, to prevent any 
complication arising under this bill as to this land being coal 
land. The suggestion was made that it possibly was coal land. 
To prevent the possibility of this bill being utilized to get coal 
lands from the Government at a reduced price, it was proposed 


to insert an amendment in the bill, and a new bill was intro- 


duced with this provision which I will read now, and then I will 
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee, if he wants to inter- 
rupt me, after it is read. This is the proviso to section 3: 

Provided, however, That no patent shall issue for the said land or 
any part thereof until the Secretary of the Interior shall ascertain by 
such examination, prospecting, and mineral tests as he may deem neces- 
sary and proper the existence of any valuable and merchantable de- 
posits of coal or other mineral upon such premises; and any such mer- 
chantable ey er of coal or other mineral so determined, together with 
the right of ingress or egress, shall be excluded from said patent. The 
right of entry and egress for the purposes of such examination and 
tests shall further be reserved in sald lease: 

So that by special provision, if it should turn out within the 


ten years that the land is coal land, then the coal is reserved, 
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and it will only apply to the surface of the land. It gives ten 
years to investigate and ascertain whether there is coal on the 
lands or not. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. They have investigated, and here 
is the report, which says there is coal there; they make the 
report to me for the purpose of bringing it in before this body 
to-day. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I want to say that the gentleman 
can speak in his own time and not in mine. I yielded to the 
gentleman from Iowa and not to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. The gentleman from Colorado 
has no right to interrupt in this way. 

Mr. LACEY. Now, if it is correct 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LACHEY. I can not yield. If it is true, as the gentleman 
from Tennessee states, that they have ascertained there is coal 
there, then this provision is immediately operative. We went 
a step further and provided that the Secretary should ascer- 
tain by mineral tests whether there was any coal there or not, 
and if there was to reserve it. The gentleman from Tennessee 
says coal is already found. If so, under the provisions of this 
bill the coal will be reserved. The gentleman from Tennessee 
was not present in the committee when the bill was considered ; 
if he had been he would not haye made the objection. The mat- 
ter was examined and the question of coal was provided for in 
tke bill. It is fully protected. The rubber company can not use 
this bill to obtain title to coal lands. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I now yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL]. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, this legislation ought to pass. 
Several years ago the discovery was made that the pinquay 
weed of the Southwest contained in its roots a substance that 
might be used, or certain gentlemen thought might be used, as a 
substitute for rubber. In order that those interested in demon- 
strating the fact whether this plant can be so used may have an 
opportunity to do it, it is proposed that we lease to them, at a 
rental fo be determined by the Secretary of the Interior, a small 
tract of land now practically valueless, yielding the Government 
nothing at all, and which we would have been glad to have sold 
any time in the last twenty-five years for $1.25 an acre. 

These people propose on that tract to erect buildings, select 
and cultivate the pinquay weed, and it is provided that any time 
within ten years after the passage of the act they may purchase, 
if they see fit, the land, at a price to be fixed by the Secretary of 
the Interior at not less than $1.25 an acre. 

The moderation and modesty of these gentlemen is maryel- 
ous. Ordinarily gentlemen desiring to have experimentation 
carried on in the line of agriculture come to the committees and 
ask large and juicy appropriations for carrying on the work. 
We have been paying some gentlemen in Pinehurst, in the 
Carolinas, $10,000 a year for some years, and I suppose will 
continue to do so indefinitely, for the purpose of experimenting 
in the growth of tea, and occasionally the Members of Congress 
receive a package of this tea as a token of the fact that the 
money is actually being expended. These gentlemen who pro- 
pose to carry on the experiment for the purpose of determining 
whether one of the now worthless weeds of the Southwest can 
be made valuable and useful, not only for their benefit but to 
the vast advantage of us all, ask nothing of us except that we 
shall giye them an opportunity to lease a small tract of the pub- 
lic domain, now practically valueless, for this purpose. The 
gentleman from Tennessee, armed cap-a-pie, with a pinquay- 
weed Innce, as becomes the champion trust buster of the House, 
is fearful that these gentlemen, while carrying on their experi- 
ments, will be overwhelmed by the rubber trust, and he rushes to 
their defense with an amendment that they shall not sell out. 
Gentlemen, let us give them an opportunity to begin their opera- 
tions at least before we allow ourselves to become alarmed lest 
they capitulate to the rubber trust, if such there be. It does not 
occur to me, if we are to successfully demolish the trust octo- 
pus, that this is exactly an effective way to begin the attack. It 
is beginning at the very small end of the horn. [Applause.] 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I re- 
maining? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has three minutes. 

Mr. BURNETT. I yield that time to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. GAINES]. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, this coal testimony 
was not before the committee when this bill was first considered. 
I know it was not. I was present that day, but not the day it 
was reported. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Lacey] has been 
trying to get certain laws—the stone and timber acts—repealed 
so as to keep the Government from being compelled to sell these 
lands at $1.25 an acre, inasmuch as the land is far more valu- 


able, and yet the gentleman agrees to report this bill with the 
$1.25 proposition in it, and not only that, but instead of giving 
the people—all the people—a chance to purchase it, he compels 
the Government to sell it to this rubber concern. Now, selling 
coal lands to a rubber concern! That is a fine purchaser! 
Why does not the gentleman open the gates by striking out this 
limiting provision, and if it is a coal territory—and Mr. Wal- 
cott says that it is—sell it as coal land and not as worthless 
land? Why doesn’t he try to carry out the recommendations 
of the President and the Secretary of the Interior as to these 
lands instead of sacrificing them to this syndicate corporation? 
Here is land worth from $5 to $10 or perhaps $100 an acre to 
be sold for $1.25 an acre. And this after the gentleman from 
Iowa has been trying to get the laws repealed which compel 
the Government to sell them for $1.25 an acre. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Will the gentleman from Tennes- 
see yield? 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. No; I do not yield to the gen- 
tleman. The gentleman can reply in his own time; my time 
is too brief; though I want to be courteous. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. You can go out there now and 
get any quantity of the adjoining land for one dollar and a 
quarter an acre. It has been opened to entry for twenty-five 
years. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I can not yield to the gentleman. 
The gentleman never said one word Friday or in his speech 
to-day about this being coal land. He said these were not 
farming lands. I do not know whether they are or not, but I 
do say that you are giving away these Indians’ lands, held 
in trust by the Government; that you are giving them to a 
rubber concern at a dollar and a quarter an acre. The Govern- 
ment ought to go and mine this coal or allow some one to do so 
and use it with our Philippine vessels and service, or at least 
leave the right to sell open so that the Government can get 
full value for it when put upon the market—rubber plant, coal, 
and all. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, so far as the ques- 
tion of coal is concerned, the gentleman from Tennessee need 
not get excited. He or any of his constituents can go there 
to-day and acquire this land, under our land laws, for a dollar 
and a quarter an acre, as they could have done for twenty-five 
years, or they can homestead it for nothing. That land has 
lain there all this time subject to entry and occupation, and 
there has been just one location in that vicinity. 

The bill is guarded in every possible way against the aliena- 
tion of any mineral rights, and the fullest opportunity of ex- 
amination is accorded during the life of the lease. 

It was not the intention of the framers of this bill, and it was 
not the intention of the committee, to sell one particle of mineral 
land, The gentleman from Tennessee has obtained certain in- 
formation from the Geological Survey as to the mineral quality 
of the land, but I take issue with him on his conclusions. It 
is true that this tract is in the general mineral section of the 
State, but it is also true that there are at present no mineral 
developments there whatever, nor is there any reason to appre- 
hend any in the future. It is not, as I am advised, mineral in 
any commercial sense whatever, and the statements made with 
reference to obtaining valuable mineral deposits in this manner 
are utterly without reason or basis of fact. 

Now, so far as this antitrust amendment is concerned, you 
might just as well incorporate into this bill any other provision 
that the laws should not be violated. We did object to the in- 
corporation of this amendment, and I think that it was very rea- 
sonable that we should do so, It is a restraint upon alienation 
that the gentleman seeks to engraft upon the bill, but it is more 
than that; it is a declaration in a piece of national legislation 
that certain laws already existing shall not be yiolated. In a 
civil bill it assumes that some one is going to do an illegal or 
criminal act and then adds a forfeiture to the other penalties 
prescribed for the unlawful conduct. You might just as well 
incorporate provisions that any other laws of the United States 
should not be violated as that the trust laws should not be. 
They will not be violated, and if they are, the courts are open to 
afford a remedy. There is no reason and no excuse for such 
legislation. Every possible safeguard has been thrown around 
this bill. Not one single suggestion was made by any Depart- 
ment to which the bill was referred, which suggestion has not 
been substantially incorporated in the bill. 

Now, one word as to the rental. It is fixed at a minimum of 
3 cents an acre per annum. The State of Colorado owns a large 
amount of land which to-day it is renting at from 24 to 5 cents 
an acre, according to its value and location, the use to which it 
is to be put, and the requirements of the lease in other par- 
ticulars, and I call attention to the fact that this is not a 
maximum, it is a minimum rental. The Secretary of the In- 
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terior can charge what he thinks is reasonable for the rental 
of that land, not less than 3 cents an acre. 

I think the bill should pass. It can injure no one and it 
may make possible the development of a great source of na- 
tional wealth. If these experiments which these gentleman 
propose to make, entirely at their own expense, are successful 
they will render productive hundreds of thousands of acres of 
land otherwise almost worthless, they will add vastly to the 
prosperity and comfort of very many settlers in many States, but 
what is more, they will make us, in some measure, independ- 
ent of foreign sources of supply for a most important staple of 
commerce. No argument has been presented which should for 
a moment weigh against these considerations, 

Mr. TIRRELL. Mr. Speaker, I have just received a telegram 
from one of the largest manufacturers of rubber goods in New 
England and an ex-Member of this body, asking me to ascertain, 
if possible, who is back of this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Densy] to answer that question. I want to say 
that not one citizen of Colorado has any interest in this matter 
other than the interest that we all have in the development of 
our State. 

Mr. DENBY. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to tell the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts the names of all the persons who are 
interested in this corporation. The president is Mr. J. L. Hud- 
son, of Detroit, Mich., one of the leading merchants of that 
State and a very prominent Democrat and splendid citizen. 
The vice-president is Mr. H. P. Williams. The secretary and 
treasurer is Mr. Bethune Duffield. The other directors are Mr. 
Charles P. Kotcher, a lumber merchant; Mr. M. Sullivan, whose 
business I do not know; Mr. A. Y. Malcomson, a coal merchant, 
and the others interested are Mr. E. C. Dunbar, who is manager 
of the company; Mr. Jacob Farrand, a prominent manufacturer ; 
Mr. Hugh McMillan, a very prominent manufacturer and a 
brother of the late Senator James McMillan; Mr. William R. 
Kales, Mr. Joseph Boyer, Mr. Emil Wenger, Mr. Walter Russel, 
Mr. Robert Thuner, Mr. David C. Whitney, and Major McCall. 
Every one of these men is of the highest possible standing in 
the city of Detroit and State of Michigan. There is absolutely 
nothing intended beyond the exact purpose of the bill as it 
appears upon its face. Nothing else is dreamt of by any mem- 
ber of the company. 

Mr, TIRRELL. Mr. Speaker, I think this bill is exciting 
some solicitude among the rubber manufacturers of the coun- 
try, or I should not have received this telegram. 

Hupson, Mass., 16. 
Congressman CHARLES Q. TIRRELL, Washington, D. C.: 


Mail me copy of bill relating to ae land in 3 to P. F. U. 
Rubber Company. Who is back of this bill? See Speaker prevents 
hasty action. 

L. D. ASHLEY. 


Mr. Ashley only a few years since was a Member of this 
body. I know nothing about the bill, either for it or against it. 
I only bring this matter to the attention of the House to show 
that is is exciting solicitude among the rubber manufacturers of 
the country, and therefore should be fully and carefully ex- 
plained to demonstrate that they can not be injured by its 


passage. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The question is, Shall the rules be suspended and the bill as 
modified by unanimous consent pass? 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Garnes of Tennessee) there were—ayes 112, noes 13. 

So, two-thirds having voted in favor thereof, the rules were 
suspended, and the bill was passed. 

ALASKAN DELEGATE. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (S. 956) pro- 
viding for the election of a Delegate to the House of Repre- 
sentatives from the district of Alaska, with House amendments 
disagreed to. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I now move that the House 
insist on its amendments and agree to the conference asked for 
by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Michigan that the House insist upon its amendments 
and agree to the conference asked for on the part of the Senate. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

The Chair announced the following conferees on the part of 
the House: Mr. Brick, Mr. Powers, and Mr. LLOYD. 

LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 
16472—the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 


Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 16472—the legislative, executive, 
and judicial appropriation bill—with Mr. OLMSTED in the chair. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, we now 
have two hours of general debate, one-half of which time is to 
be controlled by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LIVINGSTON] 
and the other half by myself. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I yield fifteen minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor]. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, a few days ago startling 
information reached the people of the United States that a col- 
lision occurred between the military forces of the Government 
in the island of Jolo, in the archipelago of the Philippines, and 
a certain band or force of Moros. The startling feature of it 
naturally was the disparagement in the numbers of the slain 
and the further fact that it was said that women and children 
had been killed by the forces of the United States soldiers, 
With very imperfect information, gentlemen on this floor saw 
fit to savagely attack the Army of the United States and send 
forth to the country and to the world unstinted criticism re- 
flecting upon the general in command, reflecting upon the offi- 
cers in immediate command of the troops, and, by natural infer- 
ence, reflecting upon the valor and integrity and good name of 
the American Army. 

The President of the United States saw fit to send to Congress 
a message and in the same occasion transmit a copy of a letter 
which he himself had written to the Secretary of War comment- 
ing upon the character of the transaction, and we knew by the 
publication in the publie press that the President had congratu- 
lated the troops in the field, with as full knowledge of all 
that had taken place as any one person has, and with possibly 
very greatly superior opportunity of knowledge. His letter. 
or telegram of congratulation has been spread before the 
American people, so that the assault made upon the Army 
and the attack upon the good name of the American people 
on the floor of this House went as a rebuke to the President 
and the condemnation of the conduct of the Army over a direct 
compliment that the President had made; so that when gen- 
tlemen assail the Army they assail also the President of the 
United States. Now, the President can take care of himself. 

However, I may say that the President of the United States 
has some knowledge of war, has some knowledge of what is 
due soldiers operating under these circumstances, has some 
patriotic regard and affection for good soldierly conduct and 
efficient soldierly behavior. While he is an admirer of gal- 
lantry and soldierly courage, he is at the same time imbued 
with a rare spirit of condemnation for anything cowardly, for 
any act of unnecessary brutality, and he would no more coun- 
tenance or justify an act of unnecessary cruelty than he would 
do any other mean act. So when the President with, as I have 
said, a better knowledge than the public in general had of the 
circumstances, indorsed the conduct of our troops, it went a 
long way to satisfy the American people that no wrong had been 
inflicted. 

I wish to speak a few words in defense of the soldiers of 
the Army who made that desperate battle. I wish to argue it 
fairly and present an answer to the criticism as far as possible, 
and I will read something which I consider a fair synopsis of 
the ground of the complaint made on the other side. 

The attack on the commanding general and the troops taking 
part in the action at Mount Dajo, in the island of Jolo, bas 
been based on the following causes: 

First, the large number of casualties of the enemy; second, 
the fact that women and children were among the killed; third, 
that no prisoners were taken, and fourth, as to the method of 
attack. 

With reference to the large number of casualties, it is to be 
observed that of the troops operating in the attack eighteen 
were killed and fifty-two wounded, a total of seventy, which is 
presumably more than 10 per cent of those engaged, which would 
indicate that the engagement was not wholly one sided. That 
was especially so when we consider that the arms of the Aiueri- 
can troops were necessarily superior to those of the Moros. 
The fact that there were among the killed women and children 
has been very clearly explained in the telegram from General 
Wood, and it is not known a village could be attacked or a 
camp in which women and children were mixed indiscrimi- 
nately without some women and children being, as a matter of 
fact, killed. As to the statement that no prisoners were taken, 
this seems to be wholly gratuitous and untrue, and while the 
number of such prisoners has not been officially reported, the 
only inference that can be drawn from the statement of Gen- 
eral Wood's report of the number killed, who himself had or- 
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dered the succor of the wounded among the natives, is that this 
statement is without any basis whatever of truth. As to the 
casualties among the Moros, the official report states that there 
were about 600. This, of course, is not an exaggeration or an 
excessive number of killed where the action lasted several days 
against that number of troops, and the fight terminated in a 
hand-to-hand charge, as appears to have been the case at the 
crest of Mount Dajo. Every precedent, and especially every 
precedent in the history of the Moros, shows very clearly that 
had the action been to the same extent reversed no American 
soldier would have lived to tell the tale. 

Now, it is but fair to suppose that when the full facts are 
known it will be found that quite a number of prisoners were 
taken and a great many wounded cared for in the hospitals and 
by the medical officers of the Army, and that among these pris- 
oners ‘will be a great number of women and children. As to 
the method of attack, it has been suggested that this mountain 
should have been surrounded. The gentleman from Virginia, who 
I believe is a farmer by profession, explicitly stated as a matter 
of military strategy that that mountain, which some of us have 
seen and which he himself had an opportunity to see, ought to 
have been surrounded by the troops. I am told that a cordon of 
troops to have successfully surrounded that mountain to prevent 
an incursion or excursion of Moros would have required a force of 
from eight to fifteen thousand men. That mountain is not a 
mere apex. It is a mountain miles in circumference, and there- 
fore the whole story or whole idea that it ought to have been 
surrounded falls to the ground. In the first place, Moros never 
surrender. This gang of Moros, as I will show you as I go 
along, belong to a class of pirates, professional thieves, an organ- 
ized band of murderers, who never surrender and fight until 
the last armed man of them is dead. Now, the gentleman 
seems to have thought this was a sudden outbreak, something 
that came just suddenly upon our troops, and they went right at 
it and murdered all of these inoffensive pirates, but the fact 
about it was that for more than a year this band of pirates 
have been occupying the crater of that mountain. For more 
than a year their expeditions of murder and robbery have been 
going on out from that stronghold, and all attempt to induce 
them to surrender long ago failed, and ‘the alternative was pre- 
sented to the commander of these troops or the governor of that 
island, or whoever put the military force into action, to allow them 
to continue in that stronghold, made strong by nature and made 
stronger by art, a place as strong against an assault of infantry 
as Gibraltar is against an assault by artillery, to maintain that 
body of criminals, that body of murderers, that gang of represent- 
atives of a condition which I will show you has existed over a 
hundred years in this island of Jolo, or else go to work to do 
exactly what he did do. The thing had become intolerable. The 
matter had become a cause of murder of both men and women 
and robberies unparalleled, as I will show you, and there was 
no alternative but to get them out of that crater. There was 
only one way to get them out, and that was exactly the way 
that the skill of the American soldier, executing the command 
of his superior officer, succeeded in doing, and the President is 
absolutely right when he telegraphed, with full knowledge of all 
that had been going on there during all this period of time, 
that it was a significant and commendable feat of arms. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, I know the time is exceedingly precious here, 
and I do not wish to occupy it beyond reaching the particular 
purpose which I have in view. I ask unanimous consent at this 
point of my speech that I may put into the Rxconb certain doc- 
uments in connection with this phase of the existing body of 
pirates upon that particular island of the archipelago as illus- 
trative of the whole condition that our troops found when they 
made the assault. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Ohio asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks for the purpose stated. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Reserving the right to object, I would like 
to ask the gentleman what is the particular character of these 
documents, from whom do they come, and when did he get 
them? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. They come from published statements. 
One is from Scribner’s Magazine, “Inhabitants of the Philip- 
pines,” by Frederick H. Sawyer, 1900, page 361. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the gentleman call that an official 
document? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. These are official documents. They 
come to me from the Bureau of Insular Affairs, and they relate 
to the Philippines. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Are these all magazine articles? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. That was an official report published in 
a magazine, and I have an extract from it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. From whom was that official report? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. It is an official report, “Historia de 
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Mindanao and Jolo,” by P. Francesco Combes, and originally 
published in Madrid, Spain, in 1667, page 30. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 1667. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Extracts from the “Gems of the East,” 
by A. Henry Savage, London, Harper Brothers, 1904, and official 
reports. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. One moment, if the gentleman pleases. 
That is an.extract from what? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Well, if the gentleman wants to object 
he can do so. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not I. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Every word of it will appear in this 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I only wanted to know the character of 
the official documents which the gentleman proposes to insert. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. They are official documents. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. One of them is a Spanish book printed in 
1600 and odd. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. That is a part. 
ae WILLIAMS. The other was published along in 1800 and 


Mr. GROSVENOR. The larger part of the documents come 
from the official reports of the Commission governing these 
islands within the last six months; and now I do not want to 
ane the time. If the gentleman wants to object, he can 

0 so. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall not object to their insertion, but I 
only wanted to know how ancient they were. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have here official reports touching all 
the connections heretofore reported: Scott on government of 
the islands, the report of Captain Cummings, of the Thirty- 
third Infantry; and I will point out to the gentleman the ancient 
and the modern history. 

Mr. DALZELL. I would ask the gentleman from Ohio if 
there is any doggerel poetry in it? 

Mr. GROSVENOR. No; there is no doggerel poetry and 
nothing about works of art. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It seems to have something about the 


people. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. I have not relinquished the floor, and 
have nothing further to say upon that point. It is greatly to 
be regretted that gentlemen should have given out to the world 
and a charge be made upon the floor of Congress that involves 
the honor and integrity of the United States Army, and that 
has assailed the intelligence and wisdom of the President by 
inference necessarily, and planted a hostile feeling in the charge 
made. I will show you that this wonderful victory ought to 
have a vote of Congress rather than the implied censure of 
Congress. I believe that the leave to print has been granted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The leave has been granted. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, Mr. Chairman, the first reference 
I desire to make is to the publication Historia de Mindanao and 
Jolo, and it is as follows: 


[Extract from the new edition, published by W. E. Retana, Madrid, 
1897, of the Historia de Mindanao and Jolo (p. 80), by P. Francisco 
Combes, originally published in Madrid in 1667.] 


The history of the depredations of the Moros in our islands is much 
older than our domination. Their story is a tissue of the most atro- 
cious ‘insults, their episdoes the bloodiest scenes; they are the essence 
of perfidy and bad faith; all their pages are written in characters of 
blood. They have been the incessant scourge of our coasts, the most 
terrible pl e of our towns, the greatest obstacle to our arms, and a 
great difficulty to the Government at all times. They have devastated 
the fields, fired the towns, profaned the temples, captured their minis- 
ters, wiped out towns and provinces; in a word, they have been a dam 
against which our armies and our glories have been dashed to pieces. 


Here follows an extract from the valuable work The Inhabit- 
ants of the Philippines, to which reference has already been 
made: 


[Extracts from The Inhabitants of the Philippines, by Frederic H. 
Sawyer. Scribners. 1900.7 


Page 361: These terrible pirates, who have for centuries laid waste 
the coasts of the Philippines and the adjacent islands with fire and 
sword, carrying off tens of thousands of Christians or heathen into 
Slavery, have only within the last few years had their power definitely 
broken by the naval and military forces of Spain and by the labors of 
the Jesuit missionaries amongst the heathen tribes of the island. 

It is searcely half a century since they annually attacked the 

Visayas Islands and even southern Luzon, and they have „up to 
uite lately, the great obstacle to the civilization of the southern 
*hilippines. In Cullion, Cuyos, and other islands the churches are 
built within a stone fort, in which the population took refuge when the 
Moros appeared. The old Spanish salling men-of-war could not cope 
with these sea rovers, who in their light prahus, salisipanes, or vintas 
kept in shallow water or amongst reefs where these vessels could not 
reach them. Of course, if the pirates were surprised when crossing 
open water, they ran t risks, since their artillery was always very 
deficient, but they sailed in great numbers, and if it fell calm they 
would cluster round a solitary man-of-war and take her by boarding. 
In consequence, a special force was raised in the Philippines to protect 
the coast against ane A DOR 

Page 364: It now to the United States to complete the task of 
centuries, to stretch out a protecting hand over to the Christian natives 
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of Mifidanao, and to suppress the last remains of a slaye-raiding system 
as ruthless, as sanguinary, and as devastating as the annals of the 
world can show. 


Speaking of the Moros, Mr. Sawyer says: 


Absolutely indifferent to bloodshed or suffering, he will take the life 
of a slave or a stranger merely to 3 keenness of a new weapon. 
He will set one of his sons, a mere boy, to kill some defenseless man 
merely to get his hand in at slaughter.* If for any reason he becomes 
disgusted with his luck or tired of life he will shave off his eyebrows, 
dress himself entirel 
amuck in some Christian settlement, 
till he is shot down by the en townsmen. 

Wanton destruction is his delight. After plyndering and burning 
some seacoast town in Visayas or Luzon they would take the trouble 
to cut down the fruit trees, destroy the crops and everything else that 
they could not carry away. 

Yet, as they made annual raids, it would have appeared to be good 
policy to leave the dwellings, the fruit trees, and the crops, in order to 
tempt the natives to reoccupy the town and accumulate material for 
subsequent plundering. 

Commonly very ignorant of his own religion, he is none the less a 
fanatic in its defense, and nourishes a traditional and fervent hatred 
against the Christian, whether European or native. 

Looking upon work as a disgrace, his scheme of life is simple. It con- 
sists In making slaves of less warlike men to work for him and taking 
their best-looking girls for his concubines. His victims for centuries, 
when not engaged on a piratical cruise, have been the hill tribes of the 
island—the Subanos, e Tagacaolos, the Vilanes, the Manguangas, 


and others. 

Originally immigrants from Borneo, from Celehes, or Ternate, with 
some Arab admixture, the Moros have for centuries filled their harems 
with the women of the hill tribes, and with Tagal and Visayas and 
even Spanish women, taken in their piratical excursions. They are 
now.a very mixed race, but retain all their warlike characteristics. 

Cut off from the sea by the Spanish naval forces, they turned with 
greater energy than ever to the plundering and enslaving of their 
neighbors, the hill men. These r crea living in small groups, 
could offer but little resistance, and fell an easy prey. But now the 
devoted labors of the Jesuit missionaries began to bear fruit. The 
converted the hill men, and gathered them together in larger communi- 
ties, better able to protect themselves, and although the Moros some- 
times burnt whole towns and slew all who resisted, carrying off the 
women and children into slavery, yet, on the other hand, it often hap- 

ned that, getting notice of their approach, the Jesuits assembled the 
Ranking men of the several towns, and, being provided with a few fire- 
arms by the Government, they fell upon the Moros and utterly routed 
them, driving them back to their own territory with great loss. f late 

ears the Moros have found their slave raids involve more danger than 
they care to face, and even the powerful confederation of Lake Lanao 
was, till the Spanish-American war, hemmed in by chains of forts and 
by Christian towns. 

But they have by no means entirely renounced their slave raiding, 
and, in order to give a specific instance of their behavior in recent years, 
I will mention that on the 31st of December, 1893, a party of 370 of 
them, under the Dato Ali, son of Dato Nua, accompanied by 7 other 
datos, all well armed, and 40 of them carrying muskets or rifles and 

lenty of ammunition, made an unprovoked and treacherous attack on 

panto, a Christian village in the Montes country, near the confluence 
of the Kulaman River with the Pulangui, between the Locosocan are} 
the Salagalpon cataracts. This is the extreme southern settlement of 
the Jesuits, and the nearest missionary resided at Linabo, whilst the 
nearest garrison was at Bugcaon, some 4 leagues distant. 

The inhabitants, not being provided with firearms, sought safety in 
flight, but the Moros captured 14 of them. They profaned the church, 
hacked to pieces the image of Our Saviour, and cut up a painting of 
Our Lady of the Rosary, smashed the altar, and with the débris lighted 
a bonfire in the middle of the church, which, strange to say, however, 
did not take fire. 

They stole the cattle and horses, looted the village, and marched of 
with their spoil and the 14 captives. 

When, however, they reached the ford on fhe River Mulita, five of 
the Christians refused to proceed into slavery. These were the Dato 
Mausalaya, another man named Masumbalan, and three women. They 
were all put to death by the Moros barbarously mutilated. The 
flesh was cut from their bones, and it is said that the Moros consumed 
some of it, and so terrified the other captives that they marched for- 
ward into life-long slavery. 

Mr. Sawyer, on page 380, says that— 

Military operations on a considerable scale will be required there 
sooner or later against the Moros of Lake Lanao. 

This would be a holy war, a war of humanity, and I would say to 
the Americans: Look back on the deeds of your forefathers, on days 
when your infant Navy covered itself with imperishable glory. when it 
curbed the insolence ef the Bashaw of Tripoli, the Bey of nis, and 
the Dey of Algiers, teaching all Europe how to deal with Mediterranean 
pirates. Inspire yourselves with the spirit of Decatur and his hero 
comrades, whos gallant deeds at Tripoli earned Nelson’s praise as 
being the most bold and daring act of the age, and do not hesitate 
to break up this last community of ex-pirates and murderous slave 
hunters. 


And then extracts from The Gems of the East, which have 
already been pointed out: 


[Extract from The Gems of the East, 
Harper & Bros. 


Fascinating as it is, Jolo (a Spanish corruption of Sulu) is much 
better known, and therefore less interesting to us, than its people. 
These folks are inaccurately called Moros. ey call themselyes—and 
we call them, too—by their real name, “Sug,” or Sulus. They are nice 

ople, with curious fanatical notions, such as most nice people possess 
2 a greater or lesser degree, but ci ces have made them very 
treacherous, and innocent people frequently suffer from their fanatical 
outbursts. 

The American military colony was in a commotion when we arrived. 
A soldier had been terribly 3 and killed by a juramentado. These 
juramentados, as the Span word resses, are religious maniacs, 
who, after having undergone certain exorcisms in the mosque, proceed 
to kill any non-Mohammedan and then commit suicide, in order to ob- 


a See In Court and Kampong, by Hugh Clifford. 


ling man, woman, and child, 
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tain a happy existence in paradise. This makes it rather unpleasant 
for those who do not believe in the Koran, for one never knows when 
one of these devils may be about and treacherously hack one to pieces, 

The Americans had given strict orders that no one should go outside 
the city without an escort. These juramentados, when they run 
amuck, show a good deal of grit, and I have known of one man actu- 
ally attacking an entire troop of cavalry, while every soldier was firing 
at him. The heavy knives and kris of the Sulus inflict terrible wounds, 
and on one occasion in Jolo I saw a number of persons who had been 
killed by three of these fanatics. One had the left side of the skull 
cut as clean as with a razor, and the sword had also made a groove 
several inches deep in the shoulder. Another gash sideways had cut 
the body in two as far as the spine. 

had an opportunity of measuring three of these Juramentados— 
when they were dead—and they interested me greatly. As a type 
they all three bore marked characteristics of criminal lunacy, an i 
firmly believe that the shereefs or priests select these weakminded fel- 
lows, who are murderously inclined, and play upon their credulity until 
they reduce them to a condition of wild frenzy and incite them to 
commit murder. 

These men had square faces, very flat skulls, and low foreheads, cheek 
bones low down in the face and so prominent that when in profile they 
nearly hid the excessively flat noses; weak and small receding chins, 
and the square-fingered, stumpy, repulsive-looking hands typical of 
criminals—as cruel hands and heads as I have ever examined—the ani- 
mal qualities being extraordinarily 5 Their repulsive sent 
ance was also somewhat enhanced by the hair of the head being shaved 
clean and the mustache and eyelas removed so as to leave a mere 
horizontal, tiny strip of black hair. The teeth had been freshly filed 
and stained black, the hair of the armpits pulled out, and the nails of 
the fingers and toes trimmed very short (pp. 169-170). 

* * * * . »* * 
These fellows had entered the market pace with their barongs hid- 
den in bunches of fruit, as no Sulu is allowed to enter the place with 
his weapons. Once in the crowd they slashed about, killing several 
and wounding a number of the people (p. 171). 

* * * * * „ * 

That matters were indeed coming to a crisis was unmistakable. 
Captain Marshall and I, with an escort of cavalry, made a reconnois- 
sance in the more troublesome villages, to which the assassins belonged, 
on the day of the murders, and the sulkiness of the natives we met was 
apparent. They wonld not answer the greetings of the soldiers, did not 
reply to our questions, had their spears nicely polished and ready for 
fight in front of their dwellings, and, as we ea nha ered all, with no 
exception, held their hands on their vicious-looking barongs or krises, 
read to strike on the slightest provocation, or even without (p. 172). 


[Extracts from The Philippine Islands and Their People, by Dean C. 
Worcester. The Macmillan Company. New York, 1898. 


Mr. Worcester, after speaking of General Arola’s precautions to pre- 
vent armed Moros out of Jolo, says: 

These elaborate precautions were by no means unnecessary. Be- 
fore they were put in force Juramentados had repeatedly made their 
way to the plaza and on one occasion had beheaded Spaniards as 
they sat in front of a café reading their home letters. 

“During Arola’s time only one of these mad fanatics managed to 


get within the walls. He fought his way through the guard, but not 


before he had been run through the body and shot several times. He 
fell dead 50 feet inside of the gate. 
“ ‘Accidents * sometimes occurred at the lanceria, however. One day a 


Moro, who had been in and out so often that the soldiers on duty knew 
him well, entered the town, leaving his barong as usual. Later he 
came out and claimed it, but before going his way handed arourd a 
package of cigarettes. Several of the men pn down their guns to light 
up, giving him a chance for which he had doubtless long waited pa- 
tiently. Quick as lightning he snatched his barong from its sheath, 
beheading one of the soldiers with a continuation of the same move- 
ment that drew the knife. The man’s head rolled 15 feet away. Be- 
fore the stupefied guardias recovered from their surprise two more of 
them had received fatal injuries, while a third was crippled for life, 
but the sergeant was too quick for the Moro and blew his head of” 
(pp. 188-189). 


Now, I have translated from the History of the Mohammedan- 
Malay Piracy in Mindanao, Jolo, and Borneo, by Montero, 
printed in Madrid in 1888, the following: 


PREFACE, 


The history of the vandal incursions, of the terrible depredation, of 
the cruel assassination and horrible captivities brought about by the 
Malay-Mohammedans of Mindanao, Jolo, and Borneo, is written with 
blood in a thousand of the towns of the Philippine Archipelago. For 
more than three centuries savagery and civilization, the crescent and 
the cross, the standards of slavery and of the redeemers of slaves, have 
there sustained a tremendous struggle. 

The god of war has established his realm in those beautiful islands, 
the sands of whose shores are brilliant with the rays of the sun, with 
the red reflections that are giyen them by the blood spilt in a hundred 
combats. Still resound in space the groans of the conquered blended 
with the cry of victory of the conquerors. Still the marks of the flames 
and the ashes of the buildings in many villages and towns, forts de- 
stroyed, cannons spiked, hulls of vessels floating in the seas and rivers, 
and the quietness reigning in places where formerly were inhabitants, 
show that the desolating scourge of war has punished those territories. 
forming a striking contrast with the magnificent beauty and natural 
brightness of sky, the exuberance of vegetation, and the warmth of 
the tropical sun which invites to life. To-day discord agitates the 
hearts of Joloanos and Mindanaoans, and their former ray he appears 
exhausted ; however, they still fight with savage fury for independence, 
a synonym with them of the most complete anarchy, of the mainte- 
nance of slavery, of the most cruel absolutism, of war, piracy, and ex- 
termination. 

Spain has not yet been able in Jolo and Mindanao to fulfill the civil- 
izing mission that she has realized In the remainder of the Philippine 
Archipelago. Her efforts, her sacrifices have been sterile; one time 
she has employed arms, at another made treaties and agreements, both 
of which have been failures of equal shamelessness. The pertinency. 
tenacity, and rebellion of the Malay Mohammedans have overturned 
nearly all the forces and have made inefficacious all possible measures. 
Neither whippi quiets them, misfortune softens them, nor victory 
satisfies them. ar is their element, piracy their only occupation, 
slavery their wealth. They fight to make captives. The captives work 

pearls, frequently at the 


the fields, row their boats, provide them wi 
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cost of their lives, augment their power and influence according to their 
number, and are at all times merchandise of ready sale. ‘or these 
reasons never have they ceased to be pirates. The Moro Malayaus 
recognize no benefit, nor pardon injury, are cruel, revengeful, artful 
traitorous, and liars. However many times, obliged by the force of 
arms, they have acreed to a treaty, so many times have they failed in 
the execution thereof, making ridiculous the good faith of the conqueror, 
The isles which they inhabit constituted from the first an exception to 
the admirable efforts which gave as a result the incorporation in Spain 
of the yast archipelago discovered by Magellan. The renowned Legaspi, 
at his death, left under the dominion of Spain the great island of 
Luzon, with the adjacent and 1 Visayan Islands, but not those 
to the south of the archipelago, inhabited by this warlike and fanatical 
race, skillful in the manipulation of arms, and habituated to robbery and 
piracy. The religion of Mohammed, spread among its inhabitants, has 
made im ible the ready triumph obtained by the missionaries over 
the other inhabitants of the archipelago, whose inhabitants were idola- 
trous, without distinct creeds or living in the most absolute religious 
indifference. 

As early as 1569, one of the valiant captains that accompanied the 
a i ition—the Quartermaster Martin de Gioti—sustained a 
bold Ant n the waters of Cebu against a little flotilla of Jolo and 
Borneo pirates. From this remote date, there has hardly passed a 
year that the Spanish-Filipino navy and army has failed to measure 
arms with the Malay-Mohammedans. This continuous struggle has re- 
sulted in a brilliant series of feats of arms iara a the legendary 
epoch of the ancient states of Greece and Rome. e army and the 
navy have enriched the Spanish patriotic history with pages of glory 
that, once known, must serve for the admiration of future ages, and of 
stimulus to the present generation, resulting in the delivery of the 
country from the ominous Saracen yoke. e * If the political 
wisdom of the governments of the Philippine Islands, if the resources of 
the treasury, and the social state of the country had ept pace with the 
valor of the sailors and soldiers, certainly to-day the 8 ish flag 
would have waved over the north of Borneo, and neither in Jolo nor in 
Mindanao would the employment of armies have necessary at 
the present time. The lack of a rational and constant plan and the 
effort to convert to Catholicism popia so wedded to their beliefs as are 
the followers of Mahomet, in addition to the causes before enumerated, 
have maintained a situation in all respects violent to the Filipinos, con- 
suming lives, wealtb, and time, which, used in better employment, 
would have transformed the face of that magnificent country. 
been prodigal with the blood of her sons and of the wealth 

in overcoming, in civilizing, in repressing the ancient 

arbarian and bloodthirsty race, a curse on humanity 
and the executors of their brothers; Spain has struggled during three 
centuries for the high ideals, and in defense of her subjects, held by 
the Moro-Malayans painful slavery, has fought the causes to create 
respect for her sovereignty, a hundred times recognized and as many 
times betrayed. * * * Don Modesto Lafuente, in his General His- 
tory of Spain, page 28, says: “ creator J painful is it for the his- 
torian to occupy himself with entire centuries in which men hardly 
occupied themselves with other subjects than fighting. Readers and 
authors have to suffer that painful monotony, unless they pass without 
considering very long periods.” 


I produce extracts from a monograph prepared in 1901 by the 
Rey. Pio Pi, superior of the Jesuit Order in the Philippines, pub- 
lished in the Annual Report of the Commander of the Division 
of the Philippines for the year 1903: 


A FEW MORO VICES. 


* 
In dealing with this race, . all that is good, much may be 
said, and unfortunately all that can said is bad. When we say that 
it is refractory to all good or to all civilization we must be understood 
as speaking of its present organization, with its sultans, datos, and 
p itas, because if on a chosen day all these “ birds” of the archi- 
pelago should disappear the other Moros would obey the constituted 
authority and become as meek as lambs. 

I will point out here a few facts that will serve to make known a few 
of their principal vices: 

1. Gambling.—Perhaps there will not be wanting some who will 
wonder that we s of gambling as a vice of the Moros, seeing that 
it is so ral throughout the country; but though this be true the 
results of gambling among the Moros are ally worthy of attention. 

The Moro datos, as a rule, spend their lives in gambling = and when 

e 


Spain has 
of her tre: 
fury of that 


they lack money for keeping up that occupation they sell first thing 
that falls to hand, namely, the property of their vassals, of whose 
lives and property they are the absolute lords. Often have I heard 
complaints from Moros on this point, who had been robbed of their 
only carabao, and who were considered as having no right to reclaim 
or recover it, the actual possessor having 1 it from the dato; 
and it is looked upon as luck if they sold only the carabaos of their 
sacopes, for at times they would sell some individual of the family, as 
it happened in the case of Emilio Calumpit, lost at play by his dato 
„ and who after several vicissitudes went to Tamon and 
. The lately deceased Dato Galan, the most famous 
3 and test mountebank of all the river, gambled away the 
ughter of his slave; and neither tears nor prayers were of any avail 
to cause him to desist from tearing her axey from the arms of her 
mother and handing her out to the of the game. 

What will civilization say to this? 

2. Cruelty.—The Moro datos are notorious for thelr cruelty. 

Uto, the once famous Uto, perhaps one of the most cruel men of these 
later days, gaye at times his slaves and sacopes, even for insignificant 
shortcomings, unheard-of punishments, and other datos used to do the 
same thing, although less ently. Those who escaped from him 
he punished by eu the ms below the knees, so that they would 
be unable to run and walk only with ena iim Others he ordered to 
be bound in a place swarming with red ants, which are very vicious and 
whose bites are 8 and insupportable. Others he caused to be 
bound naked to the trunks of trees and by day to the burning 
rays of the sun and by night to the agonizing torments of the mos- 

tos, which infest and molest that part of the world. That an idea 
may be formed of this torment I will merely state that a calf was once 

in Tumbas for the 1 of slaughter on the following day. 

e calf was left that night bound to the trunk of a tree, and on the 

d. Every one attributed its death to 


following morning was found dea 
the cloud of mosquitos that that way. For my own part, I can 
say that one night in Tumbas I was seated in a canvas e and was 


compelled to rise because the mosquitos penetrated with their lan- 
celas not only the canvas, but eyen the habit and trousers. The 


men of the garrison of Reina Regente always put newspapers over the 
seats of their chairs, this being the only way to prevent the bites of 
the mosquitos. It happened once that Uto put some one in stocks, 
where he died slowly of hunger and misery, as the only food given 
him was some ears of corn, which were thrown to him every after- 
noon in the same manner as they would be thrown to swine, serving 
rather to prolong his martrydom than to nourish his body. Once a 
commander of a gunboat visited the house of Uto in Chapacan and 
came across a Moro there dead in the stocks. There he had ended his 
days, and they bad not even removed the corpse. 

Another of the punishments meted out by the datos is that of throw- 
Ing those they wish to chastise into the river with their bodies encum- 
bered with an immense stone, but in such a manner that when the tide 
rises to its maximum height the sufferer thus imprisoned has to stretch 
himself as much as he is able in order to prevent the water from enter- 
ing his nostrils and mouth. Thus they leaye the victims at times for 
weeks in the water, always exposed to death from 3 

From the cruel Dato Andung, who ordered the death of Pilang, there 
once escaped a slave who hastened to take refuge in Tamontaca; but 
unfortunately the dato heard of his flight shortly after his having set 
out in a banquita. Andung followed in poau and immediately upen 
coming up with him p him to death with a kris. 

About the year 1885 a schooner under command of a Dutchman vis- 
ited Cotabato. It appears that among other articles of commerce he 
carried arms. Believing doubtless he would be able to do business there 
he made his way to the dwelling of the Sultan. The result of his visit 
was that he was robbed of all he had in his vessel, which was scuttled 
and sunk; the crew were made captives, and the Dutchman was tied 
naked to a tree, while the surrounding Moros tested the edges of their 
krises upon his body, thus putting him to death by a slow, cruel 
process. 


recorded that in Jolo he had seen a Moro who had always carried a 
large bandage to hide from public view his repugnant mouth, which 
was 9 not from any natural defect, but because, having one day 
spoken disres lly to a dato, the chief ordered his mouth to be slit; 
and it was done with a transversely, deepening it up to the articu- 
lation of the jawbone, the mouth in consequence remaining extraordi- 
narily enlarged. The dato remained unmolested. Acco: to his 
laws or customs he could do as he wished. 

But are these customs compatible with civilization? 

3. Haughtiness.—I do not think it would be an easy task to find a 
haughtier people than the Moro datos. As a rule they are a miserable 
set of ple, but believe themselves Russian czars. Their pride 
is revealed in all their acts. In passing from one int to another 
they must always go under a palio—or, in other words, an umbrella— 
gaudily decorated, and surrounded by of honor armed with kris 
or campilan; and if they travel in vintas the law commands that 
the drums and gs must accompany them in their boats. 

They are considered impeccable, however great their faults may 
be they are not considered nsible for them. Dato Aco advanced 
this argument in the dispute which arose in the detachment of Tamon- 
taca, in order to escape from being killed or bound. They did not 
know that although the dato is supposed to be irres ible and invul- 
nerable among the Moros he is not so among the stians. 

Once some Moros traveling in a banca with their dato asked for some 
cocoanuts from the H. Vinolas; and, when the petition was 
refused, gave the reply, “He who asks is the dato.” Vino still con- 
tinued to refuse, and once again the Moros reminded him that it was 
the dato who wanted the cocoanuts. The Moros were dumfounded to 
see, contrary to their customs, that he denied the dato what he asked. 

Uto was accustomed to mount his horse by putting his foot upon the 
shoulders of one of his servants, who bent down purposely to accommo- 
date the magnate. The writer once saw the act performed in Bacat. 

The Dato Mamon ordered the immediate death of one of his vassals 
who had made some irreverent gesture. 

We have frequently seen presents made to some datos, and, although 
the said presents were of some value and things appreciated by them, 
they always received them with apparent indifference and as though 
Oey were of no importance. All this is a result of their haughtiness. 

he wives of the datos likewise always travel under a palio and 
accompanied by their maids in waiting, who surround them chanting 
songs of a dirge-like nature, but which to them appear very ble 
music. At times also they mount their horse after the manner of the 
datos, 9 the shoulders of one of their slaves as a stepping block. 

As the Moros are very fanatical and superstitious, they look upon their 
datos as almost supernatural beings, a belief to which the panditas con- 
tribute greatly with their trickery, and thus it may be explained that 
in spite of the cruelty with which they ordinarily treat their 
there can scarcely be found a case where one of them has been found 
insubordinate or rebellious against his dato. The most they gio is to 
attempt to escape, if an occasion offers, to some distant point. 

Thus, haughty as they are, it is not strange that they should refuse 
to subject themselyes to the rule of a civilized Government. They do 
not desire to be governed by anyone, nor do ay wish to have any com- 
munication with ci beings. It is sufficient to put a ew, of 
houses of Christian Indians close to a Moro settlement to see the latter 
All the Moros who at the commencement of 


2 
Spanish mone th 


constantly obliged to Moros. 

of the Philippines, one after the other, 5 Ives to the yoke 
of S ente into the ways of civilization. And the Moros? 
As as ‘concerns later times, the only thing that has been accom- 
lished with this race is what was done at emontacs, and well we 
now how it was obtained, by what means, and at what cost. And 
there not a single dato was baptized, not because they can not bs con- 
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verted, but because their . and autonomy makes their evan- 
gelization exceedingly difficult. 

4. Robtbery.—Among the Moros there scarcely exists one who is not a 
ladrone. This is not strange to anyone who knows a little of the race, 
for the dato being the one who robs In the most barefaced manner, can 
it be expected that his vassals will not rob also? And let not the reader 
suppose that this vice Is confined to datos only i it is the same with all. 
They do not commit the robbery themselyes, but they have at their or- 
ders those who are expert and accustomed to the work. Once a Tiruraye 
who knew perfectly well this tinglado, was explaining it to me an 
said: “Dato A has so many, ete.” One of their maxims is that to 
rob another settlement, above all if there be any enmity between the in- 
habitants of the two, is no fault. Such actions are so general that they 
are the common practice of all. At the southern mouth of the Rio 
Grande there lived and still lives the Dato Ara, who, without any doubt, 
is the most reasonable decent of all the people of the river, and in 
spite of this we are aware that among his carabaos there are some 
branded with a cross, mark of the mission of Tamontaca. 

5. Treachery.—Of the history of the Moros it may be added that 
it is nothing more or less than a series of treacheries both in Spain 
and in our possessions, in Morocco and the Philippines, for when have 
the Moros been found faithful? They submit to reduction for conven- 
jence or because they are powerless to resist. Or, in other words, are 
faithful in keeping treaties as long as it suits them, or whilst they 
have not sufficient stren, to free themselves therefrom. 

It is within a year and a half ago that one Mariano who several 
times has been skipper of the vinta of P. Beunasar, in his voyages to 
Lebac found a good rice field in that part known as Linas, close by the 
River Tran. s he had good rice that was to yield a heavy crop, 

ends were not wanting to warn him not to trust the Moros, but he 
took no notice of these warnings. One day some Moros sent by Mata- 
balan, dato of the River Tran, visited him and entered into a very in- 
teresting conversation with him on the seashore. According to the 
custom of the country they chewed the buyo together, but suddenly 
drawing their krises the Moros killed him. Immediately there appeared 
two more vintas which were near by, and whilst one took up a position 
at the point as a watchman the remaining Moros busied themselves 
in cutting the rice and carrying it to the dato. 

About the year 1884 two Moros who had escaped from the clutches 
of Uto reached Tamontaca. Both received Christian instruction in 
preparation for baptism. One day in the market place of the same 
settlement an emissary of Uto entered into a friendly conversation with 
one of the two. Whilst chewing the buyo together the emissary of the 
magnate—sent, as was afterwards known, with that object in view— 
suddenly drew his kris and cut off the Christian's head. Without the 
possibility of his being captured, he esca among the people, who 
were struck with amazement at the boldness of the deed. 

A short time previous to the evacuation of Zamboanga br the Spanish 
troops several families of Tamontaca who had followed the fathers to 
that capital wished to return once again to the former settlement. For 
this purpose two or three large vintas were hired. P. Beunasar gave 
them letters of recommendation to the Datos Benito and Mamogueten, 
the former having always been high in praise of the Spaniards and the 
latter always a great friend of P. Juanmarti, from whom he had re- 
celved so many favors. The former ordered the death of several of 
these people and the captivity of others with several women, although 
he afterwards freed them at the instance of Mandi. With the same end 
in view some others were also detained for a day and a night; and if 
he did not finally carry out bis idea it was because of the threat of one 
of the prisoners that P. Beunasar would return to Cotabato in a gun- 
boat. 


Another case that may be cited in this connection to prove the treach- 
ery of the Moros is that of the treachery of Balabag. 
6. Piracy.—The Moros are unexecelled pirates, and slavery consti- 
tutes perhaps their greatest wealth. It is well known that within the 
Yast quarter of a century formidable fleets of vintas sailed continually 
from Jolo and the Rio Grande, and after sacking some pueblos of the 
Visayas returned to their strongholds loaded down with booty and with 
captive Christians. Their ha inspired them at times even to ap- 
roach the walls of Manila. The then Bishop of Cebu, Señor Gimeno, 
ald not desist from petitioning the Spanis 
southern Mindanao in order to put a stop to such precy: He sent every 
ear a record of the ple of his diocese who had been captured by the 
oros, and at times the number reached 2,000. At times whole pueblos 
were captured and the churches robbed of every object of any value 
they contained. At last the Rio Grande was occupied, and later on Jolo. 
Several faluas (small rowboats) were sent down, but they were so 
heavy that when they were rowed they scarcely moved, while the Moros 
in the vintas, which were generally very light and of but little draft, 
had the laugh on them. 

Hence the faluas were useless to prevent piracy, but later on, when 
the gunboats came, the scene changed. The vintas met with on the 
high sea were overhauled and, if suspected, were searched, and if con- 
traband was found aboard it was confiscated and the crew made pris- 
oners. A t many were sunk, and in this manner in less than a 

ear piracy was stamped out in the south. From that time on the 

Soros could no longer conduct their piratical expeditions to the Visayas 
or to other ports. But then the: stealing children among them- 
selves. The Moros can not exist without their slaves, and when they 
can not have Christian ones they procure them from among their own 
race. Malabang and Baras have for a long time the chief mar- 
kets of human flesh, and to the said points were carried those cap- 
tured in Lanao, to be sold to the Chinos of Cotabato or to the Moros 
of the Rio Grande. And there also was sold those captured in this 
last-named place, to be sold in turn to the Moros of Lanao. In this 
manner, to a great extent, escape from their masters was almost im- 

ssible, as they were far from their own settlement and in an un- 
Pow region. The immense majority of the children who entered the 
refuges established at Tamontaca were Malanaos, and it was an inter- 
esting thing to hear them recount the manner in which they had been 


captured. 

From the time that the gunboats commenced to cross the seas of the 
south to a de did piracy cease at sea. For the seventeen years I 
was on the Rio Grande I received notification of only three or four 
Christians being captured. But the practice was renewed after the 
evacuation b the panish, when a Filipino government was left in 
Cotabato. is was succeeded by the American Government, after the 


eataclysm of crime and violence with which we are well acquainted. 
But the American Government has done nothing up to the present to 
ut down piracy, which has commenced 
Binary proportions, its 3 victims being the Tirura 
part of whom haye been carried 


once more to assume extraor- 


— Bema third 
away captive to Jolo and other points 


Government to occupy 


in two years. In this respect we have retrograded to the times of 
Corcuera (1030); 

In concluding this subject, I will mention the following: Some time 
since, speaking with the American colonel at Zamboanga and with the 
commanding general of Cotabato, I told them that it appeared to me 
that the Moros went to Rio Grande and neighboring shores in Joloan 

cos loaded with arms, which they sold at these places, and returned 
oaded down with Tirurayes. Although the said officers did not den 
this, they doubted it, or believed at least that the tale was exaggerated. 
The following occurrence dispelled their doubts: 

On the 29th of April the launch of Cotabato, which had come to 
Zamboanga three days before, returned, having as passengers myself 
and two American officers. A good distance before reaching Punta 
Flechas we discovered a white object on the larboard. We soon knew it 
to be a vinta. The captain of the launch remarked, “Surely that is a 
Joloan panco, and if it is going out that way they are certainly carry- 
ing arms, and if it comes thence it carries Tirurayes.” In Spanish 
times this boat would have been examined. Shall we examine it?” 
said the captain, as though defending his honor. No sooner said than 
done. It was in fact a Joloan panco, the crew of which seeing us 
bearing down upon it let down its sail and hoisted the American flag. 
However, the flag proved of no yalue to them. The captain boarded 
her with four marines and commenced his examination. In half a 
minute they discovered in the hold large quantities of cartridges, car- 
bines of various classes, rifles—Remingtons—and a large case of car- 


tridges and pistols. The panco was taken in tow and, together with its 
aw carried to Cotabato, where the captain and crew were thrown into 
prison. 


_ Our task is done. It will be a happy day when the Government of the 
United States becomes convinced of the existence of the obstacle to 
civilization we have here denounced and of the possibility and necessity 
of removing it for the common welfare of the country. PO PEB 

10 PI, S. J. 


MANILA, P. I., July 25, 1901. 


I present certain official reports from our own officers of re- 
cent date—Maj. H. L. Scott, for instance, governor of the is- 
land, and other officers, all making official reports to their Gov- 
ernment. Major Scott was most treacherously trapped into an 
ambush and chopped almost to pieces by a Moro pretending to 
be friendly. 


{Extract from report of Capt. S. A. Cloman, Twenty-third Infant 
dated Bongao, P. I., February 2, 1900.) * 


I have the honor to report the following as having taken place in 
the Tawi-tawi group of islands, within my Furisdiction: R 

On January 26, 1900, a party of soldiers, consisting of Sergt. Egbert 
V. De Wolfe, Corpl. Leonard T. Mygatt, Privates Webster F. Gibbons, 
William T. Carter, and John A. Greathouse, all of Company H, Twenty- 
third Infantry, left the post in a small sailboat, on a seven days’ pass. 
— ee purpose of visiting the lake on the island of Tawi-tawi and 

unting. 

The aforesaid party left the post about 8 a. m. Friday, 
1900, and . — up the coast of Tawi-tawi about 12 
they camped on the beach for the night. 


The party next’ went into camp on a samil uninhabited island about 
8 miles from Balimbing, and about 6 o'clock that evening saw two 
large proas (native boats) about a mile offshore, where they remained 
all night. This caused no particular remark, as proas are continually 
coming and going in those waters, many people living entirely in their 
boats. Early the next morning these proas landed and the natives, 10 
in number, came to camp. Several of them were recognized as being 
of the inhabitants of Balimbing, who had treated them so nicely, so 
every effort was made to return the hospitality. They were given break- 
fast and a deck of cards that they seemed to greatly fancy. About 
7 a. m. the party broke camp and proceeded over the main island of 
Tawi-tawi, although the natives seemed to insist on their staying where 
they were until high tide in the afternoon. i 

* * * * 


* * » 

At this time Corporal Mygatt was taking off his clothes in a corner 
of the tent, while the other four men were playing whist on a blanket 
in the center, being surrounded by the natives, who seemed greatly in- 
tent on grasping the methods of the game. They had no weapons with 
them except their woodcutter’s tools, consisting of native hatchet and 
parangs (a sort of bolo used for cutting small timber), but none of 
these were visible at the time. The corporal left the tent and went 
to the beach and soon afterwards heard some screams and two shots. 
In the tent the game had continued for about five minutes after the 
corporal's departure, when the native standing behind Sergeant De 
Wolfe suddenly pulled a parang from behind him and struck the ser- 
geant on the neck, nearly severing the head from the body and killing 
him at once. At almost the same time Private Gibbons was struck on 
the side of the neck and head, making a hole through the skull 5 
inches long, through which the brain oozed, and Private Greathouse 
was struck on the neck, the parang severing the external carotid artery 
and exposing the internal artery and spine. The parang (barong), 
which now have, is badly nicked and dulled, or the head would 
have been completely severed. The edge of the parang meant for 
Private Carter's neck was turned by the tent canvas and only staggered 
him, but at almost the same time another Moro struck him a terrible 
blow on the head with an oar he had made. He staggered toward his 
gun but another native sunk a hatchet deep In his back, injuring his 
spine. He then ran to the cook fire about 20 yards distant for the ax, 
but by the time he had reached it and turned, the Moros had all dis- 
appeared but the three who were chopping Private Gibbons, and these 
ran before he could reach them. In the meantime Private Gibbons had 
reached his gun and fired a shot, but being virtually blind and stagger- 
ing, it was without effect, and then began a terrible struggle for the gun. 
Private Gibbons could do little more than struggle bare-handed for its 

ion, while the three natives literally chopped him until he was 
—— when one of them got possession of the gun and shot him 
below the heart. The natives then ran for their boats and pushed off, 
taking with them three rifles, one revolver, and four belts, with the car- 
trid This whole mélée lasted only about a minute, being simply a 
wild chopping and scramble for the guns. When the corporal returned 
from the beach he met Private Greathouse in the woods, carrying a 
gun with one hand and holding his head on straight with the other. 
+ è + The dead sergeant and Private Gibbons had to be carried 
through the woods to the boat, and they were over 30 miles from 


January 26, 
miles, ‘hare 


* * 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3985 


friends or help, 


with one man to sail the boat and take care of the 
wounded. * * * 


THE JURAMENTADO. 


The Moros are accustomed to suffer all the caprices of their despotic 
authority. The laws of centuries permit the men to be recruit for 
any pugpose whatsoever. The debtor who can not pay becomes. with 
his family, the slave of the creditor, and the Moros are so indifferent 
to these conditions that their owners do not encounter any difficulty 
in making them contract such debts for their own resources. The 
debtor thus loses all his rights, and his children can be sold throughout 
the archipelago. He can, however, buy the liberty of his family at the 
risk of his own life, L e., for the largest number of Christians whom 
he can slay. If the debtor accepts proposition, he becomes that 
moment a Juramentado, knowing perfectly well that if he manages to 

t into the midst of a Spanish settlement that all hope for escape is 

ead. Death is therefore certain for all Juramentados, and it is never 
the case that one repents his imprudence, because there are a number 
of Juramentados assembled to submit themselves to certain rites per- 
formed by expert panditas or priests. Along in the deserted forest, 
the moonlight adding its rays to the weird, fantastic scene, they com- 
mence their exercises by fasting, reciting, and preying over the graves 
of the departed Juramentados and 8 of the bliss and happiness 
that is to be theirs in the heaven of Mohammed. 

Wien they arrive at a sufficient state of exaltation, but never before, 
they are sent into a Christian community. As this is a ceremony that 
interests more or less different families, and a great number of for- 
malities have to be gone through with, it can never be kept absolutely 
secret, no matter how much it would be to their interest to do so, 
and thus it is that the porernor of Jolo receives notice that an attack 
by the Juramentados will be made. But they can never inform him 
of the exact time when the attack will be made, because the Jura- 
mentados themselves do not know at what time they will reach the 
exalted state. At nightfall, in the 1 25 splendor of the moon, rever- 
berates in the depth of the forest warlike sounding metal, like the ever- 
lasting lamenting echo of ever windering souls. The priest congre- 
gates all fame-th A ir youths ; speaks of the strong ones who died a 
noble death in front of the enemy's steel, of the menacing shadows of 
creditors, of the glory of the hero, and the infamy and slavery for the 
coward, and of other inexhaustible lives of pleasure where brilliant 
eyes look upon infinite treasures; and as imagination crazes them they 
convulsively grasp thelr sharp kris (sword) and imagine themselves 
feeling the cold sweat of death on their foreheads. From the damp 
vapors of the night surge voices, instilling valor into their hearts. The 
fol owing asy they die at an outpost. 

The first Juramentados of whom we have knowledge, through his- 
tory or tradition, gave themeselves to martyrdom through exaltation of 
belief. Exalted in their practice of prayer, fasting, and making ab- 
stractions of all terrestrial 8 anxious to gain the paradise 
offered to all believers of Mohammed, they prepare themselves for the 
sacrifice, imposing upon themselyes material mortification, putting 
strong Sasa § upon their members and resolye to die on the termina 
day. They shave their heads carefully, clothe themselves in clean 
white clothing (color for mourning among the mpage df and accon- 
paniei by their relatives, after arriving at the spot of bloody purifica- 
ion, they take leave from their relatives and present themselves before 
the largest possible body of armed Christians, calling their attention 
provoking them, in search of death and martyrdom. The merit of 
eternal recompense is to receive cruel blows without a murmur or 
lament, without a show of agony, or avoidance of suffering, until ex- 
piring they lie victims of their own ignorance. 

These mystic martyrs followed the warriors and were not satisfied in 
dying, but anxious to kill, 8 religious fanaticism with litical 
feryor, never retreating, showing themselves to their enemies and trying 
to cause the death of the largest number before falling. Their open 
attacks were followed by ambuscades and surprises, any means seeming 
proper to gain their martyrdom. The odium of races, the desire to 

istinguish themselves before their families, the wish to be revenged. 
and many other causes to-day make the Juramentado. Abuse, scorn, 
or any injury will make assassins of Moros and will convert the greatest 
coward into a ferocious beast. Take a Moro who has been your friend 
and force him to leave you and he will make you take a kris and kill 
him, because he will never allow himself to be so dishonored. Tragedies 
of all kinds among the Moros are credited to the Juramentado. Modern 
arms have, however, diminished these devils in human form, and only 
the bravest and most fanatical commit themselves for this purpose. 
There are few panditas to be found who will 3 candidates for 
martyrdom, as their respect for authority cools their religious ardor. 


JURAMENTADOS. 

October 30, 1902.—T wo Moros ran amuck at the stables and cut one en- 
listed man of Troop H, Fifteenth Cayalry. The Moros were killed 
by the soldiers. 

March 8, 1903—A Moro ran amuck in the cockpit at Tullel, killing 
one Filipino man and wounding one Moro, one Filipino, and one Chino. 
One of the vigilantes killed this man. 

March 10, 1903.—A Moro ran amuck at Tando Point, near Jolo, kill- 
ing one Big’ of the Engineer Corps. The run-amuck was killed by 
the guard at that place. 

March 14, 1903——Three Moros ran amuck at the market, near the 
pumping station at Asturias. They killed one Indian, two Moros, and 
wound one Moro woman and one Filipino man. The run-amucks 
were killed by Captain Eltinge and his troop. 

September 25, 1903-—A Moro ran amuck in the town of Jolo, having 
entered through the band gate. One soldier was cut by him. One 
soldier was killed by stray bullet fired by soldiers. The run-amuck 
was killed by the soldiers. 

H. L. Scorr, 
Major, Fourteenth Cavalry, Governor. 


A careful study of the material here presented will give to 
our friends on the other side, who are so anxious for the safety 
and happiness of these thieves and pirates, some information 
in regard to the sort of people they are agonizing about. Here, 
it may well be said, is a body of professional criminals, organ- 
ized for murder, organized for larceny, piracy, crime in every 
form, and having no pretense of a government, outlaws abso- 
lutely, intrenched in a mountain pass where great skill had 
made what was believed to be an impregnable fortress, and after 
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patiently waiting for more than a year, after all negotiations 
had failed and when it became absolutely certain that nothing 
but extreme force would dislodge this band of thieves and 
murderers, the gallant men of the United States Army marched 
up to the crater, and after three or four days of constant bat- 
tle they succeeded in destroying the force. Will it be said that 
any more force was used than necessary? I deny it. Is it to 
be said that there should haye been gentler means? I point 
out that gentler means would have been unavailing. 

So I conclude that the necessity to dislodge these bandits was 
imperative; that all appeals for a cessation of murder and arson 
and robbery had failed of effect. It became the duty of Gen- 
eral Wood and his officers to suppress these outrages with force 
enough to accomplish the result, and they were not to imperil 
the lives of their own men to an extent beyond the absolute ne- 
cessities. It seems to have been skillfully done, successfully 
done, and when the report is finally made it is not to be believed 
that there was any considerable number of women and children 
sacrificed. If there were, then let the fault fall upon the men 
who made it impossible to destroy this nest of vipers without 
the incidentals that were required. 

Strangely enough, just when this attack is resounding through 
the Halls of the United States Congress the information received 
shows that the Sultan of Sulu and his principal datos are still 
congratulating General Wood on the killing of the outlaws which 
bas made possible the tilling of the fields. So at one end of the 
line we find that the authorities, such as they are, the Sultan 
of Sulu, with his officers and men, under the direction of the 
leading datos, formed in columns and carried water to the troops. 
It is said that this attack was delayed for six months while 
Governor Scott was endeavoring to persuade the outlaws to 
surrender, but the defiant attitude of the leaders of the outlaws 
made it absolutely impossible to hope for success except by the 
methods which were ultimately used. 

The blood-curdling accounts of the killing of women and chil- 
dren that came from Manila from the sensational newspaper 
men over there are being constantly contradicted by the latest 
information, and yet the American people are told by Congress- 
men and the world is being told by Congressmen that the Amer- 
ican Army has been guilty of butchery and unnecessary destruc- 
tion of life and that the President has indorsed it. 

Mr. Chairman, it is most unfortunate that there is such a tend- 
ency to make capital against the good name of the American 
people and the American Army whenever these outbreaks occur. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that I catch 
some of the usual phrases of jingoism in the statement of the 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has charge_ 
of the floor. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, the understanding was 
that the gentleman from New York should control fifteen min- 
utes and that I should have the same time. If that is agree- 
able to the gentleman from New York, I will yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. LITTAUER. It is. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I catch the phrases “ wonderful victory,” 
and “ desperate battle,” and “ charges against the honor and in- 
tegrity of the American Army.” It is a wonder that something 
was not said about “treason to the flag“ while the gentleman 
was going on, and then the old song would have been too famil- 
iar to require a reply even. The gentleman says we made a 
charge on the floor against the integrity and honor of the Amer- 
ican Army. Why, the charge that has excited the interest of 
the American people was not made on the floor. It was made 
at Mount Dajo, and this wonderful victory“ and this“ desper- 
ate battle“ involved the loss of eighteen of our men. That is the 
whole thing reduced down to prose. The gentleman objects to 
treating the matter poetically. Prosaically treated, then, it is 
reduced to the loss of 18 killed on one side and on the other side 
the loss of 600 people, part of whom were women and children. 
These are the bare facts. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the gentleman permit me to suggest 

Mr. WILLIAMS. ‘These are the bare facts. One moment, and 
then I shall yield, but not in the middle of a sentence. The other 
bare fact, as the gentleman himself confesses it, is that thus far 
no prisoners have been “ officially reported.” I will add, no 
Moro wounded, either. 

He undertakes unofficially to report that there will be found 
after a while to have been prisoners. I do not know whether 
that will be found or not. Thus far, at any rate, the men whose 
duty it was to report casualties at that battle report so many 
of the enemy killed—to wit, 600—none wounded and no pris- 
oners. Not only none wounded, but no prisoners, in the official 
report. They account in the first place for the fact that women 
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and children were killed by the assertion of General Wood that 
those people made shields out of their children” and charged 
bravely, with their children as shields, upon the serried ranks 
of the Americaninfantry. Weare told that they were “ robbers.” 
I do not know, but if it be a fact that they were robbers, they 
were devoting to the profession of robbery a degree of immola- 
tion cf themselves and of their families that no band of mere 
robbers ever devoted to such a cause. They immolated them- 
selyes, if Brigadier-General Wood’s statement be correct. Mere 
robbers, with no higher aim than robbery, do not take their 
children in their arms as shields and charge upon the best 
armed and best disciplined troops in the world, and die—men, 
women, and children. But that is the way it was accounted for. 
Now, later on, I see it is accounted for in a different way. It 
is said that such women and children as were killed were killed 
by long-range shell firing. If that be true, of course, that 
could not have been helped. I understand that when you are 
shelling a place you can not choose just where your shell will 
fall, and if women and children are in the way, women and 
children suffer, as they did at Vicksburg, as they did at Sara- 
gossa, as they did at Metz, as they have done in many other 
places in the history of the world. Which of the two explana- 
tions is going to be taken? Or, is it true that later on we will 
have still a third one? Perhaps when American sentiment de- 
mands it there will be prisoners reported and perhaps wounded 
reported. And if hereafter prisoners and wounded are to be 
reported, why were they not reported in the official report of the 
battle, giving the casualties on our side and the casualties on 
the other? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I have no doubt the gentleman does not de- 
sire to misrepresent things; but the official reports state that 
there were other troops engaged; but there was the Philip- 
pine Constabulary, and there were other casualties besides the 
eighteen referred to. The eighteen does not cover all the casu- 
alties. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What were the casualties among the con- 
stabulary? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Quite a number. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not “quite a number,” or it would have 
struck me. It did not go into three figures, I know, or it would 
have struck me as “ quite a number.” 

Mr. GRAHAM. At any rate, away ahead of the casualties 
among the United States troops, as you will find. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not remember about that, but I am 
talking about the losses among our soldiers; because, in answer 
to the suggestion of charging the American Army with dis- 
honor in connection with this “desperate battle,” I want to 

_prove how “desperate” it was for our troops. Knowing the 

American soldier, as I think I do, and knowing the Philippine 
Constabulary as well as anybody—most of us know nothing 
about them—I dare say that their percentage of casualties was 
not any larger than the percentage of casualties among the 
American troops. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from 
Ohio desires to ask me a question, I shall be pleased to yield 
to him. I saw him on his feet. 
' Mr. GROSVENOR. I want to suggest to the gentleman that 
General Wood in his report, as I recollect, stated that prisoners 
had assaulted and murdered some of his American soldiers who 
were trying to relieve the injured. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I remember that. 

Mr. GROSVENOR. Well, they were prisoners. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I remember that General 
Wood in his report said that when they went to relieve some of 
those who were wounded these wounded Moros undertook to 
stab the men who came to assist them, and I thought to myself 
when I read it that perhaps that accounted for the fact that 
there was no wounded reported and no prisoners taken. Per- 
haps the soldiers became perfectly infuriated at that and acted 
accordingly, and so all were killed. There were no prisoners 
and no wounded stated in that report. If there were wounded 
or prisoners, they ought to have been stated in the report, and 
if they are stated later on then the gentleman from Ohio him- 
self will confess that if we have made any error about the battle, 
and if we have commented erroneously upon the fact that there 
were no wounded and no prisoners, it is not our fault, but the 
fault of the officer who did not completely report the battle as 
he ought to have done. The gentleman from Ohio is too old 
and too good a soldier to tell me that he ever knew of a battle 
during the civil war that reported casualties without reporting 
the prisoners, the wounded, and the missing, as well as the 
killed. In this case they reported but one thing about the 
enemy, so many killed, all who were reported as present, to wit, 
600, and as it was known that a great many of them were 
women and children, the officer reporting was forced to confess 


that a great many of the killed were women and children, and 
then accounted for it on the shield theory. 

Ah! Mr. Chairman, we are carrying “the white man’s bur- 
den!“ If there is anything I am devoted to over and above 
anything in the world, it is the development of my race in its in- 
tegrity and blood purity. I think it is the greatest race vn the 
surface of the earth, but it is never well to forget the adage 
“ noblesse oblige,” that nobility and superiority carry responsi- 
bility, and that in the Philippine Islands our “ greatest race on 
the surface of the earth,” and all that sort of thing, ought to 
remember its superiority, ought to remember its nobility, and 
ought to remember that with its superiority there is responsibil- 
ity, and in proportion as the other side is weak, in proportion as 
it is barbarous, in proportion as it is ignorant, so much greater 
is the responsibility which we ought racially to recognize as we 
go along winning “ glorious victories ” after “ desperate battles.” 

I do not know but that future history may show that the 
battle of Mount Dajo was not as first reported. If that history 
shall show it, then, of course, remarks made about it as just 
reported will be exactly in that far erroneous, and will be 
exactly in that far subjects of regret to those who haye made 
the remarks. But we can not change our opinions upon the 
mere supposition, the mere prediction of the chief prophet of 
the Republican party that there, perhaps, may be” prisoners, 
that there, perhaps, “may be” wounded to be reported later 
“ officially,” and now only unofficially suggested by him, [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, this bill carries appropria- 
tions for the expenses of the legislative, executive, and judicial 
branches of the Federal Government for the next fiscal year. 
It abolishes 308 places now provided for by law, carrying sal- 
aries aggregating $360,360.25. It creates 243 new places and 
appropriates salaries therefor aggregating $276,324. It reduces 
64 salaries for positions now provided and appropriated for by 
law aggregating $8,400, and increases 104 salaries, the aggre- 
gate increase equaling $16,930. In a word, therefore, the net 
reduction, as will be seen from these figures, made by this bill 
on account of positions and salaries abolished and reduced is 
$76,506.25. 

These facts and figures ought to convince this House that your 
Committee on Appropriations has not neglected its duty in 
respect to inquiring into the condition of the public service in 
the respective Departments of the Government, and also into 
the necessity for positions now existing or which the Depart- 
ments ask to have created and the salaries which ought to be 
provided for for the positions thus created. 

I listened with much interest to the remarks of the gentleman 
from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] last Friday, when he presented 
to the House and to the country facts tending to show the mar- 
velous increase in the salaries and in the number of positions 
during the last eight years. 

From his statement it appears that from 1888 up to and in- 
cluding 1898 the average annual increase in salaries aggregates 
about $2,000,000, and that the average annual increase in sal- 
aries since that time has been about $11,000,000. While the 
gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] did not seek to convey 
to the House the impression that the Committee on Appropria- 
tions was responsible for these increases, both in salaries and in 
positions, I fear that his remarks may have left upon the minds 
of many Members the impression that such is the case. 

I therefore desire, Mr. Chairman, to call attention to the fact 
that there are two principal causes for these increases. One is 
the creation of the Department of Commerce, with an aggregate 
expenditure for salaries for the fiscal year 1905 of $2,142,739.84. 
The other is the establishment of the rural free-delivery service, 
increasing salaries annually to the extent of $20,480,000. Both 
of these causes have occurred since the date mentioned by the 
gentleman from Maine. When you deduct the increases made 
necessary by these two facts, together with some increases de- 
manded by laws enacted by Congress, you will find that the aver- 
age increase in both positions and salaries since 1898 created 
and carried in the appropriation bills does not exceed to any 
material extent the average increase in both positions and sal- 
aries prior to that time. 

But, Mr. Chairman, it is nevertheless a fact, one that is well 
known to every Member of this House who has had any ex- 
tended service, that in the enactment of legislation by Congress 
there is altogether too little attention paid to the consequent in- 
crease in both salaries and positions for which appropriations 
must thereafter be made. It is Congress, therefore, and not the 
Committee on Appropriations that must assume responsibility 
for originating practically all the increases in the past, for 
when a law passed by Congress authorizes any of the Executive 
Departments to undertake a new work or to undertake a new 
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investigation which involves a vast amount of labor and a 
large number of Goyernment employees, there is thereby created 
a necessity for additional expense, additional positions and in- 
creases in salaries for which that Department will submit to 
Congress its estimates, and thereupon the Committee on Appro- 
priations has no alternative except to report appropriations for 
the purpose of meeting this additional expense. 

I am glad, sir, that, as I have heretofore said, the present ap- 
propriation bill is not open to this criticism. It is the first one 
I believe that the Committee on Appropriations has reported in 
about ten years which has not carried an aggregate increase in 
salaries and positions greater than the last preceding appro- 
priation bill or the current law. : 

I was therefore very glad to observe the independent investi- 
gation and inquiry which the gentleman from Maine [Mr. LiT- 
TLEFIELD] has given to the subject-matter of the appropriation 
bill now under consideration and to the subject-matter of the 
same bill reported and enacted in previous Congresses. If other 
Members would exercise their right and their privilege -in a 
similar way, and devote time to the investigation and inquiry 
into the expenditure of public money and into the estimates 
submitted by the Departments, I feel confident that it would be 
of material benefit to the House and of great advantage to the 
Government and to the people. It would tend to prompt com- 
mittees having jurisdiction of apprépriation bills to be more 
careful in their investigation, more searching in their inquiries 
into the estimates submitted, and when their bills come before 
the House there would be less occasion and less justification for 
the superficial criticism which is so frequently indulged in upon 
this floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I have realized for some time that the Federal 
Government was rapidly increasing its police supervision 
throughout the entire country. I have realized to some extent 
that we were rapidly assuming control and general supervision 
of the domestic affairs of the people of the States in the doing 
of that which belongs peculiarly to the States. But, sir, not 
until I came to examine the estimates of the several Depart- 
ments of the Government for appropriations for the next fiscal 
year did I have any conception of the rapidity with which this 
extension of the Federal policing and Federal supervision of 
the domestic affairs of the people of the States was growing 
and being extended. For the purpose of ascertaining with some 
degree of certainty the extent to which the power of the Fed- 
eral Government in this respect has been extended, I have as- 
certained from all the Executive Departments of the Govern- 
ment the growth of the inspection and general agents service 
during the past decade. I selected this branch of the public 
service for the purpose of ascertaining the extent of the growth 
of the centralization of Federal power and the extent to which 
the Federal Government is engaging to-day in the work of doing 
that which belongs peculiarly to the States. I have done this 
because it is through that service that this power is exercised 
to a greater extent than through any other branch of the public 
service. In the statement I have prepared and will submit as 
a part of my remarks I have separated this service and given 
each branch of the inspection and special-agent service of each 
Department separately. 


Data concerning agents, inspectors, examiners, etc. 


Title. 


Specialagents,etc. 
Special agents 
om ry pi tia 
£ agen 
Specialagentsand 
inspectors. 
Suppressing coun- 
terfeiting and 


other crimes. 
Mine inspectors -- 


Interior Depart- 
ment. 


Inspectors, exam- 


iners,and special 
S 8 13 
examiners 
— =. -o 3 
tors, mail 226 
depredations. 
Agents a 4 
eries, 
Salmon fisheries. 2 
Do Rural free deliv- 167 
ery. 
Spec’al agents De ent of 4 
mmeree and 
bor. 
Do TTT 81 
Inspectors ...----- Bureau of Immi- 454 
gration. 


Data concerning agents, inspectors, eraminers, etc.—Continued. 


Title. 
Inspectors ........ Steamboat -In- 
8 Serv- 
ce. 

Assi t - | Post-Office De- 
intendents and partment. 
agents. 

Agents, inspect- Agricultural De- 
ors, ete partment, 


Amount from which authority is given to employ agents, inspectors, ete. 


An examination of this statement shows the total number of 
inspectors and special agents employed in the public service 
in 1896, the aggregate amount appropriated for that service, 
and also the aggregate number who were employed in that serv- 
ice in 1906 and the aggregate appropriations therefor. From 
this statement it will be observed that since 1896, or in the last 
decade, the number of special agents and experts in the Bureau 
of Labor has increased 100 per cent, and the amount expended 
for that service has likewise increased about 100 per cent. It 
will also be observed that the increase in the number of in- 
spectors, examiners, and special agents of the Interior Depart- 
ment during the last decade has increased 79 per cent, and the 
amount of the expenditure for that service has increased 86 
per cent, while we have increased the number of examiners. in- 
spectors, etc., by the establishment of the Department of Com- 
merce and Labor, in addition to the increases in the bureaus 
9 5 were taken into that Department, to the extent of thirty- 

vo. 

The most notable increase, perhaps, will be found in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, where in 1896 they had only 160 in- 
spectors, special agents, etc., and in 1906 they have 773. The 
total number of special agents and inspectors employed by the 
Government in the field and outside of the District of Columbia 
in 1896 was 931, while the total number in 1906 employed for 
that service is 3,113, an increase of 383 per cent. In 1896 we 
were expending for this special-agent and inspection service 
only $1,315,526, while to-day, ten years thereafter, we are ap- 
propriating $4,567,728. 

As tending to show the character of the work done by the in- 
spectors and special agents of the Department of Agriculture, 
I herewith submit and will publish as a part of my remarks a 
letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, which gives the inspec- 
tion and special-agent service of that Department in detail. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 9, 1906. 


‘opriations, 
ouse of Representatives. 

Dear Sin: In reply to your communication of the 23d ultimo, re- 
questing me to inform the Committee on Appropriations as to the num- 
ber of special agents and ins; ors that were employed in the fiscal 
year of 1896 and the number for the fiscal year of 1906, I forward to 
you the inclosed statement. I have been somewhat . in making 
this statement because of the labor involved in ascertaining the dut 
etc., of the different classes of special agents and inspectors which 
send, in order that the committee might comprehend how these speci 
agents and inspectors are employed. 

Very respectfully, 


Hon. JAMES A. TAWNEY, M. C., 
Chairman Committee on A 


al 


JAMES WILSON 
Secretary of Agriculture. 


Statement showing the number of special agents and inspectors em- 
ployed by the Department of Agriculture in the work of the Depart- 
ment for the fiscal year 1896. 


Bureau, division, or office. 


— 


L= 


JAMES WILSON 
Secretary of Agricuiture. 
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Statement showing the number of special agents and inspectors em- 
ployed by the Department of Agriculture in the work of the Depart- 
age BS the fiscal year ending June 50, 1906, to this date, February 

A 3 
In the Bureau of Plant Industry 105 special agents were employe: 
being assigned as follows: se dita 


investigating ceresis . ee 
Work on diversification of crops in cotton-growing States and in- 
vestigating the cotton-boll weevil__.__.________. 21 
Field work on foreign plants at Chico, Cal 1 
Field experiments with cotton 4 
Mushroom investigations and experiments 1 
In charge of planting and cultivating tea In Texas__ —— S 
LANNE notes on vegetable trials in— 
th a A E Ss E S R p 
6— EE — Ce — | 
Geneva, N. X pote ie DIESE SEEN OS 
Alabama —— a PASE Ye | 
EOE RE REL EE A ee Sir 1 
Investigating Oe Aana ERC 
nvestiga ppernong grape 
In charge of fo crop testing station at Chillicothe, T 1 
rt A Ne eee SORE ——— 1 
Overseeing demonstration farm work in Louisiana... 1 
Pathological inyestigations at subtropical laboratory, 2 
Field work at subtropical laboratory, Miami, Fla 1 
Collec r ——TT——T—T—T—T—T—.——— 2 
Grass and forage-plant investigations at on, ee i 1 
Grass and forage-plant investigations at Columbia, Mo- a 1 
Jo n experiments at Columbus, Tex 1 
— g 8 wat in Ta South = ico 0 — = 
Expe ro; r, plant introduction gardens, — 
e diversification farm at Wiggins, Miss 1 
t propagator, m gard 1 
imen 1 
ge of field 4 
1 
2 
1 
Field work on — $ 
Investigating weevil- 1 
Superi 1 
Ti 1 
Fuad experiments 
agri : 
Japanese matting 1 
Superintendent of dem: 1 
Co am cereal work with Minnesota agricultural $ 
A —— eee 
99 cereal work with Nebraska agricultural experiment 4 
.. i ne ee ee ene 
5 tion cereal work with North Dakota agricultural experiment = 
MI a R S ... 
Sap orm cereal work with Wisconsin agricultural experiment 1 
Station x- üvꝙͤęq 
Cooperation cereal work with Tennessee agricultural experiment 
A A IIS CERES ER DEES EIS oS ESS | 
n. f en Y ¢ 


Twenty-seven other agents were employed in various occu- 
pations tos this period, but are not now on the rolls of the De- 
rtment. 
ER the Bureau of Statistics, 54 special agents were employed, being 
assigned to duty as follows: 


Collecting agricultural statistics_______.____________.. ES 
Collecting statistics on live SOE ceea 
Collecting statistics on rice — SE ZA 


Collecting statstics on sea-island cotton and liye stock 
Collecting statistics on t — 
Investigating wheat rust. 
Consultation in regard 


Engaged on al investigations zr 
Collecting statistics on consolidated rural schools, etc — 2 
Compiling statistics on movement of cotton 5 
Collecting statistics of farm management and cost of productio 

of farm products. 


TT rs rte een tet a r aes 54 


Of this number, 39 were temporarily employed during this period 
and are not now on the rolls of the Department. 

In the Office of Experiment Stations 4 special agents are employed, 
being assigned to duty as follows: 


obacco____~--~_~~--. 


In charge of the Alaska experiment station. — 1 
In charge of the Porto Rico ent station 1 
In charge of the Hawaii experiment station 1 
Cultivating sugar beets grown under irrigation. 1 

Ns | Ne RAS Oe a ee ee 4 


In the Bureau of Entomology, 42 special agents are employed, being 
assigned to duty as follows: 
In charge of forest insect investigations 
In charge of deciduous-fruit insect investigati 
In charge of field-crop insect investigations 
In temporary charge of insec aa Daa ae, — 
Engaged on forest insect investigation 
Engaged on scale insect investigations 2 
Engaged on deciduous-fruit insect investigations 
Engaged on field-crop insect investigations 
Engaged on apicultural investigations 
Assisting in insectar, 
Collecting insects 
Engaged in cotton 


5 
| 
| 
| 


— SS TTT 


boll weevil investigations___________--_____ 


Ha ADDED n aP et pai 


to 


TE an rr i anaapa 42 


In the Bureau of Biological Survey three special inspectors are em- 
ployed, who are author to represent the Department in issuing per- 


mits for the entry of foreign animals and birds and to decide all eg- 
tions in cases involving the identity of imported animals or birds = to 
whether ‘permits are necessary or whether species are prohibited from 


introduction. 
In the Bureau of eleven special agents were employed, 


being assigned to duty as follows: 
Employed in attending meetings of the Food Standards Committee, 


which assists the Secretary of Agriculture, who i t 
Si of Congress to establish i — in Cottabocation oie 


Association of Official Agricultural Chemists and other ex- 


flap Ge eS SII 
Collecting and pre ng for analysis Samples of parley for investi- x 
o te to acir yale Tor Drowing and other purposes- et 
V. on o e 
in cold storage for a long — n 1 
r ðͤ e aN 7 


Four other special agents were tem il luring this 
period, but are not now on the rolls of the 1 Peni 3 s 
In the Bureau of Animal Indus 7 special agents and 522 inspectors 
were employed, being assigned to duty as follows: 
SPECIAL AGENTS. 


Preparing and caring for exhibits made by this Bureau at the 
rtl Oreg 


Lewis and Clark Exposition, Po: 1 
Su rintending the cleaning and disinfection of cars which have 
used for transportation of animals affected by contagious 
Bape —— the cleaning and “disinfection of steamships + 
uper: g the cleaning and disinfection of steamships trans- 
rting cattle and other live stock from the United Rates to 
Collecting information preparatory te poinct ii anai esd. 1 
ing — C 3 z 


pe 
Inspection of dairy 
Investigation of con 


In the Weather Bsreau there are two inspectors employed, who ar 
of stations at Milwaukee, WB. fa Detroit, 


Mich. r duty to inspect and report upon 200 ti 
located in various parts 2 the country, whic’ taken about —.— 
of their time, the other half being spent in administering the affairs 


In the Forest Service twenty-three inspecto being 
assigned to duty as follows: * eee 


ng upon the forest reserves i 

Inspection of areas to determine their suitability for forest re- 
Ser ves a e aaae at ae iarann ais „4 

In charge of technical inspec 


with 
their 


reserves 


Se. 
JamEs WILSON, 
Secretary of Agricuiture. 
Another remarkable fact which will be observed from this 
statement and which proves the rapid growth and extension of 
Federal control over the domestic affairs of the people of the 
States is the fact that although our revenue increased during 
the past decade 74 per cent the increase in the number of reve- 
nue agents, inspectors, and customs collectors and agents has 
been only 13 per cent and the amount appropriated for this 
service has increased only 22 per cent. The same small in- 
crease is true in all of the other Departments of the Govern- 
ment where this inspection service is employed legitimately for 
the benefit of the Government and for the purpose of collecting 
the revenue and protecting from fraud the interests of the 
Government when those interests require protection. The enor- 
mous increase in this service, as shown by this statement, is in 
those Departments of the Government which, under authority 
of law, have to deal with the affairs of the States or the people 
of the States, and much of this Federal service is rendered in 
conjunction with the States, or, as it is so commonly called, “ Fed- 
eral cooperation with the States,” in the doing of that which 
belongs exclusively to the States. It must be borne in mind, 
too, that when a service of this kind is established or extended 
it at the same time involves a very large increase in the admin- 
istrative force of the Department which is charged with the 
duty and responsibility of conducting the work or carrying on 
the service thus required. 
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I call attention to these facts, Mr. Chairman, in the hope of 
arresting the attention of Congress and the country to the mar- 
velous growth during the past decade of a service which, if con- 
tinued on the demand of the people as they haye demanded in 
the past, will in the near future necessitate the expenditure of 
enormous sums from the Federal Treasury, pauperize the power 
of the States, obliterate the rights of the States, leaving the 
question only of State dependence or independence. 

Mr. Chairman, we are directly responsible to the people for 
the money we are authorizing administrative officers to expend. 
It is theirs, not ours. These officers may justify their failure 
to comply with the law on the ground of sympathy, influence, 
or because of political pressure, but that excuse does not serve 
to relieve any Member of this House from his individual 
responsibility in respect to the appropriation of money for the 
public service or for any other purpose. The discharge of this 
duty demands labor, time, and thorough investigation into all 
the intricate and minute details of departmental administration. 
The Committee on Appropriations devoted five weeks to the in- 
vestigation of this service and to a most careful inquiry into the 
estimates of the respective departments concerning their needs 
for the coming fiscal year. I am free to say, Mr. Chairman, 
not having had any previous experience on the Committee on 
Appropriations, and like most Members, having paid less at- 
tention to the subject than perhaps I ought to have done, that 
I was amazed at many of the disclosures revealed by that in- 
vestigation. I do not insinuate or intimate that there is to-day 
or that there has been any corrupt practices on the part of any 
administrative officer of the Government; but I was surprised 
to find that the heads of the administrative departments of the 
Government pay so little attention to the details of the service 
in their respective Departments. I realize that they all have 
grave and enormous responsibilities in connection with the 
work of their Departments and the policies they must inaugu- 
rate and carry out, but at the same time the discretion neces- 
sarily vested in them by law is delegated to subordinate officers 
and clerks, who are not directly responsible to Congress, to a 
degree utterly inconsistent with good administration. The in- 
vestigation shows that these heads of bureaus and chiefs of 
divisions, in almost every instance, are as susceptible to sym- 
pathy and infiuence as their superiors. The result is that when 
Congress says that a clerk, who is inefficient for any cause, 
shall be dismissed, the duty of reporting the fact of inefficiency 
has been delegated to the chief of the division in which that 
clerk is employed. Because of his intimate relation to the 
clerk or because of favoritism that chief is not as apt to enforce 
the law as he would be if it were practical for the departmental 
head himself to ascertain the question of efficiency or ineffi- 
ciency. Hence we are told that one reason why this provision 
of law is not enforced is the fact, first, that they have not or- 
dinarily the heart to turn these old people out, and, second, if 
they had, they are not reported to them as being inefficient, 
and therefore the evidence is not before them which requires 
them to do so. 

In the Library of Congress the Librarian informed the com- 
mittee that there was one man there over 70 years of age, totally, 
or almost totally, incapacitated for the discharge of his duties. 
When the Librarian was asked why he did not dismiss him he 
informed the committee that he could not. Well, why not— 
who is behind him? And immediately the answer came, 
“Chief Justice Taney.” Further inquiry elicited the fact that 
out of respect for the memory of Chief Justice Taney, who ap- 
pointed this man in the Library many years ago, the Supreme 
Court of the United States insists upon his retention. 

The Secretary of the Interior cited several instances of a 
similar character. The Secretary of War informed the com- 
mittee that it was practically impossible for any head of a 
Department to enforce that law, not alone because of his sym- 
pathy for the clerk who had arrived at that age when he or she 
was no longer capable of rendering efficient services, but also 
because of the pressure brought to bear by Members of Congress 
and Senators and other public officials in order to continue the 
employment of that particular. clerk. This is not a condition, 
gentlemen, peculiar to this Administration. It is a condition 
that has obtained in all Administrations, and it will always ob- 
tain under our present system. It is.for this reason that the 
Congress of the United States must enact an arbitrary law, 
whereby presumptive inefficiency resulting from age must be 
accepted as sufficient cause for separation from the public 
service. 

In this investigation, Mr. Chairman, there are several matters 
of administration that the committees thought ought to be 
remedied. First let me call your attention to the fact disclosed 
in the hearings, that the Departments of Government are com- 
peting with one another for clerical service, a condition that has 


grown out of the increases in salaries of certain clerks in cer- 
tain Departments doing identically the same character of work. 
One chief of a bureau, the Bureau of Standards, informed us 
that in the last two years it has been impossible for him to keep 
a stenographer and typewriter in his Bureau much more than 
six months. Why? He informed the committee that by the 
time the clerk had served six months, or a little more, he dis- 
covered that in the Treasury Department they were paying 
higher salaries for clerks doing identically the same work, and 
as soon as there was a vacancy in the Treasury Department he 
would ask for a transfer. The chief of that Bureau says he has 
not the heart to refuse to consent to his transfer when he is told 
the clerk can better his condition by transfer to the extent of 
from three to four hundred dollars a year. 

This practice, Mr. Chairman, leads to a demoralization of the 
public service. The complaint is so universal on the part of 
the heads of Departments that your committee has deemed it 
necessary to report a provision prohibiting the transfer of 
clerks from one Department to another until the clerk has 
served in the Department from which he asks to be transferred 
at least three years. I am informed by the heads of Depart- 
ments and bureau chiefs that from the standpoint of the public 
service this provision will be of great value. It will not only 
tend to produce greater contentment among the clerks, but will 
also tend toward an equalization of compensation for the same 
general character of work. 

The other provision which has been reported, and which has 
been commented on more or Jess in the general debate and in 
the public press of this city, is the provision respecting super- 
annuation in the Executive Departments and governmental es- 
tablishments in the District of Columbia. That some legislation 
is necessary on this subject I think every Member of this House 
admits. It is a subject that has commanded more or less of 
attention on the part of Congress ever since I have been a Mem- 
ber of this body. Eleven or twelve years ago I became im- 
pressed, as other Members of Congress did, that our present sys- 
tem of getting into the service, with no means of getting out 
except by the voluntary act of the clerk or by the act of God, 
would ultimately lead to a condition of affairs that must break 
down efficiency and require the appropriation of many millions 
of dollars for the payment of salaries unearned because of 
old age. To provide against this unfortunate condition in the 
public service I prepared and introduced in the Fifty-fourth 
Congress the first bill introduced on the subject of the retire- 
ment of Government employees. This bill proposed to deduct 
a certain percentage from the salaries of clerks and deposit the 
same in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the 
civil service retirement fund. It then provided for a compul- 
sory and voluntary retirement, allowing to the retired “clerk a 
certain percentage of the average salary received during his 
service. After working for two Congresses on this proposition 
and having extensive hearings, I abandoned it. I became con- 
vinced, as other Members of Congress did, that it was not 
practical. At least one-half of the clerks are unwilling that 
they should be taxed for the benefit of the aged clerks now in 
the service, while almost all the clerks object to be taxed as 
long as there is any prospect of their being retained in the 
service for life. I am further convinced, Mr. Chairman, that if 
adopted this plan will soon result in retirement with an in- 
direct Government pension. It would not be long before all 
salaries would be increased to an amount equal if not in excess 
of the amount deducted and deposited to the credit of the civil 
service retirement fund. If, therefore, this plan is to be con- 
sidered seriously, you may as well adopt a plan of retirement 
from the civil service with a Government pension paid from 
the Federal Treasury. Many of the clerks realize that super- 
annuation in the public service is increasing at an enormous 
rate. They know that unless some measures are taken to re- 
lieve the public service from this burden the people will, in the 
interest of efficiency and economy, demand the enactment of 
legislation that will put a stop to it, and that then there will 
no longer be an opportunity for civil retirement and a civil pen- 
sion paid either from their salaries or from the Treasury of the 
United States. 

The clerks here in the city of Washington have an organiza- 
tion created for the exclusive purpose of bringing about the 
enactment of legislation creating civil-service retirement, with 
a civil pension to be paid from their salaries. Their plan con- 
templates the. payment after retirement of from 50 to 75 per 
cent of the average salaries they received. With these facts 
before us, and with the growing inefficiency and with the in- 
creasing appropriations on account of superannuation in the 
public service, Congress is called upon at this time to take 
steps to relieve the situation. I do not intend to discuss the 
causes, Mr. Chairman, which have led up to this condition of 
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affairs. They are so patent as not to need discussion to prove 
them. They are the logical result of our system of taking 
people into the service with no provision for taking them out 
when they are no longer capable of rendering efficient service. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to ask the gentleman a 
question for information. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I do. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to get a little informa- 
tion. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Lirraver], in his 
speech, spoke about the number of employees 65 years and up- 
wards, on page 3806 of the Recorp, and then said, “It is almost 
the universal testimony of the superior officers that this great 
number of subordinate clerks makes necessary a much greater 
number of employees to perform the work.” Now, I alluded to 
that in a general way the other day. Will the gentleman tell 
the House and the committee how many extra clerks, we will 
call it, have been employed as the result of the people who can 
not do the work and who haye not done their work? 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I am unable to answer the 
question of the gentleman from Tennessee specifically, for the 
reason that the committee did not have time to go into each 
subdivision of the several Departments where these aged clerks 
are now employed and ascertain to what extent their inefficiency, 
due to their age, necessitates an increased number of clerks. 
But I will state this, that upon investigation, and according to 
the report the President of the United States made to this 
House, there are to-day in the Executive Departments of the 
Government and Government establishments here in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia 585 reported to be over 70 years of age. Now, 
I want to call attention right here to the marvelous increase 
in this number. Eleven years ago, when I first had became in- 
terested in this question, I inquired in the Treasury Department 
and found that there were seventy clerks in that Department 
over 70 years of age. To-day, according to the report of the 
President, eleven years thereafter, there are 174, an increase in 
superannuation in the Treasury Department alone of about 284 
per cent. There are almost as many in the Department of the 
Interior. 

Now, gentlemen, this marvelous increase in superannuation, 
whether due to the present civil-service law or due to the fact 
that many of these old people were appointed under the so-called 
“ spoils system“ and have since been covered into the classified 
service by Executive order, the fact remains that the public 
service and the Treasury is suffering from the effect of super- 
annuation and that superannuation is rapidly increasing. It is 
also true that to-day in the District of Columbia there are 585 
clerks who are 70 years of age, over 90 per cent of whom it is 
said are incompetent for the discharge of the duties of the 
positions which they occupy and for which they receive from the 
Government their annual compensation. 

I would call the attention of the committee to another im- 
portant fact. Of the people in these Departments who are 70 
years of age and over, 76% per cent are drawing salaries of from 
$1,000 up to $4,000 per annum. Only about 188 out of the 585 
receive less than $1,000, and the average annual compensation 
these clerks over 70 years of age receive is $1,243.88. The 
salaries paid to the clerks who are 65 years of age and less than 
69 average $1,235.95, or an average of $8 a year less than the 
compensation paid to the clerks over 70 years of age. This 
shows conclusively that these clerks who have grown old in the 
service and who as a rule with increasing age have grown 
steadily more inefficient are to-day occupying positions of the 
highest responsibility, positions demanding the highest degree 
of efficiency, and for which the Government is paying them the 
highest salary paid to any clerks in the service. 

These facts should convince every man on this floor, as they 
will convince the people of this country, that the efficiency of 
the public service must necessarily diminish and continue to de- 
teriorate, and to the extent that it does, we must either require 
those who are occupying the subordinate positions to do the 
work of these old clerks at a lower rate of compensation or 
employ more clerks at the higher rate of compensation in order 
to do the work the Government requires. 

Now, how are you going to dispose of this question? Are you 
going to dispose of it in the interest of the clerks or in the in- 
terest of the public service and in the interest of the people we 
represent by allowing clerks, regardless of their efficiency, to 
remain in the service at will until death or by providing that 
after July 1, 1913, all clerks on reaching the age of 70 shall no 
longer continue in the service? 

Ah, the newspapers of the city of Washington are full of com- 
parisons between clerks and Members of Congress and Sena- 
tors. They seek to prove the efficiency of clerks 65 years and 


over by contrast with the ages of Members of Congress and 
Senators. They tell us that the most efficient men in the 
House of Representatives and in the Senate of the United States 
are the oldest, without stopping to inquire as to whether this is 
true or not. They forget that the Department clerk does not 
receive his appointment from the body of the people or from the 
States. They fail to mention the fact that the Department 
clerk has a life tenure of office, not a term of two or six years. 
They entirely ignore the fact that Members of Congress and 
Senators must every two years and every six years return to the 
people and the States, the sources from which they received their 
commissions, and have the question of their competency passed 
upon by a board that is not influenced by sympathy because of 
our age, our poverty, or the length of our service. The compari- 
son, therefore, proves nothing; it is absolutely ridiculous. There 
is no parallel either between the service rendered or the manner 
of appointment or the duration of the term of service. 

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, did your 
committee consider the advisability of limiting the term of 
clerks to five years, and making them eligible to reappointment? 

Mr. TAWNEY. We did not consider the tenure of office 
proposition, for the reason that it necessarily involves a great 
deal of legislation and would excite a great deal of opposition 
here and elsewhere. The committee, not having jurisdiction of 
matters of legislation, concluded to not go into the subject 
to the extent of so radical a change as that would be in our 
present system. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee does not offer this plan as a 
perfect one, but the investigation disclosed a crying necessity 
for some legislation on the subject of superannuation; and inas- 
much as there are only two propositions that have been sug- 
gested for the purpose of removing superannuation from the 
public service, and neither one of these two propositions are 
at all likely to be enacted into law, the committee felt that it 
was its duty, in presenting the facts to the House, also to pre- 
sent a practical remedy that would to a certain extent remove 
the evil complained of. 

One of the propositions to which I have referred is the re- 
tirement of the Government clerk on a pension, to be paid either 
out of the clerk’s salary or out of the Treasury. The second 
proposition is the limited tenure of office; and as between the 
two I have no hesitancy in saying that I am far more in favor 
or the limited tenure of office than I am of the plan of a civil 
pension or civil retirement. [Applause.] I do not for one 
moment believe that the American people would approve of a 
civil pension or a civil retirement that involves the payment of 
a pension, either direct or indirect, to the civil employees of the 
Government. [Applause.] 

I want to say that when we talk about a civil retirement or 
civil pension it means a great deal more than the retirement 
of the 26,000 clerks here in the city of Washington. It means 
the retirement on a civil pension of 300,000 clerks now in the 
Government service. There are to-day, in round numbers, 300,- 
000 clerks in the classified and in the unclassified service of the 
United States, receiving an annual compensation of $134,000,000. 
When you talk about a civil retirement with a civil pension, 
you must include all of the Government clerks. On the basis of 
the number in the Departments to-day who are over 70 years of 
age, there are now in the entire public service more than 20,000 
clerks over 70 years of age. Under any plan of retirement that 
has been proposed we would start out with a civil pension roll 
of from twenty to twenty-five thousand people. Allowing them 
60 per cent of their average salary for the ten years preceding 
the date of their retirement will give you some idea of what the 
result would be of our adopting a civil retirement policy with 
a civil pension. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the proposition submitted by the com- 
mittee is not, as it has been represented in the press of this city, 
a harsh proposition. It may in a few instances deprive people 
of employment who need the salary, but in almost every case 
they are unable to render the service. While we may properly 
feel more or less sympathy for the aged Government employee, 
we can not nor should we forget that in proportion to the num- 
ber of people in the Government service here in Washington 
who are over 70 years of age we have as many people in our 
own Congressional districts who have passed the meridian of 
life and are now standing in the full glare of its setting sun, 
who have contributed to the salaries of these clerks during their 
entire service. As long as these people continue in the service 
our constituents, old and young, will continue to contribute to 
their salaries, although they are not able to give them an equiv- 
alent in return. Can we justify the appropriation of the peo- 
ple’s money under such circumstances? 

While we owe certain things to the Department clerk who 
may have served faithfully for many years in the Department, 
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we also owe something to the people in our district who have 
not had large and munificent salaries paid with regularity for 
forty or fifty years, and who have been obliged to depend upon 
their own individual effort for their living, and who now, when 
they reach the ripe age of 70, are no more capable of contribut- 
ing to the maintenance of the dead timber in the public service 
than the people who are in that service over the age of 70 may 
be able to maintain themselves at this time of life. 

Mr. Chairman, the presumption universally recognized in the 
life of every human being is that, as a rule, after reaching a 
certain age our ability to perform manual labor or clerical 
service lessens as our age increases. Congress has recognized 
this with respect to the judiciary by providing for retirement at 
the age of 70. We have also recognized it in our pension laws 
by holding that when a man has reached the age of 62 he is 
conclusively presumed to be one-half disqualified for the per- 
formance of manual labor; that when he has reached the age 
of 68 he is three-quarters disqualified, and when he has reached 
the age of 70 he is totally disqualified. 

The provision reported by the committee as a practical 
remedy for this increasing superannuation in the public service, 
is that the clerk who has reached the age of 65 and who is less 
than 68 shall not receive to exceed $1,400 a year; the clerk 
who is 68 and less than 70 shall not receive to exceed $1,200 a 
year; the clerk who has reached the age of 70 or over shall not 
receive to exceed $840 a year. 

Then to prevent the possibility of a civil pension, or civil re- 
tirement with a pension, beginning July 1, 1913, no clerk shall 
be employed who has reached the age of 70 years or over. 
Postponing the time when clerks must be dropped on account of 
age to 1913 will retain in the service all the clerks now in the 
service 70 years and over for a term of seven years from July 
next, or practically the remainder of their lives. There is no 
cruelty in that. The clerks who are approaching the age of 70 
will know that from this time on they must look forward to the 
time when they will no longer be retained in the service. Those 
that come into the service will know that the time will come, 
even if they remain and are faithful, when they no longer can 
draw their salaries, and the tendency will be to make them more 
provident than they would be with a life tenure of service. 
There is no hardship, therefore, in this proposition. It is fair 
and it is just. There is no injustice to the clerk and it is fair 
and just to the people of the United States, who are paying the 
salaries of the clerks. 

If, in the judgment of Congress, there are Government em- 
ployees who are drawing salaries for which they render no 
equivalent, it is our duty to dispense with their services or put 
an end to their salaries by separating them from the service. 
If the administrative officers fail to relieve the service of super- 
annuation, whose duty is it to act in the premises? It is ours, 
and that duty should be performed first in the interest of the 
people we represent. Are we justified in virtually throwing 
away the sum of more than $2,000,000, the amount appropriated 
annually for clerks in the Departments who are over 65 years 
of age—clerks who, under the natural presumption, can not ren- 
der and in fact are not rendering an equivalent to the Govern- 
ment, but stand to-day virtually in the relation of pensioners, 
and pensioned, too, at the highest salary which the Government 
pays for the highest efficiency it can secure? It is our duty, Mr. 
Chairman, to act on this proposition, and it is the hope that 
the matter may, when it is reached in this bill, be considered 
on its merits; and if Members of the House feel that it can be 
improved by offering amendments, let it be done. Let the 
amendments be considered and let the amendments be adopted 
if necessary. But what we ask is that the matter remain in 
the bill for consideration. If it does not meet the approval of 
the House on its merits, vote it out, but don’t deprive the House 
ae the opportunity to consider it by taking it out on a point of 
order. 

It has been said that this provision will discriminate against 
certain classes, and in particular the old soldier in the Govern- 
ment service. There is no desire nor intention on the part of the 
committee or upon any Member of this House to do any class of 
the Government employees an injustice, and especially not the 
employee who has served his country during the civil war. We 
have not excepted this class for the reason that when you com- 
mence making exceptions in a provision of this kind, there is no 
telling where it will end. As a matter of fact, the separation 
from service under this provision will not take effect until 1913, 
or seyen years from the Ist of next July. 

Mr. GRAFF, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit an 


interruption? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TAWNEY. Les. 


Mr. GRAFF. Does the gentleman know about the number of 


soldiers and widows of soldiers who come within this number 
who have reached the age of 70 years and over in the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not, Mr. Chairman; but the number is 
necessarily very small, for the reason that the total number 70 
years of age and over in the Executive Departments here in 
Washington is but 585. Now, bear in mind that this age provi- 
sion applies only to the Executive Departments and the Govern- 
ment establishments in the District of Columbia. I find upon 
investigation that outside of the District of Columbia the char- 
acter of the service and the taxpayers take care of the matter 
of superannuation. The service demanded of the employee out- 
side of the Executive Departments is of such a character that 
when a clerk becomes incapacitated by reason of age or from 
any other cause there is no sentimentality that continues him in 
the employment of the Government. The taxpayers are near by. 
This employee comes in contact with them daily, and if the Gov- 
ernment employee is incapacitated or inefficient by reason of 
age or other physical disability his superior officer, responding 
to a publie sentiment, gets rid of him. I repeat that outside of 
Washington there is no sentimentality that continues a clerk in 
the employ of the Government when he is no longer able to earn 
his salary. So that Members need not hesitate to support this 
provision on account of its affecting the employees outside of 
the District of Columbia. It is believed that of the aggregate 
number over 70 years of age not to exceed over 100 or 150 old 
soldiers will be affected by this, because, mark you, a great 
many of the old soldiers in the public service here are not to-day 
receiving to exceed $1,200 a year, and none will be disturbed 
who is receiving a less amount than $1,200 a year until 1913. 
Most of them are receiving from $840 to $900, the compensation 
of messengers. 

Mr. PRINCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 


suggestion? 
Mr. TAWNEY. I will. 
Mr. PRINCE. I made some inquiry on Saturday last, and I 


find that the number of veterans who would be reduced and 


affected by section 8 of the bill now under consideration would 
be 412, and the amount of money reduction $220,445. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman must bear In 
mind that he has included there the employees in the District 
of Columbia, who are not in the classified service, and are 
therefore not affected by this provision. He must remember 
another thing, that when he uses the word “ veteran” it applies 
to a great many more than old soldiers. It applies to men who 
have served in the military and naval service of the United 
States, regardless of whether they served in the civil war or 
not. Our solicitude is not so much for those who have served 
in the military and naval service as for those who have served 
during the civil war, and it is the civil-war veterans that I and 
other Members of this House, including the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Grosvenor], are particularly concerned about. We 
have this strange anomaly in our statutes: The soldier who has 
served in the military and naval service of the United States 
and has been discharged because of the disabilities incurred in 
that service has a preference in the matter of appointment to 
civil positions, whereas the soldier who served in the civil 
war, who may have received a dozen wounds, and who con- 
tinued in the service until his regiment was discharged, is not 
given any preference at all. Hence it is that there are more 
of the so-called“ veterans ” in the public service than many men 
think there are. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to occupy the time of the com- 
mittee further in discussing the general provisions of the bill. 
They have been fully stated and very ably presented by the 
gentleman in charge of the bill and by the minority member of 
the committee, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LIVINGSTON], 
and that phase of it I leave to their presentation. But I want 
to again ask this House, in view of the rapid growth of super- 
annuation, in view of its effect upon the public service, in view 
of the fact that we are appropriating to-day more than $2,000,- 
000 annually for a class of employees whom it is admitted by 
the heads of all Departments are not rendering an equivalent 
in service for the money paid them, whether we can afford to 
strike out or refuse to consider a proposition which Is intended, 
to some extent, at least, to remedy the evil which to-day exists. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman a question before he takes his seat. 

‘The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota has expired. . 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr: Chairman, I will yield the gentle- 
man time as he desires. : . 

Mr. KEIFER. I desire to ask the gentleman a question. 
Under section 8 of this bill persons in the classified service 
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who are 65 years of age and under 68 years of age are to receive 
compensation at the rate of $1,400 a year; those who are 
68 years of age and under 70 years of age are to receive a com- 
pensation at the rate of $1,200 a year, and those who are over 
70 years of age are to receive not to exceed $840. 

I want to know whether they are to be paid that and still 
continue to perform the same service that they have hitherto 
performed, and performed well; whether they are to continue 
at these prices to do the work that other clerks who take their 
places from which they are reduced and continue to do, as they 
have done in the past, as much seryice as others who get a 
higher rate? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say, Mr. Chairman, in reply to the 
gentleman from Ohio, a member of the committee, that his ques- 
tion relates entirely to administration. If the administrative 
officer reduces the compensation paid to a clerk, he would nec- 
essarily reduce or diminish the work that the clerk must do in 
consequence of the reduced salary; or he continues the clerk 
at the same work at the reduced salary because he is not able 
to do as much of it as he would if a younger man. Now, fur- 
ther, in answer to the gentleman from Ohio in regard to the 
matter of men receiving less pay than the positions which they 
are filling demand, there is no question at all but what there is 
a great deal of that going on in the Departments to-day, and it is 
a subject that Congress should give careful attention to. The 
reclassification of our departmental service here in the District 
of Columbia is absolutely necessary, so that when a clerk is as- 
signed to the discharge of the duties of a certain position that 
pays a certain salary he will not be required to perform the 
duties of a higher grade or of a lower grade because of ineffi- 
ciency on the one hand or because of the whim of a bureau chief 
on the other. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will my colleague pardon me for a mo- 
ment? His response was not gathered on this side of the House 
to the question of the gentleman from Ohio. I understand the 
question to be this: Under the clause of the bill as carried now,” 
if a man were 70 years old and dropped down to $840 a year, and 
from this time if he should prove to be entirely worthless, it 
would not carry him through to 1913. 

Mr. TAWNEY. No; we do not take from the administrative 
heads of the Departments any discretion which is now vested 
in them to dispense with the services of any clerk, efficient or 
inefficient. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Altogether? 

Mr. TAWNEY. Entirely dispense with the services of any 
clerk who has proven himself to be inefficient. The matter of 
their retention in the public service or the question of their dis- 
missal from the public service remains just where it is to-day— 
within the discretion of the head of the Department in which the 
clerk is employed. - 

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman allow me 
further? I want to ask what objection there is to saying that 
in the bill? I ask that question because I have asked the com- 
mittee to allow these old people to be paid as much compensa- 
tion as other younger clerks are paid, provided they perform as 
much labor of the same kind. I want to know what his expla- 
nation of that is—that is, why the old soldier shall do as much 
work as the young man and be paid perhaps only half as much? 

Mr. TAWNEY. My explanation of that, Mr. Chairman, is 
simply this: That to adopt the suggestion of the gentleman from 
Ohio puts this matter right back again to where we are to-day— 
within the discretion of the administrative officer to determine 
whether or not that man is as efficient to-day as he was twenty- 
five years ago, or as he was a week ago, and right here I want, 
if the gentleman will pardon me—— 

Mr. KEIFER. Certainly. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Adverting for one moment to the remark 
made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. When my colleague 
on the committee in charge of the bill was discussing this, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] suggested that the 
reason for his opposition to this provision is that because a 
man is able to earn $1,600 to-day it was absolutely absurd to 
say he was worth only $1,400 to-morrow. That suggestion 
seemed to carry for a moment great weight with the member- 
ship of this House. It illuminated the debate amazingly, and 
perhaps looked to some like a twenty-dollar gold piece, but when 
you analyze it, Mr. Chairman, it does not even resemble 30 
cents. A man’s efficiency to command a higher salary is not a 
matter of instantaneous growth. He becomes efficient by grad- 
ual progression in the service, and by the same reasoning he 
becomes inefficient by gradually losing the physical power and 
strength that once enabled him to grow more efficient. He may 
be receiving fourteen hundred dollars to-day, and to-morrow ad- 
vanced to a sixteen-hundred-dollar position. Is it less logical 
to say that if he is receiving sixteen hundred dollars to-day he 


may, because of gradual increasing inefficiency, be worth only 
fourteen hundred to-morrow? ‘The matter of payment or in- 
crease of salary is a matter that depends upon increasing effi- 
ciency, and the matter of reduction of salary results from 
increasing inefficiency, after the clerk has reached a certain 
standard, which, under the rule of life, a man does ordinarily 
at about the age of 65. 

Mr. KEIFER. With the permission of the gentleman, I wish 
to keep to the text. I do not care to answer what somebody 
else suggested, that the clerk might have been working for less 
than he was worth when he was getting $1,400. That does not 
meet the question I am working upon. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes; and he might be receiving more than 
he was worth when he was paid $1,600. 

Mr. KEIFER. Yes; that is a question of relative salary; 
but does not the gentleman know that there are in some of the 
Departments of this Government now old men who some months 
ago were reduced from salaries of $1,600 and $1,800 and $2,000 
to $1,000 or $1,200, who are continued at the same work they 
were at before because they are better for that work than 
anyone else in the Department? 

Now, I have not been on the subcommittee and I have not 
read the testimony they have taken, but I would like to know 
where the testimony is that warrants the general statement 
that all of these old men are disqualified for the performance 
of the duty that they are required to perform. I am told that 
there are some men almost indispensable in the War Depart- 
ment who are nearly 80 years of age, and that if they were 
dropped out the Department could not get men without training 
them up to know all the things that these men know and to do 
their work as efficiently as they do it. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say in answer to the gentleman that 
the statement has never been made by me that all of these old 
clerks are inefficient. 

Mr. KEIFER. That was your statement to-day. 

Mr. TAWNEY. No; it is not. I say that the presumption 
is that they are, but there are exceptions to the rule, I admit, 
like the friend of the gentleman from Ohio employed in the 
Pension Office. There are exceptions to the rule, but when you 
are legislating for a class are you going to base that legislation 
upon the exceptions, or are you obliged to be governed by the 
general rule? In this proposition we have simply followed the 
general rule in respect to the inefficiency resulting from old age. 

Mr. KEIFER. But, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. One moment further, if the gentleman will 


permit me? 
Mr. KEIFER. Certainly. 
Mr. TAWNEY. We have testimony on this subject which I 


have not yet submitted to the House. I wish that every Mem- 
ber of the House might take these hearings and study them and 
become as familiar with this question and the facts as the com- 
mittee is. On page 352 of the hearings, Mr. Lirraver, in ex- 
amining General Humphrey, said: 


When your work gets behind, do you call on your clerks to work 
extra hours? 

General HUMPHREY. Yes; there are some clerks that work extra 
hours all along. There are some clerks who are not able to work extra 
hours, or even the hours required, because of age. 

Mr. Lirraver. What recommendation have you made as to them? 

General HUMPHREY., I have made none in writing, excepting in my 
annual report; but I have discussed it with my superior. 

Mr. Lirraver. Are they incapacitated otherwise than temporarily ?— 


That is the language of the law— 


Are they incapacitated otherwise than temporarily? 

General Humpurey. Yes, sir; there are men who are too old to do a 
full day's work. 

Mr. Lirraver. The law requires that you should make a recom- 
mendation. 


Then Secretary Taft, the head of the Department, who was 
present, suggested to General Humphrey : 

Pepa you required, General, to certify about the efficiency of your 
office 

Now, mark you, all that is required is the chief of the Bureau 
to certify to the efficiency of the men employed in that Bureau. 
But General Humphrey is not required by law to certify to 
Congress. It is an order from the head of the Department, 
and by that order the legal duty to certify to Congress has 
been delegated to the chief of the bureaus. 


Secretary Tart. Are you not required, General, to certify about the 
efficiency of your force? 

General HUMPHREY. Yes; we send in that. 

Secretary Tarr. You certify they are efficient? 

General HUMPHREY. No; but the efficiency marks show relatively 
just how A stand. 

Secretary Tarr. But the last time I saw that I remember there was 
one man, or one woman, who was said to be inefficient and I therewith 
ordered her discharged, but I did not see from that report but that 
everybody else was efficient. [Laughter.] What is the form of that 
efficiency report? 


Then Mr. Scofield, chief clerk of the War Department, an- 
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swers, giving an explanation why we do not receive the cer- 
tification from the heads of the Departments as to inefficiency. 
He says: 

Mr. Scorintp. What you have in mind, Mr. Secretary, is this: 
Every head of Department under the law is required to report to Con- 
gress every year in connection with the estimates whether or not there 
are any clerks in his Department below a fair standard of efficiency. 
The head of the Department makes this report, based upon the reports 
made to him by the chiefs of bureaus— 


Mark you—makes this report— 


based upon the reports made to him by the chiefs of bureaus. With a 
single exception every chief last year reported that he had not any 
clerks below a fair standard of efficiency. 

But General Humphrey himself testified that he had clerks 
in his Bureau who, because of age, are not even able to do a full 
day’s work of any kind, and yet the efficiency reports show 
that there was not a single man below a fair standard of effi- 
ciency. Mr. Scofield continued: 

One bureau chief reported a clerk below the standard, and the Secre- 
tary orcered that that one be dispensed with. 

There are some 70 or 80 odd in the War Department who are 
over 70 years of age, and yet when the bureau chiefs come before 
the committees of this House and are asked concerning the 
efficiency of their force, they tell us that there are employed 
clerks who by reason of age are incapacitated for the perform- 
ance of the duties of the positions they hold, but they are not 
reported in the estimates as inefficient. Why? Because the 
bureau chiefs, to whom this power has been delegated, are in 
daily contact with the clerks. They see these people daily in 
their declining years, and while they recognize their declining 
efficiency they, from sympathy or other cause, decline to report 
them to the head of the Department. Why, Mr. Chairman, I 
know in one bureau here where there are four vacancies in one 
division. These four yacancies have existed for more than six 
months. The division is overcrowded with work. The men 
who are in that division are working eight and sometimes ten 
hours a day. These vacancies are not filled. Why? Because 
the room in that division is more valuable to the division than 
the four men would be who are entitled to the promotion. That 
is no exaggeration, but the statement of an actual fact. How 
many more divisions there are where this same condition exists 
I do not know. One man, when asked if these old clerks, who 
Are receiving $1,800 and $2,000, were efficient, replied: “ Yes; in 
the doing of that which has been assigned them to do.” “Are 
they assigned to do that which their positions require them to 
do?” “No; because they are not competent to do it.” 

Mr. Chairman, such instances as I have stated are very 
numerous, and they are not only demoralizing the public service, 
but are reducing the standard of efficiency in the public service 
far below what it should be. The question for us to determine 
is whether we are going to allow it to continue and to increase, 
as it has been the past decade, or whether we will attempt to 
legislate for the purpose of correcting the evil. 

Mr. KEIFER. Well, to find out whether we understand each 
other: I understand the gentleman’s statement now to be that 
there is some trouble in the matter of performing the duty by 
the chiefs of divisions and heads of Departments, and that that 
constitutes a good reason why the old men, regardless of their 
standard of efficiency, should be required to do the same work 
for much less than the under men? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I beg the gentleman’s pardon, but I made no 
such statement. 

Mr. KEIFER. That they are obliged to undergo the test of 
efficiency or go out; but if they stay in, they must stay in with 
the penalty that for living so long on earth they ought to be 
required to do their work for much less than another man. 

Mr. TAWNBY. We have in the public service in the Execu- 
tive Department of the city of Washington a very expensiye 
service, and that service demands of different men different 
qualifications; also in the matter of the amount of physical 
labor, and we have attempted to equalize the pay of clerks by 
creating classes. Class 1 receives a salary of $1,200 a year; 
clerks of class 2, a salary of $1,400 a year; clerks of class 3, 
a salary of $1,600 a year, and clerks of class 4, $1,800 a year. 
Now, then, if one of these aged clerks happens to be occupying 
a $1,800 position, and assuming that he is an exception to the 
rule and is reasonably efficient, when he reaches that age when, 
as a rule, men are not efficient, and he is obliged to accept the 
salary of $1,400, he would simply be reduced in the class as 
well as in the compensation, and receive the same compensation 
that other clerks receive who are working in class 3 or class 2, 
as the case might be. 

Mr. KEIFER. Does the gentleman know of any case of that 
kind in cases of reduction? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know of many cases of reduction. 
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Unfortunately the hearings disclosed very few cases of re- 
duction in any Department because of inefficiency. 

Mr. KEIFER. I was told that there was no inquiry into 
reductions made in the Pension Office. Does section 8 of the 
bill require the classification of the old men, or does it only 
require him to go on and do his work and prove himself equal 
to the high standard of a clerk and, because of his age, take 
less pay for it? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will answer that by asking the gentleman 
another question. What would the gentleman do if he had 
charge or was at the head of a Department when called upon to 
administer this provision? Would he require a man receiving 
$1,800, discharging the duties of that position, to continue to 
discharge the duties of that position in the same degree for a 
salary that a man who receives only $1,400 had to perform? 

Mr. KEIFER. I would like to answer that. I would not; but 
I know that that thing is done now; that men are reduced 
from $1,800 to $1,200 salary and required to perform the same 
duty that they did before. 

Ei 3 What was the character of the work done 
fore 

Mr. KEIFER. Skilled labor of the highest kind. 

Mr. LITTAUER. Upon what basis was the reduction made? 

Mr. KEIFER. On the basis that they were old, and nothing 
more. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman has one isolated case. 

Mr. KEIFER. No; I have plenty of them. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Can the gentleman find a reduction of 
that kind outside of one that was made for political purposes? 

Mr. KEIFER. There was no politics in making it at all. 
What I want is that if this thing is to work as our distin- 
guished chairman says it ought to they should say so in the law 
and not say in effect that these men, simply because they are 
old, are to continue to do the same work they did as long as 
they stay in the Departments and be paid very much less than 
others that are not nearly so efficient as they are. And fur- 
ther, I want to say that if they do not come up to the proper 
standard of efficiency I would drop them out entirely. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman allow me? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will yield to the gentleman, 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. As shedding some light upon the 
inquiries of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ketrer], I want to 
read from the speech of Mr. LITTAUER : 


Secretary Taft, Secretary Bonaparte, Secretary Root were all pro- 
nounced in their statements on this point. Secretary Hitchcock de- 
clared that if the old clerks could be eliminated from his bureaus he 
could get along with a force 25 per cent smaller. 


Mr. TAWNEY. Secretary Hitchcock stated to the committee 
that the effect of this provision reducing the old clerk and clerks 
who had reached the age of 65 would immediately increase the 
efficiency of his Department 25 per cent, and that when the old 
clerks who had reached the age of 70 were entirely eliminated 
from his Department he could do the work of his Department 
with 25 per cent less clerks than he is now employing. 

Now, there is another abuse growing out of this which nobody 
has called attention to, which is the fact that at some of the 
bureaus it is the practice when a man becomes inefficient by 
reason of age or other disability to furlough him indefinitely, 
but to furlough him with pay. If that is not a pension, I would 
like to know what is a pension. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentleman if 
that is not contrary to the law now? 

Mr. TAWNBEY. I think it is. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does not the gentleman think that an official 
who permits it violates the law as it exists to-day? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I have in the hearings a letter stating that 
an engraver in one of the Departments here 80 or 85 years of 
age has been furloughed for some time and is now furloughed, 
and, as I now recall it, is furloughed with pay. 

Mr. CHANEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question 
of the gentleman. In a case of that kind is it not clearly 
against the law and ought it not to be used as an illustration 
of this matter? i 

Mr. TAWNEY. No more than keeping men in the service 
who are inefficient for the discharge of their duties. That is 
a violation of law. 

Mr. KEIFER. That is right. 5 

Mr. TAWNBY. But it is a matter that appeals to the heart 
and not to the judgment of men. It is not to the discredit of 
a man that he has more of the milk of human kindness in his 
soul than he has conscientious regard for the obedience of the 
law and the discharge of his duty in this respect. It is a mat- 
ter of humanity, and it may be that that is the fact in the case 
I referred to a few moments ago of a man being furloughed. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MANN. I understood the gentleman a few moments ago 
to state that under this proposition the clerks who were draw- 
ing, say, $1,800 a year would be reduced to $1,200, say, on ac- 
count of age, and that that would mean that they would do a 
different class of work. 

Mr. KEIFER. There is nothing of the kind in the law. 

Mr. MANN. I am talking about what the gentleman from 
Minnesota said. 

Mr. TAWNEY. I think if he is performing the duties of an 
$1,800 position, if he is doing that work—and he is the excep- 
tion if he is—receiving $1,800, when he arrives at the age of 65 
he would be reduced to a $1,400 position, and of course would be 
required to perform the duties incident to that position instead 
of the duties that he has previously been performing. 

Mr. MANN. It was because I did not want the gentleman to 
take a position of that sort that I called his attention to the 
matter. It does not require any less physical or mental effort to 
do the work of a $1,400 clerk or a $600 clerk than it does of a 
$1,800 clerk, and if you propose to cut a man down because of 
his age and his physical decrepitude, you give him other work 
down below always. 

Mr. KEIFER. Always. 

Mr. TAWNEY. Just one moment. If you do not do that, 
then you propose to continue him through life at $1,800 a year. 

Mr. MANN. Why, no; I think the gentleman’s position would 
be perfectly logical if he said continue him at the same class of 
work, but pay him a less amount, because he would do less work 
of that class that he is familiar with; do not put him down 
where he would have to do more physical work and get less 


pay. 

Mr. TAWNEY. But the gentleman did not understand me. 
I said it was purely a matter of administration, for the head of 
the Department to determine whether or not he should be re- 
duced or continued. There is nothing to prevent the head of a 
Department from reducing him to $1,400 if he sees fit to do so, 
or if he is not doing as much work in the $1,800 position as a 
man should do, then it is in the discretion of the head of the 
Department to make the change. I think that is infinitely bet- 
ter than it is to fix a hard-and-fast rule for the administrative 
officer to follow in respect to the reduction of these men in the 
matter of employment, 

Mr. KEIFER. Why not say that in the law? 

Mr. LITTAUER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call the at- 
tention of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawney] to the 
fact that classification under the law is classification as to com- 
pensation and not as to character of work that is to be per- 
formed at that compensation. 

Mr. KEIFER. The work is just as hard in one as the other. 

Mr. LITTAUER. There is to-day work done in the Depart- 
ments by clerks receiving $1,200 that is just as hard and requires 
as much intelligence and industry as those receiving $1,800, and 
there is nothing in the law that prevents it. Its bearing on the 
reduction of salaries that would come under the law that we 
propose here would be the same as referred to by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Mann].. He would continue to do the same 
character of work he was best fitted to do, but be expected to 
do less than an active clerk not yet having reached the age of 
65 who was receiving a compensation based upon the idea at 
least that he could perform an ordinary full day’s work. 

Mr. KEIFER. Why not, then, say in the law that he should 
be pala for the amount of work or in the proportion as he per- 
forms it? 

Mr. LITTAUER. That would be a beautiful topic for admin- 
istration. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a ques- 
tion, if the gentleman will yield. The gentleman from Minne- 
sota said one evil he sought to remedy by this bill was if a man 
was employed, for instance, as a stenographer in one of the 
Departments he was soon drawn away to another Department, 
where he did the same work, but received maybe $300 or $400 
more pay. Now, has the committee made an endeavor to rem- 
edy that evil by fixing the same pay for similar work done in 
the different Departments? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say to the gentleman that we have not. 
We have, however, put in a provision 

Mr. PERKINS. But does—— 

Mr. TAWNEY. I will answer the gentleman if he will give 
me a moment’s time. We have reported a provision prohibiting 
the transfer from one Department to another until the clerk 
has served for a period of three years in the Department from 

which he desired to be transferred. 

Mr. PERKINS. That I understand. 

Mr. TAWNEY. The effect of that, it is believed by the ad- 


ministrative officers, will have a tendency to reduce or equalize 
salaries and to make a uniform salary for the same character 
of work. My own idea is, if it has any effect at all, it will have 
nothing more than a tendency in that direction. What we 
ought to do, and what the committee would have done if it had 
the time and opportunity to do, would be to go through these 
Departments and thoroughly investigate them from top to bot- 
tom, and report a reclassification for the purpose of having a 
uniform salary for the same character of employment. 

a PERKINS. It seems to me that the committee ought to 

Mr. TAWNEY. But the gentleman from New York will 
readily see that that involves a vast amount of labor and a great 
deal more time than the committee can possibly give to the sub- 
ject during a session of Congress. It is a matter, I will say 
further, that the committee contemplates taking up, and, if pos- 
sible, creating a commission of its own members, or an outside 
commission under the direction of the members of the commit- 
tee, to make a full investigation into the question of reclassifi- 
cation, with a view of establishing uniform salaries for the 
same character of work. 

Mr. PERKINS. That will destroy the evil of transfers al- 
together. 

Mr. TAWNEY. That will destroy the evil of transfers; I 
grant the gentleman's statement is true. Now, in this connec- 
tion, that the House may see the necessity for reclassification, 
let me read from a letter received this morning from a clerk 
here in the Department. I assume he is a clerk, although he 
does not say so. 

WASHINGTON, Maroh 16, 1906. 


My Dear SIR: I wish to call your attention to some misapprehension 
and unjust n advanced in the legislative bill as reported to 
the House and during the debate upon it. 


I invite the attention of Members to this letter, showing the 
condition of things we have to deal with: 

Complaints are made of the irregularities in salaries of employees in 
different Departments engaged upon similar work. Surely the members 
of the committee must know that in many cases an employee who may 
be designated on the rolls as “electrician,” “stenographer,” or “ book- 
keeper ” does not perform such duties at all, while on the other hand 


many employees di ted as “ clerks” are, as a matter of fact, work- 
ing as telephone and telegraph . electricians, bookkeepers, 
etc. For instance, when you cut the salary of “ telephone operator,” 
or as now designated “ switchboard to $720, you are on 
affecting the one or two who gies be designated as such on the 
rolls, leaving those in most of the 


$1,400, or perhaps more. Criticism is made because the chief teleg- 
ered at the War Department is receiving $1,800, whereas at the 


These are given only as examples, as the same criticism applies in many 
ectricians,”” boo! 3 
is also noticeable that “ laborers,” at $660, and “ messengers,” at $840, 


Now, I have no doubt from the investigation made by the 
committee that this statement regarding the necessity of reclasst- 
fication is absolutely correct; but as I said before, Mr. Chair- 
man, it is not the thought of the committee to attempt to cor- 
rect all of these abuses or accomplish all the needed reforms 
in our departmental administration at the present time. We 
intend to go as far as we possibly can. We have endeayored 
to level the salaries in the House here or establish a uniform 
salary for the doing of the same kind of work—that is, work 
requiring the same degree of ability and the same hours, and in 
some of the Departments we have, as this gentleman states 
here, established a uniform rate of compensation for telephone 
switchboard operators, and in doing that we still leave the 
salary a hundred per cent higher than is paid for like service 
by private telephone corporations. 

Mr. LILLEI of Pennsylvania. I would like to ask the chair- 
man of the committee a question. I understood you to say 
that there are exceptions, where a man that has reached this 
advanced age could and was performing the duties of that 
office. Did your committee, in a case of that kind, find some 
way by which he could receive the pay? 

Mr. TAWNEY. I would say to the gentleman that we did, 
and we found it absolutely impracticable for the reason that it 
could have been done by vesting in the heads of the Depart- 
ments the discretion to determine whether this man is compe- 
tent or is incompetent, and that he has heretofore failed to 
exercise that discretion in the interests of the Government. 

Mr. LILLEY of Pennsylvania. And you could not find any 
way to give him the benefit of his efficiency? 

Mr. TAWNEY. We could not without arousing opposition 
that prevents our doing anything. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time fixed by order of the House for 


debate to close has arrived. 
Mr. LITTAUER. I move that the committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to, 


1906. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3995 


The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. OLMSTED, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 16472— 
the legislative appropriation bill—and had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below : 

S. 1302. An act granting an increase of pension to William A. 
Murray—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2540. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
S. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2973. An act granting an increase of pension to Minard 
Van Patten—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 563. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Martin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2566. An act granting an increase of pension to John Car- 
penter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3284. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles B. 
Cox—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 8817. An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Lewis—to the Committee on Pensions, 

S. 1952. An act granting an increase of pension to Jesse Alder- 
man—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 3584. An act granting an increase of pension to Peter 
Quermbeck—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2667. An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin 
W. Valentine—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3222. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Golder—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 520. An act granting an increase of pension to William D. 
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4424. An act granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
Tolles—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1485. An act granting an increase of pension to L. T. 
Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

8. 2811. An act granting an increase of pension to Ephraim 
Winters—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1203. An act granting a pension to Albert B. Lawrence to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2638. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas B. 
Whaley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 206. An act granting a pension to Cassy Cottrill—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1484. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Derry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

S. 4424. An act granting an increase of pension to Nettie E. 
Tolles—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 4106. Aa act granting an increase of pension to Katherine 
Wills—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 337. An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia Ann 
Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3653. An act granting an increase of pension to Francis J. 
Keffer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3893. An act granting an increase of pension to David C. 
Howard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 249. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred F. 
Sears—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1837. An act granting an increase of pension to Philip 
Gavin—to the Committee on Pensions, 

S. 1338. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Claiborne—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 2786. An act granting an increase of pension to James Wil- 
liams—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1919. An act granting an increase of pension to Louise M. 
Wynkoop—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3676. An act granting an increase of pension to James M. 
McCorkle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2953. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary L. 
Burr—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 1105. An act granting a pension to Harriet Williams—to 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, 

S. 3232. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary Jane 
Schnure—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

2577. An act granting an increase of pension to F. M. 
Lynch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2574. An act granting an increase of pension to Parker 
Pritchard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2575. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas W, 
Waugh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 334. An act to correct the military record of Joseph A. 
Blanchard—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


S. 97. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas F. 
Carey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2188. An act granting to the city of Durango, in the State 
of Colorado, certain lands therein described for water reser- 
voirs—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

S. 4957. An act to correct the military record of Alexander J. 
MeDonald—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 4954. An act authorizing Capt. Ejnar Mikkelsen to act as 
master of an American yessel—to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 4885. An act relating to tonnage-tax exemptions—to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 4726. An act permitting the building of a dam across the 
Mississippi River at or near Pike Rapids, in Morrison County, 
Minn.—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4423. An act granting an increase of pension to C. E. 
Du Bois—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3035. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles W. 
Shedd—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4124. An act granting an increase of pension to Alden Ful- 
ler—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 2209. An act granting a pension to Milford W. Oxley—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 1614. An act granting a pension to Kate E. Young—to the 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

S. 3618. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha E. 
Wardlaw—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 2351. An act granting an increase of pension to Antoinette 
A. Darnall—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 2725. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Mather—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2970. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas E. 
Keith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

S. 1415. An act granting an increase of pension to Alexander 
Esler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3532. An act granting an increase of pension to Anna K. 
Carpenter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1910. An act granting an increase of pension to Theodore 
McClellan—to the Committee on Pensions. 

S. 3524. An act granting a pension to John N. Henry—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3987. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel H. 
Hancock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2033. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Trimble—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3254. An act granting an increase of pension to Anna 
Frances Hall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2077. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice A. 
Arms—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1012. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel H. 
Foster—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3296. An act granting an increase of pension to Patrick 
Burk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3297. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Conklin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3835. An act granting an increase of pension to Luther M. 
Royal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3257. An act granting an increase of pension to Walter 
Green—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 2102. An act granting an increase of pension to George W. 
Lucas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 975. An act granting an increase of pension to James Shaf- 
fer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4146. An act granting a pension to John W. Hall—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 829. An act granting an increase of pension to James Gan- 
non—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3641. An act granting an increase of pension to William P. 
Marshall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3766. An act granting an increase of pension to Lyman J. 
Slate—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 1349. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel C. 
Earle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3419. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph H. 
Beale—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3520. An act granting a pension to Ada A. Thompson—to 
the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, 

S. 1667. An act granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Stockwell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3839. An act granting an increase of pension to John T. 
Brothers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 4168. An act to correct a typographical error in act ap- 
proved July 1, 1898, entitled “An act to vest in the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia control of street parking in 
said District "—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 
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S. 502. An act for the relief of James A. Russell—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

S. 1354. An act granting a pension to Lydia Jones—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

S. 3484. An act granting an increase of pension to Edson J. 
Harrison—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of 
the following titles; when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 11516. An act granting an incerease of pension to Mar- 
quis D. L. Staley; 

R. 1775. An act granting a pension to Alexander Kinnison ; 

484. An act granting a pension to William Mayer; 

. 628. An act granting a pension to David L. Finch; 

An act granting a pension to Elizabeth Murray ; 
An act granting a pension to George S. Taylor; 
An act granting a pension to Lener McNabb; 

An act granting a pension to Emeline Malone; 

An act granting a pension to William T. Scandlyn; 
An act granting a pension to Julia A. Powell; 

An act granting a pension to Emma C. Anderson ; 
An act granting a pension to Florence B. Knight; 
An act granting a pension to Sarah A. Pitt; 

2614. An act granting a pension to General M. Brown; : 
In act granting a pension to William Merideth; 
An act granting a pension to Benjamin H. Decker ; 
An act granting a pension to Alice Rourk ; 

An act granting a pension to Henry P. Will; 

An act granting a pension to Eliza B. Wilson; 
An act granting a pension to George W. Jackson; 
An act granting a pension to Henry R. Hill; 

An act granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Mason; 
An act granting a pension to Charles M. Priddy ; 
An act granting a pension to George Saxe; 
9955. An act granting a pension to James W. Baker; 
10353. An act granting a pension to Thomas B. Davis; 
10677. An act granting a pension to Maria Elizabeth 
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H. R. 10770. An act granting a pension to Helen P. Martin; 

H. - 10920. An act granting a pension to Mary Edna Cam- 
mero 

H. 11078 An act granting a pension to Rosa Zurrin; 

H. R. 11625. An act granting a pension to William C. Robi- 
son ; 

II. R. 12516. An act granting a pension to James S. Randall; 

H. R. 12720. An act granting a pension to Sarah Duffield ; 

H. R. 12955. An act granting a pension to Lyman Critchfield, Je 

H. R. 13161. An act granting a pension to Cynthia A. Embry; 

H. R. 13165. An act granting a pension to Martin Nolan; 

H. R. 18282. An act granting a pension to Lydia B. Bevan; 

H. R. 13402. An act granting a pension to John Reynolds; 

H. R. 485. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Bantom; 

H. R. 550. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
B. Scott ; 


H. R. 1058. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
H. Harvey ; 

H. R. 1071. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
K. Keech ; 

H. R. 1137. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham M. Kaufman; 

H. R. 1205. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
P. Bigger ; 

H. R. 1243. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Burton; 

H. R. 1331. An act granting an increase of pension to Roswell 
J. Kelsey ; 

H. R. 1440. An act granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
E. Lawton ; 

H. R. 1460. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Renell; 

H. R. 1553. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
J. Fulmer; 

H. R. 1566. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Lowry; 

H. R. 1685. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Bedient; 

H. R. 1742. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Daughenbaugh ; 

H. R. 1787. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
M. West; 

H. R. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Harriet 
E. Grogan, formerly Preston ; 
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8 er R. 1902. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
yers; 
hes R. 1967. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
ker ; 
A eae R. 1968. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
onroe ; 
E ee 75 Bie An act granting an increase of pension to Sanford 
i ms 2060. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Tre 
H. R. 2080. An act granting an increase of pension to Sydney 
A. Asson ; 
H. R. 2088. An act granting an increase of pension to Sewall 
A. Edwards; 
* 2100. An act granting an increase of pension to Hiram 
e; 
II. R. 2150, An act granting an increase of pension to William 
E. Smith; 
1 85 R. 2151. An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia 
C. Wood; 
7 0 R. 2244. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred 
85 
hia, R. 2245. An act granting an increase of pension to Troy 
oore ; 
H. R. 2264. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
McAnally ; 
H. R. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Selden 
C. Clobridge ; 
H. R. 2443. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Mower; 
H. R. 2705. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
W. Perkins; 
1 8 R. 2749. An act granting an increase of pension to Agnes 
ynn; 
H. R. 2763. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony 
Sherlock; 
II. R. 2700. An act granting an increase of pension to Horace 
E. Brown; 
H. R. 2982. An act granting an increase of pension to Ansel 
K. Tisdale; 
H. R. 2991. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
F. Landes; 
H. R. 3225. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Philbrick; 
E R. 3255. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
ay; 
H. R. 3284. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Callahan; 
H. R. 3397. An act granting an increase of pension to Nicholas 
Chrisler ; 
H. R. 3418. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Snouse ; 
H. R. 3435. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
W. Sallade; 
H. R. 3452. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
McGaughey; 
H. R. 3553. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi 
Pick; 
H. R. 3557. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Wilkins; 
H. R. 3685. An act granting an increase of pension to James O. 
Tobey; 
H. R. 3698. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
E. Miller; 
H. R. 3811. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
White; 
H. R. 3981. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McKeever ; 
H. R. 4219. An act granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Keener ; 
H. R. 4257. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice M. 
Durney ; 
H. R. 4596. An act granting an increase of pension to John J. 
Hughes; 
H. R. 4616. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
W. West; 
II. R. 4759. An act granting an increase of pension to Jane E. 
Bullard; 
H. R. 4810. An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Goodsell ; 
H. R. 4816. An act granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Sherwood ; 
H. R. 4823. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
G. C. Macfarlane ; 
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H. R. 4832. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
W. Yates; 

II. R. 4989. An act granting an increase of pension to Domi- 
nick Arnold; 

H. R. 5026. An act granting an increase of pension to Asa 
Tout; 

II. R. 5215. An act granting an increase of pension to Jennie 
Little; 

H. R. 5383. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Davis; 

H. R. 5553. An act granting an increase“ of pension to Oliver 
L. Kendall; 

H. R. 5564. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
G. Cluck ; 

H. R. 5616. An act granting an increase of pension to Edger 
Schroeders; 

H. R. 5724. 
O. Gillespie; 

H. R. 5727. 
T. Harris; 

H. R. 6177. 
Haack; 

H. R. 6395. 
Ward; 

I. R. 6453. 
H. Marsden; 


An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to John 
An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an inerease of pension to James 
An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to Seymour 
An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
An act granting an increase of pension to George 
An act granting an increase of pension to Slater D. 
An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
H. R. 7547. 
W. Allison; 
H. R. 7615. 


D. Tate; 
H. R. 7622. 


An act granting an increase of pension to George 
An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
An act granting an increase of pension to Her- 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
An act granting an increase of pension to George 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Burgess 
G. Covell; 

. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 
An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
. An act granting an increase of pension to Alonzo 
H. R. 8176. 
H. R. 8202. 


An act granting an inerease of pension to Thomas 
An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 


An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
A. Proctor ; 
H. R. 8208. 
Brainard; 
II. R. 8218. 
Spangler; 
H. R. 8275. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Eli 
An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac J. 
5 An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 


H. R. 8607. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Haire; 

H. R. 8642. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Crandell ; 

H. R. 8836. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth C. Howell; 

H. R. 9127. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac L. 
Rerick ; 

H. R. 9235. An act granting an increase of pension to Kate H. 
Kavanaugh ; 

H. R. 9248. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
T. Butler ; 

H. R. 9249. An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 
S. Cromer ; 

H. R. 9267. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Cook; x 

H. R. 9447. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Edmundson ; 

H. R. 9860. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
H. Hirst; 

H. R. 10047. An act granting an increase of pension to George 


W. Ellicott; 

H. R. 10166. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Morgan; 

H. R. 10217. An act granting an increase of pension to Wiliam 
A. Barnes; 

H. R. 10271. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
G. Smith; 

H. R. 10322. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
W. Calhoun; > 

H. R. 10399. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. H. Sands; 

H. R. 10478. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
McGowan; 

H. R. 10632. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Preston ; 

H. R. 10723. An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min French; 

H. R. 10724. An act granting an increase of pension to David 
Bruce; 

H. R. 10725. An act granting an increase of pension to Etta D. 
Conant; 

H. R. 10817. An act granting an increase of pension to Wiliam 
J. Morgan; 

H. R. 10827. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Crittenden ; 

H. R. 10886. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
S. Campbell; 

oe i 10894. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
J. Riley ; 

H. R. 10897. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Deems ; 

H. R. 10914. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Hamilton ; 

H. R. 11052. An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 
Vance; 
< os 11065. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

‘ollard ; 

H. R. 11071. An act granting an increase of pension to Allen 
E. Williams; 

H. R. 11107. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam E. Fritts; 


H. R. 11196. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Joslyn; 
z 15 an ae An act granting an increase of pension to Barnes 

Smith; 

H. R. 11335. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Chandler, alias Thomas Cooper; 

H. R. 11353. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
M. Woodworth ; 
„ An act granting an increase of pension to George 

H. R. 11415. An act granting an increase of pension to Vic- 
toria Bishop ; 
Box R. 11416. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie 
H. R. 11557. An act granting an increase of pension to Clinton 
A. Chapman; 

H. R. 11687. An act granting an increase of pension to Matt 
Fitzpatrick ; 

H. R. 11689. An act granting an increase of pension to Byard 
H. Church; 

H. R. 11742. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Culver; 
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H. R. 11745. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Billingsley ; 

H. R. 11849. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
M. Young; j 

H. R. 11886. An act granting an increase of pension to Solo- 
mon R. Trueblood ; 

H. R. 11927. An act granting an increase of pension to Calvin 
D. Weatherman ; 

H. R. 12090. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
M. Stark ; 

H. R. 12229, An act granting an increase of pension to Reuben 
I. Turckheim, alias Joseph Adler ; 

H. R. 12275. An act granting an increase of pension to Verelle 
S. Willard; 

H. R. 12289. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
C. Grissom ; 

H. R. 12292. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
T. Hill; 

H. R. 12351. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Foltz; 

H. R. 12354. An act granting an increase of pension to Till- 
man T. Herridge; 

H. R. 12391. An act granting an increase of pension to J. 
Frederick Edgell ; 

H. R. 12396. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hutchinson; 

II. R. 12494. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Crane; 

H. R. 12565. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Kincaid; 

H. R. 12903. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
T. Ferrier; 

H. R. 12948. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick Bierley ; 

H. R. 13035. An act granting an increase of pension to Maggie 
D. Russ; 

II. R. 13166. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Evans; 

H. R. 13348. An act granting an increase of pension to Nancy 
F. Shelton ; 

H. R. 13611. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Clough ; 

H. R. 13643. An act granting an increase of pension to Davis 
W. Hatch ; 

H. R. 13976. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Stalcup; 

H. R. 14123. An act granting an increase of pension to Gott- 
lieb Spitzer, alias Gottfried Bruner ; 

H. R. 14858. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Morrow ; 

H. R. 14719. An act granting an increase of pension to Han- 
nah A. Preston; 

H. J. Res. 115. Joint resolution amending joint resolution in- 
structing the Interstate Commerce Commission to make exami- 
nations into the subject of railroad discriminations and monopo- 
lies, and report on the same from time to time, approved March 
7, 1906; 

H. R. 6918. An act granting an increase of pension to Hein- 
rick Krumdick ; 

H. R. 11000. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
J. Wilson ; 

H. R. 8739. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank N. 
G 


ray; 
H. R. 5615. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Coleman, jr. ; 

H. R. 6066. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert H. 
Lewis; 

H. R. 8917. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hines ; 

H. R. 14515. An act making it a misdemeanor in the District of 
Columbia to abandon or willfully neglect to provide for the sup- 
port and maintenance by any person of his wife or of his or her 
minor children in destitute or necessitous circumstances ; 

H. R. 6009. An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters; and 

H. R. 15521. An act establishing regular terms of the United 
States circuit and district courts of the northern district of Cali- 
fornia at Eureka, Cal. 

CATHARINE R. MITCHELL. 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the bill (H. R. 9216) 
granting an increase of pension to Catharine R. Mitchell, with a 
Senate amendment, which was read. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


GAION S. CLEVENGER. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I call up a conference 
report that is on the Speaker’s table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey calls up a 
conference report, the title of which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1056) granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger. 

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. I ask that the reading of the report 
be dispensed with, and that the statement be read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT. 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
1056) granting a penson to Galon S. Clevenger, having met, 
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendment. 

H. C. LoupENSLAGER, 

Gro. R. PATTERSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 

P. J. MCCUMBER, 

N. B. Scorr, 

Jas. P. TALIAFERRO, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT OF MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE HOUSE. 


This bill originally passed the House with the provision that 
the claimant should be pensioned subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the pension laws, as provided by section 4720 of 
the Revised Statutes, United States, according to the degree of 
his disability, but was amended in the Senate so as to allow a 
rating of $20 per month. 

The result of the conference is that the Senate recedes from 
its amendment at $20 per month, and your conferees recommend 
that the bill pass as it originally passed the House. 

H. C. LOUDENSLAGER, 
Gro. R. PATTERSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. 

The question was taken ; and the conference report was agreed 
to. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 
MICHALEK indefinitely, on account of sickness. 

Mr. LITTAUER. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 

And accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 58 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com- 
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred 
as follows: 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a list of judgments rendered against the United States by 
circuit and district courts—to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting from the Interstate Commerce Commission an estimate of 
appropriation for carrying out the provisions of the interstate- 
commerce act for the fiscal year 1906—to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting from the Interstate Commerce Commission an estimate of 
appropriation for carrying out the provisions of the interstate- 
commerce act for the fiscal year 1907—to the Committee on 
Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Auditor for the War Depart- 
ment submitting an estimate of appropriation for payment of 
certain arrears of pay of officers and enlisted men of the Army— 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior sub- 
mitting an estimate of appropriation for payments to certain 
deputy surveyors for surveys and resurveys of public lands— 
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting 
an estimate of appropriation for additional force in the Office 
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of the Paymaster-General—to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, with 
a favorable recommendation, a draft of proposed legislation rela- 
tive to the disposition of money belonging to inmates of the 
Government Hospital for the Insane—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of 
The Trustees of Washington College, Tennessee, against The 
United States—to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered 
to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French 
spoliation cases relating to the schooner Union, Micajah Lunt, 
master—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French 
spoliation cases relating to the sloop Abigail, Silas Jones, mas- 
ter—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French 
spoliation cases relating to the ship Bristol, Edward Smith, 
master—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans- 
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French 
spoliation cases relating to the ship Liberty, William Caldwell, 
master—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the 
following titles were severally reported from committees, deliy- 
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein 
named, as follows: 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to which was referred the bill of the House 
H. R. 356, reported in lieu thereof a bill (H. R. 16944) to amend 
section 878 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2401) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House 
(H. R. 14604) forbidding the importation and carriage in inter- 
state commerce of falsely or spuriously stamped articles of mer- 
chandise made of gold or silver or their alloys, and for other 
purposes, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a 
report (No. 2402); which said bill and report were referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. BABCOCK, from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
15441) to amend an act entitled “An act permitting the Wash- 
ington Market Company to lay a conduit and pipes across Sev- 
enth street west,” approved February 23, 1905, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2403); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 15740) amending an act entitled “An 
act for the extension of M street east of Bladensburg road, and 
for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1905, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2404); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia, from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of 
the House (H. R. 14592) to authorize the construction of two 
bridges across the Cumberland River at or near Nashville, Tenn., 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2406); which said bill and report were referred to the 
House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of 
the following titles were severally reported from committees, 
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, as follows: 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16437) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel H. Frozier, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2350); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3999 


16266) granting an increase of pension to Margaret A. Rucker, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 2351) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Pri- 
vate Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16334) granting 
an increase of pension to Enos Day, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2352); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. LINDSAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16442) granting 
an increase of pension to John A. Powell, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2353); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16578) granting 
an increase of pension to Edward Lilley, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2354); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16433) granting 
an increase of pension to Marius S. Cooley, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2355); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15928) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Herbert D. Ingersoll, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2356); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15854) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Philip Schloesser, reported the 
Same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2357); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15431) granting 
a pension to Theresa Creiss, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2358) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. $ 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15548) 
granting a pension to Jacob Ferber, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2359); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15002) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to George E. Wood, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2360) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16296) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry C. Coffin, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2361) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. HOPKINS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15569) granting 
a pension to Harriet A. Duvall, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2362); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15256) granting 
an increase of pension to Benjamin F. Greer, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2363) ; which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 15119) granting 
an increase of pension to Cornelius Westman, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2364); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13928) granting 
an increase of pension to Harvey Foster, reported the same with- 
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2365); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14688) granting 
an increase of pension to Robert Timmons, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2366); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to Which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
13741) granting an increase of pension to George R. Scott, re- 
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
ae a which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
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Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13726) granting 
a pension to Sarah J. Manson, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2268); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13572) 
granting an increase of pension to Saturnino Baca, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2369) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13019) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to George Whitman, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2370) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12019) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Henry Jacob Fox, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2371); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
10251) granting a pension to Sarah M. E. Hinman, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2372) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar, 2 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9277) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth A. Butler, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2373); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8662) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to E. F. Paramore, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2374); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7518) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to George Richter, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2375); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7935) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Samuel J. Stannah, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2376); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8158) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to L. P. Storms, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2377); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 6773) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Weston Ferris, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2378); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6576) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Napoleon McDowell, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2379); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6454) granting 
an increase of pension to Milo B. Morse, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2380); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5850) granting 
an inerease of pension to Lucas Hager, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2381); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6461) 
granting an increase of pension to Daniel G. Sterling, reported 
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2382) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6384) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to William McBeth, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2383); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CALDERHBAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6096) 
granting an increase of pension to Louisa Rouseloux, reported 


the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2384) ; 
e said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen- 
dar. 

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5806) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel J. Harding, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2385); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5210) granting 
an increase of pension to Mrs. R. L. Moore, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2386); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill of the House (H. R. 5638) granting an increase of 
pension to Alpheus Jones, reported the same with amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 2387) ; which said bill and report 
were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. WEISSE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5555) granting 
an increase of pension to Andrew P. Allen, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2388); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6055) granting 
an increase of pension to Angeline Watson, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2389); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5639) 
granting an increase of pension to Thomas C. Craig, reported 
the-same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2390) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
2423) granting a pension to Thomas Watt, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2391); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHANEY, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1218) granting 
a pension to Nathan H. Hinkle, reported the same with amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No, 2392); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1969) granting 
an increase of pension to Christian Petersen, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2393); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. EDWARDS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2377) granting 
an increase of pension to J. N. Moore, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2394) ; which said bill 
and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2120) granting 
an increase of pension to Parmer Stewart, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 23895); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar, 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Inyalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 9587) granting 
an increase of pension to Samuel S. Thompson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2396) ; 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. BRADLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2263) granting 
an increase of pension to Edward Keating, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2397); which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

Mr. DIXON of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9765) 
granting an increase of pension to J. C. Anderson, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2398); 
wao said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13573) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Francis M. Ballew, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2399); 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal- 
endar, 

Mr. FULLER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14657) granting 
an increase of pension to D. W. West, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2400); which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 
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Mr. DAWES, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bid of the House (H. R. 6182) for the 
relief of Henry ©. Vincent, reported the same without amend- 
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2407); which said bill and 
report were referred to the Private Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and sev erally referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia: A bill (H. R. 16944) to amend section 878 
of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia—to the House 
Calendar. 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: A bill (H. R. 16945) to provide for 
the purchase of additional ground and the enlargement and im- 
provement of the public building at Lafayette, Ind.—to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 16946) releasing the right, 
title, and interest of the United States to the piece or parcel of 
land known as the Cuartel lot to the city of Monterey, Cal.— 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. HEARST: A bill (H. R. 16947) to protect trade and 
commerce against restraints and monopoly—to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington:.A bill (H. R. 16948) relating 
to lands embraced in what was formerly the Columbia Indian 
Reservation, in Washington Territory, now State of Washing- 
ton—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 16949) to fix the regu- 
lar terms of the circuit and district courts of the United States 
for the southern division of the northern district of Alabama, 
and for other purposes—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 16950) to enlarge the author- 
ity of the Mississippi River Commission in making allotments 
and expenditures of funds appropriated by Congress for the 
improvement of the Mississippi River—to the Committee on 
Levees and Improvements of the Mississippi River. 

By Mr. AIKEN: A bill (H. R. 16951) to provide for the erec- 
tion of a monument to Gen. Andrew Pickens—to the Committee 
on the Library. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 16952) to amend an act 
entitled “An act in amendment of sections 2 and 3 of an act 
entitled ‘An act granting pensions to soldiers and sailors who 
are incapacitated for the performance of manual Jabor, and pro- 
viding for pensions to widows, minor children, and dependent 
parents,’ approved June 27, 1890,” approved May 9, 1900—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET, from the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads: A bill (H. R. 16953) making appro- 
priations for the service of the Post-Office Department for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, and for other purposes—to the 
Union Calendar. 

By Mr. CUSHMAN: A bill (H. R. 16954) providing for the 
reappraisement of certain suburban lots in the town site of 
Port Angeles, Wash.—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 16955) to regulate the 
practice of osteopathy, to license osteopathic physicians, and to 
punish persons violating the provisions thereof in the District 
of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 16956) to 
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River 
between Walworth and Dewey counties, in the State of South 
Dakota—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SMITH of California: A bill (H, R. 16957) authoriz- 
ing the Secretary of the Intrior to purchase and improve certain 
lands for Indians in California—to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 16958) to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Snake River at or near Lewis- 
ton, Idaho—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. CUSHMAN: A bill (H. R. 16959) to authorize the 
construction of a bridge across the Snake River between Whit- 
man and Columbia counties, in the State of Washington—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16960) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Columbia River between Franklin and Benton 
counties, in the State of Washington—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16961) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Columbia River between Douglas and Kittitas 
counties, in the State of Washington—to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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By Mr. BENNET of New York: A joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 121) permitting the waiving of the alien immigration law 
in certain cases—to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralizatior- 

By Mr. LITTLEFIELD: A resolution (H. Res. 367) amend- 
ing Rule XI of the rules of the House of Representatives—to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GREENE: A memorial of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, relative to an amendment to the Federal Con- 
stitution enabling Congress to enact laws regulating the hours 
of labor—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, a memorial of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
requesting Congress to consolidate the present third and fourth 
class rates of postage—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: A memorial of the legislature of Mas- 
sachusetts, in favor of the consolidation of third and fourth 
ai rica matter—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

- By Mr. AIKEN: A bill (H.-R. 16962) for the relief of the 
heirs of Alexander Campbell, deceased—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. BANKHEAD: A bill (H. R. 16963) granting a pension 
to Sarah A, Jones—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BATES: A bill (H. R. 16964) granting a pension to 
Burton W. Fortner—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16965) granting an increase of pension to 
Burton D. Fortuer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16966) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary E. Fisk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16967) granting an increase of pension to 
J. H. Traut—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 16968) for the 
relief of the estate of Ann S. Jackson—to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. BEIDLER: A bill (H. R. 16969) granting an increase 
of pension to Edwin T. Donaldson—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: A bill (H. R. 16970) for the relief of 
Joseph Williams—to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16971) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward M. Rhodes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: A bill (H. R. 16972) granting a pension 
to Harriet L. Morrison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16973) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWNLOW: A bill (H. R. 16974) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Levi Levengood—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16975) granting a pension to Thomas L. 
Patton to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: A bill (H. R. 16976) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Charles Otis—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16977) grant- 
ing a pension to Isabel Newlin—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16978) granting a pension to J. Max 
Mueller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 16979) for the 
yas of William Martinson—to the Committee on Military 

ffairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16980) for the relief of H. W. Nelson—to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CHANEY: A bill (H. R. 16981) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary J. Stalcup—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE: A bill (H. R. 16982) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to John Crawford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 16983) granting 
an increase of pension to Kirk W. Tanner—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CUSHMAN: A bill (H. R. 16984) for the removal of 
the charge of desertion from the military record of Thomas F; 
Callen, alias Thomas Cowan—to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 16985) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Gilson Lawrence—to the Committee on 
Pensions. > 
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By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16986) granting a 
pension to Mary O’Donnell—to the Committee on Invalid Fen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16987) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Ash—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16988) granting an increase of pension to 
Anna Overturf—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16989) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Metton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DWIGHT: A bill (H. R. 16990) granting an increase 
of pension to Sarah J. Chittenden—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 16991) granting an in- 
e of pension to Stephen Yaught—to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16992) granting an increase of pension to 
John R. Baldwin—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16993) granting an increase of pension to 
Melroe Tarter—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ELLIS: A bill (H. R. 16994) granting an increase of 
pension to Harriet Payne—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 16995) granting an increase 
ie pension to Jacob B. Storey—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 16996) granting 
an increase of pension to Joseph Delisle—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 16997) granting an increase 
of pension to A. T. McReynolds—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 16998) granting an increase 
of pension to Elijah Curtis—to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 16999) for 
the relief of Edward M. Craig, administrator of the estate of 
George W. Craig, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. GILLETT of California: A bill (H. R. 17000) granting 
an increase of pension to W. A. Custer—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R, 17001) 
to correct the military record of Hugh Donnelly—to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 17002) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Levi Deater—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 17003) granting an increase 
of pension to Eleazer C. Harmon—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 17004) granting 
an increase of pension to Willard F. Sessions—to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 17005) to au- 
thorize the President to appoint Col. Leslie Smith to the grade 
of brigadier-general in the United States Army and place him 
on the retired list—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 17006) granting an increase of 
pension to Fountain M. Fain—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 17007) granting a pension 
to William H. Huggins—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 17008) for the relief of 
the heirs of Ed and Will Holderby—to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. LAMB: A bill (H. R. 17009) granting a pension to 
William J. Barcroft—to tthe Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LED: A bill (H. R. 17010) for the relief of the heirs of 
Thaddeus H. Morris, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LEVER: A bill (H. R. 17011) granting an increase of 
pension to Mrs. Manning Brown—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A bill (H. R. 17012) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary Thackara—to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 17013) for the relief of 
Charles A. Going—to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: A bill (H. R. 17014) granting an in- 
erease of pension to Jackson D. Thornton—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 17015) granting an increase 
of pension to Osbert D. Dickey—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MILLER: A bill (H. R. 17016) granting an increase 
of pension to Henry H. Klock—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 17017) for the 
relief of A. L. Anderson, of Hamilton County, Tenn.—to the 
Committee on War Claims. 


By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 17018) granting a pension to 
Osie B. Fox—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H .R. 17019) to remove charge of desertion and 
grant an honorable discharge to James Fisher—to the Commit- 
tee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17020) to remove the charge of desertion 
and grant an honorable discharge to Benjamin F. Church—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: A bill (H. R. 17021) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Emily P. Hubbard—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PEARRE (by request): A bill (H. R. 17022) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to John Nuse—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RHINOCK: A bill (H. R. 17023) for the relief of 
Fannie Bostwick, widow of Martin B. Strader—to the Commit- | 
tee on War Claims. : 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17024) granting an increase of pension to 
Catherine Burger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 17025) 
granting a pension to Lavinia Ray—to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. RIXBEY: A bill (H. R. 17026) granting a pension to 
Augustus Dobson—to the Committee on Pensions. z 

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 17027) granting an increase 
8 pension to James Swan to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 17028) granting an 
increase of pension to L. D. Hartwell—to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. SPERRY: A bill (H. R. 17029) granting a pension to 
Ignace Schnee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 17030) for the relief 
of the Pembina bands of Chippewa Indians on the Red Lake 
and White Earth reservations, in the State of Minnesota—to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. STERLING: A bill (H. R. 17081) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Hubert Peck—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 17032) 
for the relief of Richard Robbins, late first lieutenant, Eleventh 
Infantry, and so forth—to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. TYNDALL: A bill (H. R. 17083) granting an increase 
of pension to Robert Nelson—to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17034) granting an increase of pension to 
William L. Cannon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 17035) granting an increase of 
pension to Samuel Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. WILEY of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 17036) granting 
an increase of pension to Josephine L. Jordan—to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. f 

By Mr. WELBORN: A bill (H. R. 17037) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Richard H. Askew—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions, 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of bills of the following titles; which 
were thereupon referred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 8605) granting a pension to Thomas J. Brad- 
shaw—Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 16704) granting a pension to Lucy C. Strout— 
Committee on Inyalid Pensions discharged, and referred to tha 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 11686) granting a pension to William C. Berg- 
hahn—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, BTC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Petition of various persons, organizations, 
and corporations, for the Senate amendment to the statehood 
bill—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of George Hopkins, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alecohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the General Federation of Women's Clubs, 
for investigation into the industrial condition of women in the 
United States—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, 
for modification of the Chinese law—to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 
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Also, petition of tbe Board of Railway Trainmen, favoring 
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of various organizations of railway employees, 
for the Bates-Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ACHESON: Petition of the Corn Exchange National 
Bank, of Philadelphia, Pa., for bill H. R. 15846—to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Retail Grocers’ Association of Newcastle, 
Pa., for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of I. H. Glunt, against bill H. R. 12973 (Chinese 
exclusion)—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ADAMS of Pennsylvania: Petition of George G. 
Meade Post, Grand Army of the Republic, No. 1, Department of 
Pennsylvania, for bill H. R. 3814 (previously referred to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions)—to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Petition of the Chamber of Com- 
merce, for the Gallinger subsidy bill—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of Tonawanda Council, No. 117, Junior Order 
United American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Frank W. Thurber et al., of Buffalo, N. Y., 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ALLEN of Maine: Petition of Ralph P. Rhodes and 
971 others, asking concurrence in the Senate amendment to the 
statehood bill—to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: Petition of D. N. Pickering and 272 
others, of New Mexico, against religious legislation in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of the Beaver Refining 
Company, relative to the untenable position of the New York, 
New Haven and Hartford Railway as to rates on petroleum— 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of St. Louis, for revocation of the 
post-office fraud order—to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BATES: Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 12093) for 
the relief of Charles H. Davedson; to accompany bill (H. R. 
15748) for the relief of J. R. Deckard, and to accompany bill 
(H. R. 3208) for the relief of Isabell T. Bosthwick—to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pension 
to Burton W. Portner, and to accompany bill (H. R. 8775) 
granting an increase of pension to Carrie Diefenbach—to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 8778) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George Henderson—to the Committee on 
Inyalid Pension. 

Also, petition of the National Foundry Company, of Erie, 
Pa., against the anti-injunction bill—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Erie City Iron Works, against the anti- 
injunction bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Grange No. 880, for an experimental parcels 
post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Pennsylvania State Sabbath Association, 
for closing the Jamestown Exposition on Sunday—to the Com- 
mittee on Industrial Arts and Expositions. 

Also, petition of G. W. Waggoner, M. D., for bill to regulate 
patent nostrums, ete.—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the National Bank of Corry, Pa., against bill 
H. R. 48—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Twentieth Century Club, for investigation 
ot the industrial condition of women—to the Committee on 
Labor. 

Also, petition of the Erie City Iron Works, against the metric 
system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of the Woman's Club of Union City, Pa., to in- 
yestigate the industrial condition of women in the United 
Siates—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of C. Bloeser, for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Missionary Union of the Pres- 
byterian Church of Meadville, Pa., for an amendment to the 
Constitution abolishing polygamy—to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

Also, petition of John Doll, M. D., for the Heyburn pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of citizens of Indian Territory, for statehood— 
to the Committee on the Territories. 


Also, petition of W. II. Hussey, for admission of Oklahoma as 
a State—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of 78 citizens of Oklahoma, for admission as a 
State—to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of James C. Brickley—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of J. R. Chapman—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Alfred H. White— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of William A. Vice, 
Martin Dixon, John A. Campbell, John Pesimer, William N. Col- 
lins, John W. Fultz, Andrew E. York, James S. Williams, 
Thomas L. Power, Benjamin Puckett, Preston Petit, James M. 
Wallace, Isaac W. Musser, Israel T. Osborn, Moses Hull, Horace 
Applegate, Christena Burton, David Fannin, Kate Jones, J. Q. A. 
Boner, Thomas Ruark, Isaac N. Dysard, Augustin Bell, David S. 
Trumbo, Timothy Johnson, Joseph Walsh, John E. Wells, James 
W. Jarrell, Nancy England, Rosa A. Turner, Andrew W. Grimes, 
Eliza Ball, William Phillips, James H. Jobe, Charles Kennan, 
John W. Boyer, Eliza Gaines and Charles May—to the Commit- 
tee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 14040) to pension Sallie 
Butler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BONYNGE: Petition of Mrs. Mary L. Parks, of the 
Interdenominational Missionary Union of Denver, for the Little- 
field-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of citizens of Colorado, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Presbyterian Missionary Society of Fort 
Collins, Colo., against sale of liquor in all Government build- 
ings—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: Petition of the Republican Club of 
Bristow, Ind. T.; citizens of Saltfork, Okla.; Neodosha, Ind. 
T.; Fairfax, Okla.; Kingfisher, Okla.; Skeedee, Okla., and 
of Oklahoma at large, in favor of the statehood bill as passed 
by the Senate—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of the Woman’s Club of Pleasanton, Kans., ask- 
ing for scientific investigation of the industrial condition of 
women in the United States—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of citizens of Collinsville, Ind. T., asking for 
passage of the statehood bill—to the Committee on the Terri- 
tories. 

Also, petition of P. B. Sweet and other citizens of Lawrence, 
Kans., asking for free alcohol to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, resolution of master hause painters and decorators of 
Massachusetts, asking for free alcohol to be used in the arts—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BRICK: Resolution of A. G. Amsden Lodge of the 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Elkhart, Ind., in favor 
of restricting immigration—to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Colorado: Petition of business firms of 
St. Louis, for revocation of the post-office fraud order—to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of citizens of Colorado, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Beaver Re- 
fining Company, relative to the untenable position of the New 
York, New Haven and Hartford Railway as to rates on petro- 
leum—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of business firms of St. Louis, for revocation of 
the Post-Office fraud order—to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Petition of E. G. Bremmer, of North 
Mariaville, Me., in favor of the pure-food bill—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 11307) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Joseph R. Roberts—to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURLESON: Paper to accompany Dill for relief of 
Silas P. Conway—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BURTON of Ohio: Petition of citizens of Cleveland, 
Ohio, against religious legislation—to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: Petition of the International Asso- 
ciation of House Painters and Decorators of the United States, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the State board of health of Kansas, for the 
Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the American Reciprocal Tariff League, for 
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Industrial reciprocity treaties with foreign countries—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Postum Cereal Company, for the pure- 
food law—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Also, petition of J. M. Evans & Son, against a parcels-post 
law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the National Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union, for the pure-food bill, ete.—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the First National Bank of Coffeyville, Kans., 
for a law to make loans on real estate—to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Theo. Pachles Mercantile Company, the 
Kansas Retail Grocers and General Merchants’ Association, 
Marshall Field & Co., and the Commercial Club of Hanover, 
Kans., against the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the Midland Publishing Company, against the 
parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 
Roads. 

Also, petition of the Commercial Club of Arkansas City, Kans., 
against the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of members of the Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers at Leavenworth, Kans., for payment to inmates on fur- 
lough—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Kansas, favoring restriction of 
immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 3 
Also, petition of Kenesaw Post, No. 106, Department of Cali- 
fornia and Nevada, Grand Army of the Republic, for an amend- 
ment to pension laws giving $30 per month to totally disabled 
persons—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Kansas, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Ohio: Petition of the Association of 
House Painters, for removal of the tax on denaturized alco- 
hol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHANEY: Petition of the Indiana Retail Merchants’ 
Association, for 1-cent postage on letters—to the Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: Petition of William E. Wall, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Indian Territory and Oklahoma, 
for the Senate amendment to the statehood bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Territories. 

By Mr. COLE: Petition of merchants of Ada, Ohio, against 
the parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: Petition of Pine Lake Grange, La- 
porte, Ind., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol— 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Arthur Goss et al., for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DALE: Paper to accompany bill (H. R. 3346) for the 
relief of William H. Wolfe—to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of citizens of Indian Territory, 
for admission of Oklahoma and Indian Territory as States—to 
the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: Petition of citizens of Indiana, 
for removal of the tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. : 

Also, petition of citizens of Indiana, in favor of the Hepburn- 
Dolliver bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of Robert S. Waddell, for the es- 
tablishment of a Government powder plant—to the Committee 
on Nayal Affairs. 

Also, petition of E. G. Lewis, for revocation of the fraud or- 
der—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of master house painters of Sommerville, Mass., 
for removal of the tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Commit- 

tee on Ways and Means. 

Allso, petition of the State Charities Aid Association of New 
York, in favor of the pure-food bill—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of the Master House Painters’ 
Association, for remoyal of the tax on denaturized alcohol—to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of master painters and decorators, 
for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


Also, petition of the East Buffalo Live Stock Association, for 
bill H. R. 12615 (extension of time for transportation of live 
stock) —to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
for a scientific investigation into the industrial condition of 
women in the United States—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Petition of citizens of Minnesota, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Minnesota, against reduction of 
the tax on oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Buffalo Chamber of Com- 
merce, for the Gallinger subsidy bill—to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. i 

Also, petition of Master House Painters’ and Decorators of 
the United States, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

Also, petition of the Davenport Trades and Labor Associa- 
tion, for employment of more laborers in the Government works 
at Rock Island, Ill.—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Board of the National Consum- 
ers’ League, for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Japanese and Korean League, for reten- 
tion of the present Chinese law—to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Elijah Curtis— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Anna E. Marble— 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: Petition of 102 citizens of 
Fayette County, W. Va., favoring restriction of immigration—to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of L. B. Chidester and 31 others, against the 
percent bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post- 

oads. 

Also, petition of Montgomery Council, No. 35, Order United 
American Mechanics, favoring restriction of immigration—to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Cliff Top Council, No. 120, and Roseville Coun- 
cil, No. 29, Order United American Mechanics, favoring restric- 
tion of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts: Petition of William B. 
Wall, the Massachusetts Association of Master House Painters 
and Decorators, and the International Association of Master 
House Painters and Decorators, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of West Springfield and Wendell granges, for 
repeal of reyenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petition of the Buffalo Credit Men’s 
Association, for the national bankruptcy law—to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of the Lawrence Society, of New York City, for 
bills S. 3602 and H. R. 13193 (the Gallinger bill, against bird 
and animal killing in the District of Columbia)—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

Also, petiti@a of the New York Florists’ Club, against free 
seed distribution—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Lawrence Society, of New York City, for 
bill (S. 2966) for the protection of birds and animals on Goy- 
ernment reseryations—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Consumers’ League of New York City, for 
the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of C. F. Clark, of New York City, for amend- 
ments to the trade-mark law—to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of the Federation of Labor of Chicago, Ill., for 
bill H. R. 12472—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of J. J. Kennedy, against bill H. R. 8131—to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of business firms of St. Louis, for 
revocation of the post-office fraud order—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, R 

Also, petition of the Beaver Refining Company, relative to the 
untenable position of the New York, New Haven and Hartford 
Railway on railway rates on petroleum—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, 
for relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GREENE: Petition of the Warren Avenue Baptist 
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Church, against conditions in the Kongo Free State—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. $ 

Also, resolution of the Board of Associated Charities of Fall 
River, Mass., for further restriction of immigration—to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

| By Mr. GRONNA: Petition of William E. Wall, secretary of 

the Master House Painters and Decorators, for free alcohol 

jto the Committee on Ways and Means. 

| By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of citizens of Michigan, against 

(i te legislation—to the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbla. 

By Mr. HASKINS: Petition of Blue Mountain Grange, No. 
263; Brookfield Grange, No. 96, and Polk Mountain Grange, No. 
267, asking removal of the tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: Petition of Gustay Deitsch, of Postville, 
Iowa, for the removal of the tariff on linotype and composing 
machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
| By Mr. HAYES: Petition of sundry associations of Califor- 
nia, making recommendation in connection with reclaiming and 
irrigating Sacramento Valley—to the Committee on Irrigation 
of Arid Lands. 

Also, resolution of the International Association of House 
Painters, for removal of the tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of Sutter 
County, Cal., asking an appropriation of $10,000 to combat pear 
blight—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of divers citizens of San Francisco, against the 
passage of bill H. R. 12973—to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany bill (H. R. 15386) to correct the 
military record of Henry Finnegoss—to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Also, petition of the San Francisco Labor Council, urging 
maintenance of the Chinese-exclusion law—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. . 

By Mr. HEPBURN: Petition of citizens of Decatur County, 
Towa, against religious legislation in the District of Columbia— 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Lorimer, Iowa, against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of the Wednesday Club of Nor- 
wich, to investigate the industrial condition of women in the 
United States—to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of Preston City Grange, for repeal of revenue 
tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HOAR: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John J. 
Higgins—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOGG: Petition of the Beecher Island Memorial As- 
sociation and citizens of Colorado, for pensions for Indian 
scouts—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of citizens of Utah, 
against the parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HUBBARD: Petition of N. L. Smith et al., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of D. M. Johnston, of Pilgrim Presbyterian 
Church, Storm Lake, Iowa, for a constitutional amendment sup- 
pressing polyganiy—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Dean Clark and John L. Hamil- 
ton, president of the American Bank, opposing the bill (H. R. 
48) to establish postal savings banks—to the Committee on the 
Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of the secretary of the Retail Grocers’ Associa- 
tion, in favor of the pure-food law—to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of E. Bushejager and others, opposing free dis- 
tribution of seeds—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. JENKINS: Petition of the Apollonian Cause, against 
the tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Chippewa County, against reli- 
gious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KEIFER: Petition of Samuel Bright and 70 others, 
for the Senate amendment to the statehood bill—to the Com- 
mittee on the Territories. 

By Mr. KETCHAM; Petition of H. R. Bryan & Co. et al., 


against all anti-injunction legislation—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN: Petition of the Daughters of 
Liberty of Walkertown, N. C., favoring restriction of immigra- 
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. LACEY: Petition of the Anti-Saloon League of Iowa, 
in favor of the Littlefield-Dolliver bill—to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: Petition of Charlemont Grange, for 
sere denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Martin A. Feeley, Olive 8. 
Ross, and William E. Wall, for repeal of revenue tax on de- 
naturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Robert S. Waddell, against the Du Pont 
powder monopoly—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Bedford District Board of Trade, of 
Brooklyn, N. V., and Jared J. Chambers, for construction of an 
additional battle ship at the Brooklyn Navy-Yard—to the Com- 
mittee on Nayal Affairs. 

Also, paper to accompany bill (H. R. 14702) for relief of 
Christian Schlosser—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of the State Charities Aid Association, for the 
pure food and drug bill—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LLOYD: Petition of citizens of Macon, Mo., against 
the parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. LORIMER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Charles Malin—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: Petition of citizens of Camden, 
against religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. McCALL: Petition of the International Association of 
Master House Painters and Decorators, for repeal of reyenue 
55 on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 

Also, petition of the Massachusetts State Board of Trade, for 
removal of the duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and 

oans. 

By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of citizens of Indian Territory, 
in favor of statehood—to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of Chicago citizens, against religious legisla- 
tion—to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, for 
an amendment to bill S. 1345 (the consular bill)—to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: Petition of citizens of Dakota, for re- 
moval of the tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petition of Golden West Lodge, No. 73, 
Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, of Kern, Cal., for the Bates- 
Penrose bill—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of the Indianapolis Musi- 
cians’ Protective Association, for bill H. R. 8748—to the Commit- 
tee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of F. H. Messler, of South Bend, Ind.; T. A. 
Kinnaman, of Logansport, Ind., and J. J. Milhous, of Valley 
Mills, Ind., for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PADGETT: Petition of John M. McDonald, praying 
for reference of war claims to the Court of Claims—to the Com- 
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of the Times, against the tariff 
on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PUJO: Petition of the International Association of 
Master House Painters and Decorators of America, for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Magnolia Club, for an appropriation to 
investigate the industrial condition of women in the United 
States—to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of A. R. Smith and 24 others, in 
favor of single statehood—to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. REEDER: Petition of citizens of Kansas, against 
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Petition of the mayor 
and board of aldermen of Florence, Ala., for fast-mail service— 
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, paper to accompany Dill for relief of Richard Garner— 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. RUPPERT: Petition of numerous citizens of the 
United States, urging revocation of the fraud order—to the 
Committee on Rules. 
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Also, resolution of the New York Florists’ Club, against free 
distribution of seeds—to the Committee on Agriculture. 


By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: Petition of the Commercial Law 
League of America, for the Lodge bill to reform the consular 
service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of George C. Henry, for repeal of revenue tax 
on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Laura Maxwell and 11 others, for extension 
of the Morris forestry law—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Laura Maxwell and 11 others, for preserva- 
tion of Niagara Falls—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Laura Maxwell and 11 others of the State 
Federation of Pennsylvania Women, for a White Mountain 
reseryation—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the Retail Merchants’ Association of East 
Mauch Chunk, for the pure-food bill—to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of W. S. Kirkpatrick, tor an amendment of 
national banking law—to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. : 

Also, petition of the Association of Mexican War Veterans, for 
increase of pension—to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of the Manufacturers’ Association of Illinois, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the New York Clearing House, for bill H. R. 
8973—to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of Wilson R. Solt, for the Heyburn pure-food 
bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
Virginia A. Hiiburn—to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SOUTHWICK: Petition of the Woman's Christian 
Temperance Union of Bethlehem, N. Y., against sale of liquor 
in Government buildings—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor 
Traffic. 

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of C. L. Upham Camp, Sons of 
Veterans, of Meriden, Conn., against bill H. R. 8183—to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: Petition of Mannin Brothers et al., 
against the parcels-post bill—to the Committee on the Post- 
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts: Petition of the Massa- 
chusetts State Board of Trade, for removal of the duty on 
hides—-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN of New York: Petition of Division No. 
14, Ancient Order of Hibernians, for a statue for Commodore 
Barry—to the Committee on the Library. 

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of Buffalo, for 
the Gallinger subsidy law—to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of John Young, against any appropriation for 
distribution of seeds—to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of the International- Association of Master 
House Painters and Decorators of the United States and Can- 
ada, for repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the California Fruit Growers’ Exchange, for 
Federal control of railway rates and private car lines—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the board of trustees of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Buffalo, N. Y., for the Gallinger subsidy bill—to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of State Charities Aid Association, for the pure 
food and drug bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of the American Bankers’ Association, for bill 
relating to bills of lading, etc.—to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Edmund J. James, for an educational com- 
mission for China—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of Robert S. Waddell, against the Du Pont 
powder monopoly—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Yale & Towne Manufacturing Company, 
against the anti-injunction law—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of business firms of St. Louis, for revocation of 
the post-office fraud order—to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Columbia Typographical Union, No. 101, 
Washington, D. C., for printing to be done in eight-hour offices— 
to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of Ear] & Co., against anti-injunction legisla- 
tion—to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of General Federation of Women’s Clubs, for a 
scientific investigation of the industrial condition of women in 
the United States—to the Committee on Labor. 


Also, petition of citizens of Ellenburg Center, N. Y., for repeal 
of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petitions of the Curtice Brothers Company, the Com- 
mercial Envelope and Box Company, the Church & Davis Com- 
pany, the Eastman Kodak Company, the Watson-Stillman Com- 
pany, the Barney & Smith Car Company, the Jamestown 
Lounge Company, the Pioneer Suspender Company, the H. H. 
Franklin Manufacturing Company, and the Westinghouse Ma- 
chine Company, against the metric system—to the Committee on 
Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

Also, petition of the Brooklyn Central Labor Union and the 
New York Marine Trades Council, for building battle ships at 
the Brooklyn Navyy-Yard—to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: Petition of citizens of Ohio, 
against bill H. R. 7067—to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition of A. Williams et al., for bill H. R. 12067—to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TIRRELL: Petition of Boston Grange, No. 142, for 
removal of the tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of many citizens of New York and vicinity, for 
relief for heirs of victims of General Slocum disaster—to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: Petition of citizens of New York, for 
repeal of revenue tax on denaturized alcohol—to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALLACE: Petition of citizens of Arkansas, for the 
Senate amendment to the statehood bill—to the Committee on 
the Territories. 

Also, petition of citizens of Arkansas, for statehood for Okla- 
—_ and Indian Territory—to the Committee on the Terri- 

ories. 

By Mr. WEISSE: Petition of Edmund J. James, of Illinois, 
favoring sending an educational commission to China—to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petition of the California Fruit Growers’ Exchange, for 
Federal control of railway rates and private car lines—to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of the Master House Painters and Decorators 
and the International Association of Master House Painters and 
Decorators of the United States, for repeal of revenue tax on 
denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of A. E. Yoell, of the Japanese and Korean lega- 
tion, for retention of present Chinese law—to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WILEY of Alabama: Resolution of the State Horti- 
cultural Society, at Thorsley, Ala., asking regulation of trans- 
portation of farm products—to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, resolution of the Master House Painters of the United 
States, at Birmingham, Ala., for removal of tax on denaturized 
alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WOOD of Missouri: Paper to accompany bill for relief 
of John C. Farrell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Freda Burow—to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of Rosedale Grange, for repeal of 
revenue tax on denaturized aleohol—to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, favoring bills H. R. 
239 and 9328 (the Bates-Penrose bill)—to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, against restoration of 
the Army canteen—to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Michigan, against religious legis- 
lation in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 


SENATE. 


Tuespay, March 20, 1906. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Epwarp E. HALE. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s pro- 
ceedings, when, on request of Mr. Cuttom, and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 
Brownine, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had 


passed the bill (S. 1345) to provide for the reorganization of 
the consular service of the United States, with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
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the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9216) granting 
an increase of pension to Catharine R. Mitchell. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 1056) granting a pension to Galon S. Clevenger. 

The message also announced that the House insists on its 
amendments to the bill (S. 956) providing for the election of 
a Delegate to the House of Representatives from the district 
of Alaska, disagreed to by the Senate, agrees to the conference 
asked for by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. Brick, Mr. Powers, and 
12 5 Loro managers at the conference on the part of the 

ouse, 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the following bills and joint resolution; in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 15744. An act to abolish the office of Lieutenant-General 
of the Army of the United States; 

H. R. 15848. An act authorizing the sale of timber on the Jica- 
rilla Apache Indian Reservation for the benefit of the Indians 
belonging thereto; 

H. R. 16381. An act leasing and demising certain lands in 
La Plata County, Colo., to the P. F. U. Rubber Company; and 

H. J. Res. 117. Joint resolution extending the time for opening 
to public entry the unallotted lands on the ceded portion of the 
Shoshone or Wind River Indian Reservation, in Wyoming. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills; and they were there- 
upon signed by the Vice-President: 

H. R. 484. An act granting a pension to William Mayer; 

H. R. 485. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
II. Bantom; 

Š 15 750 550. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph E. 
cott; 

H. R. 628. An act granting a pension to David L. Finch; 

H. R. 1058. An act granting an increase of pension to Alphonso 
H. Harvey; 

H. R. 1071. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
K. Keech; 

H. R. 1137. An act granting an increase of pension to Abra- 
ham M. Kaufman; 

H. R. 1205. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
P. Bigger; 

H. R. 1243. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Burton; 

H. R. 1331. An act granting an increase of pension to Roswell 
J. Kelsey ; 

H. R. 1440. An act granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
E. Lawton ; 

H.R. 1460. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
W. Renell ; 

H. R. 1553. An act granting an increase of pension to Harvey 
J. Fulmer ; 

H. R. 1566. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Lowry 

H. R 1569. An act granting a pension to Elizabeth Murray ; 

H. R. 1685. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Bedient; 

H. R. 1742. An act granting an increase of pension to Jona- 
than Daughenbaugh; 

II. R. 1775. An act granting a pension to Alexander Kinnison; 

H. R. 1787. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
M. West; 

II. R. 1803. An act granting a pension to George S. Taylor; 

II. R. 1809. An act granting a pension to Lener MeNabb; 

H. R. 1857. An act granting a pension to Emeline Malone; 

H. R. 1888. An act granting a pension to William T. Scandlyn; 

H. R. 1911. An act granting an increase of pension to Harriet 
E. Grogan, formerly Preston ; 

II. R. 1912. An act granting a pension to Julia A. Powell; 

H. R. 1962. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
©. Myers; 

H. R. 1967. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Baker; 

II. R. 1908. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Monroe; 

H. R. 1977. An act granting a pension to Emma C. Anderson; 

H. R. 1997. An act granting an increase of pension to Sanford 
©. H. Smith; 

H. R. 2006. An act granting a pension to Florence B. Knight; 

„ An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Farrell; 


H. R. 2080. An act granting an increase of pension to Sydney 
A. Asson; 

H. R, 2088. An act granting an increase of pension to Sewall 
A. Edwards; 

H. R. 2093. An act granting a pension to Sarah A. Pitt; 

m R. 2100. An act granting an increase of pension to Hiram 
Wilde; 

II. R. 2150. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
E. Smith; 
8 H. R. 2151. An act granting an increase of pension to Lydia 

. Wood; 

1 R. 2244. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred 
D 2 5 
we 2245. An act granting an increase of pension to Troy 

1 5 

II. R. 2264. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
McAnally; 

H. R. 2344. An act granting an increase of pension to Selden 
©. Clobridge; 

H. R. 2443. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Mower; 

H. R. 2614. An 

R. 2705. An 

W. Perkins; 

H. R. 2736. An act granting a pension to William Merideth ; 

H. R. 2749. An act granting an increase of pension to Agnes 
Flynn; 

II. R. 2763. An act granting an increase of pension to Anthony 
Sherlock; 

II. R. 2766. An 
E. Brown; 

II. R. 2982. An act granting an increase of pension to Ansel K. 
Tisdale ; 

II. R. 2991. An 
F. Landis; 

II. R. 3225. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
B. Philbrick ; 

H. R. 3255. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac N. 
Ray ; 

H. R. 3284. An 
miah Callahan; 

H. R.3384. An act granting a pension to Benjamin H. Decker ; 

H. R. 3397. An act granting an increase of pension to Nicholas 
Chrisler ; 


act granting a pension to General M. Brown; 
act granting an increase of pension to Henry 


act granting an increase of pension to Horace 


act granting an increase of pension to Henry 


act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 


H. R. 3418. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Snouse ; 

II. R. 3435. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
W. Sallade; 

H. R. 3452. An act granting an increase of pension to Jacob 
McGaughey ; 

H. R. 3553. An act granting an increase of pension to Levi 
Pick; 

H. R. 3557. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
B. Wilkins ; 

II. R. 3685. An act granting an increase of pension to James O. 
Tobey ; 

H. R. 3698, An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
E. Miller; 

H. R. 3811. An act granting an Increase of pension to James 
White; 

II. R. 3981. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
McKeever ; 

H. R. 4219. An act granting an increase of pension to John C, 
Keener ; 

H. R. 4257. An act granting an increase of pension to Alice M. 
Durney ; $ 

H. R. 4596. An act granting an increase of pension to Jobn J. 
Hughes ; 

H. R. 4616. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
W. West; 

H. R. 4704. An act granting a pension to Alice Rourk; 

H. R. 4759. An act granting an increase of pension to Jane E. 
Bullard ; 

H. R. 4810, An act granting an increase of pension to Jerome 
Goodsell ; 


H. R. 4816. An act granting an increase of pension to John A. 
Sherwood ; 

H. R. 4823. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
G. C. MacFarlane; 

H. R. 4832. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
W. Yates; 

H. R. 4989. An act granting an increase of pension to Domi- 
nick Arnold ; 
1 5 An act granting an increase of pension to Asa 

out; 
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5 II. R. 5215. An act granting an increase of pension to Jennie 
ittle; 

H. R. 5383. An act granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Davis; 

H. R. 5553. An act granting an increase of pension to Oliver 
L. Kendall ; 

H. R. 5564. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
G. Cluck ; 

H. R. 5615. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Coleman, jr. ; 

H. R. 5616. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
Schroeders ; 

H. R. 5724. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
O. Gillespie; 

H. R. 5727. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
T. Harris; 

H. R. 6009. An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters; 

H. R. 6066. An act granting an increase of pension to Albert 
H. Lewis; 

H. R. 6148. 

H. R. 6177. 


An act granting a pension to Henry P. Will; 
An act granting an increase of pension to John 


An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
. An act granting an increase of pension to William 


H. R. 6507. 
M. Busby; 

H. R. 6508. 
Moore; 

H. R. 6918. An act granting an increase of pension to Hein- 
rick Krumdick ; 

H. R. 6921. An act granting a pension to Eliza B. Wilson; 

H. R. 6936. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
Miller ; 

H. R. 6988. An act granting an increase of pension to Seymour 
Cole; ; 

H. R. 7208. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
G. Massey ; 

H. R. 7223. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Blair ; ; 

H. R. 7229. An act granting an increase of pension to Slater 
D. Lewis; 

H. R. 7396. An act granting an increase of pension to John E. 
Ball; 

H. R. 7412. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaiah 
Collins ; 

H. R. 7478. An act granting a pension to George W. Jackson; 

H. R. 7547. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Allison; 

II. R. 7615. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
D. Tate; 

II. R. 7622. An act granting an increase of pension to Her- 


An act granting an increase of pension to James 


An act granting an increase of pension to John P. 


mann Lieb; 

II. R. 7631. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
W. Foster ; : 

H. R. 7765. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
Gaylord ; 

H. R. 7770. An act granting an increase of pension to Burgess 
Cole; J 

H. R. 7815. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
G. Covell ; 

H. R. 7827. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
H. Uhler ; 

H. R. 7883. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Dilts; 

H. R. 7984. An act granting a pension to Henry R. Hill; 

H. R. 8048. An act granting an increase of pension to William 
F. Bottoms ; 

Il. R. 8063. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Coburn; 

H. R. 8161. An act granting an increase of pension to Alonzo 
Douglas; 

H. R. 8176. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
E. Bishop; 

H. R. 8202. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Guy; 

H. R. 8307. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
A. Proctor; 


H. R. 8208. An act granting an increase of pension to Eli 
Brainard ; , 

H. R. 8218. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary C. 
Spangler ; 
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H. R. 8275. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
Aucock ; 

H. R. 8289. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac J. 
Holt; 

H. R. 8376. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
McConnell ; 

H. R. 8607. An act granting an increase of pension to Arthur 
Haire; 

H. R. 8642. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry 
Crandell ; 

H. R. 8739. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
N. Gray; 

H. R. 8826. An act granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Mason; 

H. R. 8836. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth C. Howell; 

H. R. 8917. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hines; 

H. R. 9127. 
Rerick ; 

H. R. 9235. 
Kavanaugh; 

II. R. 9248. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
T. Butler; 

II. R. 9249. 
S. Cromer; 

II. R. 9267. An act granting an increase of pension to William 


An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac L. 
An act granting an increase of pension to Kate H. 


An act granting an increase of pension to Richard 


. An act granting an increase of pension to John L. 
Edmundson ; 

H. R. 9593. An act granting a pension to Charles M. Priddy; 

H. R. 9860. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
H. Hirst; 

H. R. 9887. An act granting a pension to George Saxe; 

H. R. 9955. An act granting a pension to James W. Baker; 

H. R. 10047. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Ellicott; 

H. R. 10166. An act granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Morgan ; 

H. R. 10217. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam A. Barnes; 

H. R. 10271. An act granting an increase of pension to Stephen 
G. Smith; 

H. R. 10322. An act granting an increase of pension to Edgar 
W. Calhoun ; 

H. R. 10353. An act granting a pension to Thomas B. Davis; 

H. R. 10399. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. H. Sands; 

H. R. 10478. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam McGowan; 

H. R. 10632. An act granting an increase of pension to Samuel 
Preston ; 

H. R. 10677. An act granting a pension to Maria Elizabeth 
Posey ; 

H. R. 10723. An act granting an increase of pension to Benja- 
min French ; 

H. R. 10724, An act granting an increase of pension to David 
B 


ruce; 
H. R. 10725. An act granting an increase of pension to Etta D. 
Conant; 

H. R. 10770. An act granting a pension to Helen P. Martin; 

H. R. 10817. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Morgan; 

H. R. 10827. An act granting an increase of pension to Frank 
Crittenden ; 

H. R. 10886. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
S. Campbell ; 

H. R. 10894. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam J. Riley ; 

H. R. 10897. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
Deems ; 

H. R. 10914. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
Hamilton ; 

H. R. 10920. An act granting a pension to Mary Edna Cam- 
meron ; 

H. R. 11000. An act granting an increase of pension to Martha 
J. Wilson ; 

H. R. 11052. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
P. Vance; 

H. R. 11065. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Pollard ; 

H. R. 11071. An act granting an increase of pension to Allen 
E. Williams ; 

H. R. 11078. An act granting a pension to Rosa Zurrin ; 

H. R. 11107. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam E. Fritts; 
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H. R. 11196. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Joslyn; 

H. R. 11259. An act granting an increase of pension to Barnes 
B. Smith; 

H. R. 11335. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
Chandler, alias Thomas Cooper ; 

H. R. 11353. An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac 
M. Woodworth; 

H. R. 11408. An act granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Reed; 

H. R. 11415. 
Bishop; 3 

II. R. 11416. An act granting an increase of pension to Lizzie 
Belk ; 

H. R. 11516. 
D. L. Staley ; 

H. R. 11557. An act granting an increase of pension to Clinton 
A. Chapman ; 

H. R. 11625. An act granting a pension to William C. Robi- 
son; 

H. R. 11687. An act granting an increase of pension to Matt 
Fitzpatrick ; 

H. R. 11689. An act granting an increase of pension to Byard 
H. Church; 

H. R. 11742. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles 
II. Culver; 

II. R. 11745. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
D. Billingsley ; 

H. R. 11849. An act granting an increase of pension to Robert 
M. Young; 

H. R. 11886. An act granting an increase of pension to Solo- 
mon R. Trueblood; 

H. R. 11927. An act granting an increase of pension to 
Calvin D. Weatherman; 

H. R. 12090. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary 
M. Stark; 

II. R. 12229. An act granting an increase of pension to Reuben 
I. Turckhein, alias Joseph Adler ; 

H. R. 12275. An act granting an increase of pension to Verelle 
S. Willard; 

H. R. 12289. 
©. Grissom; 

H. R. 12292. 
T. IIIII; 

II. R. 12351. 
Foltz; 

H. R. 12354. An act granting an increase of pension to Till- 
man T. Herridge; 

H. R. 12391. An act granting an increase of pension to J. 
Frederick Edgell; 

H. R. 12396. An act granting an increase of pension to James 
Hutchinson ; 

II. R. 12494. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
H. Crane; 

H. R. 12516. An act granting a pension to James S. Randall; 

H. R. 12565. An act granting an increase of pension to Jere- 
miah Kincaid; 

H. R. 12720. An act granting a pension to Sarah Duffield; 

H. R. 12903. An act granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
T. Ferrier; 

H. R. 12948. An act granting an increase of pension to Fred- 
erick Bierley ; 

H. R. 12955. An act granting a pension to Lyman Critch- 
field, jr.; 

H. R. 13035. 
D. Russ; 

H. R. 13161. 

H. R. 13165. 

H. R. 13166. 
Evans; 

H. R. 13282. 

H. R. 13348. 
F. Shelton; 

H. R. 13402. 

H. R. 13611. 
Clough ; 

H. R. 13643. An act granting an increase of pension to Davis 
W. Hatch; 

H. R. 13976. An act granting an increase of pension to John 
R. Staleup; 

H. R. 14123. An act granting an increase of pension to Gott- 
lieb Spitzer, alias Gottfried Bruner ; 

H. R. 14858. An act granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam H. Morrow ; 

H. R. 14515. An act making it a misdemeanor in the District 


An act granting an increase of pension to Victoria 


An act granting an increase of pension to Marquis 


An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
An act granting an increase of pension to George 


An act granting an increase of pension to John 


An act granting an increase of pension to Maggie 


An act granting a pension to Cynthia A. Embry; 
An act granting a pension to Martin Nolan; 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 


An act granting a pension to Lydia B. Bevan; 
An act granting an increase of pension to Nancy 


An act granting a pension to John Reynolds; 
An act granting an increase of pension to William 


of Columbia to abandon or willfully neglect to provide for the 
support and maintenance by any person of his wife or of his or 
her minor children in destitute or necessitous circumstances. 

H. R. 14719. An act granting an increase of pension to Han- 
nah A. Preston; 

H. R. 15521. An act establishing regular terms of the United 
States circuit and district courts of the northern district of 
California, at Eureka, Cal.; and 

H. J. Res. 115. Joint resolution amending joint resolution in- 
structing the Interstate Commerce Commission to make exami- 
nations into the subject of railroad discriminations and monopo- 
lies, and report on the same from time to time, approved March 
7, 1906. ‘ 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Goodell Com- 
pany, of Antrim, N. H., praying for the enactment of legisla- 
tion to remove the duty on denaturized alcohol; which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of Goodwill Council, No. 4, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Plaistow, N. H., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration ; 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of the National Consumers’ 
League of New York City, N. Y., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to regulate child labor in the District of Columbia ; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs of New York City, N. Y., praying that an 
appropriation be made for a scientific investigation into the 
industrial conditions of women in the United States; which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. CULLOM presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Champaign, Ill., praying for the passage of the so-called “ Hep- 
burn railroad rate bill;” which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

He also presented a petition of the Vermilion County Med- 
ical Society, of Illinois, praying for the enactment of legislation 
providing Government regulation of indigent consumptives; 
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. PLATT presented a petition of the congregation of the 
Asbury Methodist Episcopal Church, of Rochester, N. Y., pray- 
ing for an investigation of the existing conditions in the Kongo 
Free State; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

He also presented a memorial of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Sherwood, N. Y., remonstrating against the 
repeal of the present anticanteen law; which was referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. : 

Mr. NIXON presented a petition of Local Division No. 158, 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Reno, Nev., praying 
for the passage of the so-called “ employers’ liability bill” and 
also the “anti-injunction bill; ” which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of the Red River Drainage 
League, of North Dakota, praying that an appropriation be made 
for the drainage of the Red River Valley in that State; which 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. WETMORE presented a petition of the congregation of 
the Pleasant View Baptist Church, of Pawtucket, R. I., praying 
for the enactment of legislation to regulate the interstate trans- 
portation of intoxicating liquors; which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the Pleas- 
ant View Baptist Church, of Pawtucket, R. I., praying for an 
investigation of the charges made and filed against Hon. REED 
Smoot, a Senator from the State of Utah; which was referred 
to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 

He also presented a memorial of the Rhode Island Society for 
the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, remonstrating against the 
enactment of legislation for the establishment in the Department 
of the Interior of a bureau to regulate child labor; which was 
referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. PENROSE presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Wiconisco, Pa., and a petition of Local Grange No. 108, Patrons 
of Husbandry, of Rohrsburg, Pa., praying for the removal of the 
internal-revenue tax on denaturized alcohol; which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Conneautville, Pa., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in all 
Government buildings; which was referred to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

He also presented a petition of the East End Woman's Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Pittsburg, Pa., praying for the adop- 
tion of an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit divorce 
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except for statutory offenses; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the East End Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Pittsburg, Pa., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to exclude all gambling matter from inter- 
state express and telegraph service; which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the East End Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the 
enactment of legislation providing a Sunday-rest law in the 
District of Columbia; which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a memorial of Local Grange No. 1187, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Rasselas, Pa., remonstrating against 
the repeal of the present oleomargarine law; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a petition of the East End Woman's Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Pittsburg, Pa., praying for the ratifi- 
cation of arbitration treaties; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of Local Grange No. 1187, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Rasselas, Pa., praying for the passage 
of the so-called “ parcels-post bill;” which was referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the East End Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Pittsburg, Pa., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation prohibiting the sending of gambling matter 
through the mails; which was referred to the Committee on 
Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the East End Woman’s Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Pittsburg, Pa., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation prohibiting the sale of opium except in medi- 
cal prescriptions; which was referred to the Committee on 
Manufactures. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE presented petitions of the Woman’s Study 
Club of Michigan City, of the Research Club of Aurora, in the 
State of Indiana, and of the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs of New York City, N. Y., praying that an appropriation be 
made for a scientific investigation into the industrial conditions 
of women in the United States; which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of Hope Grange, No. 2101, Pa- 
trons of Husbandry, of Aurora, Ind., praying for the passage of 
the so-called“ Hepburn railroad rate bill;“ which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of A. C. Amsden Lodge, Brother- 
hood of Railroad Trainmen, of Elkhart, Ind., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to restrict immigration; which was re- 

ferred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a memorial to the St. John’s Benevolent 
Society, of Vincennes, Ind., remonstrating against the enactment 
of legislation to prohibit the use of Indian trust funds for the 
purpose of educating Indian children in sectarian schools; 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

He also presented a petition of the Woman’s Home Mission- 
ary Society of the Roberts Park Church, of Indianapolis, Ind., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of 
intoxicating liquors in all Government buildings and grounds, 
and also remonstrating against the repeal of the present anti- 
canteen law; which was referred to the Committee on Military 
‘Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of the Northern Indian Historical 
Society, of South Bend, Ind., praying that an appropriation be 
made for the preservation of the U. S. frigate Constitution; 
which was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

He also presented a petition of the Indiana Society, Sons of 
the American Revolution, of Indianapolis, Ind., and a petition 
of the Indiana Society of Colonial Wars of Indianapolis, Ind., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to prevent the impend- 
ing destruction of Niagara Falls on the American side for 
manufacturing purposes; which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Commercial Club of New 
‘Albany, Ind., praying for the enactment of legislation to reor- 
ganize the consular service; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

He also presented a memorial of the Retail Merchants’ Asso- 
ciation of Fort Wayne, Ind., and a memorial of Post H, Travel- 
ers’ Protective Association, of Vincennes, Ind., remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called“ parcels-post bill;” which 
were referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of the Retail Merchants’ Asso- 
ciation of Evansville, Ind., remonstrating against the enactment 
of legislation to consolidate third and fourth class mail matter; 
oe was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post- 

oads. 


Mr. GAMBLE presented a petition of the congregation of the 
Congregational Church of De Smet, S. Dak., and the petition of 
T. E. Robinson, of Lake Andes, S. Dak., praying for the 
removal of the internal-revenue tax on denaturized alcohol; 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the History Club of Sioux 
Falls, S. Dak., and a petition of the Woman's Club of Pierre, 
S. Dak., praying for an investigation into the industrial condi- 
tion of the women of the country; which were referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. KEAN presented a petition of the Woman’s Club of 
Orange, N. J., and a petition of the Traveler’s Club of Newark, 
N. J., praying that an appropriation be made for a scientific 
investigation into the industrial conditions of women in the 
United States; which were referred to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the Atha Tool Company, of 
Newark, N. J., praying for the passage of the so-called “ Wil- 
liams-Mallory bill” relative to national quarantine; which 
was referred to the Committee on Public Health and National 
Quarantine. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Caldwell, 
N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the 
duty on denaturized alcohol; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 305, Iron 
Molders’ Union, of Plainfield, N. J., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to restrict immigration; which was referred to 
the Committee on Immigration. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. BURKETT, from the Committee on Claims, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2543) for the relief of William Pinker- 
ton, jr., Mary McKellar, Eleanor Culley Stevenson, Sarah S. 
Patterson, and Rachael Salina Reynolds, heirs at law of Wil- 
liam Pinkerton, deceased, submitted an adverse report thereon, 
which was agreed to; and the bill was postponed indefinitely. 


Mr. KEAN. I trust the report in that case will be printed. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The report will be printed under 
the rule. 


Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 12541) granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
ward V. Miles; 

A bill (H. R. 14559) granting an increase of pension to Sum- 
ner P. Wyman; 

A bill (H. R. 15870) granting a pension to Mary Palmer; 

A bill (H. R. 6946) granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Claunch ; 

A bill (H. R. 14888) granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
A. Bunker; 

A bill (H. R. 13959) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas B. Mouser; 

A bill (H. R. 14563) granting an increase of pension to Ed- 
win L. Higgins; 

A bill (H. R. 13627) granting an increase of pension to Homer 
F. Herriman, alias George F. Wilson; 

A bill (H. R. 18710) granting an increase of pension to Anna 
M. Wilson; 

A bill (H. R. 12393) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
lam Hardy; and 

A bill (H. R. 12540) granting an increase of pension to Mor- 
ris J. James. 

Mr. ALGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 11129) granting an increase of pension 
to Thomas J. Lindsey, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred the 
following bills, reported them severally without amendment, and 
submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 7585) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 
Girdler ; 

A bill (H. R. 6557) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
H. Jaspe 
A bill 
A. Kirk; 

A bill (H. R. 14089) granting an increase of pension to Martin 
Harter ; 

A bill (H. R. 4809) granting an increase of pension to John W. 
Hatfield ; 

A bill (H. R. 9896) granting an increase of pension to William 
McKenzie; 

A bill (H. R. 9995) granting an increase of pension to Elias 
Johnson ; 
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A bill (H. R. 10594) granting an increase of pension to James 
Martin; G 

A bill (H. R. 11638) granting an increase of pension to John 
N. Vivian; 

A bill (H. R. 12014) granting an increase of pension to Fran- 
cis H. Frasier; and 

A bill (H. R. 13150) granting an increase of pension to Cate 
F. Galbraith. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with- 
out amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 13597) granting an increase of pension to Abram 
J. Bozarth ; 

A bill (H. R. 12825) granting an increase of pension to Daniel 
Bloomer ; 

A bill (H. R. 13505) granting an increase of pension to Martha 
E. Chambers; 

A bill (H. R. 13502) granting an increase of pension to John 
N. Buchanan; 

A bill (H. R. 13988) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
MeMahon ; 

A bill (H. R. 14538) granting an increase of pension to Eliza 
L. Norwood ; 

A bill (H. R. 14426) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
S. Menefee ; 

A bill (H. R. 14925) granting an increase of pension to James 
Grizzle; and 

A bill (H. R. 14425) granting an increase of pension to Robert 
Henderson Griffin. 

Mr. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2745) granting an increase of pension 
ts Zerelda N. McCoy, reported it with amendments, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. OVERMAN, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 4440) granting an increase of pension 
to Joseph Kauffman, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the 
bill (S. 4785) granting an increase of pension to Nehemiah 
Brundege, reported it with amendments, and submitted a re- 
port thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to whom were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally without amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4786) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Coughanour ; 

A bill (H. R. 14890) granting an increase of pension to James 
H. Posey ; 

A bill (H. R. 14848) granting an increase of pension to 
Samantha E. Herald; 

A bill (H. R. 13761) granting an increase of pension to John 
Cook ; 

A bill (H. R. 13525) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha J. Hensley ; 

A bill (H. R. 13081) granting an increase of pension to Orren 
R. Smith; ` 

A bil (H. R. 13083) granting an increase of pension to 
Mordicai B. Barbee; 

A bill (H. R. 13230) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Webb; 

A bill (H. R. 13231) granting an increase of pension to 
Gatsey Mattucks ; 

A bill (H. R. 13527) granting a pension to Willard V. Shep- 
herd; 

A bill (H. R. 12834) granting an increase of pension to Theo- 
dor Schramm; and 

A bill (H. R. 13082) granting an increase of pension to Her- 
bert Williams. 

Mr. KITTREDGE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
whom was referred the bill (S. 2769) to divide Nebraska into 
two judicial districts, reported it without amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom were referred the following bills, reported them each with 
an amendment, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4650) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 
McDonald; and 

A bill (S. 2378) granting an increase of pension to Maria 
Leuckart. z 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
with amendments, and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4826) granting a pension to Agnes B. Earl; 

A bill (S. 4675) granting an increase of pension to Fannie 
Parker Norton; and 


A bill (S. 4315) granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth 
A. Vose. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO, from the Committee on Pensions, to 
whom were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 5485) granting a pension to Horace D. Mann; 

A bill (H. R. 14793) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam W. Howell; 

A bill (H. R. 14389) granting an increase of pension to Amos 
Hart; 

A bill (H. R. 13872) granting an increase of pension to Alvin 
D. Hopper; 

A bili (H. R. 13891) granting an increase of pension to Hugh 
G. Wilson ; 

A bill (H. R. 13038) granting an increase of pension to Re- 
becca Ramsey; 

A bill (H. R. 13238) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Strasburg; 

A bill (H. R. 13311) granting an increase of pension to John 
Wilkinson ; 

A bill (H. R. 13310) granting an increase of pension to James 
McKee; 

A bill (H. R. 13138) granting an increase of pension to Eada 
Lowry; and 

A bill (H. R. 12760) granting an increase of pension to Wil- 
liam Ralston. 

Mr. FLINT, from the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto 
Rico, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1916) to provide for fill- 
ing in that portion of the naval station at Honolulu, Hawaii, 
known as the Reef, reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report thereon. 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR. 


Mr. KEAN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to whom was referred the 
resolution submitted yesterday by Mr. DOLLIVER, reported it 
without amendment, and it was considered by unanimous con- 
sent and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Education and Labor be, and the 
same is hereby, authorized to employ a stenographer from time to time, 
as may be necessary, to report such hearings as may be had on bills or 
other matters pending before said committee, and to have the same 


printed for the use of the committee, and that such stenographer be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Mr. PLATT introduced a bill (S. 5187) to purchase the orig- 
inal painting of Gen. Philip H. Sheridan on his favorite horse 
Rienzi, known as “ Sheridan’s Ride;” which was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on the Library. 

Mr. BURNHAM introduced a bill (S. 5188) providing for the 
adjudication of the claim of Walston H. Brown, sole surviving 
partner of the firm of Brown, Howard & Co., by the Court of 
Claims; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Mr. WETMORE introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions: 

a S bill (S. 5189) granting an increase of pension to Margaret 
Y. Joyce; 

A bill (S. 5190) granting an increase of pension to Abby L. 
Brown (with an accompanying paper) ; 

A bill (S. 5191) granting an increase of pension to Robert H. 
White (with an accompanying paper); and 

A bill (S. 5192) granting a pension to John H. Stacy (with 
accompanying papers). 

Mr. DICK introduced a bill (S. 5193) authorizing the Presi- 
dent to place William Welsh on the retired list with the rank of 
captain; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5194) for the relief of Mrs. Karl 
F. Kolbe; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 

He also introduced the following bills; which were severally 
read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee on 
Pensions : 

A bill (S. 5195) granting an increase of pension to Sidney 
H. Cook; and 

A bill (S. 5196) granting an increase of pension to Julius 
Bracher. 

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 5197) to amend section 
6, chapter 204, Supplement to the Revised Statutes of the United 
States, approved March 3, 1893; which was read twice by its 
155 and referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
umbia. 

Ife also introduced a bill (S. 5198) granting an increase of 
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pension to Helen G. Heiner; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5199) to correct the military 
record of John Layman; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. BURROWS introduced a bill (S. 5200) for the erection of 
a public building at Sault Ste. Marie, Mich.; which was read 
twice by its fitle. 

Mr. BURROWS. In connection with the bill I present a 
memorial of the public building committee of Sault Ste. Marie, 
Mich., stating the reasons and showing the necessity for the 
construction of this building. I move that the memorial, to- 
gether with the bill, be referred to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (S. 5201) to acquire cer- 
tain land in the District of Columbia as an addition to Rock 
Creek Park; which was read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CARTER introduced a bill (S. 5202) granting a pension 
to Charles B. Newbury; which was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5203) granting to the Chicago, 
Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway Company, of Montana, a right 
of way through the Fort Keogh Military Reservation in Mon- 
tana, and for other purposes; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5204) to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge or bridges across the Yellowstone River in 
Montana; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. CULLOM introduced the following bills; which were sey- 
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee 
on Pensions: 

Rs bill (S. 5205) granting an increase of pension to John F. 
‘Alsup ; 

A bill (S. 5206) granting a pension to Eliza Lockhart; 

A bill (S. 5207) granting a pension to Elizabeth Carroll; and 

A bill (S. 5208) granting an increase of pension to John V. 
Sumner. 

Mr. CULLOM introduced a bill (S. 5209) to correct the mili- 
tary record of Francis Smith; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also introduced a bill (S. 5210) for the relief of Ella Kep- 
ner; which was read twice by its title, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. HETBURN. I introduce a bill to authorize the Chicago, 
Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad to construct a bridge across 
Snake River between Washington and Idaho at or near Lewis- 
ton, Idaho. 

The bill (S. 5211) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Snake River at or near Lewiston, Idaho, was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. HEYBURN introduced a bill (S. 5212) to amend the mili- 
tary record of John J. Muehleisen; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. PATTERSON introduced a bill (S. 5213) fixing and de- 
fining the north boundary line of New Mexico and a part of the 
boundary line of Oklahoma; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Territories. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE introduced a bill (S. 5214) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Hiram E. Crouch; which was read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. PETTUS introduced a bill (S. 5215) to fix the regular 
terms of the circuit and district courts of the United States for 
the southern division of the northern district of Alabama, and 
for other purposes; which was read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BURKETT introduced a bill (S. 5216) to amend an act 
entitled “An act to extend the free-delivery system of the Post- 
Office Department, and for other purposes,” approved January 
8, 1887; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads. . 

Mr. WARNER introduced a bill (S. 5217) for the relief o 
Benjamin Hubbard Frisbie; which was read twice by its title, 
and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Mr. CLAPP introduced a bill (S. 5218) for the relief of Maria 
J. Blaisdell, widow of William Blaisdell, deceased; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. LONG introduced a bill (S. 5219) granting an increase of 
pension to David N. Morland; which was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. TILLMAN introduced a bill (S. 5220) for the relief of the 


Mount Zion Society, of Fairfield County, S. C.; which was read 
twice by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. FORAKER introduced a bill (S. 5221) to regulate the 
practice of osteopathy, to license osteopathic physicians, and to 
punish persons violating the provisions thereof in the District of 
Columbia; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CARTER introduced a bill (S. 5222) to provide for the 
entry of agricultural lands within forest reserves; which was 
peopled by its title, and referred to the Committee on Public 

wands. 

Mr. McCREARY introduced the following bills; which were 
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 5223) for the relief of the estate of W. C. Russell, 
deceased ; 

A bill (S. 5224) for the relief Thomas N. Arnold; 

A bill (S. 5225) for the relief of James H. Fuqua; 

A bill (S. 5226) for the relief of D. W. Price; 

A bill (S. 5227) for the relief of the estate of Alexander Wil- 
liams, deceased ; 

A bill (S. 5228) for the relief of the estate of Mrs. M. F. Sims, 
deceased ; 

A bill (S. 5229) for the relief of L. M. Northeutt ; 

A bill (S. 5230) for the relief of Robert Langston; and 

A bill (S. 5231) for the relief of James S. Clark. 


AMENDMENTS TO BILLS. 


Mr. PLAT? submitted an amendment proposing to increase 
the salary of the cashier of the United States Assay Office at 
New York to $3,000 per annum, intended to be proposed by him 
to the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and 
ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ALGER submitted an amendment relative to the retire- 
ment with the rank and pay of major-general of officers of the 
rank of brigadier-general having creditable civil war service 
and who have served for two years or more in that grade, in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and 
ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment providing that no perma- 
nent Army hospital exceeding in cost $60,000 shall hereafter be 
erected unless by special authorization of Congress, intended to 
be proposed by him to the Army appropriation bill; which was 
referred to the Committte on Military Affairs, and ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. TILLMAN submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $10,000 for grading and macadamizing Girard street, 
South Brookland, between Twelfth street and Brentwood road 
NE., intended to be proposed by him to the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. FORAKER submitted an amendment providing that in 
computing the length of service in the Army heretofore or here- 
after rendered, paymasters in the Army shall be credited with 
time served as clerks in the civil service, intended to be proposed 
by him to the Army appropriation bill; which was referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


Mr. OVERMAN. I submit an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by me to the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and 
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. I ask that the amendment be 
read and lie on the table. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read by the 
Secretary. 

The amendment was read, and ordered to lie on the table, as 
follows: 

Add on page 11, section 9, after the word “jurisdiction,” “but no 
writ of injunction or interlocutory order shall be granted any dis- 
trict or circuit court without first giving five days’ notice to the adverse 
party or his Phage of the time and place of moving for the same, 
nor until petition and answer are filed and hearing thereon is had.” 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. 


Mr. CLAPP submitted the following resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Indian Affairs be, and the same Is 
hereby, authorized to employ a stenographer from time to time, as may 
be necessary, to report such hearings as may be had on bills or other 
matters pending before sald committee, and to have the same printed 
for the nse of the committee, and that such stenographer be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the Senate, 
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WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 


On motion of Mr. TELLER, it was 

Ordered, That C. W. Sanborn be authorized to withdraw the affidavits 
on file with Senate bill 586, there having been no adverse report on the 
same. 

On motion of Mr. NELSON, it was 


Ordered, That all papers in the files of the office of the Secretary of 
the Senate relating to the bill (S. 5162, Fifty-eighth Congress) for the 
relief of the next of kin of Christian Reimers, be withdrawn, there hav- 
ing been no adverse report on said bill. 


FORTIFICATIONS APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. PERKINS. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 14171) making ap- 
propriations for fortifications and other works of defense, for 
the armament thereof, for the procurement of heavy ordnance 
for trial and service, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Appropriations with amendments. 

Mr. PERKINS. I ask that the formal reading of the bill 
be dispensed with and that it may be now read for the consid- 
eration of the amendments made by the committee. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Secretary will read the bill. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the bill. The first amend- 
ment of the Committee on Appropriations was, under the head 
of “Armament of fortifications,” on page 4, line 5, before the 
word “thousand,” to strike out “three hundred and ten” and 
insert “six hundred;” so as to make the clause read: 

For the purchase, manufacture, and test of mountain, field, and siege 
cannon, including their carriages, sights, implements, equipments, and 
the machinery necessary for their manufacture at the arsenals, 
$600,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 21, after the word 
dollars,“ to insert the following proviso: 

Provided, That the unexpended balance of $39,302.16 of the $40,000 


appro riated by act of March 3, 1903. for cast-steel top carriages for 
12-inch mortars, is hereby made available for the purposes above named, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 7, to insert: 
POWDER FACTORY. 


For the erection and equipment of a powder factory, with its neces- 
sary communications and accessory structures, upon such reservation 
now or that may hereafter be under the control of the War Depart- 
ment as may be selected by the Secretary of War, $125,000. 


Mr. PERKINS. At the request of the senior Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. DANIEL] I ask that this amendment proposed by 
the committee may go over. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
will go over. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
was, under the head of “ Fortifications in insular possessions,” 
on page 8, line 6, after the word “ dollars,” to insert the fol- 
lowing proviso: 

Provided, That no part of this sum shall be expended at Subig Bay, 
Philippine Islands. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire to call attention to this 
amendment, which it seems to me ought not to pass. 

I think that Subig Bay should not be specifically cut out from 
this appropriation. We have already expended something like 
two million and a quarter at Subig Bay. If we should leave the 
islands at any time, that is the naval station we should retain. 
If we remain in the islands, that is the naval station we ought 
to use. 

You can not get a big ship within a mile of Cavite. You have 
got great depth of water at Subig Bay, sufficient to take our 
largest ships. It is a harbor easily defended. There are two 
channels, only one of which can be used, and there is an island 
in the middle. The whole opening is not more than a mile and a 
half or two miles wide. There is deep water inside. That is 
where the great dry dock which is being towed across the ocean 
is going. 

To refuse to make fortifications there if, in the opinion of the 
Army and Navy, that is the proper place, seems to me to be most 
unwise. Subig Bay was first selected by the naval board. It 
was then submitted to the joint board of the Army and Navy, 
and met with their unanimous approval. We have spent, as I 
have said, a great deal of money there already. It is certain 
to be the naval station of the islands in any event, whether we 
hold them or whether we leave them. I think to refuse in this 
bill to allow any money to be spent there is a very great mistake. 

This amendment was discussed fully in the House and oyver- 
whelmingly defeated. I think we ought to follow the advice of 
the naval and military board, and we ought not to limit them 
in the expenditure of this money in cutting out one particular 
place in the Philippine Islands, and that place the one which has 


been selected for a naval station and on which we have already 
expended a great deal of money, 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I agree in part with what the 
Senator from Massachusetts has said, and the only thing which 
causes me to doubt whatever the conclusion he reaches that 
Subig Bay is the proper place on which we should make an ex- 
penditure is the matter which he himself brought to the atten- 
tion of the Senate some days ago, in which he disclosed the fact, 
a very important one, of the existence of certain small islands 
on the east coast, if I recollect correctly, where there are large 
coal measures. The immediate object of his then bringing that 
to the attention of the Senate was to authorize certain steps to 
be taken by the Government for the acquisition of the property. 
If I remember further correctly, the statement was made at the 
same time by the Senator that not only were there coal measures 
there, but a very fine harbor. 

I quite agree with the suggestion that we, in ahy event, will 
retain and should retain, either immediately on the island of 
Luzon or in some other part of the Philippine Islands, what 
can be hereafter utilized as a coaling and naval station. The 
only question in my mind as to the propriety of designating 
Subig Bay now as the place is the one which has been raised 
by the statement of the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE rose. 

Mr. BACON. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. LODGE. No; 1 did not desire to interrupt the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. BACON. I am perfectly willing to be interrupted if the 
Senator desires to interrupt me at this point. 

Mr. LODGE. I did not mean to ask the Senator a question; 
I was merely going to make a statement—— 

ae PALON: Yes; I am perfectly willing the Senator should 
make it. 

Mr. LODGE. A statement in regard to the island of Batan. 
The island of Batan lies on the extreme southeastern coast of 
Luzon, as the Senator is aware. It is a place easily accessible 
either to merchant ships or ships of war, coming from the United 
States or going to the United States, But it 1s not in a very 
accessible place for the Asiatic fleet, which necessarily spends 
its time on the coast of China and India. Wherever our nayal 
station ought to be it ought to be upon the China Sea. 

Moreover, Batan is far distant from any labor market. That 
is the objection to Subig Bay. The only argument in favor of 
Cavite is that it is nearer Manila, where labor can be secured. 
But Subig Bay is very near to Manila as compared with the 
island of Batan. 

The island of Batan has the coal measures. It has a good 
harbor, as the Senator says. But after long consideration, 
Subig Bay was selected as the best place for our naval station, 
and there a large expenditure of money has already taken place, 
r biok in any event that would be the naval station of the 
slands. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I quite agree in the estimate of 
Subig Bay, and prior to the suggestion to which I have alluded 
as having been made by the Senator from Massachusetts I never 
had any question in my mind as to the fact that Subig Bay is 
the proper locality for the expenditure of money in the making 
of fortifications with a view to a naval and coaling station. 

From some little personal knowledge, I quite agree with what 
the Senator says as to the undesirability of Cavite. It is not 
only lacking in water, but there is no harbor there. Manila Bay 
is a body of water some 30 miles in diameter. It itself is not 
a harbor, but it is as large as a sea, and in times of storm it is 
tempestuous, and it is impossible for ships to find any safe 
anchorage there. The only harbor we have inside of Manila 
Bay at all is an artificial harbor, which was made by a sea wall 
at Manila, but it is utterly unadapted to the purposes of a naval 
and coaling station. è 

The objection which I would suggest to this paragraph is not 
that it proposes to cut out Subig Bay, but that it fails to des- 
ignate with particularity where this money shall be spent. I 
would very much prefer not simply that the amendment should 
be cut out, but that there should be another amendment which 
should require that it should be spent at Subig Bay. As it is, 
eyen with that cut out, while Subig Bay will be eliminated, there 
is no limitation upon what other place may be selected and 
where money may be spent which may hereafter be of no bene- 
fit to us. 

While of course it is not definitely formulated in our minds, 
the general consensus of opinion is that the time will come 
when our holdings in that country will probably be limited to 
such as may be necessary for our military and naval purposes; 
and I think the Senator from Massachusetts is correct that the 
agreement between the military and naval officials is that of all 
the places Subig Bay is the place. It is immediately north of 
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the entrance to Manila Bay. It is on the China Sea, and within 
easy access of all the Chinese ports, and is in itself the best 
place by reason of its physical features, aside from its locality. 

So, while I shall not myself offer any amendment, and I do 
not know what may be the reasons which have actuated the 
committee in offering this amendment, I would very much pre- 
fer to see not simply the amendment rejected, but another one 
put in the place of it which shall designate Subig Bay. I think 
it is to our interests to do so. 

Mr. LODGE. I wish to call attention to the fact that the 
clause as it came from the House did not oblige the War De- 
partment or fortifications board to spend the money at Subig 
Bay. It left it within their control to say where the money in 
the Hawaiian Islands and the Philippines could be most judi- 
ciously spent. This amendment simply cuts out specifically the 
one place which it is agreed by all military and naval au- 
thorities is td be the great naval station, and upon which we 
have already expended a great deal of money, and which we 
must fortify sooner or later. If we do not do it in this bill, it 
will be done in the naval bill; and we ought not to tie their 
hands, as it seems to me, against this one place, which is the 
place of all others where money is to be spent for fortifications 
and for a naval station, if it is to be spent anywhere. 

Mr. BACON. I should like to ask the Senator, as he is on 
the subject, if he knows what amount has been spent at Cavite, 
or has there been any amount spent there in the way of fortifi- 
cations? 

Mr. LODGE. I am not aware that any amount of money has 
been spent at Cavite. The Senator stated the case in regard to 
Cavite perfectly. I can add nothing to it. And he has had the 
advantage of having been there. 

Mr. BACON. Any money spent at Cavite is money lost, in 
my opinion. 

Mr. LODGE. I think it is money lost; and the effect of this 
amendment would be to throw the expenditure at Cavite, if it 
went anywhere. 

Mr. BACON. Cavite, as I endeavored to state before, is not 
only a place of shoal water—and there is no harbor there—but 
when the wind is from the direction of Manila—I do not know 
the points of the compass exactly—it is impossible for any ship 
to ride at anchor at Cavite on account of the rough sea. 

Mr. PERKINS obtained the floor. 

Mr. FRYE. Will the Senator from California yield to me for 
one moment? 

Mr. PERKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. FRYE. This matter of a naval station was a good deal 
discussed when we were in Paris. There were several naval 
Officers and Army officers before us and men who were entirely 
familiar with the Philippine Archipelago, and a suggestion 
never was made of any place for a naval station except the 
point mentioned by the Senator from Massachusetts. I do not 
believe there is any other place on the archipelago that is at all 
fit for a naval station except this point. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, your committee having this 
subject-matter under consideration desired in their recommenda- 
tion to the Senate to do that which to them seemed to be most 
practicable. There are several reasons which induced them to 
amend the bill, providing that no part of this sum should be used 
in the fortification of Subig Bay. 

This amendment is recommended not particularly because of 
prejudice against Subig Bay, for, as has been said by the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Bacon], we agree that that is a very desirable 
place; that it is a good harbor, being 30 miles in length and 
some 10 or 12 miles in diameter, with water varying from 10 
to 15 fathoms. But the estimates made by the Department for 
the fortification of our insular possessions were greatly reduced. 
The estimates made by the Department amounted to $9,969,- 
662.90. That was reduced quite 50 per cent. In this bill mak- 
ing an appropriation of nearly $600,000 for fortifications in 
Honolulu, Hawaiian Islands, and Manila and Subig Bay, they 
have recommended that no part of this sum shall be expended 
in Subig Bay, for the reason that they believe there are not 
sufficient funds to make a showing of any value to the Govern- 
ment there. 

They also took into consideration the fact that as to Cayite 
and the port of Manila, the istands of Corregidor and Ca- 
bello at the mouth of the harbor or bay of Manila are a natural 
fortification. There is scarcely another harbor outside of.San 
Francisco and Sydney that has the natural advantages that the 
port of Manila has for fortification. Manila is a city of 220,000 
people, with millions of dollars of property belonging to the Goy- 
ernment, yes, tens of millions of dollars, and it is surely the 
part of wisdom for the Government to fortify the entrance to 
that port. 


As to the harbor at Subig Bay, there is nothing now there. 
The Senator is mistaken as to the amount of money which has 
been expended. I want to read to him from the official re- 
port—— 

Mr. LODGE. The Dewey dry dock will be there. 

Mr. PERKINS. The dock is not yet there. 

Mr. LODGE. Well, we hope it will get there. 

Mr. PERKINS. We all hope so. If it had been built in San 
Francisco it would have been there by this time. If it had 
been built at Mare Island, Cal., it would have been about 
5,000 miles nearer to the Philippine Islands than it was when it 
left the Atlantic shore. We shall pay $25,000 in tolls for that 
dock and her towing vessels passing through the Suez Canal. 
If it had been built in California, the freight across the con- 
tinent would not haye amounted to nearly so much as you will 
pay for tolls through the Suez Canal. The money would have 
been paid out to our own workmen, and it would haye been 
kept in our country, in accordance with the principles of the 
declaration which my friend from Massachusetts has so often 
made, and to which I most heartily subscribe—that we should 
keep our money at home and spend it amongst our own people. 
I hope, however, that the dry dock will reach the Philippine 
Islands in safety. 

Mr. LODGE. But I beg to suggest to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia that there are American workmen on the Atlantic coast 
as well as on the Pacific coast. 

Mr. PERKINS. Yes; but I am referring more particularly 
to the tolls we are paying the Frenchmen and the Englishmen, 
who own the Suez Canal, for going through it. Had the dock 
been built on the Pacific coast that money could have been 
spent in this country. 

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to ask the Senator a question 
for information. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. PERKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. Where was that dry dock built? 

Mr. PERKINS. At a port on the Atlantic coast—Sparrows 
Point, Md. 

Mr. SPOONER. The Atlantic coast” is very indefinite. I 
should like the Senator to tell me precisely where it was built. 

Mr. PERKINS. I have just stated, though the Senator evi- 
dently did not hear me, that it was built at Sparrows Point. 

Mr. SPOONER. Now I know. 

Mr. PERKINS. It was built by the Maryland Steel Company 
at Sparrows Point, near Baltimore. Since the Senator from 
Massachusetts has referred to this matter, I want to give the 
distances to Manila by the Atlantic and Pacific routes: 


New ork 10: Gliwe tar noo cn cee a 
Gibraltar to Port Said 
Suez to Aden 
Aden to Colombo 
Colombo to Singapore- 
Singapore to Manila 


11, 515 
If that dock had gone directly through to Manila, it would 
have gone 11,515 miles; but it seems it stopped at the Canary 


Islands. I hope, however, it will finally reach its destination. 
If the dry dock had been built at the Mare Island Navy-Yard, 
on the Pacifie coast, the following would have been its course: 


Miles. 

San Francisco to Midway Islands 2,77 
e x 2, 302 
Guam to Manila 1, 506 
POL ES Sr IN ESS Es CIR NPB 5 Sp RD EO eee OEE 6, 578 


Thus it appears that the difference in favor of sending this 
dock across the Pacific would haye been 4,937 miles. 

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a 
question? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from ae 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. PERKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. SPOONER. It seems to be a pretty plain case, as the 
Senator puts it, that the public interest would have been much 
better subserved by the construction of that dock in California ; 
and I ask why was it not constructed there? 

Mr. PERKINS. If I had had my way, it would have been; 
but unfortunately my friend from Massachusetts had more infiu- 
ence than I. 

Mr. LODGE. I did not even know where it was built. 

Mr. PERKINS. The Senator spoke of the dock. 

Mr. LODGE. I asked the Senator where the dock was built, 
and he said it was built at Sparrows Point, near Baltimore. I 
merely suggested, in speaking of American labor, that there 
were American laborers on the Atlantic coast. 
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Mr. PERKINS. I spoke of the tolls for going through the | do not know that it is correct or upon what it is based—I do 


Suez Canal. 

Mr. LODGE. What bearing that has on Subig Bay I do not 
know. 

Mr. PERKINS. The Senator said the dry dock was to go to 
Subig Bay, as I understood. 

Mr. LODGE. It is not yet there, but we hope it will be there. 

Mr. FRYE. When is it supposed it will reach there? 

Mr. PERKINS. I see it stated this morning that it is sup- 
posed it will reach there by Christmas. At the rate of progress 
it has been making I think it will be long after Christmas be- 
fore it reaches there. 

Mr. FRYE. Mr. President, I only wanted to suggest that pos- 
sibly because the dry dock was not built in California shipyards 
the Senator from California, in charge of the bill, is punishing 
Subig Bay. 

Mr. PERKINS. On the contrary, if the dry dock was at 
Subig Bay, Mr. President, I think your committee would per- 
haps have been in favor of making an expenditure at Subig 
Bay. 

I have said nothing in relation to the large sums required to 
pay for the coal which these vessels use in addition to the cost 
of towing the dock from a shipyard on the Atlantic coast. How- 
ever, this is all parenthetical. 

But suppose the dock reaches Subig Bay, there is nothing 
there; there is no nayal station as yet, unless it be on paper. 

Mr. LODGE. There has been something like a million dollars 
spent there already. 

Mr. PERKINS. That is not enough for the foundation. I 
will read to the Senator from the official report 

Mr. LODGE. I have the official report also. They haye 
begun the erection of a barracks. 

Mr. PERKINS. When the dock reaches there, we have auto- 
mobile torpedoes, we haye submarine mines and submarine 
boats, and we can easily protect that dock with very much less 
expense than it would be to build fortifications for which we 
have had no particular plan as yet presented to us. When I 
was a boy in Maine, when I went with the lumbermen into the 
woods to get out timber, in the first place we cut down the 
trees, then ran the chalk line to see what it would square up, 
and then they would hew to the line. If you were building a 
fence or a house, you would first make a plan, so as to know 
what that fence or house was to be constructed of and what it 
would cost you before you expended any amount of money upon 
it. That is one of the principal reasons that influenced your 
committeee in making this report—that the Department has 
submitted no plan to your committee for the construction of for- 
tifications at Subig Bay. In the report of the commanding gen- 
eral of the Philippine Islands, he says this: 

The division commander yisited Olongapo and Subig during the year. 
No nayal establishment of importance now exists or is being installed 
in Subig Bay that requires land defense. The fortification of this point 
should not be undertaken until Manila is well protected, for if this 
port is captured the islet ane are lost. The defense of Manila 
against a naval attack will be a very serious proposition, as the 
entrances are broad and the water deep and heavy tteries will be 
required with accessory means of defense. To the undersigned it 
seems manifest that Cavite, where is now property of considerable 
value to the Navy, is a very important strategic point for a naval base. 
Certainly this will be the most important naval arsenal in the Philip- 
pines until Olongapo is thoroughly fortified. 

The report was made in 1908. I haye here before me the re- 
port made by the commanding general of the Philippine division 
in 1904 and the report of General Corbin for 1905, and no men- 
tion is made in either of Subig Bay. 

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. PERKINS. With pleasure. 

Mr. SPOONER, If it will not inconvenience the Senator, I 
should like him to come back to Cavite and to Sparrows Point. 
It seems to me a very extraordinary proposition that this dock, 
which could have been constructed as well at Mare Island, 5,000 
miles nearer to the destination to which it was to have been 
towed, should haye been built on the Atlantic coast. I can not 
understand it. 

Mr. PERKINS. It seems so to me, Mr. President, but I do 
not wish to reflect on our naval authorities. 

Mr. SPOONER. Was there any issue made at the time upon 
the place where it should be built? 

Mr. PERKINS. It was left in the discretion of the Bureau 
of Yards and Docks. I think it was done under their super- 
vision. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 
yield to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. PERKINS. Certainly. 

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon the suggestion—I 


not know what were the controlling reasons with the Depart- 
ment, but it is a fact that in the carrying of that great structure 
from this country to the Philippines, in going across the Pacific 
Ocean there would be very long reaches, thousands of miles, 
along which there would be no possible port of refuge in case of 
trouble. On the contrary, in going by the Atlantic, the Medi- 
terranean, and the Indian Ocean, around by way of Singapore, 
along almost the whole route there is no place where within 
less than a thousand miles a port of refuge could not be found. 
That, however, may not haye operated to influence the decision 
of the Department. 

Mr. SPOONER. That may be a good reason. 

Mr. BACON. From here to Gibraltar is the longest reach 
they would have in making that journey, unless you consider 
the passage across the Indian Ocean, and along the Indian 
Ocean they are nearer to the coast of Arabia, the coast of India, 
going to Colombo, than the distance to any possible refuge that 
could be availed of in going across the Pacific. 

Mr. PERKINS. I think, if my friend from Georgia will con- 
sult the atlas, he will find that from San Francisco to Hawaii, 
from Hawaii to the Midway Islands, from the Midway Islands 
to Guam, and from there to Manila, there are stopping places, 
and there will be only a few hundred miles difference between 
stopping places on that route and by the route which has been 
taken. 

Mr. BACON. I will suggest to the Senator from California, 
that there is nothing at the Midway Islands which could 
possibly furnish any relief in time of trouble in such a case; 
there is nothing there, nothing but a coral reef. Up to the time 
when the cable was landed there, there was not an inhabitant 
upon those islands, nor is there any possible place where that 
great structure could find refuge in time of trouble. 

Mr. PERKINS. That is very true. 

Mr. BACON. If you leave out the 2,000 miles from San Fran- 
cisco to the Hawaiian Islands, and if you leave out the Midway 
Islands, practically there is no port or place of refuge between 
the Hawaiian Islands and Guam. How far from California is 
it? 

Mr. PERKINS. The Senator is correct in his statement; but 
there was no need of this dock starting off without carrying 
sufficient fuel, and the ships that accompany it, the colliers 
and tugs, should have suflicient coal to go direct from Cape 
Charles to Gibraltar; but they could have followed the great 
sailing circle by way of the Aleutian Islands, and haye taken 
that route. But I have only incidentally referred to that. 

I want to say to the Senator from Wisconsin that the same 
Government officers in the Navy, who have been educated at the 
expense of the Government—and none are more capable and 
more thoroughly equipped than they are—those same officers 
would have superintended the construction of the dock on the 
Pacific coast who did so on the Atlantic coast. Therefore I see 
no reason, as the Senator says, why it should not haye been 
constructed there. Certainly the reason given by the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. Bacon] is not an answer. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, if the Senator would not mind 
my asking a question not relating to the yoyage of the dock, 
I would say the Senator is a distinguished and leading member 
of the Committee on Naval Affairs. He has just told us that 
there is nothing at Olongapo; and yet last year he reported a 
bill containing these items: 

NAVAL STATION, OLONGAPO, PHILIPPINE ISLANDS: Repairs to exist- 
ing buildings, $25,000 ; drainage canal, to complete, $25,000; water sys- 
tem, to extend, $20,000; roads and bridges, $5,000; sewer system, 
$15,000; tools for general use, $2,000; hoisting machinery, $4,000; 
rock crusher and appurtenances, $4,000; in all $100,000, 

That is a paragraph in the last naval appropriation bill for 
the maintenance and prosecution of work at Olongapo, which 
the Senator from California says does not exist. 

Mr. PERKINS. The Senator is correct in the statement that 
I am a member of the Committee on Naval Affairs, although I 
am not, as he says, very distinguished. It is true that that 
committee reported in fayor of the appropriations which he has 
read; but let me read to my friend from Massachusetts what 
the Chief of the Bureau of Navigation of the Navy Department 
says in the report for 1905. This is his language: 

Ihe pro; f 
OEN aa WES T See: Ae tae a a a 
amount of preliminary work required to prepare the site for the pro- 
posed station, and to the fact that the appropriations have not been 
made in accordance with the natural sequence in which the work of 
building up should be undertaken. Careful estimates have been made 
of the manner in which money for the building up of Olongapo could 


be most economically and judicially expended. Since the land for the 
site has to be rained from 3 to 5 feet above its present level, the time 


8 to establish a repair station at this place will be between six 
and seven years, and the estimated cost will be $4,000,000. s 
should establish a plant which would haye a somewhat better output 
and better facilities than the present station at Cavite. 
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We made the appropriation, Mr. President. Here is the re- 
port of the chief of that Bureau, which I have just read. It is 
self-explanatory. We make appropriations for many purposes, 
but sometimes it is not deemed expedient by the officers. who 
have the disbursement of the money to expend it. 

Now, let me read what the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks says about Subig. I want to say in passing, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that your committee have the same object in view that the 
Senator from Massachusetts has. We only want to do that 
which is for the best interests of the service and the best in- 
terests of the Navy Department. 

Mr. LODGE. Now, let me ask the Senator at that point, 
does the Secretary of War or the Secretary of the Navy ask 
to hare Subig Bay prohibited from this expenditure? - 

Mr. PERKINS. They do not. 

Mr. LODGE. Does the Board ask for it? 

Mr. PERKINS. I have read the message of the President, 
which came to us—— 

Mr. LODGE. You have put in a prohibition on the expendi- 
ture of the money at Subig Bay. I am not asking that you 
should require the expenditure of money there, but only that 
you should leave to the proper persons charged with the duty 
to say where the money shall be spent. This is a prohibition 
against spending it in one place in the Philippines. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I admit I have every confi- 
dence in the judgment, skill, and ability of the Board of Forti- 
fications and Ordnance. I have before me their report, which 
was submitted to us late in March, preceded by the President’s 
message of March 6, in which the President advised Congress 
that he had appointed a board consisting of the cfficers named 
to revise the Endicott plan for fortifications. Now, I want to 
answer the Senator from Massachusetts. I am speaking for 
myself personally. I recall the argument he made when he 
presented the bill to the Senate a few weeks since and asked 
unanimous consent, which was granted, to haye appropriated 
$50,000 to purchase a mining claim, a mining location in the 
island of Batan, and the Senate unanimously passed that ap- 
propriation bill. I think they did so because of the persuasive 
argument used by the Senator from Massachusetts, who, it will 
be remembered, dilated upon the great advantages of this great 
bay in the island of Batan, which is capable of holding a whole 
nayal fleet. He stated that there were great coal deposits on 
the island and that it was a Government reseryation. I have 
looked it up on the map this morning—and have the atlas be- 
fore me—to find just where the island of Batan is. 

Mr. LODGE. The island of Batan is on the southeastern 
coast of the Philippines. 

Mr. PERKINS. It is on the eastern side of the archipelago. 
It is only 500 miles from Manila. It is within 50 miles of the 
Straits of San Bernardino, which straits are the gateway to 
the Philippine Islands from San Francisco. 

Mr. LODGE. How far is Subig Bay from Manila? 

Mr. PERKINS. Seventy miles. Batan Bay would be just as 
near, under certain conditions, as Subig Bay, for if there was 
a fleet lying off there with torpedos or a coast-defense vessel it 
would be impossible for a navy to come out and engage them 
without meeting with defeat. 

San Diego, on the Pacific coast, is nearly 500 miles from San 
Francisco; yet we think it is only a pleasure trip to go down to 
San Diego. It is a pleasure trip; and the trip from Manila to 
Batan in the Philippine Islands might be equally delightful. 

The hydrographic officer of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
whom I have interviewed, reports that Batan Island is a most 
excellent port of refuge. It has a splendid harbor, with 17 
fathoms of water, and a ship drawing 42 feet of water can lie 
now within 100 yards of the shore. It is a Government reserya- 
tion, and now wholly belongs to our Government. 

As the Senator from Massachusetts was portraying the great 
natural advantages of this island from a nautical standpoint, 
the thought suggested itself to me what an ideal place for a 
naval rendezvous; what an ideal place for a naval station! 
The report of the Philippine Commissioners shows that the coal 
of this island has been worked for a number of years. The 
Government has been developing it, and if the extent of the de- 
posit turns out as promised, a supply may be expected from the 
half of the island open to commercial companies that is esti- 
mated at 200,000 tons a year for the next two hundred years. 

Mr. President, a battle ship without coal or liquid fuel is as 
helpless as a sailing ship at sea without wind. At Subig Bay 
there is no coal. There is plenty of water there, I notice by the 
report, although our estimates show that it will be necessary to 
sink wells for fresh water. 

From the report of the committee of nayal officers ordered to 
examine it I observe that 25.725 inches of rain fell in the 
month of June; 52.246 in the month of July; 37.765 in the month 


of August, and 27.678 in the month of September. In those 
months there was certainly a deluge of rain which would have 
washed everything away. 

So your committee thought, in considering this matter, that no 
injury could be done to the Government or to the port of Subig to 
expend this money upon the islands of Corregidor and Cabello at 
the entrance to Manila Bay. Believing so, we have made this 
recommendation, and I want to reiterate that we have no object 
in view except to do in an advisory sense what we believe the 
best interests of the Government require. 

In making these appropriations we must consider the available 
fund we haye at our disposal. We have cut down these esti- 
mates 50 per cent, and we believe to spread them over 70 miles 
from Manila Bay would not be advisable; that it would not be 
in the interest of economy or in the interest of the fortification 
of Subig Bay. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President—— - 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 
yield to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. PERKINS. With pleasure. 

Mr. CLAY. In connection with what the Senator is saying, 
let me call his attention to an item on the same page. I see 
that this bill carries about $5,000,000. The House bill car- 
ries a little over $4,000,000. The Senate has increased the 
amount nearly a million dollars—seven hundred and some odd 
thousand dollars. In going through the bill I notice on page 
8 that $1,452,000 of this $5,000,000 is to be used in our insular 
possessions for the purpose of coast defenses, etc. I also notice 
on page 8, line 12, the following item: ; 

For the purchase, manufacture, and test of seacoast cannon for coast 
defense for the insular possessions, including their 5 sights, 

e 


implements, equipments, and the machinery necessary for t manu- 
facture at the arsenals, $565,000. 


The House of Representatives thought that $200,000 was a 
sufficient sum for that purpose. I have read the report of the 
House committee, and it is very difficult for me to understand how 
a House committee can say that only $200,000 was necessary 
for this purpose and for the Senate committee to say that 
$565,000 was necessary for the same work. To say the least, the 
Senate committee ought to be able to give the Senate some 
reason why this appropriation is more than double the amount 
carried in the House bill. I want to call the Senator’s special 
attention to the fact that nearly two-thirds of this entire 
appropriaion is to be used for our insular possessions. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I am much pleased to learn 
that my friend from Georgia has read the hearings before the 
House committee. I wish he had done the committee of the 
Senate the honor to have read the hearings held before that 
committee. 

Mr. CLAY. I will ask the Senator has the Senate committee 
given us any report in regard to that matter? 

Mr. PERKINS. Most certainly they have. 

Mr. CLAY. I have the report before me here, and if there 
are any reasons given for it I have not been able to find them. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will read them, then, to my friend. I 
read from page 21 of the statement of General Crozier before 
the subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations: 


Senator Perkins. In your letter to the Secretary of War you also 
make the following recommendation : 


“GUN CARRIAGES FOR INSULAR POSSESSIONS. 


“In providing for guns, et and emplacements for the insular 

ssessions in the acts of April 21, 1904, March 3, 1905, and the pend- 
ng bill, the 12-inch guns and their emplacements have been carried 
ahead of the carriages therefor, so that the guns, carriages, and em- 
placements do not balance. ‘The carriages are seven short of the 
necessary number, and to prosde them the appropriation carried in 
lines 3 and 4 of page 8 should be increased by $365,000, making the 
total sum appropriated under the item $565,000. The discrepancy has 
been growing since the first act was pa , and results from misunder- 
standings arising in reducing the estimates made by the War Depart- 
ment, which, as submitted, balance.” 

This you explained to the House committee, General, but still they 
failed to act upon your recommendation. 

General Crozier. I did not have a complete opportunity to explain it 
to the House committee, because I did not know exactly the shape in 
which the bill was coming out of the committee. 

Senator PERKINS. Will you explain to the committee the status of the 
ease as it appears in your letter here and the reasons why you make 
this recommendation? 

General Crozier. Yes, sir. S 

There have been thus far two acts passed which 8 fortifications 
and the armament thereof in the insular possessions. The discrepancy 
is confined to the emplacements and carriages and guns of the largest 
size, namely, the guns of 12-inch caliber. 

By the act of April 21, 1904, there was a sum of money provided 
for emplacements for two 12-inch disappearing carriages; a the act 
of March 3, 1905, for four, and by this act, as it has passed the House 
of Representatives, for four more, making ten 12-inch emplacements ; 
and authority has been given to use the guns therefor from those which 
we have on hand, not requiring a new appropriation. 

By the act of April 21, 1904, the first of these before-mentioned acts, 
there was provided money for two 12-inch carriages, balanci the two 
emplacements; but oy the next act, that of March 3 1905, there was 
no appropriation made for 12-inch carriages, although one was made 
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for four 12-inch emplacements; and by the bill which you have before 
Ze there is only one 12-inch carriage provided for, although provision 
made for four 12-inch emplacements. 
Senator ALLISON. You are short seven carriages? 
General CROZIER. So, adding those figures, you see I am short seven 
carriages. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 
yield to the Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. PERKINS. With pleasure. 

Mr. SCOTT. I am very much of the opinion that General 
Crozier and those in charge are, to use a homely expression, 
“ putting the cart before the horse.” I visited your coast from 
San Diego clear up to Puget Sound. They are putting up em- 
placements. The guns are lying in the weeds, covered over with 
oil to keep them from rusting. ‘The great trouble is, they have not 
men to take care of the guns and the emplacements they have 
now. There should not be another emplacement or one of these 
sand pits on these projections into the sea until we haye men to 
take care of the guns and the carriages we have now. 

- I speak from personal observation of a half a dozen forts. 
The gun carriages we haye are not being employed. They have 
emplacements where there are no guns and they have guns 
where they have no emplacements. 

Mr. PERKINS. Further answering the Senator from Geor- 
gia, I think this is self-explanatory. It is as if we had the 
running gear of seven wagons, the wheels and axles, and no 
wagon beds to put on them, and they are therefore useless. 

Mr. SCOTT. If the Senator will allow me, they haye no men 
to put the wagon beds on the wagon wheels. 

Mr. PERKINS. They have no one to drive the horses. That 
is true. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I merely wish to call attention 
to the recommendations of the joint board. I will only read 
what they are all agreed on: 

The joint board is unanimously of the opinion— 

(1) That without a fortified naval base in the Philippines the Asiatic 
fleet can not keep open the lines of communication for supplies from 
the United States, or between the Army posts within the ilippines, 
without which supplies the military forces of the United States could 
not hold comm. of the islands. 


(2) That Manila is not, but that Subig Bay is, suited for a naval 
base and station, and of all harbors in the archipelago it is the best for 


the pu i É 

j (D ‘hat. the fortification of Subig Bay is essential to the security of 
a naval station located there. 

(9 That a fortified naval base at Subig Bay will contribute mate- 
rially to the defense of Manila Bay. 

Then I also desire to read what Admiral Dewey says in a 
letter to Mr. Foss, chairman of the Naval Committee of the 
House, dated February 14, 1906, with respect to this very bill: 

I thereupon went to Bung nay and spent considerable time in exam- 
ann it, particularly as to its fitness for a nayal base, and came to the 
conclusion, which has been strengthened by all my su uent study, 
that Olongapo was an ideal natural site for a naval station and im- 


measurably superior to any location in Manila Bay. 
' Very truly, yours, GEORGE DEWEY. 


Now, that proves the proposition that it is the uniform opinion 
of all those best qualified to judge that Olongapo, Subig Bay, 
is the place for the naval station. It is easily defended and has 
sufficient water. 

Ot course when I spoke about Batan and the coal mines I did 
not suppose we were going to attach a naval station to a coal 
mine. A naval station must be placed with regard to other 
considerations. It has been placed there. Eight hundred thou- 
sand dollars was the first appropriation for Subig Bay. We 
have been appropriating money ever since. The work has 
begun. There is a dock going there now worth a million and a 
quarter. I repeat my original figures, which I find confirmed 
by the House debate, that altogether nearly two million dollars 
and a half has been authorized or spent at Subig Bay. It is also 
for the defense of Manila. It is admitted that it is the station 
we shall always hold in those islands. 

Now. I submit that it is bad economy to prohibit the War and 
Navy Departments from spending any money at Subig Bay. 
Of course the purpose is to throw the expenditure to Cavite, 
where no money ought to be spent. It never, by any possibility, 
can be made a good station, because the water is not there. 

Mr. PERKINS. I should like to call the attention of the 
Senator to the chart of Manila Bay. 

Mr. LODGE. I have not been there, but I am fairly familiar 
with the chart. 

Mr. PERKINS. I should also like to call the attention of the 
Senator from Massachusetts to Batan Island. 

Mr. LODGE. I know where that is, too. 

Mr. PERKINS. I am sure we did wisely in purchasing those 
mines. 

Mr. LODGE. Yes. But suppose we find an iron mine, and it 
is wise to secure it; is it then to be argued that we must move 
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the naval station over to the iron mine? The naval station is 
military. It is not merely to be near a coal mine. The object 
is the military value, and the military value of Subig Bay is 
admitted by every expert whose opinion is worth anything. In 
the judgment of the joint board of the Army and the Navy, 
Subig Bay is the proper place for a naval base. We have 
already begun to spend money there 

Mr. ELKINS. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts yield to the Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly. 

Mr. ELKINS. If you establish a naval station at Subig Bay, 
will you not also have to establish one at Manila, and are you 


‘in favor of both? 


Mr. LODGE. I do not think it will be necessary, if we have 
a strong base at Subig Bay, to enter on very extensive fortifica- 
tions in Manila Harbor. - 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is only 70 miles away. 

Mr. LODGE. It is only 70 miles away, and Manila is such 
a large bay that the way to protect Manila is with a fleet. 
The fleet that holds Subig Bay is master of Manila. It may be 
necessary to have submarine mines in the channel, or something 
of that kind, but I do not think there is the slightest use of 
wasting large sums of money in fortifications around Cavite. 


-I think the way to defend Manila Bay is with a powerful fleet. 


You want a naval station at Subig Bay; you can easily fortify 
it; and there is where the naval property is and is going to be. 

Mr. ELKINS. As I understand it, in order to get to Subig 
Bay, in order to get deep water, you would have to dredge to 
a great extent, which would put the Government to great ex- 
pense, 

Mr. LODGE. The facts are exactly the other way. What 
needs to be done at Subig Bay is to fill in the land for the 
buildings, because it is now marshy. ‘There is great depth of 
water in Subig Bay. I am told by naval officers that you can 
not get a battle ship within 2 miles of Cavite. 

Mr. ELKINS. I will ask the Senator from Wyoming, who 
has been there, if it is not his impression from actual observa- 
tion that you would have to dredge there in order to get water 
enough to float a fleet? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, if I may be permitted to 
answer, I will say that part of the bay has deep water, but it 
is a part of the plan of those who advocate Subig Bay as a 
naval base to dredge more than a mile square, some of it over 
20 feet deep. 

Mr. PERKINS. I wish to call attention to the estimate made 
by the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks. It reads as 
follows: 

Toward dredging, filling, and grading, including cost of dredges and 
necessary tools and equipment (to cost $1,200,000). 

Two hundred and fifty thousand dollars is to be provided this 
year. I wish to ask the Senator from Massachusetts, with his 
permission, a question. 

Mr. LODGE. I will take the map which the Senator has fur- 
nished me, showing the depth of water. There are now 6 
8 of water right in the harbor of Olongapo. It goes up 
o it. 

Mr. PERKINS. There is no question about that. The only 
trouble is it is 70 miles from the place we want to fortify. 

Mr. BURROWS. Will the Senator allow me to correct him— 
that is, if the Secretary of War knows anything about it, and 
I think he does, because he has spent considerable time in the 
islands. He says it is only 35. 

Mr. PERKINS. That must be overland. 

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator mean to say it is a shorter 
distance by land than by water? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. PERKINS. I wish to ask the Senator from Massachu- 
setts this question, and it is the whole nut of the proposition. 
If Subig Bay is the place, and I do not controvert it or pre- 
tend to say it is not, why did not the Board of Fortifications 
and Coast Defenses, in submitting their report on February 21, 
submit a plan to us? They say it is an important port, I 
will admit, but they make no recommendation as to a plan or 
how it should be fortified. 

Mr. LODGE. I will ask what recommendation they make 
about Cavite? Have they a plan there? 

Mr. PERKINS. Eyer since we have had it—— 

Mr. LODGE. There is no plan for Cavite any more than 
there is for Subig Bay; but this is a proposition to prohibit any 
expenditure at Subig Bay and throw the expenditure to Carite, 
which, I submit, is a waste of money. 
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Mr. PERKINS. Admiral Dewey made a plan for the im- 
proyement of Manila Bay, and we have been working on those 
lines eyer since. 

Mr. LODGE. I am not speaking of improvements to Manila 
Bay. I am speaking of the fortification of Cavite. They have 
submitted no plan for that. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I should like 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu- 
setts yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. LODGE. Ido. I yield to any Senator. 

Mr. TELLER. If I could get the attention of the Senator 
from Massachusetts, or of some other Senator, I should like to 
ask him a question. If this money is not expended at Subig 
oe is it going to be expended? Will somebody tell us 

at 

Mr. LODGE. Where is the money fo be expended if not at 
Subig Bay? is the question the Senator from Colorado asks. 

Mr. PERKINS. It is to be expended, in the discretion of the 
Board of Fortifications, in Manila Bay, in the islands of Cor- 
regidor and Cabello, and in the Hawaiian Islands. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Colorado will see exactly the 
point of it, It is to deprive them of discretion as to Subig Bay. 
They have discretion to spend money without any plan at 
Cavite or Corregidor or any other point in Manila Bay, but they 
have no discretion as to Subig Bay, which has been taken as a 
nayal station and where we have made large expenditures. 

Mr. TELLER. I do not know much about this bill. While 
I am a member of the Committee on Appropriations, which re- 
ported it, I am not a member of the subcommittee, and unfor- 
tunately I did not get any notice of the meeting of the committee 
and was not present at all. 

I do not know what it will cost to do this work, but I under- 
stand that the naval people are extremely anxious to do this 
work at Subig Bay. I understand from the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts that two millions and a half have already been ex- 
pended there. Some one says $800,000, and that the remainder 
has ‘been authorized. I should like to know the character of 
those expenditures, if some one can tell me. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator, if he should go there, unless 
there has been something very materially added in the last 
few months, would see a part of a wharf; about what would 
be built at some siding where cord wood is loaded. That is 
all there is in sight. The money may have been appropriated 
and may have been properly used, but from the view point of 
the bay itself there is nothing in sight except a small wooden 
pier, which runs out a little ways, where small vessels can 
unload. 

Mr. TELLER. I wish to ask the Senator from California, 
who has this bill in charge, where they propose to expend the 
money that is to be expended in the Hawaiian Islands? Is 
there any definite place for that expenditure? 

Mr. PERKINS. It wiil be expended partly in the port of 
Honolulu and at Pearl Harbor. However, that is a matter 
which has been agreed upon. The improvement of Pearl 
Harbor and the fortification of Honolulu have been agreed 
upon under the plan submitted to our committee, of which the 
Senator is a member, four years since. But this is a new plan 
of operation. It is an appropriation of money for which we 
have no plan, and as the Senator was not present when I read 
from the reports—— 

Mr. TELLER. Yes, I was; but I could not hear it over here, 
with all the noise there is in the Chamber. 

Mr. PERKINS. I should like to read it again for the benefit 
of the Senator. It is from the Chief of the Bureau of Naviga- 
tion, an eminent naval officer, the peer of anyone in our Navy 
or any other navy, and he says what I shall read about Olon- 
gapo. The money we appropriated at the last session of Con- 
gress, to which the Senator from Massachusetts referred, has 
not been expended, as I infer from this: 


ner in which money for the building uP of Olongapo could be most 
Since the land for the site has 
to be raised from 3 to 6 feet above its present level, the time required 


to establish a repair station at this 
seven years; and he estimated cost will be $4,000,000, This should 
better output and 


establish a plant which would have a somewhat 
better facilities than the present station at Cavite. 

What your committee claim is that there is no necessity of 
spending a part of this money at Subig Bay at this time, as we 
have machine shops and a naval station at Cavite, and the 


money should be expended there for fortifying the island of 
Corregidor and the other island that guards the entrance to the 


bay. When the Board of Fortifications and Coast Defenses 
shall submit to the Congress a plan for the fortification of Subig 
Bay, I do not believe there is a member of the committee who 
will gainsay their recommendation; but until that time comes 
let us spend this money where it can be advantageously used. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator speaks of these naval and Army 
officers. Why can we not trust to their discretion? Why must 
we undertake to prohibit the expenditure of this money at a 
SS place, which will simply involve double expenditure in the 
en 

Mr. TELLER obtained the floor. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President 

Mr. ELKINS (to Mr. ALLISON). Mr. TELLER has the floor. 

Mr. ALLISON. I beg pardon. 

Mr. TELLER. I yield to the Senator from Iowa, because I 
want some information. I have not got it, and he may have it. 
So I hope he will proceed. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, I do not know that I can give 
the Senate or the Senator the information required. My chief 
reason for agreeing to this prohibition of expenditure at Subig 
Bay was that the committee had no information which would 
justify them in providing for such expenditure. So far as the 
statements and reports disclose, there is nothing practically now 
at Subig Bay, and there will be very little at Subig Bay except 
this great dry dock, and, as is stated in the report from which 
the Senator from California has just read, it will take from 
six to seven years to prepare the ground for the naval station. 
Therefore, it appeared to us that it was premature for us to 
undertake now or to allow anybody else to undertake to spend 
money for fortifications at Subig Bay. 

Indeed it seems to me that there is no pressing necessity for 
spending this money anywhere in the Philippines at this time. 

Mr. TELLER. That I agree with. 

Mr. ALLISON. But there was a small appropriation pro- 
vided in the bill as it came from the House, to be expended 
ratably in the Hawaiian Islands, at Pearl Harbor and Honolulu, 
and a small appropriation for expenditures in the Philippine 
Islands. The appropriation in the bill is less than half what 
is desired. I speak now generally, because I only listened to 
the testimony taken before the committee and to the reading of 
reports. Now, there is nowhere that I can discover—and if 
the Senator from Massachusetts has that information and will 
give it to us, he will throw a great deal of light upon this sub- 
ject, so far as I am concerned—any estimate or statement which 
discloses with reasonable accuracy the cost of the new nayal 
station at Subig Bay. 

Mr. LODGE. I can inform the Senator, if he cares to be in- 
formed. : 

Mr. ALLISON, I shall be very glad to have it. 

Mr. LODGE. I will venture to read the statement of the 
chairman of the Naval Committee of the House. He said: 

Now, there is one other thing I want to say, and that Is that all of 
these estimates which we hear about, of forty milllon dellars and a 
hundred million dollars, and all that sort of thing, sre brought in here 
for no other reason than a to make the proposition look ridiculous. 
I never heard of them until I heard them on this floor. The first prop- 
osition was a proposition between twenty and thirty million dollars, 
and the last proposition was a proposition brought before our com- 
mittee by Mr. Secretary Moody, when he was Secretary of the Navy, 
for $9,000,000, extending over a long period of years. These state- 
ments can be verified by referring to the testimony— 

Which is in the House hearings. I have not those hearings 
at hand for the moment. But it has all been laid out, and the 
$9,000,000 project was agreed to by the House and by the Naval 
Committee of the Senate subsequently. I can not put my hands 
on the hearings at this moment of time, but if the Senate will 
let it go over, I will find it. 

Mr. ALLISON. That is the information I want. The esti- 
mate of $20,000,000 has been reduced, according to the RECORD, 
from $20,000,000 to $9,000,000; and it is a most remarkable fact 
that so large a reduction can be made in so short a time. 

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will excuse me, they never 
adopted the $20,000,000 proposition. 

Mr. ALLISON. Certainly not. 

Mr. LODGE. They adopted the $9,000,000 project. 

Mr. ALLISON. They adopted the modified proposition of 
$9,000,000. 

Mr. LODGE. They did. That was two years ago. 

Mr. ALLISON. That was two years ago. 

This is an expenditure for a naval station. Now, before any 
material expenditure has been made at Subig Bay, they ask us 
in a fortifications bill to appropriate money which may be ex- 
pended in the discretion of somebody at Subig Bay. The com- 
mittee believed, and I believe, that it is not wise for us to au- 
thorize the expenditure of money at Subig Bay until we have 
a larger and better notion of the cost. 

Besides that, there is practically nothing there to defend, 
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and there will be nothing except this dry dock, which will be 
there, according to the Senator from California, by Christmas. 

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator from Iowa allow me? 

Mr. ALLISON. I will. 

Mr. LODGE. If he will moye to strike from the bill all 
of the appropriation for the fortification of the Philippines, I 
will vote with him; but what I object to is this attempt to force 
the expenditure for fortifications in the Philippines into Cavite, 
where, from my knowledge of the subject (although I have not 
been fortunate enough to visit the islands, I have studied the 
subject for a good many years), I believe it will be a dead waste. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to say that I am waiting for a 
good opportunity to move to strike out the words “and the 
Philippine Islands.” 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator will allow me a few minutes 
more I will give him that opportunity. 

Mr. TELLER. I do not want to hurry the Senator. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow me? 

Mr, ALLISON. Certainly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I want to say to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts that when we had a naval station at Port Royal and 
were endeavoring to build it up, we found great difficulty in 
getting any encouragement or help from the Navy Department, 
because, as they said, Port Royal was nowhere. There was 
plenty of water there; it was a magnificent harbor, but there 
was no town, no anything. Therefore, after several years of 
stepmotherly treatment, we consented to haye the harbor at 
Charleston examined relatively to Port Royal; and the naval 
station was transferred to Charleston, where there is plenty of 
water under the jetty system which was established by Con- 
gress several years ago. 

Now, this Subig Bay programme originally contemplated 
$20,000,000. The Naval Committee was so much taken off 
its feet, so to speak, by the magnitude of that proposition that 
it felt unwilling to make any move at all, and finally the 
naval officers or the board modified and brought down their 
estimates to $9,000,000. This fortification programme involves, 
as the Senator from Iowa has just stated, the fortification of 
a lot of water and nothing else. There is no city there; there 
is no dock there, except this one that is floating around. We 
can carry it to Manila Bay just as well as to Subig Bay, if we 
are going to use it 

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator allow me? It is impossible 
to place the dock at Manila or Cavite, according to the state- 
ment of naval officers. 

Mr. TILLMAN. It certainly is impossible to place it at 
Olongapo, because, if the Senator will look at the chart in front 
of him, he will find that the depth of water is but 12, 13, or 14 
feet, and you would have to dredge out the harbor in order to 
get the dock within a mile of the town. 

Mr. ELKINS. It is not that deep. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Twelve, 13, or 14 feet. You will have to 
make a harbor in front of the proposed naval station 

Mr. LODGE. I think you are mistaken. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Before you can touch it with anything ex- 
cept the expenditure of money. You can haye no dock there. 

Mr. LODGE. There are 6 fathoms of water immediately 
against the town. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Six fathoms? 

Mr. LODGE. Six fathoms. 

Mr. TILLMAN, Bleyen feet. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. TELLER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Committee on Appropriations believed 
that it was unwise to commence fortifications until we had 
something to defend, especially so when we haye a yery large 
plan of additional fortifications to defend our own coast and a very 
urgent request for the expenditure of money in that direction. 

But there was another reason which operated upon my mind 
with respect to this matter, and that was that I conceived it to 
be a matter for the Committee on Nayal Affairs to determine, 
first, whether they intend to establish a naval station there to 
take the place of the station at Cavite. The Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts seems to think that Subig Bay or this particular 
point is the only suitable place for a naval station. If we are 
to have a naval station there, let us have it under a full knowl- 
edge of the cost of it, present and prospective, and when we 
have commenced the work there and have made a substantial 
progress in it, if it needs the defense that is required from the 
Army to fortify that coast, then we can make provision for it. 

Mr. LODGE. I entirely agree with that proposition. Strike 
out the Philippines from the bill. 


Mr. ALLISON. I will agree with the Senator on that point; 
we will have no trouble about it if that is his judgment. He is 
chairman of the Committee on the Philippines, and the islands 
| are largely in his keeping, and if he thinks that ought to be 
done I shall follow him. 


Mr. LODGE. I am perfectly willing to strike out the whole 
Philippine Islands from the bill. What I am not willing to do 
is to prohibit the expenditure of money at the only point where, 
in my judgment, money ought to be expended. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. ALLISON. I will have a word more in answer to that. 
Perhaps money ought to be expended at Subig Bay, but it ought 
not to be expended in building fortifications until we have some- 
thing to defend. Therefore, whatever money is expended at 
Subig Bay should be expended after a full and careful considera- 
tion of the matter by the Committee on Naval Affairs. No bet- 
ter reason can be given for that than the fact that the Senator 
from California and the Senator from South Carolina, both of 
whom are members of the Committee on Naval Affairs, have 
already looked into this matter to a degree which convinces 
them that we should not fortify Subig Bay, because they are 
both on the Committee on Appropriations and botlr voted for 
this amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. I want to emphasize that fact, if the Senator 
please. The general commanding the Division of the Philippine 
Islands has not reported in favor of it. His report in 1903 was 
rather against it. The last report of Major-General Corbin was 
in 1905, and be has not a word to say about it. He is silent. 

Mr. LODGE. I do not suppose he was reporting on a naval 
station. 
` Mr. PERKINS. No. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President 

Mr. PERKINS. Reports on fortifications and recommenda- 
tions for fortifications are under the War Department. When 
it comes to consider the question under the Navy Department, 
the Committee on Naval Affairs will try to give it a careful 
consideration and recommend what they believe to be in the 
interests of the Navy. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado has 
the floor. ` 

Mr. CLAY. Will the Senator yield to me for a minute? 

Mr. TELLER. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. CLAY. I understood the Senator from Massachusetts to 
say that he would be glad to vote in favor of striking from 
the bill every feature of it that relates to our insular posses- 
sions. 

Mr. LODGE. Oh, no, Mr. President, I did not say anything 
of the kind. I said I would be glad to strike the Philippines 
out of this paragraph, and I hope it will be done. 

Mr. CLAY. I will say to the Senator 

Mr. LODGE. What I am trying to prevent is forcing the 
Government to wast money at Cavite. That is what I am 
trying to prevent. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. TELLER. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN, With all this talk of the waste of money it 
is not proposed to spend one dollar of this appropriation at 
Cavite except that expending it at the mouth of Manila Bay 
and protecting Manila will, incidentally, of course, protect 
Cavite. 

Mr. LODGE. Anyone who will look at the map will see that 
Cavite is not the place to protect Manila Bay. 

Mr. WARREN. It is not claimed that it is, but the narrow 
entrance to Manila Bay, of course, is to be protected by proper 
fortffications. 

Mr. LODGE (indicating on the map). Cavite is in there. 
The entrance to the bay is out there. 

Mr. SCOTT, Will the Senator from Colorado yield to me for 
a moment? 

Mr. TELLER. I have yielded to the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Cray], and he has the floor. 

Mr. CLAY. I understood the Senator from Massachusetts to 
say that he is in favor of striking out of the bill everything 
that relates to our insular possessions, 

Mr. LODGE. Oh, no; the Senator could not have understood 
me to say that, and he knows I never did say it. 

Mr. CLAY. The Senator says I misunderstood him. I was 
going to ask the Senator, if he did say that, how he had reached 
the conclusion that it was not necessary for us to fortify in 
order to defend the Philippine Islands? 

Mr. LODGE. It is not necessary for me to explain a state- 
ment I did not make. 
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Mr. CLAY. Then I understand the Senator to say that he is 
in favor of striking from the bill everything that has reference 
to seacoast batteries in the Philippine Islands? 

Mr. LODGE. I never said it, or anything resembling it. 

Mr. CLAY. Then the Senator did say he is in favor of strik- 
ing from the bill lines 5, 6, 7, and 8? 

Mr. LODGE. No, Mr. President, I did not say that. 

Mr. CLAY. What did the Senator say? 

Mr. LODGE. I said I was in favor of striking out all of this 
paragraph that relates to the Philippine Islands. 

Mr, CLAY. The paragraph reads as follows: 

For construction of seacoast batteries in the Hawallan and Philip- 
pine Islands, $600,000. 

Mr. LODGE. That is not striking out the Philippines. 

Mr. CLAY. The Senator did say he is in favor of striking 
out everything in the paragraph that relates to the Philippine 
Islands. 

Mr. LODGE. I did, and I repeat it. 

Mr. CLAY. Does the Senator admit, then, that it would leave 
it in this shape, that the appropriation of $600,000 shall be ap- 
plied to the Hawaiian Islands? 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly; and the appropriation can be well 
applied to Pearl Harbor. 

Mr. CLAY. Does the Senator have any idea how much money 
it would take to perfect our coast defenses in the Philippine 
Islands? Has he any idea how much money we will have to 
spend there in order to get through with this work? I see that 
this bill carries $5,000,000, and two-thirds of this vast sum is to 
go to the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. LODGE. I am not upon the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. I have no doubt the Senator from California, who is 
yery familiar with this subject, can tell the Senator in one mo- 
ment what will be required to fortify the Philippines. But I 
can not do it, as the fortifications are not within the province 
of the Philippines Committee. I am only protesting here 
against what I believe will be a wasteful expenditure of the 
public money. If money is to be spent for fortifications it 
ought not to be spent at Cavite. Of that I am satisfied. 

Mr. CLAY. I agree with the Senator in regard to that. 

Mr. WARREN. Is the Senator aware of the fact I state 
that there is no fortification intended at Cavite, but at the en- 
trance to the bay? Cavite is situated in one part of the bay and 
Manila at another, and you can not protect Manila without in- 
cidentally protecting Cavite. The fortifications are at the 
mouth of the bay. 

Mr. LODGE. If this money is to be spent in the Philippine 
Islands for fortifications it is to be spent either at Subig Bay or 
at Manila Bay, or in both places. 

Mr. CLAY. Why does the Senator 

Mr. LODGE. If you prohibit its being spent at Subig Bay, 
it must be spent for the defense of Cavite and Manila. There 
is no plan for that any more than there is for Subig Bay. I 
think we had better let the whole thing go rather than put in 
this prohibition. 

Mr. CLAY. Why does the Senator say the money must be 
spent at the places designated by himself? If the amendment 
in lines 6 and 7 is stricken out would it not be spent in the dis- 
cretion of the War Department anywhere they might choose? 

Mr. LODGE. I am speaking of the bill as it stands, not of 
the bill as it will be. 

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Scorr] 
asked me to yield to him. I will yield to him now if he desires. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I think before we commence to 
spend money either at Subig Bay or in the Hawaiian Islands, 
or at any other place further than is now under contract, we 
first should provide men to take care of the work. If the Senate 
does not intend to support a bill that has been sent to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs by the War Department increasing 
the Coast Artillery 10,000 men, in my judgment every dollar that 
we appropriate for additional fortifications and in spending 
money for these very expensive guns is money yery illy appro- 
priated, and certainly wasteful, because they are not being taken 
care of. As I said a moment ago, there are fortifications and 
emplacements where you haye no guns, There are other places 
where you have guns and you have no fortifications, and you 
have no men to take care of them. At other places you have 
carriages and other munitions of war that are going to waste 
because they are not properly cared for. Unless you are going 
to increase the Coast Artillery, in my judgment you might just 
as well save the money that it is proposed to appropriate for 
these additional fortifications and emplacements. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I think this condition is rather 
unusual. We are here with a bill under which some Senators 
think we ought to spend money in one place and others in an- 
other. There is, I understand, no detailed plan that anybody 


oe depend upon as to the character of the expenditure at Subig 
ay. 

As stated by the Senator from Massachusetts, $20,000,000 
were suggested. Nobody who listened to that suggestion had 
any idea that $20,000,000 would complete what the naval people 
wanted. But suddenly, when they found that was not accept- 
able, they dropped it to $9,000,000. Of course, we understood 
they would go on with the $9,000,000 if they got it. They would 
make some kind of an arrangement for the fortification and 
defense of that harbor; and later we would be called upon to 
make a further expenditure, and nobody knows how much that 
expenditure would be. 

I think the mistake the committee made was that they did 
not strike out all about the Philippine Islands in the beginning, 
that they did not confine themselves to the harbor and forti- 
fications of the place they have some knowledge of, and that, of 
course, is Pearl Harbor, and not the Philippine Islands. I was 
not present at the hearing nor when the conclusion was reached. 
I am not able to say whether the $600,000 now would be prop- 
erly applied in the Hawaiian Islands or not, but I have dis- 
covered that no matter how large you make the appropriation 
for these coast and harbor defenses you will never have enough; 
there will always be a cry for more. So, I have no doubt, if 
we should strike out the word “ Philippines” here and leave it 
an appropriation for the Hawaiian Islands alone, that money 
would be expended as other money is expended. Whether it 
will be enough to complete the work there or not I do not know, 
but I should presume not. 

Mr. President, in the first place, I do not think we should 
enter upon a series of experiments in the Philippine Islands; 
that is to say, I do not thnk we should commence on this harbor 
and then on the other harbor, putting money here and money 
there. I think Congress should have a definite and determined 
plan. If we are going to expend money in the Philippine Is- 
lands, we should select some place which is the best place to 
spend our money, where we will get the most possible for it. 
And I want to guarantee now that you will not get very much 
from the expenditure, whichever harbor or whichever bay you 
select. But there should be some determinate plan. We can 
not possibly fortify all the harbors, 

Now, what is the necessity of our fortifyng any harbor in the 
Philippine Islands? If we have a foreign war, we shall defend 
them entirely, if we attempt to protect the Philippine Islands, 
with our Navy; and if we fail with the Navy, we shall fail 
no matter how much money we put on fortifications. 

The recent developments of modern warfare have shown that 
it is beyond the possibility of man’s genius to create fortifica- 
tions that the modern guns can not destroy. It was said before 
the Russian and Japanese war that Port Arthur could be de- 
fended against the combined fleets of the world. It probably 
was the strongest place in the world, so far as artificial means 
were concerned; and yet it went down before a second-class 
nation’s fleet. If we ever have a war that will require forti- 
fications in the Philippine Islands, we will require such forti- 
fications as will take not $20,000,000, or $200,000,000, but 
$500,000,000. We may make some defense of those islands 
with our ships, but we shall find that if we are ever met by a 
war with any nation on earth that has got a fleet, little or great, 
eyery man in the United States will wish that before the islands 
came to us they had disappeared from the sight of man. 

Mr. President, they are an encumbrance upon us. I should 
like to have somebody tell me how much money we have ex- 
pended in the seven or eight years that we have been dealing 
with those islands. You can not get any reliable statement 
from any official of the Government. Nobody wants to say 
what it has cost. Very few men could show the amount if 
they should try. I remember that as much as three years ago 
the then senior Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Hoar, declared 
on the floor of the Senate, after a careful and detailed state- 
ment, that more than $600,000,000 had then been expended. 
Within two months afterwards the ‘senior senator from Texas 
[Mr. CuLgerson] declared on this floor that he had made a cal- 
culation, the best that he could get, and $650,000,000 had been 
expended.. Two years ago and more a distinguished statistician 
of Massachusetts, a friendly statistician, a man friendly to the 
Administration now in power, declared that we had expended 
in the Philippine Islands $800,000,000. 

Mr. President, we have spent a great deal of money there. 
We have got practically nothing back, as everybody knows. 
Our trade, if every dollar of it was profit, would not begin to 
compensate us for the expenditures of the last year, let alone 
the numerous years before. We do buy a little of them, and we 
sell a very little to them. I hope the time will come when we 
shall be rid of the Philippine Islands. I hope the time is not 
far distant when the American people will conclude that it is 
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not the province of a nation like ours to attempt the civilization 
of any other country perforce. 

è In the whole history of the world there is no instance where 
a nation outside of another has been able to eleyate them in ciy- 
ilization and in morals. I deny that any Senator can show me 
a single instance where civilization has not come from the in- 
side and never where it has come from the outside. In making 
this statement not long ago a Senator said to me: “I will point 
to you India.” The civilization of India, with nearly two hun- 
dred years of English administration, is not one whit better 
to-day, except in a few particulars, than it was nearly two hun- 
dred years ago. 

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar- 
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which the Secretary will state. 

The SECRETARY. A bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, 
and all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have made inquiry, and I find no one who is 
ready to go on with the discussion of the rate bill this morning, 
though we have promise of a good many speeches to-morrow and 
the next day. I therefore ask that the unfinished business be 
laid aside temporarily in order that the consideration of the 
fortifications appropriation bill may be completed. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Carolina 
asks that the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 


REORGANIZATION OF THE CONSULAR SERVICE, 


The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1345) to 
provide for the reorganization of the consular service of the 
United States. 

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate disagree to the amend- 
ments of the House and request a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two houses. 

The motion was agreed to. 

By unanimous consent the Vice-President was authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate; and Mr. LODGE, 
Mr. CuLtom, and Mr. Morean were appointed. 


HOUSE BILLS BEFERRED. 


H. R. 15744. An act to abolish the office of Lieutenant-General 
of the Army of the United States was read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 15848. An act authorizing the sale of timber on the 
Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation for the benefit of the In- 
dians belonging thereto was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

H. J. Res. 117. Joint resolution extending the time for open- 
ing to public entry the unallotted lands on the ceded portion of 
the Shoshone or Wind River Indian Reservation, in Wyoming, 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Public Lands, 

FORTIFICATIONS APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 14171) making appropriations for 
fortifications and other works of defense, for the armament 
thereof, for the procurement of heavy ordnance for trial and 
service, and for other pu 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MELLER] is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I did not rise to discuss the 
Philippine question, whether we ought to hold the islands, or 
whether we ought to abandon them, and I will not take the time 
of the Senate further on that question. I simply want to move 
now to strike out of line 6, page 8, the words “and Philippine 
Islands,” lenving the appropriation, unless some one chodses to 
move to reduce it, of $600,000 to go to the Hawaiian Islands. I 
think it must be apparent that we are not in a condition to de- 
termine whether we ought to put this money on Subig Bay or on 
Manila Bay. That leaves it entirely to be spent on the Hawaiian 
Islands. I understood some Senators on the other side to say 
it could be profitably and properly expended under present con- 
ditions at Pearl Harbor. 

Mr. ELKINS. Mr. President, I do not agree with the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] in his desire to get rid of the Phil- 
ippine Islands, and I hardly think this is the time, on the forti- 
fications appropriation bill, to discuss a question so broad and 
of so much importance. The fact is, I think the Philippine 
Islands, as we have them, will prove of great advantage to the 
United States. I think they furnish a base for operations in 
the East, where we must extend our commerce and protect 
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American interests. Relatively, our trade and commerce with 
the Orient is destined to be more important than with Europe. 

It does not belong to Anglo-Saxon blood to give up land under 
any circumstances. I neyer knew a man who had land so poor 
that he would give it up or allow somebody to take it for noth- 
ing. I have never known the Anglo-Saxons as a nation in any 
part of the world to give up land once conquered or acquired. 

I do not see why the proposition is so frequently brought into 
this Chamber to surrender the Philippine Islands, which I con- 
sider valuable possessions in the East. Give them up? Sur- 
render to whom, how, when, and for what? I think the Philip- 
pine Islands are, as I said, necessary to the establishment and 
expansion of our commerce, and I think they will never be given 
up or surrendered by the United States any more than Porto 
Rico, or Cuba if we had it, or any other island or any other 
land; any more than we would give up Arizona, New Mexico, or 
any part of our national domain. The Philippine Islands con- 
stitute a part or portion of the territory of the United States. 

It does not belong to American policy and the American mind 
to give up real estate—land situate anywhere the flag floats on 
this globe. Territory is becoming limited, anyway. There are 
few places not occupied. The United States, by the fortunes of 
war, finds itself in possession of the Philippines, and I hope it 
will keep them not only now, but for all time, and I believe it 
will. I don’t believe the time will ever come when the people 
will give up the Philippine Islands. 

Now, Mr. President, coming to this amendment, the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations had hearings and gave the subject very 
careful consideration. The chief objection to appropriating 
this sum of money was that the undertaking would involve the 
expenditure of very large sums of money—some said $40,000,000, 
some said $50,000,000, and others got it down as low as 
$9,000,000. Before beginning operations of this magnitude we 
should haye ample time to find a suitable and the best place to 
fortify, if we are going to fortify at all. I do not see any 
pressing necessity for fortifying just now. I do not know of 
any nation that wants to take the islands away from us. If 
they do, they will find at least half of this Chamber on the other 
side ready to give them up without fortifying them. 

Mr. BACON. I will say to the Senator he would find it very 
difficult to find any nation to take them, if offered as a gift. 

Mr. ELKINS. I am glad of that, but I find that a part of the 
Senate thinks they would be willing to give them up. But I 
hardly think we will give them up. 

Mr. President, the sum involved here is only $600,000, and it 
is to be distributed to other portions of our possessions. Some 
of it goes to Honolulu. I have looked at this chart, and un- 
questionably, if I am right, for a mile out from land at 
Olongapo the water is in places only a fourth of a fathom and 
half a fathom and one and a quarter fathoms deep. Out about 
a mile the water begins to be six fathoms. Farther out it is 
twelve, seventeen, and nineteen fathoms. 

We should not begin operations on this scale—great improve- 
ments, permanent, and to last forever—without some definite 
knowledge, and surely not at a place that will require a mile of 
excavation before you can get to the mainland. 

Mr. LODGE. At Cavite? 

Mr. ELKINS. I am not for Cavite any more than I am for 
this place just now. I think we need more light on the subject. 

Mr. LODGE. That is right. 

Mr, ELKINS. If the great party that seems so eager to give 
up the Philippine Islands should succeed, unfortunately for the 
country, at the next election or the election thereafter, and give 
them up, we will save the money by not making this appropria- 
tion, and the country we cede them to will not have the fortifica- 
tions. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to make the suggestion to the 
Senator that if he desires to assist the Den ocratie party in the 
next election I hope he will persuade the people that they are in 
favor of giving up the Philippines. 

Mr. ELKINS. The Democratie party? 

Mr. TELLER. Yes. 

Mr. ELKINS. I do not think when you come to test It 
squarely, although there is a great deal of talk in this Cham- 
ber, that the Democratic party will commit itself to any such 
policy. I think the Democrats have a good deal of human 
nature in them. They are of just about the same blood as the 
Republicans, and when it comes to giving up anything for 
nothing or to persuading somebody to take our property for 
nothing, they will be found about as far from doing it as Re- 
publicans are. I do not think, when it comes to the ‘test, the 
Democratic party will give up the Phillippines under any cir- 
cumstances, especially without a consideration, and I do not 
believe the Democratic party will put a surrender or give-up 
plank in their next platform. If they should, the Republican 
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party is willing and will meet them on that issue, as it has 
met them upon other great issues before the people. 

Mr. TELLER. That is, they will put it in their platform, too, 
I suppose. 

Mr. ELKINS. The Republicans will declare and say they 
will neyer surrender our possessions and give them up for 
nothing, possessions that have cost us money and blood. 

Mr. TELLER. And that have cost us a good deal of money. 

Mr. ELKINS. And a good deal of blood. 

Mr. President, I hope the committee will be sustained in the 
position it has taken. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I haye no wish to discuss 
general Philippine policy or politics at the present time. We 
have before us a fortifications appropriation bill, not for making 
naval appropriations, but for making appropriations to fortify 
various harbors and places throughout the United States and 
its insular possessions. 

Subig Bay, or Olongapo, as it is called, contains nothing 
now to defend. According to the Senator from Massachusetts, 
and I take it for granted he is correct, there have been appro- 
priations of a million or two made, and they are yet unex- 
pended, as everyone knows who has yisited the place. So there 
is no necessity at this time for appropriating any money for 
fortifying Subig Bay, because they have not expended what 
they have already in hand and there is nothing in the bay call- 
ing for defense. 

It is unnecessary to appropriate now, because there is nothing 
there to protect. It would be foolish indeed to take any portion 
of the $600,000, that small amount, and use it at Subig Bay at 
the present time when the money is so much needed at other 
places where we haye something to protect—the Hawaiian 
Islands, Manila Bay, and possibly other points. If the Senator 
from Massachusetts wishes to leaye Manila Bay, and thus the 
city of Manila and Cavite, without fortifications, and his amend- 
ment should carry, the responsibility will have to be with him 
and those who think with him. 

When that Senator or any Senator claims that Subig Bay 
protects Manila, then he might, with equal justice, claim that 
Boston Harbor protects Washington, and we might as well roll 
the guns we haye along the Potomac down into the river. 

Mr. LODGE. I am sure the Senator does not mean to mis- 
quote me. I said the fleet would protect Manila, and if Manila 
had any other protection than Subig Bay, it would necessarily 
be the fleet. 

Mr. WARREN. Then, does the Senator say that he does not 
want to fortify the entrance of Manila Bay? bs 

Mr. LODGE. We have no plan for fortifying either place. 
We could use torpedoes and guns at the opening of Manila Bay. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Massachusetts ought not 
to deceive himself or others. It is not a matter of guns, etc., 
at Manila and Cavite. It is the entrance of the bay, where there 
is narrow deep water, with the banks high on each side and with 
the Corregidor Islands in the channel, through which every 
vessel must go to reach Cavite or Manila, 15 or 20 miles away. 
When you have fortified that bay you have fortified about all 
there is at present in the Philippine Islands in the way of 
property interests, or at least you have the key to the Philip- 
pines. When you fortify Subig Bay you fortify a sheet of water 
that has as yet practically nothing in it, surrounded by a country 
that is nearly as wild as this country was before Christopher 
Columbus discovered it. There is nothing there. I am not in- 
veighing against Subig Bay as a place for a great naval base in 
time, but it is unnecessary to appropriate at this time when it 
will take four or five years to prepare the ground, do the dredg- 
ing, etc., ready for building. It is unnecessary now to erect 
fortifications and provide in this bill—which is for fortifica- 
tions alone—a sum to fortify Subig Bay. 

Senators talk about $9,000,000, and about $18,000,000; and in 
another place certain members talked about $100,000,000; and 
it was stated, I think by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Longer], that $4,000,000 or more would be required to prepare the 
land. With ail that uncertainty is it not best for this Senate 
to have some kind of a base to work upon in the way of es- 
timates before we take a little pickayunish matter of $600,000, 
needed elsewhere, and divide it up and use a portion of it for 
defending that naked sheet of water, with nothing in sight or 
nothing of consequence within 70 miles of it? 

Mr. LODGE. Has the Senator from Wyoming ever landed at 
Olongapo, or has he ever been in Olongapo? 

Mr. WARREN. No., 

Mr. LODGE. I understand that there is a small town there 
and that it is not an absolute wilderness, as the Senator has 
stated. The statement is that there is a town there with 1,200 
inhabitants. 

Mr. WARREN. I think that is a mistake. I have not landed 


there, but in sailing in and about the bay there is not a thing in 
sight. People in Manila, officers of the Navy and Army, who 
have been there and who are charged with the responsibility of, 
it make the statement that every hut, building, and shop must 
be put up there anew; and it has seemed to us that it is the 
part of wisdom not to follow the proposition with works of 
defense just now. 

Now, as to Cavite, we have a very considerable navy-xard 
that cost four or five million dollars; we have several hundreds 
or thousands of men employed there who have homes in 
the city of Cavite; and we can get along very well there until 
such time as Congress may, first, ascertain what we need; sec- 
ond, what it will cost; and then, third, appropriate that sum 
accordingly. We are in no immediate necessity for an addi- 
tional naval base. Suppose for the present we continue the use 
of Cavite, although it may not be as good as what might be 
made at Subig Bay. 

I want to say that, so far as I am concerned, when the proper 
time comes, if Subig is determined to be the proper place to 
make a great naval port or base, I shall be very glad to join 
with others; but it is the business of the Navy to provide, first, 
something for us to defend before we erect fortification works. 
So far they are at odds; they do not agree. There are two sides 
to the matter. They are hesitating there whether or not they 
will spend the money we have already appropriated. Then why 
shall we, in an appropriation bill intended for fortifications 
alone, jump in and fortify some wild place, when it will be, ac- 
cording to the best calculations here, from three to ten years 
before there is a single structure to defend? 

I hope the amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado 
will not prevail, because there is no question but what we ought 
to fortify the entrace to Manila Bay. It is idle to say because 
we fortfy New York that Baltimore is fortified, or because we 
fortify Boston, a few hundred miles away, that Washington is 
fortified. 

It does not matter what we do at Subig Bay or when we do 
it, we must expend some money at the mouth of Manila Bay 
just the same; and this $600,000, which can be divided betweeen 
the Hawaiian Islands and the mouth of Manila Bay, will not 
give them more than they need, nor as much; and this is all for 
which this bill for this one year provides and all we need to 
now consider. If anything is necessary at Subig Bay, and if 
they want an appropriation later and can tell us anything about 
it, I will very cheerfully vote in favor of whatever sum it may 
be, even if it be $6,000,000 instead of $600,000; but I hope the 
present bill will stand as the committee reported it. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I only desire to say that there 
are no more plans for the fortification of Manila Bay than there 
are for the fortification of Subig Bay. We are just as much in 
the dark, so far as plans go, about one place as about the other. 

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator make that statement as 
a matter of definite knowledge? 

Mr. LODGE. I do. 

Mr. WARREN. I understand to the contrary. I understand 
the plans are in the Philippine Islands for fortifying Manila 
Bay. 

. TELLER. The plans may be in the Philippines. 

. LODGE. But they are not here. 

. TELLER. We haye not the plans. 

. LODGE. No. 

. TELLER. I have never seen them. 

. SPOONER. If the Senator will permit me, is it possible 
we are called upon to make appropriations for the erection of 
fortifications in the Philippines or anywhere else upon estimates 
made in the absence of plans for the work? 

Mr. LODGE. I think that is likewise true as to Subig Bay, 
Cavite, and Manila Bay. I do not think there are plans for 
either of the places, so far as Congress knows anything about it. 

Mr. SPOONER. Then why should those be dealt with at all? 

Mr. LODGE. I do not think they ought to be. I think it is 
better not to make an appropriation for seacoast fortifications 
in the Philippines at this time. I shall yote for the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Colorado. I think that is 
the wise and prudent thing to do. 

I want to read in that connection, as showing the condition 
of the question, from Secretary Taft’s testimony before the 
committee of which I have the honor to be chairman: 


Senator Hate. I do not want to take much of your time as to details, 
but which do you think is the better place for a naval station as a 
base of operation if we maintain our possession there for a good many 
years? 

Secretary Tart. Well, were we to leave the islands, Olongapo iš of 
course—I think everybody will admit—where the naval station ought 
to be retained. Cavite in many respects is more convenient, labor can 
be obtained there more easily, and it is more convenient to Manila, 
which is the source of supply in the islands, and Cavite is the place 
where we already have a naval arsenal. The meug about Cavite, 
however, is the insufficient depth of water and the limited territory 
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which could be occupied for a naval station. Now, the dry dock Dewey, 
which is on its way to Manila, or to the Philippines rather, can only 
be placed at Olongapo; it can not be taken to Cavite, because the 
water is so shallow that it could not be used there. 


Then this question was asked by the Senator from Connecti- 
cut: 

Senator BRANDEGEE. Is it not true that the Spaniards always had in 
contemplation thë Olongapo station as their principal base? 

Secretary Tarr. Yes, sir; there is eat 8 going on—for 
this matter is deemed of importance—between professional authorities 
in the Navy apd in the Army as to whether Olongapo is the best place 
from a strategic point of view. Admiral Dewey and others of the 
Navy Department feel that as long as there is a fleet in Olongapo no 
foreign enemy would venture to go into Manila, because it is supposed 
that they would regard it as a trap. On the other hand, Admiral 
Folger and General Wood, and I believe General Corbin. have been of 
the opinion that Manila, because we have military forces there and 
because it is near Cavite, makes Cavite the more convenient place. 
The objection to Cavite, as I have already said, is the insufficient 
territory available for the Government there and the very shallow water 
off the shore, 

There is a dispute among the naval and military authorities, 
avho, I think, probably would like us to expend great sums of 
money on all these places; but there are no plans before Con- 
gress for either of the places, so far as I am aware or have been 
able to discover. I think, under those circumstances, the best 
way is to strike the words “and Philippine Islands ” out of this 
paragraph, as the Senator from Colorado suggests. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I hope the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado will prevail. It may be true that the 
time has not come to make appropriations for the fortification 
of Subig Bay, but I am very strongly of the opinion that the 
time will never come when we ought to make appropriations 
for the fortification of Cavite; and for the purpose of preventing 
an unfortunate expenditure of money there, I am in fayor of 
striking it out altogether. Cavite can never be made a proper 
place as a naval or a coaling station, because the natural condi- 
tions forbid it. It is not simply the fact of its shallow water, 
but there is no harbor there, and there never can be a harbor 
there unless we build a sea wall, at an immense expense, and in 
that way protect it from the open sea, which lies in front. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. BACON. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator is informed as to Cavite. He 
says it needs the protection of a sea wall; but I ask the Sen- 
ator if it will not take exactly the same in Subig Bay? We 
have already spent considerable money at Manila; a sea wall 
has been built, dredging has been done; and it can be done at 
Cayite, and Cavite can be made a good harbor. Sea wall and 
dredging will be necessary at Subig Bay. I am not advocating 
that, and I am not inveighing against Subig Bay. It is well, 
however, to note, as we go along, that Cavite can be made a 
good harbor, just the same as Subig Bay can. It is only a 
matter of the same expenditure or even less. 

Mr. BACON. I do not know how far what the Senator says 
about Subig Bay may be correct, but if it has the same phys- 
ical conditions as Cavite I think the criticisms upon it are well 
founded. To give an illustration of how shallow that water is, 
I will state that after the battle of Manila Bay, when a num- 
ber of small vessels were sunk, so far as I am informed, not a 
single one of them was of sufficient depth to disappear from 
sight. They were small vessels, and although they were, in 
technical parlance, sunk, they still remained out of water—even 
the smallest of them. The largest vessel engaged on the side 
of the Spaniards, I think, was only 2,500 gross tons, and that 
was almost as high out of the water after it was sunk as when 
it was afloat. A number of the smaller vessels were still ap- 
| parent above the water, and these were miles out from the shore. 
It opens upon a bay twenty-odd miles in width, and when the 
wind blows it is just the same as on the seashore. There is 
no protection for vessels. If that be true of Subig Bay also, 
then neither one of them ought to be utilized for these pur- 
poses. But I will state that my information has always been 
to the contrary; that, while there is a port at Subig Bay that 
needs to be dredged, there are other ports that have deep water, 
and which have the advantage of being protected by a harbor, 
_ which Cavite has not. 

Mr. FRYE. Mr. President 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 
yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. BACON. With pleasure. 

Mr. FRYE. I wish to ask the Senator a question. Is it not 


a fact that the Spaniards had selected Subig Bay as a point 
for a naval station and had made considerable expenditure of 
money there? 
Mr. BACON. I have no definite knowledge on that subject. 
Mr. LODGE. That is true. 


Mr. FRYE. That is my understanding, and I think that 
appeared before the Commission at Paris. , 

Mr. BACON. I never before heard the matter questioned 
about Subig Bay being a proper place. 

Mr, LODGE. Admiral Dewey looked in to see if there was 
a fleet there. 

Mr. BACON. I think, in view of the fact stated, that the best 
way is to strike out that clause until we get definite information 
and have plans of the fortifications, so as to act intelligently 
and safely in what we do. 

Mr. LODGE. Now, Mr. President, I want to call attention 
to a paper that came in with the President’s message, which was 
transmitted to Congress on the 5th of March, 1906, which is 
fairly recent; and at the close of that report, signed by the Sec- 
retary of War, the Lieutenant-General of the Army, and others, 
they say: 

Among the places recommended to be defended, the following, in 
the order named, are considered of special importance: Entrance to 


Chesapeake Bay, eastern entrance to Long Island Sound, Puget Sound, 
Subig Bay, Guantanamo, and entrance to Manila Bay. 


That is signed by Secretary Taft, General Chaffee, General 
Bates, Rear-Admiral Thomas, General Story, General Greely, 
General Crozier, General Mackenzie, General Mills, and Captain 
Sperry of the Navy. 

In a communication of February 1, 1906, containing a list of 
the ports, they include Subig Bay among the ports of first im- 
portance, and Manila Bay among the ports of secondary im- 
portance. ` 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. That report was favorable to fortifying Ma- 
nila Bay. The Senator differs slightly with the position he 
took earlier this morning, in which he said there was no need 
of fortifications at Manila Bay. 

Mr. LODGE. I did not say it needed no fortifications. I 
said it would be a waste of money to spend it at Cavite. 

Mr. WARREN. And I have said several times—perhaps the 
Senator may not have noticed it—that there is no intention and 
has not been any intention of appropriating any money in the 
fortifications bill to be expended at Cavite. 

Mr. LODGE. So far as Manila Bay is concerned, we have 
no plans. They admit it is of secondary importance. In our 
present state of knowledge, it seems to me the wise and pru- 
dent thing to do is to strike out the words “and Philippines,” 
and disagree to the committee amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS rose. 

Mr. LODGE. I hope, Mr. President, that the committee 
amendment will be passed over, as it is entirely dependent 
upon the action on the other amendments. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I understand that the pending question 
is a disagreement with the committee amendment. 

Mr. WARREN. No; on the amendment to strike out the 
words “and Philippines.” 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the committee. Under the agreement, the committee amend- 
ments are first to be considered. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. And then later on, as I understand, after 
the committee amendments are disposed of, an amendment will 
be offered to strike out of this bill all items relating to fortifi- 
cations in the Philippines? 
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Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I ask consent at this time to sub- 
mit a conference report. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The report will be read. 

The Secretary read as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
10129) to amend section 5501 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

a TOREA Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 6, 
„ and 10. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 11, and 12; and 
agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree to the same with an 
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amendment as follows: On page 2, line 14, after the word 
thereof,“ insert “and every Member of Congress; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference is in some doubt as to its au- 
thority to insert this amendment, but believing that the object 
and purpose of the bill will not be completely effected without 
it, recommends the insertion of the amendment, and asks the 
judgment of the two Houses thereon. 

C. D. CLARK, 

KNUTE NELSON, 

C. A. CULBERSON, 
Snead on the part of the Senate. 

JOHN J. JENKINS, 

C. E. LITTLEFIELD, 

H. D. CLAYTON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

Mr. TELLER. I wish the Senator who submits the report 
would tell us something about it, especialiy after the question 
of order which the report itself suggests. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I will say to the Senator from 
Colorado the question of order in the report is this: The bill as 
passed both Houses provides a punishment for the disclosure 
of knowledge and for speculation in matters affected by that 
knowledge which has been acquired in an official capacity. It 
was discovered by the conferees that Members of Congress in 
either House were not included. It was further ascertained 
that judicial decisions haye held time and again that Members 
of Congress are not officers of the United States, but are offi- 
cers of the State governments. Therefore, while doubting their 
real power as a conference committee to insert this provision, 
they thought the objects and purposes of the bill clearly de- 
manded such a provision, so they inserted “and Members of 
Congress,” and ask the judgment of the two Houses upon that 
amendment. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I have no objection to “ Mem- 
bers of Congress being included, but I do object to its being put 
in the conference report. I object to letting down the rule, 
which has prevailed ever since we have had a Government, that 
a conference report should not contain any new legislation. 
This is absolutely new legislation, and to it I raise the point 
of order. If the Senator will get this matter up in a separate 
bill, I will be willing to vote for it, but I am not willing to 
yield this point now and make a precedent of this kind. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There was no purpose on the part 
of the conference committee to usurp any authority. I think 
probably it is the first time that a conference committee has 
come before this body with a suggestion that perhaps they had 
not the authority to do a certain thing and submitted the ques- 
tion to the Senate. I submit to the Senator from Colorado, 
however, that in a matter of this kind, where an order is made 
sustaining or refusing to sustain a conference committee, it is 
done by the Senate itself, and that the same rule prevails in 
another body, where the simple suggestion of new legislation 
rejects a conference report. All that the conferees desire is 
the judgment of the Senate upon that point. 

Mr. SPOONER. Let me ask the Senator what was the lan- 
guage in difference between the two Houses? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There was no language in differ- 
ence between the two Houses that would call for this amend- 
ment. 

Mr, SPOONER. Then the Senator confesses this is entirely 
usurpatory? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No; I do not confess that. 

Mr. SPOONER. It is either properly there or improperly 
there. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. That may be, but one can not 
always tell what is proper or what is improper. The committee 
say in their report, as the Senator would have known if he had 
listened, that it is in doubt as to its authority in this matter, 
and submits it to the two Houses. 

Mr. SPOONER. I am simply trying to elicit information, if I 
ean, from the Senator to enable me to form some judgment, for 
one, as to whether the committee was right or wrong. It is 
impossible to do that unless one can know what the conference 
was upon and what was the difference between the two Houses. 
The Senate amended the bill. It did not concur, of course, in 
the bill as it came from the House, or there would have been no 
conference. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Does the Senator ask for all the 
differences between the two bodies? 

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to know what was the propo- 
sition in difference between the two Houses upon which the 


conference committee ingrafted this provision as to Members 
of Congress. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I can not say that there was any. 

Mr. KEAN. Then, how did the bill get in conference? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, there were differences on the 
bill itself. 

Mr. KEAN. That is what I wanted to know. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There were various differences on 
the bill. There were ten or twelve amendments which the Sen- 
ate made to the House bill. 

Mr. SPOONER. If the Senator will pardon me, were they 
differences as to the persons upon whom the bill, if enacted, 
would be operative? In other words, is there any pretext even 
on which there was jurisdiction in the committee to apply this 
proposition to Members of Congress? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator puts a square ques- 
tion so squarely that it is almost impossible to answer it. The 
conference committee supposed that the purpose of both Houses 
was to prevent these things being done by any officer of the 
United States Government. They also supposed that both 
Houses understood at the time they passed the bill that it 
would probably refer to Members of Congress, who have now 
and then been charged with such offenses. 

Mr. SPOONER. Ought it not to include them? Why should 
it not technically? That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I think it should, but the con- 
ference committee has referred it to the Senate and House of 
Representatives to say whether they want to include the pro- 
vision in this way. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I appeal to the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. TELLER] to withdraw the point of order in 
this case. The controversy arises on the second section of the 
bill, which prohibits, under penalty, officers or employees of 
the Government of the United States speculating on facts which 
come to their knowledge by virtue of their offices. It was a 
question—and there is possibility of some doubt on the ques- 
tion—as to whether the general terms used include members of 
the two Houses of Congress. The committee of conference, of 
which I happened to be one, assuming, for the sake of the argu- 
ment, that members of Congress are not included, have frankly 
presented the matter to the Senate and to the House of Repre- 
sentatives and submitted it to their judgment. 

If his bill passes without including members of Congress we 
will have the anomalous condition—a condition that ought not 
to exist—of all officers of the United States Government, all 
employees of the United States Government, and all persons 
who may acquire knowledge by virtue of their relationship to 
the Government of the United States prohibited from such 
conduct, except members of the two Houses of Congress. It 
is an exception, Mr. President, that ought not to exist, an ex- 
ception that ought not to arise; and, in order that it may not 
exist, I again appeal to the Senator from Colorado to withdraw 
his point of order, and let us perfect this legislation in the way 
submitted by the committee. 

It is not an attempt on the part of the committee to sneak in 
any surreptitious way legislation through the two Houses; but 
it is an honest attempt, a sincere attempt, a frank attempt on 


the part of the conference committee to round out and com- 


plete legislation which ought to be upon the statute book. I 
submit to the Senator from Colorado than an objection on his 
part will prevent the completeness of legislation of this char- 
acter—legislation which, under the peculiar circumstances sur- 
rounding us now, ought to be on the statute book. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, I express my surprise at the ap- 
peal of the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. Cutperson]. His 
arguinent is based upon the theory that whatever we want to 
do we can do. That is all there is of it. 

If it is necessary or desirable to inelude in the principles of 
this proposed law Senators and Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, it must be done according to law; and there is no 
question that it can be done by practically the unanimous vote 
of this body. 

It is not a question whether you are going to round out the 
law; it is a question whether you are going to enact laws in 
accordance with the Constitution of the United States. There 
is no authority, Mr. President, here or anywhere else for a con- 
ference committee to legislate and incorporate in a conference 
report that which neither of the bodies has ever considered. 

Does the Senator from Texas think for a moment that that 

can be done now and a precedent created that will not be re- 
peated again and again until we shall surrender the right of 
legislation to a conference committee—a conference committee 
appointed frequently against the judgment both of the Senate 
and of the House, a conference committee not infrequently ap- 
pointed to exercise powers that are great enough, without giy- 
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ing them the power to incorporate new legislation into a bill 
which they are considering? 

We know, Mr. President, that many a bill has become a law 
because a conference committee conceded what this body or the 
other had declared ought not to be conceded, and we haye been 
powerless here. We shall not be powerless while I haye a 
voice on the floor of the Senate, if it comes by my withdrawing 
my point of order. I propose to stand by it. I propose to 
stand by it, but not because I object to including Senators and 
Representatives. If that had heen the proposition on the floor, 
I would have voted for it, although I know that a Senator is 
not an officer of the United States, nor is a Member, and I 
know also that there might be some question exactly as to how 
it ought to be done and why it should be done. But I do 
know that this body has no right to accept from the committee 
legislation that has not been considered in either body. 

The chairman of the Judiciary Committee knows that when he 
comes here and tells us practically that there is not any au- 
thority for it, but that there is a necessity. Mr. President, I regret 
to hear in this body a statement that there is a necessity which 
requires us to violate the fundamental principles of law, and 
principles, too, which are absolutely necessary for the safety of 
the minority of every public body dealing with these questions. 
I shall not withdraw my objection, Mr. President. There is not 
a Senator here who does not know that the law is against the 
procedure which is proposed. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, the Senator from Colo- 
rado says that this method would be in violation of the Consti- 
tution of the United States. If I thought that, or if the Sen- 
ator can point out in what respect this method is in violation of 
the Constitution of the United States, if it amounted to anything, 
I would withdraw my appeal. I understand it is merely a vio- 
lation of the rule of the Senate. 

Mr. TELLER. Oh, no. 

Mr. CULBERSON. It is not a violation of the rule? 

Mr. TELLER. It is a violation of the rules and a violation 
of the Constitution both. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I do not so understand the latter; and 
as I said, if I thought so, or if the Senator from Colorado 
could point out to me wherein it did, I would withdraw the 
appeal. I think I am amenable to reason upon the subject; 
and, of course, in view of what the Senator has said, I do not 
suggest any further the withdrawal of the point of order. 

But, Mr. President, this is no attempt on the part of a con- 
ference committee to pass legislation without the consideration 
of the two Houses of Congress. As the Senator will remember, 
the committee pointedly and expressly submits this matter to 
the two Houses of Congress for their consideration. That is 
the language of the report. Of course the Senate may, upon 
presentation and consideration of the subject, decline to ap- 
prove this action of the committee; or if any member of the 
Senate, for whatever reason, objects I accept his objection with- 
out qualification and without reference to what reason he may 
have for it, according to him the same motive that actuated the 
committee in that respect. But, Mr. President, at the same 
time, in justice to the committee, it ought to be reiterated that 
the committee has expressly submitted this matter for the con- 
sideration and action of the Senate as a body, admitting that it 
is probably in violation of the rules of the Senate. However, 
so far as I know, it never occurred to any member of the com- 
mittee that it is in violation of any provision of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

I have no feeling about the matter, Mr. President—none in 
the world; but I did say, and I have no hesitation in repeat- 
ing in my place in this body, that it would be unfortunate if 
we should knowingly, and after the matter had been called to 
our attention, pass a law on this subject which would include 
every official who may have knowledge upon subjects of this 
character, by virtue of his relationship to the Government of the 
United States, except members of either House of Congress. 
While I do not expect to go into that matter in any further 
detail, I repeat that there is reason for the amendment; and 
I understand the Senator from Colorado to say that he would 
not object to an independent and separate measure carrying 
out the recommendations of the committee in respect to this 
matter, if it came in regularly from the committee to which it 
was referred and was submitted in the regular manner to this 
body. That being true, I thought that possibly, in order to 
complete this legislation at this session and in this bill, we 
might waive the rule which requires a conference committee 
to act only upon such matters as there was a difference upon be- 
tween the two Houses and upon matters which had passed one 
or the other House. That is all the reason I have for having 
said as much as I haye upon the matter. 

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, there are but two words in 


the amendment, I think. It is not the importance of the words, 
either, that makes me object to the amendment, as they call it; 
but if the conference committee are authorized to put in these 
words, they are authorized to put in any other words they de- 
sire, whenever it shall appear to the members of the committee 
that it would be a wise and judicious and proper thing to do. 
What I want the Senator from Texas to understand is that he 
is enacting a law. It is true that there is not much of it, but 
the principle is the same as if it contained half a dozen pages; 
and if you can do that, you can enact a law that has never been 
considered by either branch of the National Legislature, has 
not been read the first time, the second time, or the third time, 
and upon which there has been no discussion. Does the Senator 
from Texas think we should destroy that principle of constitu- 
tional law that a bill must be read and must be voted on here 
simply because, forsooth, somebody may say the Senate and 
the House ex industria left themselves out of a penal statute? 

Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, I am now ready to 
vote for a resolution—a joint resolution, a measure that has 
the force of law, or a statute, or in any other way—carrying 
out the purpose of this amendment, but I am not in favor of 
creating here a precedent or admitting that under any press 
of circumstances, no matter how great, we will relax the rule 
that legislation shall come to us as the Constitution of the 
United States provides it shall and in no other way. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from Colo- 
rado will not withdraw his point of order, because, while I 
sympathize with the Senator from Texas and feel that it is 
unfortunate that these words “including Representatives and 
Senators“ were not put in, I wish to call his attention to some- 
thing that happened in this body some seven or eight years ago 
under similar circumstances, except that the committee of con- 
ference were not open, and I thought were not clean. I used 
the word “ clean ” once before in regard to their action. It was 
a sneaky, dirty trick which was played by some one; I do not 
know by whom. 

But in a conference report a provision was sneaked in and 
went through here—it was never considered or read in the 
Senate—authorizing the Attorney-General to sue the State of 
South Carolina on some old Indian bonds. That shows the 
importance of not allowing a conference committee to legislate, 
no matter how much needed the legislation may be. It is no 
trouble to have a law amended. The President notified us the 
other day in regard to a joint resolution of inquiry that we had 
omitted a very important part of it. He thought so; I did not. 
Some Senators agreed with him, and some did not, but all the 
same we amended the joint resolution so as to strengthen it in 
the place where he said it was weak. 

It will be very easy to amend this proposed law. The Senator 
can move to amend it, or he can take the report back; just 
get it away from the conference committee, if that can be done. 
However, if it can not be done, let us pass it just as the two 
Houses have passed it, and then amend the law immediately, 
so as to provide that Senators and Representatives shall not be 
exempted. But we should not allow any conference committee 
to legislate here. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I feel very con- 
fident that the conference committee would not have presented 
this matter if we had thought it would bring forward such a 
strong appeal for the sacred rules of the Senate. We talked 
about that matter a little, and I think it is true that not a day 
passes, while this body is in session, that we do not break the 
rules of the Senate. We have a right to set aside the rules of 
the Senate. 

The conference committee in this case do not present the con- 
ference report without an explanation. We do not present the 
report as a finality. The wording of the report itself says that 
the conference committee asks the judgment of the two Houses 
on this particular point. If the judgment of the two Houses is 
that Members of Congress ought not to be included in the pro- 
posed law at this time, the conference committee is more than 
content to take back the report. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Certainly. 

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator is begging the question. The 
Senator ought not to feel at all sensitive about it, because hay- 
ing made the explanation—— 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Just a moment there. The Sena- 
tor from Wyoming has just said that the conference committee 
are not at all sensitive about it. They are perfectly willing to 
take back the report if that is the judgment of the Senate. 

Mr. TILLMAN. The judgment of the Senate is, it ought to 
go in, but not in this way. 
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Mr, CLARK of Wyoming. All that it asks is the judgment 
of the Senate as to this particular thing. That is why we 
brought in the report; that is what we are waiting for, and 
there is no sensitiveness whatever about it. 

But I call the attention of the Senator from South Carolina 
to the fact that an objection does not send the bill back to con- 
ference. An objection, under the rules of this body and the 
precedents of this body, only calls forth the judgment of the 
Senate upon the report. A single objection in the other House, 
as I stated, or a point of order, I understand, does send it back. 
But the objection here simply does what the committee asks— 
gives us the judgment of the Senate upon that point. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I trust the Senate will 
pardon another word. T think the Senator from South Caro- 
lina has omitted a consideration which properly enters into this 
matter, and to suggest it I will read a portion of the second 
section—just the point of dispute: 

Every officer or employee of the United States and every person act- 
ing for or on behalf of the United States in any official capacity under 
or by virtue of the authority of any Department or office of the Goy- 
ernment thereof who shall, ete. 

This is rather broad language. It not only includes any offi- 
cer, by that designation, but provides that any person who, 
acting for or on behalf of the United States in an official ca- 
pacity, shall do so and so shall be guilty of a certain offense. 
The point to which I desire to call the attention of the Senator 
from South Carolina is that in a popular sense, for instance, or 
in a qualified sense, a Senator or a Representative is acting in 
an official capacity on behalf of the United States when we leg- 
islate, though in strictness of constitutional law they are said 
to be officers of the State. 

In order to clear up that difficulty and to present the matter 
fairly and frankly to the Senate, the committee suggest that 
they are in doubt as to whether the words “and every Member 
of Congress” would add to the statute. On the contrary, it 
might be suggested that it was simply explanatory of what the 
two Houses of Congress had theretofore intended to do and 
attempted to do. I submit, Mr. President, that we ought to 
consider that feature, if I have made myself clear upon it, in 
determining whether the technical rule, supposing we have vio- 
lated it by bringing this report here, ought not to be set aside 
by the unanimous consent of the Senate and those words, which 
in a strictly technical sense it is conceded ought to be included, 
inserted in order to include each Member of the House and each 
member of the Senate. 

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from Texas does not under- 
stand me as objecting to what he is trying to accomplish? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Not at all. But my point—I may not 
be able to make it clear—is that the insertion of these words in 
a certain sense adds nothing to the law—— 

Mr. TELLER. Then leave them out. 

Mr. CULBERSON. But makes it clearer; and in order to 
guard against any doubt upon that subject we suggest that 
those words go in, so that the statute may be complete and may 
include all persons who ought to come within its inhibition. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Car- 
olina yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. TILLMAN. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, certainly this is an unusual 
proposition and seems to establish a precedent that is rather 
dangerous. I should like to suggest to the Senator in charge 
of the conference report whether it would cause any material 
delay or make any material difference really if he would with- 
hold the conference report until the two Houses can pass a con- 
current resolution authorizing the conference committee to 
insert these words? Then the words will have gone through 
and taken the usual course, and the conference committee will 
have the authority to do it. It could not be a matter of more 
than twenty-four or forty-eight hours, and it will save the estab- 
lishment of what I can not help but believe is a dangerous 
precedent. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator from Massachu- 
setts what is the difference in substance between authorizing 
it now, while the conference report is here, and authorizing it 
after the matter goes back to the conferees? 

Mr. LODGE. I think there is a great deal of difference in 
substance. If conference committees are to have the power to 
come in here and propose new legislation on which the minds 
of the House have never met and which has never passed the 
Houses in due process, there will be no end to the amount of 
legislation that will be proposed, and it will pass according as 
the majority will rally to the conference committee. If we put 
this through in the form of a joint or a concurrent resolution, 
authorizing the committee to do it, it takes the regular course, 


just like any other legislation of that kind, and it protects us 
from establishing what I think might easily fall into a dan- 
gerous precedent. 

Mr. BACON. I desire to suggest to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts that if it was attempted to have this 
passed by a vote in the Senate what he says as to its being an 
unfortunate precedent would certainly be eminently correct; 
but, as I understand the committee, they have recognized from 
the beginning that this could only be done by unanimous con- 
sent, and nothing which requires unanimous consent—— 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. LODGE. That has been refused. Moreover, the point 
of order does not lie in the Senate as it does in the House. 
It ought to lie in the Senate and be fatal, but it does not, under 
our rule. 

Mr. BACON. I understand unanimous consent has been re- 
fused, and the Senator from Texas says he recognizes that, in 
view of the objection of the Senator from Colorado, it can not 
be acted upon. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I 
do not think the committee understand that. The committee 
understand that the well-established precedents in this body 
are that a conference report does not go back upon a mere 
objection. 

Mr. BACON. Oh, I understand that, of course. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. But it goes back at the will of 
the Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. That is what I have said—that one objection 
has no effect. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. So I understood. 

Mr. LODGE. The only question in order is the question of 
consideration. 

Mr. BACON. The Senator does not misunderstand me. I 
do not mean to suggest that, according to any regular rule, in 
acting upon conference reports, unanimous consent is needeñ, 
but I understood the Senators to present this report to the 
Senate with the recognition on their part that it was outside of 
the regular rule, and that unanimous consent would be re- 
amrat I may be mistaken as to their presentation of that 
matter. 

Mr. TILLMAN. The point I tried to make does not seem to 
impress some of my brethren here, and that is that other con- 
ferences might not be so open and square in dealing with us. 
I instanced a case in which totally new and strange and un- 
heard of provisions were incorporated in a conference report. 
They never had been considered by either branch of Congress. 
They were passed through without anyone here detecting it. 
They became a law. Now, if we squint even toward not up- 
holding our rules and not requiring conferees to understand 
their limitations, we certainly will throw down the barriers 
and we will have legislation by conferees. That is what we are 
trying to prevent. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand that, but it seems 
to me exceedingly unfortunate that that rule should be strictly 
invoked against this particular measure. 

Mr. TILLMAN. It is exceedingly unfortunate that some one 
did not discover the omission of these words from the act when 
it was on its passage. But I contend that we can better remedy 
it by an amendment or by a concurrent resolution, as suggested 
by the Senator from Massachusetts, authorizing the conferees 
of the Senate to agree to the Incorporation of these words, than 
we can afford to let it go through in this way. It may appear 
a small thing, but a small spark sometimes kindles a great fire. 

Mr. TELLER. I suppose the proper motion, in order to get 
rid of this matter, would be to move to disagree. Of course, L 
have no more interest in this matter than has anyone else. I 
raised the objection because this proceeding is out of order, be- 
cause it would tend to establish a precedent which would be 
very dangerous in the future, and because I believe it is in vio- 
lation of the Constitution of the United States. Every Senator 
here agrees that the committee had not any right to insert the 
words, and I think the committee knew they had not any right, 
but thought perhaps the Senate might waive the objection in 
this case. I am not disposed to waive it. Having made my 


objection, I leave the committee to take such steps with their 


report as they see fit. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
report submitted by the conference committee. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Is there a point of order pending? Will 
a point of order lie against it? Will the Chair please rule, the 
matter having been brought to its attention, whether it is 
within the province and power of a conference committee to in- 
corporate new legislation? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair does not think that a 
point of order would lie against a conference report. 
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Mr. LODGE. Not according to our rules. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is a matter for the acceptance 
or rejection of the Senate. If the Chair sustained or over- 
ruled the point of order, it would find itself in the position of 
determining matters entirely within the control of the Senate. 
In the opinion of the Chair the question is on agreeing to the 
report submitted. 

Mr. SPOONER. I suggest to the Senator who submitted this 
report that he let it go over until to-morrow—— 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There is no objection to that. 

Mr. SPOONER. And let us see if we can not deyise a way 
to remedy this difficulty. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. There is no objection to that 
course. There is no immediate haste. 

Mr. SPOONER. That ought to be done. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Let it lie upon the table until it 
is called up. 

Mr. PERKINS. If this matter is to go over till to-morrow, 
we may resume, I trust, the consideration of the fortifications 
appropriation bill. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming 
desire to withdraw the conference report? 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire that it shall lie upon the 
table subject to call. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, 
dered. 


it is so or- 


FORTIFICATIONS APPROPRIATION BILL. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 14171) making appropriations for 
fortifications and other works of defense, for the armament 
thereof, for the procurement of heavy ordnance for trial and 
service, and for other purposes. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, the bill as it came from the 
House provided “for the construction of seacoast batteries in 
the Hawaiian and Philippine Islands, $600,000,” and to this the 
Senate committee has added the amendment— 

Provided, That no part of this sum shall be expended at Subig Bay, 
Philippine Islands. 

I assume that that brings up the controversy between Cavite, 
adjoining Manila, and Subig Bay, as to which shall constitute 
the great naval station and commercial base of the future. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. I desire to say that while that may be the 
inference, it is not what influenced the Committee on Appro- 
priations in providing that no part of this sum shall be expended 
at Subig Bay. What influenced the committee was that the 
amount, $600,000, was too little to erect necessary works for 
defense of Subig Bay, and, second, that there is nothing at 
present in Subig Bay that needs protection, while the Hawaiian 
Islands and Manila Bay should be fortified at once. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. But still, Mr. President, it raises the 
question whether these fortifications should be centered at 
Cavite, adjoining Manila, or Subig Bay, and there is a contro- 
versy between the Army and the Navy upon that question. 

Until recently it was universally conceded that the fortifica- 
tions should be centered in Subig Bay. Admiral Dewey, with 
a board of naval officers, made a report in favor of Subig Bay as 
the naval station of the future. That report was made some 
years ago, and the Navy Department, in pursuance of that re- 
port and in pursuance of legislative action upon the subject, has 
been making plans with reference to the construction of works 
of fortification at Subig Bay. It is only recently, I believe, that 
the Army has taken a position against that assumed by the 
Navy. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. It would be wrong for me to permit the 
Senator to make that statement unchallenged. This is not a 
difference between the Army and the Navy. A great many 
Army officers believe in Subig Bay as a great naval base. On 
the other hand, a great many naval officers believe that it is 
not yet time to take up the matter of Subig Bay. So there is 
a divided opinion in both the Navy and the Army, but it is in 
nowise a contest between the Navy and the Army as such. It 
is in nowise a contest of this kind on the part of the Committee 
on Appropriations that reports this bill. There is no member 
of the Committee on Appropriations who is not ready to take 
up the matter of Subig Bay and finally fortify it, if the Navy 
shall eventually choose that course and show that the works 
and fortifications there will be pecessary. They do believe that 


we should wait until we have an estimate, so as to know what 
it will cost to fortify that bay, as well as what the naval ex- 
penditures there will be. . 

Mr. NEWLANDS. It may be, Mr. President, that there is a 
difference of opinion amongst naval officers as to whether these 
works should be centered at Subig Bay or at Manila, but I am 
sure I am safe in saying that a preponderance of the sentiment 
of the naval officers, and particularly of those who have care- 
fully examined the matter, is in favor of Subig Bay. I am also 
correct in saying that whilst there is a difference of opinion in 
the Army upon this question possibly the preponderance of 
sentiment in the Army is in favor of Cavite. So we have this 
contest going on. 

Whilst the Taft party was in the Philippines during the past 
summer the matter was discussed there. General Corbin and, 
I believe, General Wood are strongly in favor of having all these 
works centered at Cavite. The Taft party inspected Cavite and 
Subig Bay, with a view of enabling them to arrive at some judg- 
ment and conclusion regarding them. : 

So, I say, we have here a proyision which, in part at least, 
decides against Subig Bay and decides in fayor of Cavite, for 
the bill as it stands with this amendment will permit the entire 
$600,000 provided for by the bill to be expended at Cavite. 

I submit that whilst this is a matter of controversy, and until 
the plans are fully presented to the Congress of the United 
States, and until we have an opportunity of reaching a deliber- 
ate judgment upon this question, it is unwise for Congress to 
permit any money whatever to be expended at Cavite. Yet 
under the bill the whole of it, or very nearly the whole of it, 
could be expended there. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator evidently has overlooked the 
language of the bill. The bill provides for seacoast batteries ia 
the Hawaiian Islands, and provides for the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. That is true. They could spend $1 in 
the Hawaiian Islands and $599,999 in the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. WARREN. It could all be expended in Subig Bay if 
needed, but it is not expected that any such course would be 
taken. I wish to say again—I have said it several times— 
Senators insist upon intended fortifications at Cavite. There 
is no intention of fortifying Cavite with this appropriation. It 
is simply to fortify the mouth of Manila Bay, and that of 
course fortifies, generally speaking, Manila and Cayite. If we 
went on exactly as is proposed by Admiral Dewey with Subig 
Bay we wona still have to fortify Manila Bay, but not Cavite 
by itself. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Still, I insist, Mr. President, that we have 
not had such plans presented to us with reference to fortifica- 
tions in the Philippine Islands as to enable us to form a judg- 
ment upon the question, and we are now asked by this frag- 
mentary legislation to gradually commit the United States to 
the construction of fortifications at this place or that without 
having the plans presented to Congress which are necessary to 
enable it to form a judgment. 

We have not yet determined whether we want any fortifica- 
tions in the Philippine Islands and we are not in a position 
yet to determine that matter. We will have to consider the 
question of a coast line of the Philippine Islands larger than 
that of the entire United States, and we will have to consider 
the question as to whether, if we enter upon the fortification 
of those islands, it will not involve an expenditure in the end 
larger than that already accomplished in the coast defense of 
the United States. We will have to consider the question as 
to whether the fleet itself is not ample protection to those 
islands and whether it is not the most economical and the most 
adjustable protection of those islands. It seems to me we ought 
to have this entire question, in all its comprehension, presented 
to the Senate of the United States and not have it presented 
in this piecemeal way. 

Now, Mr. President, the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ELKINS] says that this opposition is a suggestion that we in- 
tend to give up those islands; and he announced it as his opin- 
ion that the American people will never give up anything that 
they have acquired, that they will never give up land or any- 
thing unless they obtain something in return. 

Mr. President, that will depend upon the question as to 
whether the United States will act according to the usual rules 
of wisdom or not. The Senator’s expression would intend us 
to believe that his view is that when a nation has once gone 
wrong it should always stay wrong. I heard a Senator in the 
Philippine Islands say the United States never took a step 
backward. I presume he would say that if he fell into a well 
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or if he advanced into a quicksand. I assume that the United 


States, this great nation, will act as an individual under similar 
circumstances, and when its attention is called to action that 
may have been immature and unwise it will act upon judgment 
and reflection, whether that action involves going forward or 
going backward. 

But there is one thing which has not yet been determined 
by the American people, and that is that we intend to hold per- 
manently to the Philippines. Until we adopt a permanent policy 
regarding the Philippine Islands, I insist upon it that it is folly 
to commence a system of fortifications in those islands which, 
according to the testimony of some, will take from fifty to one 
hundred or one hundred and fifty million dollars. 

When the treaty with Spain was ratified, what did the Senate 
say by solemn resolution? There were two resolutions voted 
for, one the resolution offered by the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Bacon] and the other the resolution offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. McEinery]. One resolution declared it to 
be our purpose not to hold permanent sovereignty of the Phil- 
ippines, but to withdraw and give over the government of those 
islands to its own people. The other also declared that it was 
not our purpose to hold permanent sovereignty of the Philip- 
pines; that it was not a part of our policy to make the Philip- 
pines an integral part of the United States. Whilst the Senate 
differed as to a declaration regarding the final disposition of the 
islands, there was a unanimous vote in the Senate that these 
islands were not to be held as an integral part of the United 
States, those who voted for the treaty insisting upon it that 
they were to be disposed of hereafter in a manner best suited 
to the interests of the people of the Philippine Islands and the 
people of the United States, the minority members insisting 
that they were to be held only for a brief time, with a view to 
turning over the government to the Filipino people. 

So we stand of record, when the treaty with Spain was 
adopted, declaring against holding these islands as an integral 
part of the United States, and that declaration received the vote 
of every man in the Senate. 

Now, haye we made any declaration to the contrary? And 
what are the declarations of the parties regarding the subject? 
The Democratic party has uniformly taken the position that 
those islands are to be held in trust for their own people; that 
we are discharging the powers of sovereignty there in trust 
for the Filipino people, and that those powers are to be turned 
over to the Filipino people themselves. 

What is the declaration now of the Republican party? ‘That 
we hold these islands in trust for civilization and for the Fili- 
pino people; that we hold them simply because the Filipino peo- 
ple are not fitted for self-government, with the corresponding 
implication that when the Filipino people are prepared for self- 
government the government of those islands will be turned over 
to them. 

And what are the declarations of the leading men in the 
Republican party charged with the enforcement of the policy 
regarding the Philippine Islands? Secretary Taft has uniformly 
declared throughout the Philippine Islands that our oniy right 
and our only duty and our only obligation there is to prepare 
those people for self-government; and with that view we are 
instructing them in a common language and teaching them the 
principles of self- government. 

It is true he is indefinite as to the period of withdrawal. 
Why? Simply because he says it is impossible to tell when they 
will be prepared for self-government, Inasmuch as their prepa- 
ration for that function is indefinite, he insists that the declara- 
tion itself shall be indefinite so far as time is concerned. 

And what does the President of the United States say upon 
this subject? In a recent message touching upon the Philip- 
pine question he declared that it was the hope and the trust 
of our people that ultimately the Philippine Islands shall bear 
the same relation toward us that Cuba now does, What rela- 
tion does Cuba bear to us? That of an independent Republic, 
protected by us, but having all the qualities that belong to self- 
government, with certain limitations imposed upon them by her 
own constitution and by her treaty with us, limitations simply 
involving our power to protect her against her own folly in the 
creation of debt and in the sanitation of the islands. 

Now, Mr. President, if that be the ultimate purpose of the 
Republican party, as represented by its Chief Executive, what 
does it mean? Why, that those islands are to be held as a 
separate entity, absolutely distinct from the United States, with 
their own laws, with their own government, bound to us only 
by a single tie, and that is the commission that governs them, 
that commission ultimately but progressively to give way to a 
government of their own people when the Philippine Islands 
shall have acquired a common language and shall have ac- 
quired fitness for self-government, 


If these islands are not to be held as an integral part of the 
United States, and if both parties unite in the assumption that 
they are to be held for the exercise of the powers of sovereignty 
there by the people themselves at some time or another, I ask 
whether it is a wise thing for us to expend millions and tens 
of millions and hundreds of millions in fortifying those islands, 
as if we intended permanently to retain them? Is it not the 
wise policy simply to maintain some port like Subig Bay or 
Batan Island as a naval station and coaling station in the 
future, to be held as a part of the great chain of naval stations 
and coaling stations throughout the world acquired by us with- 
out dependent peoples? 

Now, there are two points that can be selected as a reserva- 
tion when the time comes for withdrawal. One is Subig Bay, 
in the northern part of the island of Luzon, nearest to Hong- 
kong. The other is Batan Island, lying to the southeast of 
Luzon. Batan has the advantage of being absolutely separated 
by water from the rest of the Philippine Islands; it has the 
advantage of having almost no population; it has the advan- 
tage of having large coal fields, and it has the advantage of a 
great port. So it has all the advantages, except, perhaps, the 
location, that the island of Hongkong has to the British Empire. 
That island has only come into prominence lately as a commer- 
cial station or naval station, and it adds to the advantages of 
Subig Bay the advantage of having great coal deposits of im- 
mense value. 

As to Subig Bay, it is true it is a part of the great island of 
Luzon, but it is separated from the rest of the island by high 
mountains, and immediately around this bay there is a very 
sparse population, I believe, not aggregating more than 3,000 
people. So with these high mountains encircling it, it can be 
easily protected against the rest of the island, and the harbor 
itself is one of exceptional capacity. 

If we are to have a naval station, a commercial and coaling 
station, after we part from the Philippine Islands, it must nec- 
essarily be either Subig Bay—“ Olongapo,” as it is called—or 
the island of Batan. If we are to retain such a naval station, 
it is essential that we should center every dollar of our military 
expenditure upon that station. 

Now, Mr. President, we are beginning to realize that there is 
no money in the Philippines. Different motives led the Ameri- 
can people to hold on to the Philippines. The commercial sen- 
timent was, of course, the strongest—the commercial sentiment 
united with the religious sentiment and an unthinking altru- 
ism regarding the holding of these islands. The church people 
wished to hold them because they wished to Christianize them. 
They now begin to realize that they are Christianized; that 
they are under the control of the Catholic Church, and they are 
likely to remain there. The Catholic Church is doing good work 
amongst them. 

So far as the commercial sentiment of the country is con- 
cerned, we are beginning to realize that there is no money in the 
Philippines. There is no money in the Tropics anywhere. The 
temperate region has robbed the Tropics of their oldtime 
monopoly in certain products, so that to-day in the Temperate 
Zone we are producing sugar and tobacco, which used to be the 
monopoly of the Torrid Zone, a monopoly from which they made 
large profits; and we are beginning to realize that production 
can not be stimulated in the Tropics without either slave labor 
or forced labor. So the commercial sentiment of the country is 
beginning to realize that there is no money in the Philippines, 

As to the altruists, their views are all tending to the conclu- 
sion that the best thing to do is to leave the government of those 
islands to their own people; that a democracy has no right to 
impose government by force upon people struggling to be a 
democracy; that a government of the people and for the people 
and by the people can not maintain anywhere consistent with 
its traditions a government by force. 

Mr. President, the sentiment of this country is gradually grow- 
ing in favor of the relinquishment of the Philippines, and we are 
now reaching a point where we can view the whole question in 
a nonpartisan spirit. The two parties are approaching each 
other upon this question. The declarations of the President 
and of Secretary Taft resemble the declarations which were 
made in the Bacon resolution, upon which the Democrats voted 
three or four years ago. So I insist upon it that it would be the 
highest folly for us to expend large sums of money in islands 
which we may yet withdraw from, and which we probably will 
withdraw from; and it is good judgment only to center our 
expenditures at a point which is likely to be held as a part of 
our commercial system in the future. 

I am in hearty sympathy with this amendment to strike out 
all of the paragraph relating to the Philippine Islands, so that 
this entire appropriation will be for the Hawaiian Islands 
alone; and then later on we will consider our policy with ref- 
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erence to the Philippine Islands. We are about to consider it 
very soon in questions relating to the tariff. We will probably 
be called upon to consider it very soon in estimates for appro- 
priations that will come from the War and Nayy Departments 
with reference to comprehensive plans relating to the military 
and naval improvements there. It seems to me to be the height 
of wisdom to strike out from this bill every appropriation that 
relates to the Philippine Islands, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment.reported by the committee. 

Mr. LODGE. I hope the Senator in charge of the bill will 
allow the committee amendments to go over. It is entirely de- 
pendent upon the other amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I certainly will place no ob- 
stacle in the way of a fair expression of the Senate upon the 
amendment proposed by the committee; but if on the desire of 
the Senator it is to be temporarily passed over, I should like 
first to make a few remarks in reply to one of his charges that 
this would be a wasteful expenditure of money. I will state 
that the estimate in the Book of Estimates, made originally by 
the Secretary of War, was, for Manila, $2,000,000, which was re- 
duced to $500,000; for Subig Bay, $500,000, which was reduced 
to $240,000, and for Honolulu and Pearl Harbor, $520,000, which 
was reduced to $260,000. In the bill we simply provide that this 
money shall not be expended in Subig Bay, for the reasons which 
have been stated over and over again. We have no plan, no sys- 
tem, that has been adopted for the fortification of that port, 
and the money already appropriated has not yet been used. 

But I think it would be unwise to accept the amendment to 
strike out the appropriation for the Philippine Islands. We 
have already spent nearly $3,000,000 on fortifications at the 
island of Corregidor, and the estimate required to complete them 
is $2,000,000; not, as has been stated by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Warren] so pertinently, for the fortification of 
Manila Bay, but for the defense of the great city of Manila, 
with a population of nearly a quarter of a million. 

I want to answer the Senator from Wisconsin, who asked me 
the question before leaving the Chamber, why it was particular 
ports were named in this bill, when heretofore we have made 
these appropriations, as he understood it, in bulk for the Board of 
Fortifications and Ordnance to expend? That is very true, Mr. 
President. In 1883, in March, I think it was, Congress provided 
for the appointment of a Board of Coast Defense, consisting of 
the Secretary of War, two engineer officers, two ordnance officers, 
and two civilians. We made, however, no appropriations for 
their work until 1888. At that time the board organized and 
was known as the Endicott Board.” That Board completed a 
plan for each port—twenty-two ports in the United States, on 
the Atlantic coast and on the Pacific coast, with detailed plans 
for each one of those ports. Under those plans we have ex- 
pended $120,000,000, in round numbers; $65,000,000 have gone 
for emplacements and guns, and the other $55,000,000 have been 
expended in the purchase of sites for torpedo stations, arsenals, 
and other accessories that were necessary for use in connection 
with the fortification of the different ports. 

On January 31, 1905, the President, by authority of Congress, 
appointed a new board to revise the plans of the Endicott Board, 
and as the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loner] has read, 
they have classified them, and twenty-nine different ports, I 
think, have been named; among them, as he states, Subig as one 
which they have recommended should be fortified. They have 
left out quite a number of other places—I have in mind one in 
the State which I have the honor in part to represent—the great 
city of Los Angeles, in a county containing three or four hun- 
dred thousand people, on the harbor of which, San Pedro, the 
Government has expended over $3,000,000 in building a sea wall 
and a harbor of refuge; yet that is not embraced in the places 
provided for. I only refer to it incidentally in passing. I 
wish to show that the plan of that Board has not yet been fully 
matured. As evidence of that, they give us no recommendation, 
no estimates, no plans for the fortification of our insular posses- 
sions. 

California, Mr. President, is one of the brightest gems in our 
constellation of States. Pardon me for alluding to it in endear- 
ing terms. My friend from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopcr] regrets 
that he is not a resident of that State or a citizen of it. True 
they may not send their best men to represent them in Congress, 
but they send men who are loyal to the great interests of their 
people. I will say to my friend from Massachusetts that, if he 
lived there long enough, he might haye a chance to represent 
that State. If we could have the benefit of his great learning 
and his great experience, I am sure it would add tenfold to the 
result of the work that her present representatives have been 
able to accomplish. 

Mr. LODGE. Is that not a digression? 


Mr. PERKINS. True, Mr. President, I am digressing. If 
the amendment which is proposed by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts should prevail, he had better take the whole bill from 
your committee and revise it. 

Mr. LODGE. I have net proposed any amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. I thought the Senator proposed the one that 


is pending. 

Mr. LODGE. No; the Senator is mistaken. The Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. TELLER], a member of the Senator’s own 
committee, has offered the amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, in this bill there are $200,000 
appropriated for guns for the insular possessions. The appro- 
priations to which the Senator referred, which were made last 
year, were for guns which are in the process of being manu- 
factured at the different arsenals of our country. 

The reason we haye named these ports this year was that a 
member of our committee offered the following amendment, to 
which we all gave our sanction: 


Hereafter all estimates for fortifications of insular possessions of the 
United States shall be made and submitted to Congress, showing the 
* proposed to be expended at each harbor in each insular pos- 
session. 


That was done for the reason that much opposition developed 
in doing anything in our insular possessions, so far as the forti- 
fication of different ports in those possessions was concerned. 

I want to say to the Senator from Wisconsin that, while we 
have appropriated this money in bulk heretofore and have left 
it to the Board of Coast Defenses and Fortifications, to which 
I have referred, yet the information which they have always 
furnished your committee is in print of the number of guns, 
the emplacements, and the number of mortars with which they 
intend to fortify each port. They haye brought to your sub- 
committee the blueprints and explained them to us fully in de- 
tail; but we go not wish to publish to the world our system of 
defense, the number or the caliber of our guns, or the ammuni- 
tion that we were to use with them. 

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator from California did me the 
honor to refer to me. He does not mean to imply that I sought 
to secure the publication of these military secrets to the world, 
dees he? 

Mr. PERKINS. Iam replying to the inquiry the Senator pro- 
pounded a while ago in regard to our departure from the system 
which heretofore prevailed. The reason was that your commit- 
tee have brought into the Senate in the past ten or twelve years, 
during which time I have been a member of the committee, this 
information in a condensed form, without going into details, 
and I am only endeavoring to explain why there was this year 
put into the bill appropriations for those ports in the insular 
possessions which have not heretofore appeared. 

Mr. SPOONER. If it will not disturb the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, I shouid like to ask him a question for information. 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the Senator with pleasure. 

Mr. SPOONER. What is the amount of money that it is 
estimated will be required for fortifications in Hawali? 

Mr. PERKINS. In the Book of Estimates, which I have be- 
fore me, the estimate is $2,000,000 for Honolulu and Pearl Har- 
bor, $520,000 to be expended during the coming year; but the 
whole amount necessary, according to private information I 
have from the Department, will be two or three million dollars 
to fortify Honolulu Harbor and Pearl Harbor, where it is con- 
templated to make a naval station, as the Senator is aware. 

Mr. SPOONER. The bill appropriates $600,000 for the con- 
struction of seacoast batteries in the Hawaiian and Philippine 
Islands. How much of that $600,000, if the Senator will be 
kind enough to tell me, is provided for the Philippines and how 
much for Hawaii? 

Mr. PERKINS. About $300,000 for the Hawaiian Islands 
and about $300,000 for the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. SPOONER. ‘Then, if the amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado should be adopted, the entire sum would 
not be necessary? 

Mr. PERKINS. Then the whole $600,000 would be expended 
in the Hawaiian Islands, I think it would not be advisable to 
adopt that amendment, for the reason that we have appropri- 
ated in this bill every dollar that the War Department desires 
in order to purchase sites. There has been a combination made 
against the Government to charge extravagant prices for the 
site near Pear] Harbor. 

Mr. SPOONER. I prophesied a couple of years ago that that 
would happen. i 

Mr. PERKINS. For that reason, if for no other, the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Colorado shouid not pre- 
vail. Though he is generally very attentive, at the time this 
matter was being considered by the committee the Senator from 
Colorado had so many other duties that he was not able to be 
present in committee. I am satisfied if he had been there, had 
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listened to the testimony, and investigated the subject, as we 
have done, that he would have been of a different opinion. 

Mr. SPOONER. I have a notion that if the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado be adopted, it would be eminently proper 
to reduce the appropriation of $600,000 for Hawaii to $300,000. 

Mr. PERKINS. I think so. I think the information of the 
committee is that that is all that can be advantageously ex- 
pended this year. 

Mr. FORAKER. Before the Senator passes from that point, 
I should like to inquire what progress has been made in ac- 
quiring sites for the seacoast batteries at Hawali, and what 
progress has been made in acquiring the necessary ground at 
Pearl Harbor? 

Mr. PERKINS. As to several tracts of land, condemnation 
proceedings are now pending in the courts of Hawaii. The 
courts, however, move justly, but slowly at times, in our insular 
possessions; and so the titles have not been fully adjudicated. 
Other tracts have been bonded for certain sums, and it is 
claimed the coming year will place the Government in possession 
of all necessary sites which will be required in Hawaii. 

Mr. SPOONER. Can the Senator estimate the sum? 

Mr. PERKINS. That I am unable to say. 

Mr. FORAKER. The estimated cost will not exceed, as 
I understand, what has already been appropriated on that 
account. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will state that the amount of money which 
the War Department asked for sites has been appropriated in 
each annual bill. 

Mr. FORAKER. I am talking about the site at Pearl Harbor. 
As I understand it, we made an appropriation a year ago, and 
that appropriation has not been used. 

Mr. PERKINS. That is also the case at Honolulu. 

Mr. FORAKER. Yes. The appropriation heretofore made is 
suflicient, so far as anyone is at present advised, in all proba- 
bility, to pay for all the ground that is being condemned. 

Mr. PERKINS. I so understand. 

Mr. FORAKER. And this appropriation is intended to cover 
the sites for seacoast batteries at Pearl Harbor and Honolulu. 
Now, how much of it, can the Senator tell us, is intended to 
pay for sites? 

Mr. PERKINS. The amount has not been segregated, so far 
as I am informed, but it was- estimated, in round numbers, 
that from two or three bundred.thousand dollars could be ad- 
vantageously used in the Hawaiian Islands. 

Mr. FORAKER. I will ask the Senator if that did not 
cover not only the sites, but also a part of the cost of establish- 
ing batteries? 

Mr. PERKINS. We have also provided in another place for 
the sites and emplacements. In one place in the bill we have 
provided for the manufacture of yarious guns of different 
calibers. 

Mr. FORAKER. I had reference to the emplacements and 
the general preparation necessary to be made to receive the 
armament, whatever it may be. If that is provided for in an- 
other part of the bill, is it not true that a good deal more than 
$600,000 will be needed in order to pay for a site for these 
seacoast batteries and for the erection of emplacements and 
the necessary preparation to receive the armament? 

Mr. PERKINS. It will require about a million and a half to 
two million dollars more; but it will not be necessary to make 
that available for the coming fiscal year, 

Mr. FORAKER. I do not know what is the plan of the War 
Department. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will state also to the Senator as to the 
guns the War Department is considering the advisability of 
increasing the caliber of coast-defense guns from 12 to 14 
inches. It is said that with the high explosives which they use 
in the 14-inch gun they will get 50 per cent more power, more 
energy, more force, and more destructive ability than from the 
12-inch gun. The 14-inch gun will expel a shell from the muz- 
zle of the gun 2,550 feet per second, going with an energy as 
it is expelled from the gun of 473 tons, carrying nearly 5 miles, 
and penetrating steel armor of 12 inches in thickness at that 
distance. 

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I want to ascertain from the 
Senator from California—I should like to, at any rate, before 
he takes his seat—what, in his judgment, will be a sufficient sum 
to appropriate for these seacoast batteries in Hawaii? I sup- 

that it was the purpose of the War Department to acquire 
the sites and proceed at once to the preparation necessary for 
receiving the armanent, and that they were perhaps limiting the 
appropriation on account of sites for seacoast batteries only 
because of this general plan, which was requiring so much 
money. But it seems to me that the amount of $600,000, if I am 
correctly advised, could all be used to good advantage. I think 


they will go right forward with their work, acquire sites, and 
make the preparations necessary for receiving the armanent. 
The Senator, however, knows more about that than I do. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I will say that your commit- 
tee are in full accord with the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on the Pacific Islands and Porto Rico, and feel that 
every dollar that can be advantageously expended in fortifying 
this very desirable point in the Hawaiian Islands should be 
used. Their information is presented in their report to the 
Senate that this $600,000 should be divided according to the 
judgment of this new Board of Fortifications and Ordnance, 
consisting of the Secretary of War, Hon. William H. Taft, Lieu- 
tenant-General Chaffee, Major-General Greely, General Crozier, 
the Chief of Ordnance, the Chief of Artillery, the Chief of Engi- 
neers, two members of the Navy, Rear-Admiral Thomas and 
Captain Sperry, and also a distinguished Army officer as sec- 
retary of the Board. This report only reached us a few days 
since. It was not printed, and therefore your committee did 
not have an opportunity of examining it at that time. 

Mr. CLAY. I do not understand the Senator to say that 
$600,000 could be advantageously spent in the Hawaiian Islands? 

Mr. PERKINS. I stated that your committee were advised 
that two or three hundred thousand dollars was all that could 
be expended advantageously in the Hawaiian Islands during 
the coming year. 

Mr. CLAY. I know the Senator is aware of the fact that the 
last Congress in passing the fortifications appropriation bill 
especially provided that an itemized statement should be fur- 
nished to the Committee on Appropriations of how much money 
should be spent in each one of these harbors in the future; and 
really, I believe that the appropriation bill ought to specify 
how much money is to be spent on each harbor. 

I know the Senator is perfectly familiar with the fact that 
the Secretary of War only asked for $260,000 for the Hawaiian 
Islands. He asked for $500,000 for Manila and for $260,000 
for Honolulu and Pearl Harbor, and he himself says that is the 
amount of money that can be advantageously expended there 
next year. Consequently, if that amendment should prevail, it 
would be necessary to decrease the appropriation from $600,000 
to $260,000. 

Mr. PERKINS. Only $520,000 was asked for Honolulu and 
Pearl Harbor. That was reduced to $260,000 in the Book of 
Estimates, which the Senator has quoted. 

Mr. CLAY. That is correct—$260,000. 

Mr. PERKINS. Therefore, I reiterate that which has been 
stated again and again, that I do not think the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Colorado should preyail. I believe 
that if the Senate should resolve itself into a Committee of the 
Whole and examine the testimony which we had before us in 
the committee—testimony which we can not present without 
giving too much publicity to it—they would agree with the con- 
clusions at which your committee have arrived. 

Mr. BACON. I should like to ask the Senator if he thinks 
a part of this fund should be appropriated to the fortification 
of Cavite? 

Mr. PERKINS. I do, most certainly. There is no question 
about it. It is true that my friend from Georgia 

Mr. BACON. I am not speaking of Corregidor Island; I am 
speaking of Cavite itself. 

Mr. PERKINS. I am speaking of Corregidor Island. 

Mr. BACON. That is 30 miles from Cavite. 

Mr. PERKINS. Aye; but it guards the entrance to the bay. 

Mr. BACON. I did not misunderstand the Senator, but he 
misunderstood me. I am not speaking of Corregidor Island. 

Mr. PERKINS. I am not advised as to Cavite. We have, 
however, a naval station there; we have machine shops there, 
and the testimony of the Bureau of Equipment and the Bureau 
of Yards and Docks is that it is ample for all purposes at this 
time. 

Mr. BACON. I had reference especially to Cavite itself, not 
to the island of Corregidor. 

Mr. PERKINS. I can not speak as to that. 

Mr. WARREN. I had the privilege of looking over the plans 
for the islands. There was nothing proposed for Cavite, as has 
been stated a great many times on the floor; but it is proposed 
to fortify the entrance to Manila Bay, which, of course, pro- 
tects Cavite as well as Manila. I do not understand there is a 
dollar to be expended on fortifications at Cavite proper from 
this proposed appropriation. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that the 
Senator from Massachusetts requested that the amendment 
under consideration should be passed over temporarily. 

Mr. PERKINS. I have no objection to the amendment being 


passed over. 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. 
amendment will be pussed over temporarily. 

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill at page 8, line 
9. The next aueudmeat of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page S. line 16, before the word “ thousand,” to strike 
out “two hundred“ nnd insert “ five hundred and sixty-five; 
so as to make the clause read: A 

X 5 ^, e, and test of seacoast cannon for 
done Paired greta gs oi} erie Soba A ERTE TE thetr carriages, 
sights. implements, equipments, nnd the machinery necessary for their 
manufacture at the arsenals, $565,000, 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The reading of the bill was concluded. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The first amendment which was 
passed over will be stated. 

The Secretary, On page T, beginning on line 8, the commit- 
tee propose to insert the following: 

POWDER FACTORY. 

For the orectlon and equipment of a powder factory, with Its neces- 
sary communications and accessory structures, upon such reservation 
now or that may hereaftor be under the control of the War Department 
as may be selected by the Secretary of War, $125,000. 

Mr. PERKINS, At the request of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Dante], 1 will ask that the consideration of that amend- 
mont go over until to-morrow morning, when we will take it up 
immediately after the routine morning business. The Senator 
from Virginia desires to make some remarks in relation to this 
subject-matter, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the 
nmendment will be pnssed over. The next amendment which 
Was passed over will be stuted. 

The Seceerary. On page 8, under the heading “ Fortifica- 
tions in insular possessions,” line 6, after the word “ dollars,” 
the comunittee propose to insert: 

Provided, That no part of this mun shall be expended at Sublg Bay, 
Philippine Islands. 

So as to mnke the clause read: 

For construction of soncoast batterics In the Hawallan and Philip- 
pine Islands, $600,000: Provided, That no part of this sum shall be 
expended at Sulig Bay, Plilippine Islauds. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the committee. [Putting the question.] By the sound the 

noes” have it. 

Mr. PERKINS. I enn for the yens and nays. 

Mr. LODGE. I suggest to the Senator from California that 
we first take a vote on the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr, TELLER] to save thne, -That will settle the whole 
Question, 

Mr. PERKINS. Very woll. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the 
Vote win be taken on the amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado, which will be stated. 

The Secnerany. On page 8. line 6, before the word“ Islands,” 
It Is proposed by Mr. TeLLeR to strike out the words “and Puil- 
Ippines;” so as to read: 

9980 90 o struction of senconst batteries in the Hawaflan Islands, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER]. 

Mr. LODGE, Let us have the yens and nays, Mr. President. 

The yeas nnd unys were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. MOENERY (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Drerew], and 
therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. SCOTT (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TALIAFERRO], 
and therefore withhold my vote, 

The roll enll was concluded. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am paired with the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Sroxzl. Not knowing how he would vote, I with- 


hold ing vote. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I am paired with the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Krrrunbazl. If he were present, I should vote 
” 1 * 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I suggest to the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Patrerson] that we transfer our pairs, which 
will allow us both to vote. I am paired with the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. STONE]. If it is agreeable to the Senator we can 
transfer our pairs, so that the Senator from Missourl [Mr. 
Sronxe] will stand paired with the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. Krrrrencr]. 

Mr. PATTERSON. That is quite agreeable to me, 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. PATTERSON. I yote “yea.” 


In the absence ef objection, the The result was announced—yeas 25, nays 23, as follows: 


YBAS—25. 
Bacon Dillingham Lodge Rayner 
Balley Dubols McCreary Spooner 
Blackburn Foster McCumber ‘Toller 
Braudegee Frye Newlands Tilman 
Bulkeley Hansbrough Overman 
Burrows Kean Patterson - 
Clay Latimer Pettus 

NAYS—23. 
Allee Carter Fulton Perkins 
Allison Clark, Wyo. Gollinger Piles 
Aukeny Cullom Gamble Sutherland 
Bevcridge ck Hemonway Warner 
Burkett Dolliver Tong Warren 
Burnham Foraker Penrose 

NOT VOTING—41, 

Aldrich Depew nox Pintt 
Alger Dryden La Follette Proctor 
Berry Elkins Metzner, Scott 
Burton Flint MeLauria Simmons 
Carmmck Frazier Mallory moot 
Clapp Gearin Martin Stone 
Clark, Mont, Gorman Millard Tallaterro 
Clarke, Ark. Hale Money Wetmore 
Crane Heyburn Morgan 
Culherson Hopkins Nelson 
Daniel Kittredge Nixon 


So Mr. TELLER's amendment wus agreed to, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on ngreeing to the 
amendment reported by the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. PERKINS. The amendment is not necessary, as by the 
vote of the Senate there bas been stricken out all appropriations 
for fortifications in the Philippine Islands. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Dees the Senator withdraw the 
amendment? 

Mr. PERKINS. I withdraw the amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. CLAY. I desire to call attention to the fact that as this 
clause now stands it rends “for construction of seacoast bat- 
teries in the Hawailan Islands, $600,000." The estimate of 
the War Department is only $260,000, I move to strike out 
“ $600,000" and insert $260,000.” 

Mr. PERKINS. I accept the amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Georgia will be stated. 

The Srcrerary. On page 8, line 6, before the word “ thou- 
sand,” it is proposed to strike out “six hundred” and insert 
“two hundred and sixty; “ so as to rend“ $210,000," 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The bill is still in Committee of the Whole 
and open to amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. I request that the further consideration of 
the bill be postponed untl to-morrow, for the purpose of 
giving the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL] an op- 
portunity to make a speech on the powder question. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. If there is no objection, the bill 
will go over until to-morrow. 

Mr. ALLISON. If that is the only question in abeyance, 
why would it not be wise to have the bill reported to the Sen- 
ate— 

Mr. PERKINS. There is no objection to that. 

Mr. ALLISON. And leave the one amendment undisposed of? 

Mr. PERKINS. I think the suggestion of the Senator from 
Iowa is a good one. Therefore I suggest that the bill be re- 
ported to the Senate, nnd the amendments made as in Commit- 
tee of the Whole be concurred in. 

Mr. ALLISON. That perhaps can not be done, leaving one 
amendment in the air. I suggest to the Senator that he ask 
unanimous consent that this shall be the only matter left for 
consideration to-morrow. 

Mr. LODGE. Agree to all the other amendments and leave 
this one open. 

Mr, ALLISON, Agree to all the other amendments, so that 
the bill can be taken out of the Committee of the Whole when 
this single amendment is disposed of. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Iowa will kindly 
restute his request for unanimous consent. 

Mr. ALLISON. I ask unanimous consent that the bill may 
be considered closed in Committee of the Whole, all the amend- 
ments having been agreed to except the amendment relative to 
the powder matter. > 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to th 
of the Senator from Iowa? 3 = avens 

Mr. HEMENWAY. I call attention to the amendment on 
page 8, line 16, where there is quite a large increase over the 
amount authorized by the bill as it passed the House. The 
Philippine Islands having been stricken out. 

Mr. PERKINS. I will say to the Senator that has been 
agreed to, and an explanation was made at the time, It does 
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not disturb the autonomy of the bill at all to have it remain as 
it is. 

Mr. HEMENWAY. I suggest to the Senator from Iowa there 
may be other matters in connection with this bill that we would 
like to keep open until to-morrow. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Iowa for unanimous consent? 

Mr. HEMENWAY. There are other items in the bill which 
I should like to diseuss to-morrow. 

The VICH-PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

Mr. ALLISON. Then [ would be glad if the Senator from 
California would go on with the other amendments this evening. 

Mr. LODGE. And finish the rest of the bill. 

Mr. PERKINS. I think we had better perfect the bill this 
evening. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The bill is in the Senate as in 
Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. PERKINS. Now the Senator from Indiana can offer 
any amendment he desires. 

Mr. HEMENWAY. I suggest to the Senator that I would 
like to look into the amendments I have in view, and if the bill 
is to go over as to one amendment, I see no reason why it 
should not go over as to the others, so that Senators may have 
an opportunity to look into them. 

Mr. ALLISON. I withdraw my suggestion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will go over till to-morrow. 

PENSION APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (II. R. 13103) making appropriations 
for the payment of invalid and other pensions of the United 
States for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President—— 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. PENROSE. I ask the Senator from North Dakota to 
yield to me that I may call up a concurrent resolution. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I should like to ask if unanimous consent 
has been given. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It has not been given. 

Mr. McCUMBER. After that is given, I will yield to the 
Senator, if there is no objection. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from North Dakota for unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill indicated by him? The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. McCUMBER. 
sylvania. 


TWO ITUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF BIRTH OF RENJAMIN FRANKLIN. 


Mr. PENROSE. With the consent of the Senator from North 
Dakota, I ask unanimous consent to call up the concurrent 
resolution relating to the celebration of the two hundredth an- 
niversary of the birth of Benjamin Franklin, 

By unanimous consent, the Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution submitted by Mr. Penrose on the 13th 
instant, which had been reported from the Committee on the 
Library with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, after the word 
“ Pennsylvania,” to insert * commencing; “ so as to make the 
concurrent resolution read: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Represcutatires concurring), 
That the invitation extended to the Congress of the United States by 
the American Fhilosophical Society of eee ghee Pa.. to attend the 
celebration of the two hundredth anniversary of the birth of Benjamin 
Franklin, to be held at Philadelphia, Pa., commencing April 17, 1906, 
be, and Is hereby, accepted. 

That the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives be, and they are hereby, authorized and directed to 
appoint a committee to consist of six Senators and ten Representatives 
an the Fifty-ninth Congress to attend the celebration referred to and 
to represent the Congress of the United States on that occasion, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution as amended was agreed to. 
PENSION APPROPRIATION BILI. 

Mr. FRYE. Will the Senator from North Dakota yield to 
me to call up a bill? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota yield to the Senator from, Maine? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will say to the Senator from Maine that 
quite n number of Senators have requested that I yield to them 
for the purpose of calling up bills, and I have said to them that 
the pension appropriation bill Is probably shorter than theirs, 

Mr. FRYE. Very well. I withdraw the request. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (II. R. 13103) making appropriations for the pay- 
ment of invalid and other pensions of the United States for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, and for other purposes, which 
7 
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Now I yield to the Senator from Penn- 
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had been reported from the Committee on Pensions with an 
amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. 

The Secretary read to the end of line 9, on page 8. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da- 
kota desire that the committee amendment shall be considered 
when it is reached in the reading of the bill? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I prefer it should be. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The amendment of the Committee on Pensions was, on page 2, 
line 7, before the word “age,” to insert “the; and in the 
same line, after the word “age,” to strike ont is“ and Insert 
“ of 62 years and over shall be considered; ” so as to rend: 

And provided further, That the age of 62 years and over shall be 
considered a permanent specific disability within the meaning of the 
pension laws. 

Mr. TELLER. I should like to ask the Senator who has this 
bill in charge whether that would give to every soldier who is 
62 years of age a pension if he asks for it? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think it will. 

Mr. TELLER. That is the purpose of the provision? 

Mr. McCUMBER. That is the purpose of it. 

Mr. TELLER. I do not quarrel with the purpose at all. I 
merely wanted to know. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was concluded. 

Mr. GALLINGER obtained the floor. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President 

Mr. GALLINGER. I-yield to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have thought it proper to make a very 
brief statement concerning this bill. 

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator permit me to offer an 
amendment before he makes his statement? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I offer the amendment I send to the desk, 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Hampshire 
proposes an amendment, which will be stated. 

The Secrerary. On page 2, line 9, after the word“ laws,” 
it Is proposed to insert a colon and the following: 

And provided further, That hereafter in the adjndication of pension 
claims onder the general law the soldier shall not be required to prove 
the continuance of the alleged disability or disabilities from the date of 
his discharge from the service to the time application is made for 
pension or Increase of pension, it being sufficient for him to show that 
the disability was incurred in the service and line of duty and tbat it 
exists at the time of medical examination. 

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator having charge of the bill, 
the chairman of the committee, has listened to the amendment 
with sufficient attention to say that he sees no objection to it, 
I will not detain the Senate a moment. I will say, however, 
that the amendment, hastily drawn, and which, if it is inserted 
in the bill, will go into conference, is designed to cover n very 
few cases, I have here a letter from a Massachusetts soldier 
Which I will ask to have inserted in the Rxconb, detailing his 
experience in the Pension Bureau. 

There is a class of soldiers who when they left the service 
suffering from disabilities were too proud to ask for pensions. 
Some of them did not need the money, and others felt that it 
was not quite the patriotic thing to do. Their disabilities were 
unquestioned at the time they left the service. Forty or forty- 
five yenrs after that time they become impoverished. They go 
to the Pension Bureau and ask for a pension, and they are re- 
quired by the Burean to prove the continuance, year by year, of 
that disability. It is not sufficient that it exists to-day, but they 
must proye absolutely that it bas existed year by year. The 
medical men who treated them are dead, as a rule, and it is an 
utter impossibility for them to establish this proof. 

It seems to me if they can show by hospital record or other- 
wise that they were disabled when they left the service, In the 
line of duty, and when they make application for n pension or 
inerease of pension can show that the same disability exists, 
that ought to be enough. That is the purport of the amend- 
ment, and I hope the Senator will not object to it and will let 
it become a part of the bill and go into conference at Teast. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have no objection whatever to the amend- 
ment. I tried to listen carefully to its reading, and I think it 
covers the Intended object. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask that the letter which T send to the 
desk be inserted in the Recorp. It explains one ease very fully, 
and it impressed me so profoundly, I haying thought of this in 
former years, that I felt necessity existed for amending the 
bill in this way. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the letter will 
be incorporated in the Recorp as a part of the remarks of the 
Senator from New Hampshire, 
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